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About the Series

The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official
documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisions and
significant diplomatic activity of the U.S. Government. The Historian of
the Department of State is charged with the responsibility for the prep-
aration of the Foreign Relations series. The staff of the Office of the Histo-
rian, Foreign Service Institute, under the direction of the General Editor
of the Foreign Relations series, plans, researches, compiles, and edits the
volumes in the series. Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg first promul-
gated official regulations codifying specific standards for the selection
and editing of documents for the series on March 26, 1925. These regu-
lations, with minor modifications, guided the series through 1991.

Public Law 102-138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, es-
tablished a new statutory charter for the preparation of the series which
was signed by President George H.W. Bush on October 28, 1991. Sec-
tion 198 of P.L. 102-138 added a new Title IV to the Department of
State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 4351, et seq.).

The statute requires that the Foreign Relations series be a thorough,
accurate, and reliable record of major U.S. foreign policy decisions and
significant U.S. diplomatic activity. The volumes of the series should
include all records needed to provide comprehensive documentation
of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the U.S. Government.
The statute also confirms the editing principles established by Secre-
tary Kellogg: the Foreign Relations series is guided by the principles of
historical objectivity and accuracy; records should not be altered or de-
letions made without indicating in the published text that a deletion
has been made; the published record should omit no facts that were of
major importance in reaching a decision; and nothing should be omit-
ted for the purpose of concealing a defect in policy. The statute also re-
quires that the Foreign Relations series be published not more than 30
years after the events recorded. The editors are convinced that this vol-
ume meets all regulatory, statutory, and scholarly standards of selec-
tion and editing.

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The Foreign Relations statute requires that the published record in
the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to provide com-
prehensive documentation of major U.S. foreign policy decisions and
significant U.S. diplomatic activity. It further requires that government
agencies, departments, and other entities of the U.S. Government en-
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gaged in foreign policy formulation, execution, or support cooperate
with the Department of State historians by providing full and complete
access to records pertinent to foreign policy decisions and actions and
by providing copies of selected records. Most of the sources consulted
in the preparation of this volume were located at the Ronald Reagan
Presidential Library in Simi Valley, California, the Department of State
in Washington, and the National Archives and Records Administration
(Archives II) in College Park, Maryland.

The editors of the Foreign Relations series have complete access to
all the retired records and papers of the Department of State: the central
files of the Department; the special decentralized files (“lot files”) of the
Department at the bureau, office, and division levels; the files of the De-
partment’s Executive Secretariat, which contain the records of interna-
tional conferences and high-level official visits, correspondence with
foreign leaders by the President and Secretary of State, and the memo-
randa of conversations between the President and the Secretary of State
and foreign officials; and the files of overseas diplomatic posts. All of
the Department’s central files for 1981-1989, which were stored in elec-
tronic and microfilm formats, will eventually be transferred to the Na-
tional Archives. Once these files are declassified and processed, they
will be accessible. All of the Department’s decentralized office files
from this period that the National Archives deems worthy of perma-
nent preservation will also eventually be transferred to the National
Archives where they will be available for use after declassification and
processing.

Research for Foreign Relations volumes in this subseries is under-
taken through special access to restricted documents at the Ronald
Reagan Presidential Library and other agencies. While all the material
printed in this volume has been declassified, some of it is extracted
from still-classified documents. The staff of the Reagan Library is proc-
essing and declassifying many of the documents used in this volume,
but they may not be available in their entirety at the time of publication.
Presidential papers maintained and preserved at the Reagan Library
include some of the most significant foreign affairs-related documenta-
tion from White House offices, the Department of State, and other Fed-
eral agencies including the National Security Council, the Central Intel-
ligence Agency, the Department of Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.

Some of the research for volumes in this subseries was done in
Reagan Library record collections scanned for the Remote Archive
Capture (RAC) project. This project, which is administered by the Na-
tional Archives and Records Administration’s Office of Presidential Li-
braries, was designed to coordinate the declassification of still-
classified records held in various Presidential libraries. As a result of
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the way in which records were scanned for the RAC, the editors of the
Foreign Relations series were not always able to determine whether at-
tachments to a given document were in fact attached to the paper copy
of the document in the Reagan Library file. In such cases, some editors
of the Foreign Relations volumes have indicated this ambiguity by
stating that the attachments were “Not found attached.”

Editorial Methodology

The documents are presented chronologically according to time in
Washington. Memoranda of conversation are placed according to the
time and date of the conversation, rather than the date the memoran-
dum was drafted.

Editorial treatment of the documents published in the Foreign Rela-
tions series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by guidance
from the General Editor and the Chiefs of the Declassification and Pub-
lishing Divisions. The original document is reproduced as exactly as
possible, including marginalia or other notations, which are described
in the footnotes. Texts are transcribed and printed according to ac-
cepted conventions for the publication of historical documents within
the limitations of modern typography. A heading has been supplied by
the editors for each document included in the volume. Spelling, capital-
ization, and punctuation are retained as found in the original text, ex-
cept that obvious typographical errors are silently corrected. Other
mistakes and omissions in the documents are corrected by bracketed
insertions: a correction is set in italic type; an addition in roman type.
Words or phrases underlined in the original document are printed in
italics. Abbreviations and contractions are preserved as found in the
original text, and a list of abbreviations and terms is included in the
front matter of each volume. In telegrams, the telegram number (in-
cluding special designators such as Secto) is printed at the start of the
text of the telegram.

Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate omitted text that
deals with an unrelated subject (in roman type) or that remains classi-
fied after declassification review (in italic type). The amount and,
where possible, the nature of the material not declassified has been
noted by indicating the number of lines or pages of text that were omit-
ted. Entire documents withheld after declassification review have been
accounted for and are listed in their chronological place with headings,
source notes, and the number of pages not declassified.

All brackets that appear in the original document are so identified
in the footnotes. All ellipses are in the original documents.

The first footnote to each document indicates the source of the doc-
ument and its original classification, distribution, and drafting infor-
mation. This note also provides the background of important docu-
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ments and policies and indicates whether the President or his major
policy advisers read the document.

Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent
material not printed in the volume, indicate the location of additional
documentary sources, provide references to important related docu-
ments printed in other volumes, describe key events, and provide sum-
maries of and citations to public statements that supplement and eluci-
date the printed documents. Information derived from memoirs and
other first-hand accounts has been used when appropriate to supple-
ment or explicate the official record.

The numbers in the index refer to document numbers rather than
to page numbers.

Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation

The Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documenta-
tion, established under the Foreign Relations statute, monitors the over-
all compilation and editorial process of the series and advises on all as-
pects of the preparation of the series and declassification of records.
The Advisory Committee does not necessarily review the contents of
individual volumes in the series, but it makes recommendations on
issues that come to its attention and reviews volumes as it deems neces-
sary to fulfill its advisory and statutory obligations.

Declassification Review

The Office of Information Programs and Services, Bureau of Ad-
ministration, conducted the declassification review for the Department
of State of the documents published in this volume. The review was
conducted in accordance with the standards set forth in Executive
Order 13526 on Classified National Security Information and appli-
cable laws.

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all infor-
mation, subject only to the current requirements of national security as
embodied in law and regulation. Declassification decisions entailed
concurrence of the appropriate geographic and functional bureaus in
the Department of State, other concerned agencies of the U.S. Govern-
ment, and the appropriate foreign governments regarding specific doc-
uments of those governments. The declassification review of this vol-
ume, which began in 2017 and was completed in 2019, resulted in the
decision to withhold 1 document in full, excise a paragraph or more in 6
documents, and make minor excisions of less than a paragraph in 18
documents.

The Office of the Historian is confident, on the basis of the research
conducted in preparing this volume and as a result of the declassifica-
tion review process described above, that the documentation and edito-
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rial notes presented here provide a thorough, accurate, and reliable
record of the Reagan administration’s policy toward the Soviet Union.

Adam M. Howard, Ph.D. Kathleen Rasmussen, Ph.D.
The Historian General Editor

Foreign Service Institute
December 2020






Preface

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series

This volume is part of a subseries of volumes of the Foreign Rela-
tions series that documents the most important issues in the foreign
policy of the administration of Ronald Reagan. This volume documents
bilateral relations of the United States with the Soviet Union from
March 1985 to October 1986. Due to the importance of U.S.-Soviet rela-
tions during the Reagan administration, the Reagan subseries includes
an extensive examination of U.S. bilateral relations with the Soviet
Union in four volumes: Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, Volume III, Soviet
Union, January 1981-January 1983; Volume IV, Soviet Union, January
1983-March 1985; Volume V, Soviet Union, March 1985-October 1986;
and Volume VI, Soviet Union, October 1986-January 1989. In addition,
several other volumes in the subseries will provide the reader with a
fuller understanding of how U.S.-Soviet relations impacted the global
character of the Cold War and U.S. strategy during the Reagan era. For
documentation on U.S.-Soviet nuclear arms control negotiations, see
Volume XI, START I, and Volume XII, INF, 1984-1988. Foreign Rela-
tions, 1977-1980, Volume V, European Security, 1977-1983, documents
the NATO dual-track decision and TNF/INF negotiations. Documen-
tation dealing with nuclear non-proliferation, nuclear testing, chemical
and biological weapons, and space arms control, including anti-
satellite systems, will be printed in Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, Vol-
ume XL, Global Issues I. The development of the Strategic Defense Ini-
tiative and ABM-related issues and other strategic considerations are
addressed in Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, Volume XLIII, National Se-
curity Policy, 1981-1984, and Volume XLIV, Parts 1 and 2, National Se-
curity Policy, 1985-1988. For selected documentation on the human
rights situation in the Soviet Union, see Foreign Relations, 1981-1988,
Volume XLI, Global Issues II.

Focus of Research and Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations,
1981-1988, Volume V

This volume documents the development and implementation of
the Reagan administration’s policies toward the Soviet Union from
March 1985 to October 1986. The volume focuses on how the adminis-
tration approached the new Soviet leader, Mikhail Gorbachev, and his
reform efforts; arms control negotiations at the Nuclear and Space
Talks, which opened in Geneva in March 1985; and the Geneva Summit
of November 1985 and the Reykjavik Summit of October 1986, as well
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as various meetings among President Reagan, Secretary of State
George Shultz, Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko, his replace-
ment Eduard Shevardnadze, and Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin.

Gorbachev’s rise to power did not immediately change the Reagan
administration’s policies toward the Soviet Union or arms control. The
basic four-part framework: arms control, human rights, regional issues,
and bilateral relations, established in National Security Decision Direc-
tive (NSDD) 75 on January 17, 1983, remained the fundamental ap-
proach in dealing with the Soviet Union. Administration officials,
namely George Shultz, the President’s Assistants for National Security
Affairs Robert McFarlane and later John Poindexter, and NSC Staff
member Jack Matlock, worked toward implementing the four-part
agenda in dealing with the Soviet Union. The documentation in this
volume is a continuation of Foreign Relations, Volume IV, Soviet Union,
January 1983-March 1985, and demonstrates how administration offi-
cials developed policies related to the four-part agenda, mainly in the
National Security Council Staff and Department of State.

A new set of U.S.-Soviet umbrella arms control negotiations, the
Nuclear and Space Talks (NST), began in Geneva on March 12, 1985.
The NST addressed three tracks: Defense and Space, START, and INF.
Throughout his administration, Reagan expressed an eagerness to re-
duce stockpiles of U.S. and Soviet nuclear weapons. Reagan’s Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI), a missile defense program announced in
March 1983, the Soviet insistence that this program would disrupt the
strategic nuclear balance and “militarize” outer space, and the ramifi-
cations of SDI for the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972,
created a constant source of tension and frustration for U.S. and Soviet
arms control negotiators, as well as in discussions between Reagan and
Gorbachev.

The death of Soviet General Secretary Konstantin Chernenko and
the ascension of Gorbachev into the Soviet leadership role in March
1985 coincided with the opening session of the NST. Vice President
George H.W. Bush and Secretary Shultz met with Gorbachev in
Moscow for Chernenko’s funeral services and quickly recognized that
the new Soviet leader was different. Gorbachev was of a younger gen-
eration, more driven, ambitious, and showed passion and great energy
during their meeting. This was a massive change in comparison to
Leonid Brezhnev, Chernenko, and Yuri Andropov, who had been
ailing during their tenures.

The Reagan-Gorbachev correspondence included in this volume
reveals a willingness to be frank and attempt to move arms control
negotiations forward to reduce nuclear weapons, while recognizing the
strategic needs of the other side. The documentation related to the Ge-
neva and Reykjavik Summits, as well as preparatory meetings between
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Shultz and Shevardnadze, clearly demonstrate a change in some Soviet
positions and Gorbachev’s willingness to compromise when necessary
to advance his larger reform efforts. In November 1985 at the Geneva
Summit, Reagan and Gorbachev developed a rapport and were able to
have candid, difficult conversations about how to make progress at the
NST. The Strategic Defense Initiative remained a point of controversy.
Reagan did not shy away from addressing human rights cases with
Gorbachev. While no formal agreements were signed at the meetings,
the Geneva Summit provided a starting point for these two leaders to
move toward reducing nuclear weapons.

After Geneva, the NST floundered, giving Gorbachev the impetus
to suggest a meeting with Reagan in order to break the deadlock. The
October 1986 Reykjavik Summit provided some of the most dramatic
moments of Cold War summitry, with the leaders presenting proposals
to eliminate all Soviet and U.S. ballistic missiles. In the end, this hinged
on limiting SDI research to the laboratory, and no formal agreements
were reached. The Reykjavik documentation in this volume provides a
full accounting of the meetings and preparations on the U.S. side.

All in all, the documentation in this volume seeks to provide a
more nuanced understanding of the relationship that developed be-
tween Reagan and Gorbachev during this period, through their
summits and correspondence. The volume also shows how the Reagan
administration continued to adhere to the four-part framework it estab-
lished in January 1983 in dealing with the Soviet Union, regardless of
the new leadership of Gorbachev. Reagan, Shultz, McFarlane, Matlock,
and other administration officials worked diligently to move the
U.S.-Soviet relationship forward; the sustained level of understanding
and cooperation they developed with Gorbachev and Shevardnadze
played a major role in this endeavor.
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Sources

Sources for Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, Volume V, Soviet Union
March 1985—-October 1986

The White House Staff and Office Files at the Reagan Library pro-
vide a key source of documentation on high-level decision-making
toward the Soviet Union from March 1985 to October 1986. The Execu-
tive Secretariat files, a subset of this collection, include the National Se-
curity Council (NSC) and National Security Planning Group (NSPG)
Meeting Files; National Security Decision Directives (NSDD); the Head
of State File; and the USSR Country File. Other relevant Staff and Office
File collections include the European and Soviet Affairs Directorate:
USSR Files; Director of Soviet Affairs Jack Matlock Files; and files of the
President’s Assistants for National Security Affairs Robert McFarlane
and John Poindexter. Key collections of other members of the NSC Staff
are the files of John Lenczowski, Robert Linhard, Ronald Lehman, and
Sven Kraemer, which focus on various aspects of policy development,
arms control, and negotiations with the Soviet Union. In some in-
stances, NSC records related to NSDDs and NSC and NSPG meetings
have remained in the Institutional Files of the NSC in Washington. The
texts of the declassified NSDDs are available on the Reagan Presiden-
tial Library website.

The Department of State records most vital for this volume are in
the following Executive Secretariat S/S Lot Files: Lot 91D257 Top Se-
cret/Secret Sensitive Memorandum; Lot 92D630 Executive Secretariat
Special Caption Documents, 1979-1989; Lot 93D188 Memorandum of
Conversations, 1981-1990; and Lot 94D92 NODIS and EXDIS Secre-
tariat Memorandums, 1985. The files of the Policy Planning Staff in Lot
89D149 and Kenneth Dam in Lot 85D308 provide an excellent insight
into high-level decision-making in the Department. The Central For-
eign Policy File of the Department includes cable traffic between the
Embassy in Moscow and Washington, as well as other related cables.

In addition to the paper files cited below, a growing number of
documents are available on the Internet. The Office of the Historian
maintains a list of these Internet resources on its website and en-
courages readers to consult that site on a regular basis.
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Unpublished Sources
Department of State
Central Foreign Policy File

Lot Files. These files have been transferred or will be transferred to the National Archives

and Records Administration in College Park, Maryland

Lot 00D471: EUR/RUS Special Collections—Russia, Political Subject and Chrono-
logical Files

Lot 03D256: EUR Files, Records of Ambassador Thomas W. Simons, Jr. 1964-1995

Lot 2016F0003: Ambassador Arthur Hartman Files

Lot 85D308: Executive Secretariat, S/S-I Records, Deputy Secretary Dam’s Official
Files

Lot 89D149: S/P, Memoranda/Correspondence from the Director of the Policy
Planning Staff

Lot 90D397: Ambassador Nitze’s Personal Files 1953, 1972-1989

Lot 91D231: Bureau of European and Canadian Affairs, Office of Soviet Affairs,
1978-1989

Lot 91D257: Executive Secretariat, S/S, Top Secret/Secret Sensitive Memorandum

Lot 92D52: Executive Secretariat, S/S, Executive Secretariat Sensitive and Super
Sensitive Documents, 1984-1989

Lot 92D630: Executive Secretariat, S/S, Executive Secretariat Special Caption
Documents, 1979-1989

Lot 93D188: Executive Secretariat, S/S Records, Memorandum of Conversations,
1981-1990

Lot 93D592: Executive Secretariat, S/S Records, Ambassadors Henry F. Cooper and
Max Kampelman, Program Files for the Delegation to the Negotiations on
Nuclear and Space Arms (S/DEL)

Lot 94D92: Executive Secretariat, S/S Records, 1985 NODIS and EXDIS Secretariat
Memorandums, 1985

Ronald Reagan Presidential Library, Simi Valley, California

White House Staff and Office Files

Files of the Executive Secretariat, National Security Council
Agency File
Cable File
Country File: Europe and Soviet Union
Crisis Management Center
Head of State File
Meeting File
National Security Decision Directives (NSDD) File
National Security Planning Group (NSPG) File
National Security Study Directives (NSSD) File
Subject File
System II Intelligence Files
System IV Intelligence Files
Files of the European and Soviet Affairs Directorate, National Security Council
Files of the Political Affairs Directorate, National Security Council
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Files of the Situation Room, White House
Frank Carlucci Files
Kenneth deGraffenreid Files
Donald Fortier Files

Sven Kraemer Files

Robert Lehman Files

John Lenczowski Files
Robert Lilac Files

Robert Linhard Files

Jack Matlock Files

Robert McFarlane Files
John Poindexter Files
Papers of Charles Hill
Papers of George Shultz
President’s Daily Diary
Stephen Sestanovich Files

Central Intelligence Agency

Office of the Director of Central Intelligence
Job 88B00443R: Policy Files (1980-1986)
Job 89B00224R: Committees, Task Forces, Boards, and Councils Files
Job 91B00805R: Policy Files (1972-1986)

Office of Russian and European Analysis
Job 87T01145R: Policy & Substantive Files

Office of the Deputy Director for Intelligence
Job 91B00874R: O/DDI Files (1980-1988)

History Staff Files

Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.

Manuscript Division
Papers of Caspar W. Weinberger

National Security Council

National Security Council Institutional Files

Washington National Records Center, Suitland, Maryland
RG 330, Records of the Department of Defense

FRC 330-87-0008: 1985 Official Files (Secret & Below) of the Secretary and Deputy

Secretary of Defense

Published Sources

Brinkley, Douglas, ed. The Reagan Diaries, Unabridged, Volume I: January 1981-October

1985. New York: Harper Collins, 2009.
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Abbreviations and Terms

ABM, Anti-Ballistic Missile

A/C, arms control

ACDA, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

ALCM, Air-Launched Cruise Missile

ANZUS, Australia-New Zealand-United States (security treaty)
ASAT, Anti-Satellite

ASEAN, Association of Southeast Asian Nations

ATB, Advanced Technology Bomber

C, Confidential; Office of the Counselor of the Department of State

CBM, Confidence Building Measures

CC, Central Committee

CCP, Chinese Communist Party

CD, Conference on Disarmament

CDE, Conference on Disarmament in Europe

CI, counterintelligence

CIA, Central Intelligence Agency

COCOM, Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Export Controls

CODEL, Congressional Delegation

COMECON, Council for Economic Assistance (also COMCON, CEMA)

CORRTEX, Continuous Reflectometry for Radius Versus Time Experiments (a hydrody-
namic yield measurement for nuclear testing)

CP, Communist Party

CPPG, Crisis Pre-Planning Group

CPSU, Communist Party of the Soviet Union

CSBM, confidence- and security-building measures

CSCE, Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe

CTB, Comprehensive Test Ban

CW, chemical weapons

D, Office of the Deputy Secretary of State
DASD, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
DATT, Defense Attaché

DCM, Deputy Chief of Mission

Dept, Department

DIA, Defense Intelligence Agency

DOD, Department of Defense

DOE, Department of Energy

DST, Defense and Space Talks

EST, Eastern Standard Time

EUR, Bureau of European and Canadian Affairs, Department of State

EUR/RPM, Office of Security and Political Affairs, Bureau of European and Canadian Af-
fairs, Department of State

EUR/SOV, Office of Soviet Union Affairs, Bureau of European and Canadian Affairs, De-
partment of State

Exdis, Exclusive Distribution

XIX
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FBI, Federal Bureau of Investigation

FBS, Forward-Based Systems

FM, Foreign Minister

ForMin, Foreign Ministry; Foreign Minister
FRG, Federal Republic of Germany

FTO, Foreign Trade Organization

G-7, Group of Seven, Canada, Federal Republic of Germany, France, Italy, Japan, United
Kingdom, United States

GDR, German Democratic Republic

GLCM, Ground-Launched Cruise Missile

GNP, Gross National Product

GON, Government of Nicaragua

GPS, George Pratt Shultz

GRU, Soviet military intelligence agency

HA, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, Department of State

IAEA, International Atomic Energy Agency

ICAO, International Civil Aviation Organization

ICBM, Intercontinental Ballistic Missile

IG, Interagency Group

IMEMO, Institute of World Economy and International Relations

INCSEA, Incidents at Sea

INF, Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces

INR, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State

INR/PMA, Office of Politico-Military Analysis, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, De-
partment of State

INR/SEE, Office of Analysis for the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, Bureau of Intelli-
gence and Research, Department of State

IO, Bureau of International Organization Affairs, Department of State

JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff
JP, John Poindexter

KAL, Korean Airlines
KGB, Committee for State Security in the USSR

Limdis, Limited Distribution
LRINF, Long-Range Intermediate Nuclear Forces
LTA, Long-Term Agreement on grain

M, Office of the Under Secretary for Management

MBFR, Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions

Memcon, Memorandum of Conversation

MFA, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

MIRYV, Multiple Independently Targeted Re-entry Vehicle
MLM, Military Liaison Mission

MOD, Minister of Defense; Ministry of Defense

MW, megawatt

M-X, missile experimental (intercontinental ballistic missile)

NAC, North Atlantic Council

NAM, Non-Aligned Movement

NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organization
NF, Noforn
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Niact, Night Action
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Soviet Union,
March 1985-October 1986

March 1985-July 1985

“Now we have to begin everything anew”: Gorbachev’s Debut

1. Letter From President Reagan to Soviet General Secretary
Gorbachev!

Washington, March 11, 1985

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

As you assume your new responsibilities, I would like to take this
opportunity to underscore my hope that we can in the months and years
ahead develop a more stable and constructive relationship between
our two countries. Our differences are many, and we will need to
proceed in a way that takes both differences and common interests
into account in seeking to resolve problems and build a new measure
of trust and confidence. But history places on us a very heavy responsi-
bility for maintaining and strengthening peace, and I am convinced

I Source: Reagan Library, Executive Secretariat, NSC Head of State File, U.S.S.R.:
General Secretary Gorbachev (8590272, 8590336). No classification marking. On March
11, Reagan wrote in his personal diary: “Awakened at 4 A.M. to be told Chernenko is
dead. My mind turned to whether I should attend the funeral. My gut instinct said no.
Got to the office at 9. George S. had some arguments that I should—he lost. I don't
think his heart was really in it. George B. is in Geneva—he’ll go & George S. will join
him leaving tonight.” He continued: “Word has been received that Gorbachev has been
named head man in the Soviet.” (Brinkley, ed., The Reagan Diaries, vol. I: January 1981-
October 1985, p. 434) According to the President’s Daily Diary, Shultz and Reagan met
in the Oval Office on March 11 from approximately 2 to 2:30 p.m. (Reagan Library,
President’s Daily Diary) Presumably Shultz delivered this letter to Reagan during the
meeting for his approval and signature. In a March 11 covering memorandum to Gregg
and McFarlane, Platt transmitted a draft of the letter and explained that the letter should
be “hand delivered by Vice President Bush to incoming General Secretary Mikhail
Gorbachev.” Bush traveled to Moscow as the official U.S. representative at Chernenko’s
funeral, along with Shultz and Ambassador Hartman. They met with Gorbachev on
March 13; see Document 5.



2 Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, Volume V

we have before us new opportunities to do so. Therefore I have
requested the Vice President to deliver this letter to you.

I believe our differences can and must be resolved through discus-
sion and negotiation. The international situation demands that we
redouble our efforts to find political solutions to the problems we face.
I valued my correspondence with Chairman Chernenko, and believe
my meetings with First Deputy Prime Minister Gromyko and Mr.
Shcherbitsky here in Washington? were useful in clarifying views and
issues and making it possible to move forward to deal with them in a
practical and realistic fashion.

In recent months we have demonstrated that it is possible to resolve
problems to mutual benefit. We have had useful exchanges on certain
regional issues, and I am sure you are aware that American interest
in progress on humanitarian issues remains as strong as ever. In our
bilateral relations, we have signed a number of new agreements, and
we have promising negotiations underway in several important fields.
Most significantly, the negotiations we have agreed to begin in Geneva
provide us with a genuine chance to make progress toward our com-
mon ultimate goal of eliminating nuclear weapons.

It is important for us to build on these achievements. You can be
assured of my personal commitment to work with you and the rest of
the Soviet leadership in serious negotiations. In that spirit, I would
like to invite you to visit me in Washington at your earliest convenient
opportunity. I recognize that an early answer may not be possible, but
I want you to know that I look forward to a meeting that could yield
results of benefit to both our countries and to the international commu-
nity as a whole.

Sincerely,

Ronald Reagan

2 Reagan met with Gromyko in Washington on September 28, 1984, and with Vladi-
mir Shcherbitsky, a member of the Soviet Politburo, also in Washington, on March 7,
1985. See Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. IV, Soviet Union, January 1983-March 1985,
Documents 286-287 and 378.
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2. Talking Points for Secretary of State Shultz Prepared in the
Department of State!

Washington, undated

Why We Must Have a Relationship with the Soviets

There are some serious people who think we should not have a
better relationship:

—we should focus on strengthening our domestic economy and
society and leave the Soviets in our wake;

—to try to fet a better relationship means “detente”, and detente
is another word for appeasement;

—we should not negotiate from a position of weakness (our situation
in the 1970’s); and we need not negotiate from a position of relative
strength (our position today), because negotiation just leads us to give
things away.

Our answer should be:

—we are building our domestic strength. Nothing can stop us;

—we reject “detente”. It has been tried and it doesn’t work;

—we have brought a new realism to our foreign policy. We are not
going to give positions away in negotiations, nor sign on to flawed
agreements as other Administrations did in the past. We do not have
to have an agreement; we are not panting after a treaty. This self-
confident attitude has worked to our advantage in the Middle East, in
Central America, and with the Soviets. Indeed, it is a major reason
why the Soviets have come back to the table.

So we are better placed and more prepared than any American
Administration has been in decades to achieve a new basis for global
stability. We have the beginning of a new Reagan Doctrine:

—The Rand speech: a wholly new approach to dealing with the
Soviets.?

! Source: Reagan Library, George Shultz Papers, Secretary’s Meetings with the
President (03/11/1985). No classification marking. These talking points were included
in a larger packet for Shultz entitled: “Meeting with the President, Monday, March 11
2:00-2:30 pm,” in preparation for Shultz’s trip to Moscow. In his memoir, he wrote: “I
went to the White House to see President Reagan to go over ideas for the meeting our
delegation would have with Gorbachev. There wasn’t a thought in his mind about going
to Moscow. I recommended that Vice President Bush deliver a letter to Gorbachev
inviting him to the United States. The president agreed.” (Shultz, Turmoil and Triumph,
p. 527)

2 Shultz’s October 18, 1984, address before the Rand/UCLA Center for the Study
of Soviet International Behavior in Los Angeles is printed in Foreign Relations, 1981-
1988, vol. I, Foundations of Foreign Policy, Document 209. See also Foreign Relations,
1981-1988, vol. IV, Soviet Union, January 1983-March 1985, Document 296, footnote 4.
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—The Commonwealth Club sgeech: drawing the lines in our own
neighborhood, Central America.

—And we have taken the initiative to reverse decades-long trends
in the Third World economies (march toward the market) and approach
key regional issues creatively (southern Africa, the Pacific Basin).

To turn inward and isolate ourselves or stay aloof would be to
repeat a mistake that the U.S. has made in the past.

Our job is to end the cycle of intervention/withdrawal that has
characterized U.S. foreign policy historically—and to establish a new
basis for global security and progress that can last well into the next
century.

3 Shultz addressed the Commonwealth Club in San Francisco on February 22. His
speech is printed in Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. I, Foundations of Foreign Policy,
Document 232.

3. Memorandum From John Lenczowski of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (McFarlane)®

Washington, March 12, 1985

SUBJECT

The basic lesson behind any transfer of power in the Kremlin—
including the election of Mikhail Gorbachev to the post of General
Secretary—is that the United States must continue to conduct our
defense policy toward the USSR with the same caution and prudence
as we have been. In spite of the fact that we have a new face, we will
be dealing with a quintessential Communist Party man, whose ability
to exercise his own individual political predilections is severely con-
strained by the control mechanisms built into the Soviet system.

! Source: Reagan Library, John Lenczowski Files, NSC Files, Chron File March 1985;
NLR-324-11-69-2-2. Confidential. Sent for action. An unknown hand crossed out the
subject line with black marker. Poindexter wrote in the margin: “Everybody agrees with
this analysis. JP.” According to another copy of the memorandum, the subject line reads:
“Shultz-Weinberger-McFarlane Breakfast: Implications of the Gorbachev Election.”
(Reagan Library, Tyrus Cobb Files, Country File, USSR (1); NLR-98-4-50-1-3)
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The very fact of a new face, however, tempts many Americans—
and most importantly, members of Congress—to believe that a new
General Secretary has similar latitude for individual decision-making
as does an American President. From this assumption comes the further
assumption that it is within Gorbachev’s power to change radically
the character of Soviet policy toward the West. Hence, such a line of
thought tends to conclude that if only American diplomacy is skillful
enough, we should be able to reconstitute the basic nature of U.S.-
Soviet relations. Needless to say, although such thinking is not often
so directly articulated, it puts much of the onus of better relations on
the President. The fact that Gorbachev is a member of the new genera-
tion and gives the appearance of a smooth, pragmatic, non-ideological
“moderate” tends to reinforce such public perceptions all the more.
And Gorbachev’s performance in England, which exemplifies the situa-
tion we face, led ineluctably to public commentaries implying the exist-
ence of “hawks” and “doves” or “Stalinists and moderates” in the
Kremlin.? This theme, of course, echoes the principal Soviet disinforma-
tion theme—that there are real communists and non-communists in
the Kremlin and that therefore, if Gorbachev is indeed a non-commu-
nist, then Soviet global objectives will no longer be unlimited.

Although there are indications of a healthy, skeptical “let’s wait and
see” attitude in the initial public commentary here, this generational
succession still does present us not only with a very significant political
challenge to deal with an ongoing problem of misunderstanding, but
with a major opportunity to educate the public about the USSR and
communism in a way that can assist our defense policy.

Because of the considerable limits on the latitude of individual
decisionmaking, it is not at all clear that the generational change in
the Soviet leadership will mean significant changes in Soviet policy.
As part of the new generation, Gorbachev is more likely to be inclined
to take Soviet power for granted than were his predecessors. He has
been an integral part of the political leadership which presided over
major doctrinal reformulations which asserted superpower status for
the USSR in the world—a status whose legitimacy is based largely on an
uninterrupted flow of international successes, including the continued
accretion of military power.?

Among these doctrinal reformulations was the acknowledgement
that both the East European satellites as well as the domestic Soviet

2In December 1984, Gorbachev traveled to England where he met with Prime
Minster Thatcher and addressed the British Parliament. For the text of his December 18,
1984, speech, see Documents on Disarmament, 1984, pp. 882-888. See also Foreign Relations,
1981-1988, vol. IV, Soviet Union, January 1983-March 1985, Document 334, footnote 3.

3 McFarlane made a marking in the margin at the end of this paragraph.
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population are vulnerable to external ideological subversion. The out-
growth of this reformulation was not only the Brezhnev Doctrine but
a new and determined effort to ensure ideological conformity within
the Soviet system: hence the constant emphasis in recent years on
successful counterpropaganda. Insofar as the Andropov internal disci-
pline campaign was a function of such concerns and insofar as Gorba-
chev was associated with it, we can anticipate that its general thrust
may well continue under his regime. This should not bode well for
the general human rights situation in the USSR.

In his capacity as Party Secretary for Agriculture, Gorbachev has
demonstrated an inclination toward minor reforms—such as increased
production incentives. Although the forms by which such incentives
would be offered might differ from previous mechanisms, none appear
to be radical enough to change the basic collectivist nature of the
agricultural economy.

Although his prodigious rise to power would appear to imply
Gorbachev’s ability to wield great power personally, this career
advance is largely attributable to his skill at consensus politics and
“Party-mindedness.” This does imply, however, his considerable skill
at conducting policy deliberately, strategically and methodically—on
the basis of a well-honed assessment of the internal “correlation of
forces” and respect for the sensibilities of fellow Party leaders. This
can only suggest that his regime will be not only a formidable opponent
to the United States, but also sensitive to, and realistic about, the indices
of American strength and weakness. Thus, requisite indications of our
military and moral strength will be respected and can reasonably be
expected to restrain Soviet adventurism.

Steve Sestanovich and Ty Cobb concur.*

RECOMMENDATION

That you include the above points in your breakfast conversation
with Secretaries Shultz and Weinberger.

4 Lenczowski initialed for Sestanovich and Cobb above their typed names.

5 McFarlane approved the recommendation and wrote “Thanks, John” above the
recommendation.
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4.  Telegram From the Delegation at the Nuclear and Space
Talks to the Department of State’

Geneva, March 12, 1985, 2019Z

2170. Military Addressee Handle as Specat Exclusive. Subject: (U)
Nuclear and Space Arms Talks—Heads of Delegation Meeting, March
12, 1985.

1. This is NST-I-005. Secret—Entire text.

2. Begin summary. Ambassadors Kampelman, Tower, and Glitman
met Ambassador Karpov at Soviet Mission for a three-hour heads
of delegation meeting which constituted the formal opening of the
negotiations on nuclear and space arms. Karpov stressed the impor-
tance of the work of the overall delegation and suggested that the
round begin with five or six joint plenary sessions in which the sides
would discuss the “pivotal elements” of their position, establish the
interrelationships between the “working groups”, work out mandates
and agree on the organization of the “working groups”. Both sides
agreed on the necessity of adhering strictly to the joint Shultz—Gromyko
statement.? Karpov stressed that for the Soviets the idea that the subject
of the negotiations would be a “complex of questions” and the notion
of interrelationships constituted the heart of the January 8 joint state-
ment. The U.S. stressed the desirability of moving quickly into separate
meetings of the negotiating groups. After considerable discussion it
was agreed that there would be three joint plenary sessions of the
delegation as a whole, on March 14, 19 and 21. Individual meetings of
the negotiating groups will begin on March 26. Two negotiating groups
will meet on Tuesdays and Thursdays and one on Wednesdays and
Fridays. Karpov also volunteered that the Soviets would not object if
the heads of the U.S. and Soviet negotiating groups began meeting
informally before the 26th. The sides agreed that the negotiations
should be guided by the principle of confidentiality. Soviets did not
agree to U.S. proposal that the first round be broken into two sessions,
with the first session ending on April 4 and the second beginning on
May 14th. Soviets claimed that it would be inappropriate to leave
Geneva after meeting together for only slightly more than three weeks.
It was agreed that Executive Secretaries would meet later today to

1 Source: Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams,
D850167-0381. Secret; Immediate; Exdis. Sent for information to Moscow, NATO Collec-
tive, and USNMR SHAPE.

2Shultz and Gromyko met in Geneva January 7-8. For documentation on the
meetings, see Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. IV, Soviet Union, January 1983-March
1985, Documents 355-363. For the statement, see ibid., Document 363, footnote 3.
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discuss the question of scheduling this and subsequent rounds. Soviets
declined U.S. invitation for the three Soviet negotiators to a coffee in
honor of the Senate and House observers, saying that they were “in
mourning” for Chernenko. They indicated willingness, however, to
meet with congressional observers in the future. End summary.

[Omitted here is the remainder of the telegram.]

Kampelman

5.  Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State'

Moscow, March 14, 1985, 1137Z

3137.5/S only for clearance. Subject: Memcon, Gorbachev Meeting
of March 13.

1. Secret entire text.

2. Following is draft memcon of March 13 Gorbachev meeting
prepared by State Department interpreter Dimitri Arensburger.
Begin text.

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

Subject: Meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev After Cher-
nenko Funeral

Date: March 13, 1985
Time: 9:55 p.m. to 11:25 p.m.

! Source: Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams,
[no N number]. Secret; Immediate; Nodis. In telegram Tosec 50092/77674 to Shultz’s
aircraft, March 14, the Department repeated the text of telegram 3137. (Department of
State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, N850004-0009) Under a March
19 covering memorandum to Gregg, Platt attached a copy of telegram 3137 and wrote:
“Attached for your review is a copy of the interpreter’s full verbatim notes of the Vice
President’s March 13 meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev.” (Reagan Library,
George Shultz Papers, 1985 Soviet Union February) In his personal notes on March 15,
Dam commented that it was Shultz’s first day back from Moscow and that Dam “joined
in a meeting where he gave his impressions of the trip to Moscow and particularly his
impressions of Gorbachev. He was favorably impressed with Gorbachev, who struck
him as a self-confident and competent politician who was businesslike in manner. On
the other hand, the Secretary does not feel that anything is likely to change very fast as
a result of this change in personalities.” (Department of State, Executive Secretariat, S/
S-IRecords, Deputy Secretary Dam’s Official Files: Lot 85D308, Personal Notes of Deputy
Secretary—Kenneth W. Dam—Oct. 1984-June 1985)
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Place: The Kremlin, Moscow
Participants:

us.

The Vice President

Secretary George P. Shultz
Ambassador Arthur A. Hartman

Mr. Dimitri Arensburger (Interpreter)
USSR

General Secretary of the CC CPSU Mikhail Gorbachev
Foreign Minister Andrey Gromyko
Mr. Andrey Aleksandrov-Agentov
Mr. Viktor Sukhodrev (Interpreter)

3. On behalf of the entire Soviet leadership, General Secretary
Gorbachev wanted to thank the U.S. participants for paying their
respects on behalf of the U.S. Government to the late General Secretary
Chernenko. He especially wanted to thank President Reagan, the Vice
President, and Secretary Shultz for honoring Chernenko. Gorbachev
was aware that the President, along with Secretary Shultz, had visited
the Soviet Embassy in Washington and had signed the condolence
book. The Soviet side had taken due note of this.

4. Gorbachev continued that it was natural for U.S. officials to
wonder what might change with the departure of one General Secretary
and the appointment of a new one. The U.S. should proceed from the
premise that there would be continuity in both the domestic and foreign
policy of the USSR, as had been reaffirmed two days ago at the plenum
of the Party Central Committee. Since the present conversation was
being held between the representatives of two great powers, Gorbachev
wanted to say on behalf of the Soviet leadership that in the future, too,
the USSR would pursue an active and constructive foreign policy,
cognizant of the USSR’s role as a great power. (Noting the chimes of
an antique clock in the room, Gorbachev remarked that the clock was
old and was not intended to serve as any kind of signal). Gorbachev
went on to say that the Soviet side had set a meeting time which would
permit the participants to hold an exchange of views and enable them
to get to know each other.

5. Referring to extensive typed notes, Gorbachev continued that in
global terms the Soviet side proceeded from the premise that the task
before us was to assist all countries in improving the international
situation. This included creating conditions for promoting economic
ties and furthering exchanges in the fields of culture, technological
achievements, and so forth. As for the place assigned to the U.S. within
the foreign policy of the USSR, it had previously been set forth by
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Soviet officials. Gorbachev also assumed that Gromyko had discussed
this during his meetings in Washington with the President and the
Vice President.? The Soviet Union attached major importance to its
relations with the U.S. Foreign Minister Gromyko added that he had
also addressed this matter with Secretary Shultz in Geneva in January.?

6. Gorbachev continued that the USSR had no territorial claims
against the U.S., not even with respect to Alaska. Gromyko noted that
Alaska had indeed belonged to Russia at one time; moreover, there
was even a Russian Hill in San Francisco and a number of Russian
churches in the San Francisco area. Gorbachev continued that the Soviet
Union had no desire to achieve military superiority over the U.S,; it
had no intention of infringing on legitimate U.S. interests. At present
we had a major opportunity for cooperation.

7. Gorbachev recalled that there had been periods of such coopera-
tion in the past. Specifically, the Soviet side frequently recalled the
World War II period when the two countries had been able to cooperate,
differences in their political systems and ideologies notwithstanding.
Gromyko added that this had been a bright page in the history of Soviet-
U.S. relations; moreover, it had occurred under wartime conditions.
Gorbachev continued that it was especially appropriate to recall that
cooperation now when we were approaching the 40th anniversary of
the victory. Gorbachev also wanted to recall a later time, the late 60’s
and 70’s, when the two states had found it possible to cooperate to the
benefit of international relations in general, and relations in Europe in
particular. He pointed to the Helsinki Final Act, as well as the 1972
nuclear arms control agreements and others. That was a time when our
economic, technical and cultural relations began to develop extensively.
Now we have to begin everything anew.

8. Gorbachev could tell the Vice President that the USSR had never
intended to fight the U.S. and did not have such intentions now. There
had never been such madmen within the Soviet leadership, and there
were none now. So what was the problem, he asked rhetorically; why
were Soviet-U.S. relations so exacerbated at present? It would seem
that both countries should be able to establish proper relations and
adopt proper policies in the international arena, provided that the
leadership of each recognizes the realities as they exist in the world
today. It was appropriate to note in this connection that the situation
had changed radically compared to the 1950’s for example. The interna-
tional arena now included dozens of new countries, each of which had

2 See footnote 2, Document 1.
3 See footnote 2, Document 4.
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its own interests and aspirations. No one, not even the USSR and U.S.,
could fail to take this into account.

9. Whether we liked it or not, Gorbachev continued, we have to
learn to base our relations on these realities in the world. The interpreta-
tion of these realities affected the formulation and implementation of
foreign policy. Gorbachev suggested that this subject deserved some
thought. Why, he asked rhetorically, was he saying this? Because
numerous statements were being made by very highly placed U.S.
officials which attempted to explain events in various countries on
various continents, i.e., events involving changes of a political nature
when the people of a given nation were exercising their sovereign right
to determine their own course—and of course every individual desired
vigorous development and well-being—as being simply the result of
Moscow’s mischief-making. Moscow would seem to be almighty, it
seemed to have its hand everywhere. This was being used as the basis
for setting policy, for establishing relations, and for determining the
positions to be adopted on various issues. Whether we liked it or not,
we lived in the real world and both the USSR and U.S. had to take
this real world into account. Gorbachev repeated that these realities
had to be taken into account in formulating foreign policy.

10. Gorbachev continued that the USSR had no expansionist ambi-
tions. It had all the resources it would need for centuries, be it in
terms of manpower, natural resources or territory. He thought it was
Palmerston who had said that Great Britain had no permanent enemies
and no permanent friends, only permanent interests. This quote had
come up during Gorbachev’s discussion with Prime Minister Thatcher.*
It seemed to him that if Great Britain had permanent interests, the
same could be expected to apply to the U.S., the USSR, Mozambique,
Brazil, Nicaragua, and everyone else. If there was a desire to establish
healthy relations, one could not rely on the concept that might made
right. The USSR would object to anyone adopting such an approach
and would assess it accordingly. It seemed to him that these remarks
contained the crux of our different approaches to the world’s realities.
After all, Gorbachev continued, the Soviet Union believed that it was
strictly up to the people of the U.S. to determine their economic policy,
their political system, to select their President, their Vice President and
their Secretary of State. In the same way, it was up to the Soviet people
to make such decisions on behalf of the USSR and the USSR would
never permit anyone to teach it how to govern the Soviet Union. This
led to one important conclusion: There was no alternative to peaceful

4See footnote 2, Document 3.
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coexistence. As to the question of which was the better system, this
was something for history to judge.

11. The foregoing constituted the first part of his somewhat exten-
sive remarks which he had wanted to express by way of thinking out
loud. At this first meeting between us, he had wanted to present the
Soviet side’s views in a more comprehensive fashion.

12. Gorbachev went on to say that the second problem at this
time—a problem that was particularly important and timely and had
a direct bearing on the future relationship between the USSR and U.S.—
involved disarmament and ending the arms race. Negotiations have
now begun in Geneva. He wanted to tell the Vice President that the
Soviet Union was approaching them very seriously. The USSR hoped
that these negotiations would produce genuine results. Aside from
everything else, Gorbachev continued, the two countries had now
reached a point in their arms build-up when any new breakthroughs
resulting from the scientific and technological revolution—not to men-
tion shifting the arms race to space—could set in motion irreversible
and uncontrollable processes. Let the delegations in Geneva discuss
the details. Gorbachev wanted to convey only one thought at this
important meeting: Why were people in the U.S., including some partic-
ipants of the present meeting, taking such a somber view of these
negotiations? These negotiations are being depicted as requiring years
and years. This makes one wonder about U.S. intentions with regard
to these negotiations. Are they to be eternal? And beyond that, is
the U.S. side really interested in these negotiations, is it interested in
achieving results? Or does the U.S. find these negotiations necessary
in order to pursue its programs for continuing the arms race, for devel-
oping ever new types of arms, in order to enforce discipline on its
allies and—to put it crudely—to tell those who are advocating disarma-
ment to “shut up?” Could that be the purpose of engaging in these
negotiations?

13. The Soviet side would hope that the U.S. would take due
note of the seriousness with which the USSR is approaching these
negotiations, its desire for concrete results. The opportunity for
progress should not be missed if there is a genuine interest in such
results. On the other hand, it would be nothing but a pipedream,
nothing but adverturism, for the U.S. to follow the advice of various
experts about wearing down and weakening the USSR economically,
reducing its role in the world. The USSR had been able to find appropri-
ate responses in times more difficult than the present. The USSR could
find an appropriate response. But would actions along such lines consti-
tute statesmanship?

14. There was a time, Gorbachev continued, when the Soviet Union
had been accused of lowering an iron curtain, but today it appeared



March 1985-July 1985 13

that the U.S. was lowering an iron curtain to seal itself off from the
USSR. Contacts between the two countries have been curtailed, technol-
ogy can be transferred only with the express approval of the President,
trade is not permitted. This was a strange policy indeed. The Soviet
Union wanted to live in peace with the U.S,, it wanted to cooperate,
even to be friends with the people of the U.S. The people of the USSR
had much respect for the people of the U.S. and for their achievements,
but the Soviet people could not understand U.S. attitudes and U.S.
policy toward the Soviet Union. This was beyond the comprehension
of the Soviet people.

15. Thus, Gorbachev concluded, what sort of relations will the two
countries pursue in the future? Were we going to resort to the press
in order to exchange views and assessments, or were we going to do
this at the political level, giving an impetus to better relations between
our two countries?

16. The Vice President thanked Gorbachev for his comments. To
begin with, he again wanted officially to extend condolences to the
Soviet people upon the death of Chernenko and to thank Gorbachev
for the many courtesies extended to the Vice Presidential party. This
was the end of a very long day but he wished he had all the time in
the world in order to explain the overall approach of the President.
Yes, this approach was based on strength and realism but, the Vice
President wanted to assure Gorbachev, it was also very much based
on dialogue. It was not the U.S. intention to threaten the Soviet Union,
though we were determined to protect U.S. interests. The Vice President
had carefully noted Gorbachev’s remarks and wanted to assure him
that we had no aspirations of dictating how to administer the Soviet
Union. This was the farthest thing from our thoughts.

17. The Vice President handed over to Gorbachev a letter from
the President and expressed the hope that Gorbachev would read it
carefully.”> The President was ready for real give-and-take, and was
serious in saying that he was prepared for a meeting at the earliest
convenient opportunity. A former U.S. President, Abraham Lincoln,
had once said that we must think anew; Gorbachev had said that we
must start anew. The U.S. was interested in both.

18. Turning to arms control, the Vice President noted that the two
sides had made a basic beginning. It seemed to the Vice President
that some progress had been made during the meeting between the
President and Gromyko when a mutual ideal goal of eliminating all
nuclear weapons had been established. We did not have any aspirations
for superiority, nor did we want the talks to continue endlessly to

5See Document 1.
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enable us to engage in other activities. We were serious in our approach.
The message the Vice President wanted to convey was that we hoped
for progress and results of a positive nature.

19. Turning to regional issues, the Vice President noted that the
Soviet side had mentioned Nicaragua, while we have raised Afghani-
stan on previous occasions. The Vice President could say that we were
ready for dialogue and he thought that cooperation was possible. A
major area in which the Soviet Union could play a constructive role
involved Ethiopian relief efforts.

20. Addressing bilateral programs, the Vice President noted that
some progress was underway on programs involving housing, environ-
ment, and trade. But he agreed that more could be done here. One
specific example would be an agreement on Pacific air safety which
would be a big step forward. He thought that this was possible.

21. The Vice President went on to say that we knew the Soviet
Union’s views on human rights. But he asked Gorbachev to understand
that this issue was extremely important to the President and the Ameri-
can people. Progress was important on the question of Jewish emigra-
tion, persecution of Hebrew teachers, and treatment of dissidents. The
Vice President would repeat names mentioned by us before: Shcharan-
sky, Sakharov, Begun, and Orlov. This matter was very, very important
in the United States. The Vice President again appealed to the Soviet
leadership to understand our position. He hoped that we could start
anew in this regard. Moreover, we wanted to approach and discuss
this matter consistent with the spirit and letter of the Helsinki Accords.

22. Gorbachev interjected that generally speaking he would agree
to think about appointing rapporteurs on human rights in order to
discuss the human rights issue. The Soviet Union would have some-
thing to say about human rights in the Soviet Union and human rights
in the U.S. After all, the U.S. violates human rights not only on its own
territory but also beyond its borders, it disregards the human rights
not only of individuals but of entire nations and countries, it brutally
represses human rights. Just a few minutes ago we were talking about
not teaching each other how to manage one’s own affairs. But, to
repeat, if necessary we could establish a forum and have rapporteurs
to demonstrate to the U.S. administration and the U.S. population
how things stand with human rights in the U.S. and how the U.S.
administration deals with that problem abroad, i.e., how the U.S. treats
the human rights of entire countries and continents. Still, Gorbachev
did not think that this was an appropriate subject for discussion
between our two states. Every time there was a meeting involving our
two countries, the U.S. proceeded to raise these questions. Thank God
there was socialism because with socialism even the people of capitalist
countries had gained more rights.
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23. The Vice President replied that in his view it would be useful
if we could speak about these things. He wished there were time to
do it now. He would be glad to present our problems and to hear out
the Soviet side. Perhaps we could thereby make progress. Based on
what Gorbachev had said, there would seem to be much misunder-
standing of our position. According to Gorbachev, the U.S. misunder-
stood the Soviet side. He would leave the subject by noting that it
would be appropriate to talk about it.

24. In conclusion, the Vice President wanted to note that both he
and Secretary Shultz had participated in World War II. We recognized
the Soviet sacrifices during the war, but we wanted to look ahead
rather than backward, we wanted to emphasize the themes of peace
and reconciliation. Furthermore, we did not want to overturn any
post-war understandings. Rather, we wanted to see them faithfully
implemented.

25. The Vice President assured Gorbachev that we wanted to make
real progress. He was saying this with great conviction. The President
liked to say that it was better to talk to each other rather than about
each other. He wanted to make a start in that direction. While we could
not counter every wild voice in the country, we did want, to use
Gorbachev’s words, to start anew.

26. Secretary Shultz said that just before departing Washington for
Moscow he had sat down with the President for a long discussion of
what should be said at the present meeting because the President views
this moment as being very important.® The President and Secretary
Shultz had reviewed relations between the two countries and had
discussed the conversation between the President and Gromyko, who
was held in high esteem in the U.S. and whose words had made a
big impact on the President—especially Gromyko’s use of imagery.
Gromyko had referred to piles of arms which both the President and
Gromyko had agreed should be reduced. The President, too, was a
colorful speaker. The President and Secretary Shultz had also reviewed
the meeting with Mr. Shcherbitsky, who had left a powerful impression
in the U.S.

27. At the conclusion of the pre-departure meeting with the Presi-
dent, the latter, by way of a summary, had asked Secretary Shultz to
look Gorbachev squarely in the eyes like a man, and to say the
following: The President believes that this is a very special moment in
the history of mankind. Gorbachev was starting his term as General
Secretary. Mr. Reagan was starting his second term as President. Nego-
tiations were beginning in Geneva. Over the past year we had found

6 See Document 2.
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solutions to some problems, though not great problems, and if it was
at all possible, we must establish a more constructive relationship
between the U.S. and USSR. The President had asked Secretary Shultz
to convey to Gorbachev his view that in order to achieve success he
personally must work very hard and that he was ready to do so. To
resort to Gorbachev’s words which Secretary Shultz had almost used
himself, the negotiators in Geneva could discuss details and there
certainly were many of them, but only people like those present here
and like the President could resolve the main issues. The President
was ready to work with Gorbachev. Thus, in his letter he was inviting
Gorbachev to visit the U.S. as our guest at the earliest convenient time.
The President believed that a letter from someone was one thing, but
a personality with whom one could deal was something entirely differ-
ent. For that reason, the President very much wanted to sit down with
Gorbachev and review the over-all state of our relations and discuss
arms control issues. The President felt that if important agreements
could be found, the sooner this was done, the better. The President
viewed this as a historic moment. These were the sentiments the Presi-
dent had asked Secretary Shultz to convey to Gorbachev, looking him
in the eyes like a man.

28. Gorbachev suggested that the exchange of views had indicated
the usefulness of this discussion. The Vice President agreed. Gorbachev
continued that while he did not wish to offend diplomats—and Gro-
myko and Secretary Shultz were not true diplomats because they had
other responsibilities as well, thus the only true diplomat present was
Ambassador Hartman—it was most useful, he thought, that this con-
versation had been held not in the language of diplomacy but in the
language of politics. Leaving aside the question of human rights which
somehow had appeared, one could say that this exchange of views
had been important and had included serious considerations which
required thought. The USSR would welcome it if the comments made
today by the Vice President and the words of the President, as related
by Secretary Shultz, about a kind of unique moment, were to be put
to good use in order to return Soviet-U.S. relations to a normal channel,
and if such sentiments were serious. Gorbachev promised to study
carefully the President’s letter and to think about what had been said
here today.

29. Gorbachev concluded by saying that he was pleased to have
met his U.S. interlocutors because he believed it was necessary to know
each other, to find time for meetings to discuss outstanding problems,
and to seek ways to bring the two countries closer together. The Soviet
side did not advocate confrontation. It did advocate an improvement
of Soviet-U.S. relations. Of course, if the U.S. Government were to set
itself the goal of using one or another important issue to outflank the
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USSR or to attain unilateral advantage, that would hardly promote
better relations. The Soviet Union advocated an honest dialogue which
properly took into account the “ranking” of our two countries and of
the officials leading these two countries.

30. The Vice President thanked Gorbachev for the opportunity to
meet with him and mentioned that he would be holding a press confer-
ence at which he would not reveal the substance of the conversation
but would characterize it as useful.” Gromyko concurred that the press
should be told it was positive and useful. End text.

31. No distribution without approval of Charles Hill.

Hartman

7 For the transcript of Bush’s press conference, see Department of State Bulletin,
May 1985, pp. 18-19.

6. Information Memorandum From the Director of the Bureau
of Intelligence and Research (Abramowitz) to Secretary of
State Shultz!

Washington, March 15, 1985

SUBJECT
Divided Soviet Approach to Geneva Arms Control Talks

In late February, the Soviet leadership was divided and uncertain
about its approach to the arms talks in Geneva, [3 lines not declassified]
this uncertainty was due to 1) Chernenko’s illness and divided opinions
within the Politburo, and 2) uncertainty about U.S. intentions and aims
at Geneva. Nevertheless, [less than 1 line not declassified] the overriding
Soviet aim at Geneva would be to prevent deployment of the Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI). [less than 1 line not declassified] to achieve this
end the Soviets would be prepared to make marginal concessions on

! Source: Reagan Library, George Shultz Papers, Executive Secretariat Sensitive
(03/14/1985-03/15/1985); NLR-775-13-29-9-7. Secret; Sensitive; Noforn; Nocontract;
Orcon. Drafted by D.G. Simpson (INR/PMA/GPT) on March 14. A stamped notation
reading “GPS” appears on the memorandum, indicating Shultz saw it.
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other parts of the Geneva negotiations and in such atmosphere-affecting
secondary areas as human rights and Nicaragua.

[less than 1 line not declassified] characterized guidance currently
issued to Soviet diplomats abroad as infrequent, imprecise and simplis-
tic compared with briefings available at the time of Soviet campaigns
against the neutron bomb or deployment of INF. [less than 1 line not
declassified] the decision to resume negotiations and the Soviet approach
to them had been the subject of a major debate within the Soviet
political and military leadership. The latter was thought to be inherently
distrustful of arms control agreements, considering it a dangerous
delusion for the USSR to accept constraints on its weapons systems in
return for U.S. assurances. The military was also thought to dismiss
apparent differences of opinion within NATO as coordinated propa-
ganda attempts to weaken Soviet vigilance.

Political and military leaders agreed, however, that pressure must
be put on the Americans to prevent deployment of SDI and resultant
strains on Soviet resources. To this end, [less than 1 line not declassified]
the USSR would be prepared to exploit linkage among the three sets
of talks at Geneva, play on differences in U.S. and Western European
approaches to arms control, and use moderation in certain non-vital
areas not connected with arms control.

In this regard, [less than 1 line not declassified] the Soviets would be
prepared, in exchange for concessions of more value to the USSR, to
compromise on their demand that British and French forces be counted
in INF, though they would then insist on taking account of them
in START. Human rights concessions intended to influence Western
opinion could include Jewish emigration, the treatment of dissidents,
(possibly the expulsion of Shcharanskiy and Sakharov), and ending
radio jamming. If necessary, policy could be moderated in areas where
Soviet interests were opportunistic, not vital, such as Nicaragua. In
contrast, no significant shift could be expected where the USSR was
seeking to defend an entrenched position, such as Afghanistan or
Ethiopia.

INR Comment: [less than 1 line not declassified] comments are interest-
ing as an indication of what conclusions senior Soviet officials [less
than 1 line not declassified] have reached about their government’s likely
strategy and tactics at Geneva—conclusions strikingly similar to those
of many Western observers.
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7. Information Memorandum From the Chairman of the Policy
Planning Council (Rodman) to Secretary of State Shultz'

Washington, March 19, 1985

SUBJECT
Gorbachev’s Debut: Tough Talk from Moscow

Gorbachev’s initial moves have shown the world a tough face to
match the appearance of smoothness and efficiency earlier displayed
in London.? His warnings to Zia over Afghanistan® and his bullying
of Tindemans,* together with Karpov’s threat to “blow up the talks”
in Geneva,” are clear signals to the West that we are dealing with a
more assertive and muscular Kremlin policy. Despite the denials by
Menshikov and the uncertain sources for the story, Dusko Doder’s
report in the Saturday Washington Post on an Afghanistan/Nicaragua
linkage is disturbing (see attached),® particularly in light of recent
reports that Soviet forces plan to step up the military pressure on
Afghanistan and Pakistan.

It is important, in my view, that Gorbachev get the message forth-
with that there are no easy pickings. We need to make clear that
exploiting the current moment of opportunity in US-Soviet relations
also requires responsible Soviet behavior.

1 Source: Department of State, S/P, Memoranda/Correspondence from the Director
of the Policy Planning Staff, Lot 89D149, S/P Chrons PW 3/1-31/85. Secret; Sensitive.
Drafted by Kaplan. Copies were sent to Chain, Wolfowitz, Burt, Murphy, Nitze, and
Rowny. A stamped notation reading “GPS” appears on the memorandum, indicating
Shultz saw it.

2 See footnote 2, Document 3.

3In an attached but not printed article, Dusko Doder wrote that Gorbachev “has
issued Moscow’s sternest warning to date to Pakistan for its support of Afghan rebels.”
(Doder, “Gorbachev Warns on Afghan Aid,” Washington Post, March 16, 1985, p. A1)

* In telegram 3269 from Moscow, March 16, the Embassy reported that in his meeting
with Belgian Foreign Minister Tindemans after Chernenko’s funeral, Gromyko “resorted
to some thinly veiled bullying on the eve of the Belgian deployment decision” on
INF weapons. (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams,
D850181-0579)

5In his opening statement at the Nuclear and Space Talks in Geneva on March 14,
Soviet Ambassador Karpov emphasized that “if the United States moves toward the
militarization of space, this would ultimately blow the negotiations apart.” (Telegram
2281 from NST Delegation in Geneva, March 15; Department of State, Central Foreign
Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850178-0274)

6 See footnote 3, above. The article noted reports that the Soviet Union was consider-
ing “unspecified actions” against Pakistan if Reagan continued U.S. military pressure
on Nicaragua.
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The Pakistan Angle

If the U.S., Islamabad, and Beijing stand firm, we should be able
to deter any Soviet threats against Pakistan:

—A Soviet effort to take a whack at Pakistan would be very danger-
ous, but would lead to a strong reaction in the United States as Afghani-
stan remains a popular cause in the country and on the Hill.

—It would destroy in a stroke Gorbachev’s “good guy” image and
head off any euphoria over prospects for a new US-Soviet detente.

—It presumably would undercut severely the improvements in
Sino-Soviet relations.

A Soviet threat to link Afghanistan and Nicaragua would be even
more hollow. Ron Spiers doubts the Soviet capacity to stir up Baluchi
insurgency in Pakistan (as Doder reported the Soviets might do in
response to U.S. pressures in Nicaragua). Nor could Moscow do much
more to affect the Central American situation, except by supplying
heavy armaments; and that would open the door to a more decisive
U.S. policy on Nicaragua.

All this said, however, we need to move out smartly on several
fronts:

—Some reassurance is clearly in order with the Paks. I believe it
would be useful for the President to send a letter of support directly
to Zia and release the letter to the press.”

—The Soviets will need some straight talk so their fresh leader
does not miscalculate. You should make this point to Dobrynin in your
next meeting with him.

—Gorbachev’s threatening language may be turned to our advan-
tage in dampening public expectations at home, and allied hopes in
Europe, and in Japan where Nakasone is seeking to score some political
points on the Soviet front. You might send a letter to allied Foreign
Ministers, stressing both our intention to seize the current “moment
of opportunity” and our determination to hold Moscow to higher stan-
dards of constructive behavior. We should convey the need for all allies
to hold together in case a vigorous new Soviet leader seeks to test our
nerve in Geneva or elsewhere in the world.®

The Chinese Angle

Since the Arkhipov visit, the Chinese have adopted an increasingly
uncertain posture on the “three obstacles”; they have also moved
toward party-to-party relations with Moscow, and have not been above
unhelpful comments on U.S. policies from Europe to ANZUS to Central

7 Not found.
8 Not found.
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America.’ Ibelieve this Chinese posturing is unhealthy, and, at a certain
point, could begin to erode Sino-American relations. Fortunately, I also
believe Deng and the top Chinese leadership are unlikely to ignore a
real Soviet threat to Pakistan. Their actions in Southwest and Southeast
Asia still seem to be fairly firm, even if their rhetoric is softening.

Nonetheless, I have suggested to Mike Armacost that he note to
the Chinese that the Soviets have adopted this threatening posture.
The Chinese would be well advised to bear this in mind as they pursue
their new detente with the Soviets.

Conclusion

None of this is to predict that we are heading into a period of crisis
with the new Gorbachev regime. However, whether due to Soviet
internal political considerations, a Soviet eagerness to be more assertive
abroad, or a desire to exploit the Western yearning for progress in
Geneva, we could be facing a first test of American will.

It may well be that these new signals of toughness stem from
a desire to overcome what Gorbachev and other Soviets see as the
humiliations of the last four years and to reassert the Soviet position
in the world. In a sense, Gorbachev may be seeking to do for the
USSR what President Reagan did for the U.S. (in an obviously different
context) after America’s introspective post-Vietnam era. (Dobrynin told
Bill Beecher last week about the “new sense of dynamism and activism”
in Soviet foreign policy.) If this hypothesis is correct, it has important
implications, both in terms of moving quickly to turn off a potentially
sharper thrust of Soviet policy and in terms of building the basis for
a reasonable US-Soviet accommodation based on reciprocity and
respect for each other’s legitimate interests.

Meanwhile, in the period immediately ahead, our declaratory pol-
icy should continue to accentuate the positive: moment of opportunity,
summit, arms control, etc. But we also should make it very clear and
plain that being the new top boy in Moscow does not accord Gorbachev
special privileges to bully others on the world stage.

9 Soviet First Deputy Premier Ivan Arkhipov went to China in late December 1984,
a notable visit because Arkhipov was the highest-ranking Soviet official to visit China
since the Sino-Soviet split 15 years prior. According to telegram 24020 from Beijing,
December 26, 1984, he met with Premier Zhao and Politburo member Chen Yun. (Depart-
ment of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D840822-0928)
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8. Information Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of
State for European and Canadian Affairs (Burt) and the
Acting Director of the Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs
(Hawes) to Secretary of State Shultz!

Washington, March 20, 1985

SUBJECT

The Soviet Proposal at Geneva for a Blanket Moratorium

As we had expected, the Soviets have attempted to seize the initia-
tive in the Geneva talks early on by tabling a proposal for a general
freeze for the duration of the talks on “the arms race” in all three areas
under negotiation. Though there may be some interesting, if as yet
basically undefined, suggestions of movement inherent in portions of
the Soviet proposal (e.g., implicit acceptance of some level of US LRINF
deployments), it essentially appears to be a packaging together of previ-
ous Soviet declaratory proposals—all fundamentally unacceptable to
Western interests. The nature of the Soviet proposal suggests that they
will doubtless go public with this call for a moratorium in the near
future, (perhaps in a speech or “interview” by Gorbachev or Gromyko),
trumpeting it as a major negotiating initiative on their part.

The Soviet Proposal

Characterizing it as “a first major, urgent step toward achieving
the goals of these negotiations,” Soviet Ambassador Karpov tabled on
Tuesday? a draft joint statement in which the U.S. and Soviet Union
would agree to refrain, until final agreement is reached on the “entire
complex of questions” under negotiation, from:

—the development (including scientific research), testing and
deployment of space-strike arms;

—the quantitative build-up of strategic offensive arms in terms of
the total number of nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles; and

—a build-up of “medium-range” missiles in Europe.

! Source: Reagan Library, George Shultz Papers, Executive Secretariat Sensitive (03/
20/1985-03/21/1985). Secret; Sensitive. Drafted by Dunkerley and Tefft; cleared by
Palmer, Dobbins, Redman, Schwartz, Grobel, and Pifer. Patrick Moon, EUR/RPM, ini-
tialed for the drafting and clearing officials. Brackets are in the original. In a March 21
covering memorandum to McFarlane, Kraemer and Linhard sent a “background package
for the President’s use during tonight’s press conference if the Soviets go public with
this March 19 moratoria/freeze proposals.” (Reagan Library, Sven Kraemer Files, [Mar
1985] Chron File: [No. 82-No. 90])

2 March 19.
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The draft statement went on to note that verification of compliance
with this general freeze would be carried out by national technical
means. In presenting it, Karpov took pains to continue to stress Soviet
insistence on linkage: “the resolution of questions of limiting and reduc-
ing nuclear arms will also depend upon the resolution of the question
of preventing an arms race in space.” In subsequent comments, the
Soviets said their proposal is intended to help the negotiating climate,
and is not a precondition to negotiations.

At initial reading, much of the proposal appears familiar. The
Soviets have previously proposed freezes in these areas in the context
of the earlier START and INF talks and at the UNGA (on the questions
of space arms). The blanket moratorium concept continues to contain
basic flaws and unacceptable features: it would lock the U.S. and NATO
into a position of inferiority in important areas; it would be unverifiable
in several important respects; it would require lengthy, complicated
negotiations to develop unambiguous provisions; and it would effec-
tively remove any serious incentive for the Soviets to negotiate further
on the reduction, as opposed to capping, of their own arsenal.

Some New Elements?

That said, Tuesday’s proposal may reflect slight movement from
previous Soviet positions. The evidence in this regard, however, is as
yet tentative, and in places, ambiguous or contradictory. Both Karpov’s
formal plenary statement and the more informal supplementary com-
ments by other Soviets in post-plenary conversation were deliberately
vague in details (one of the senior Soviets has, in fact, commented to
Mike Glitman that as a political statement, the moratorium proposal
did not require further details).

On INF, the Soviets characterized their proposal as “halt[ing] the
deployment of new U.S. missiles in Western Europe and at the same
time, halt[ing] the increase in Soviet countermeasures, with subsequent
reduction of medium-range nuclear systems in Europe to a level to be
agreed upon.” This reiteration in more formal form of Gromyko’s
comments on INF to you of last January may represent an implicit
Soviet acceptance of the “legitimacy” of at least some level of U.S.
LRINF missiles in Europe—the major sticking point in the earlier INF
negotiations.3 On the other hand, the question of follow-on reductions
to an agreed-upon level leaves open the possibility for the Soviets to
press for an eventual outcome of zero U.S. LRINF by continuing to
argue for compensation for French-British forces. Of course, the Soviets
continue to seek to equate U.S. LRINF with their countermeasures,

3 Shultz and Gromyko discussed INF issues during their January meetings in
Geneva. See footnote 2, Document 4.
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which include shorter-range deployments as well as the continued
deployment of SS-20s.

On START, the new Soviet proposal lays emphasis on the quantita-
tive nature of their proposed freeze on strategic arms, fixing SNDVs
and weapons at current levels. (They have described the weapons limit
in such a way, however, as to suggest continued Soviet insistence on
including gravity bombs and other short-range bomber weapons).
Their earlier version in the former START talks placed greater stress
on qualitatively freezing the current situation through various one-sided
modernization constraints.

Karpov seemed to echo the qualitative theme by stating in the
plenary that both sides should seek as an objective in the negotiations
“to renounce or strictly limit programs for the development and deploy-
ment of new strategic arms (long-range cruise missiles, new types of
ICBMs, new types of SLBMs, and new heavy bombers).” In post-plen-
ary conversation, however, General Detinov stated that the proposed
moratorium would allow for freedom-to-mix and no modernization
constraints. If correct, such an interpretation would permit MX, ALCM
and Trident II deployment, under such a moratorium, provided com-
pensatory draw-downs in warheads and launchers were made.

On space, the Soviets argue that their moratorium on research,
testing, and deployment of “space-strike weapons” does not go beyond
the constraints provided in the ABM Treaty. In trying to capture our
SDI research, they are using a familiar tactic of stretching the definition
of “development” of ABM systems, which is prohibited in Article V
of the ABM Treaty. The Soviets claim that by their definition research
is one stage of development, which runs on a spectrum from conceptual
analysis to laboratory experiments to development of components or
models of components. The Soviets would, however, exempt laser
research from their moratorium, on the grounds that such research is
not oriented toward developing “space-strike weapons.” (How would
the Soviets verify compliance with a research ban? One Soviet replied
in post-plenary that “cutting off the funding” would satisfy Mos-
cow’s concerns.)

In post-plenary conversation, General Detinov defined space-strike
arms as: space-based ballistic missile defense, the US ASAT, the Soviet
ASAT, and “space based systems which can attack targets in space, in
the air, on the earth or at sea.” The Soviet ban would not include
ground-based ICBMs which might have some incidental capability
against satellites. (You'll recall from last January’s meeting with Gro-
myko, Karpov in a side conversation with Bud McFarlane begrudgingly
acknowledged that some current Soviet ABMs would be caught under
Gromyko’s definition of space strike weapons. Although Gromyko’s
own response was somewhat ambiguous, it was fair to conclude that
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ABM systems were encompassed by the Soviet concept of “space-attack
weapons.” This new Soviet formulation does not address this, and as
such represents some backsliding from their January position in
Geneva. The Soviets have thus conveniently defined their moratorium
in space to have a maximum impact on our systems and research,
while having a minimal impact on their ground-based systems and
well-advanced laser research.

In sum, the new Soviet moratorium proposal contains some inter-
esting new variations on previous Soviet positions which our delega-
tion should be able to explore with the Soviets in the weeks and months
ahead. The bottom line, however, is that the Soviet proposal is a political
document, fundamentally unacceptable to us, and not intended as a
serious basis for arms control limitations.

Next Steps

The Soviets will probably publicize their proposal for a blanket
moratorium in the near future. (When directly queried on this, one of
the Soviets in Geneva responded that the confidentiality agreement
covered delegations, but not governments—which indeed has been
our position as well). This is consistent with their standard negotiating
practice of seeking to put us immediately on the defensive in the arms
control propaganda battle. They will clearly expect us to reject their
proposal and thus allow them to portray themselves to European and
American audiences as the party most interested in serious arms con-
trol. Moscow will likely couple their moratorium proposal with their
continuing efforts to depict us as somehow reneging on your January
agreement with Gromyko to address seriously the “prevention of an
arms race in space” within the “entire complex of questions.”

To help blunt the impact with the Allies of the Soviet call for a
moratorium, we have sent a letter from Rick to his NATO SCG col-
leagues with similar messages to the Japanese and Australians.* It
advises them of the Soviet proposal and provides our preliminary
reaction so that their own governments can be ready for an appropriate
response when the Soviets go public. (This will, of course, also enable
them to say that they have had prior consultation with the Americans

*In telegram 83957 to all NATO capitals, Tokyo, and Canberra, with copies to
Moscow, the NST delegation, and Seoul, March 20, the Department transmitted a letter
from Burt. He wrote: “Soviet negotiators in the new arms talks in Geneva have now
put forward a call for a blanket moratorium.” He continued: “our initial reading of
this proposal suggests that this is essentially a packaging together of previous Soviet
declaratory proposals, with all of their inherent faults and unilateral advantages for the
Soviet Union. The U.S. position on the basic unacceptability of such moratoria remains
unchanged.” (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams,
N850004-0164)
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on this question). In informing the Allies, we have taken care not to
appear to be dismissing the Soviet proposal out of hand, stressing that
we will study it seriously, but also indicating that we see little new
from previously unacceptable Soviet proposals. When the Soviets do
go public, we will also express regret that the Soviets are focusing
on serious reductions, and our hope that this is not the final word
from Moscow.

We believe that the disadvantages for the West of such moratoria
schemes are so self-evident and familiar as to help to minimize the
appeal of this specific Soviet proposal. On the other hand, current
interest and sometimes optimism over prospects for East-West move-
ment that Gorbachev’s ascension has inevitably sparked in Western
media increases the potential for well-crafted and orchestrated Soviet
public diplomacy efforts to do damage. If public interest in the proposal
is not easily dampened, we may need to consider a more extensive
public diplomacy effort.

9.  Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State!

Moscow, March 22, 1985, 11317

3607. For the Secretary. Subject: March 21 Hartman-Gromyko
Meeting.
1. Secret—Entire text.

2. Summary: My March 21 meeting with Gromyko produced what
I take to be the first hint of a counterproposal to the President’s invita-
tion to Gorbachev. Gromyko indicated that the President’s letter is still
being studied and advised against our “pushing” for a reply.? But he
asked pointedly at what “level” we would be represented at commemo-
rations in Helsinki of the tenth anniversary of the signing of the Final
Act, suggesting Moscow may prefer a meeting there to coming to
Washington. While this is obviously not satisfactory from our point of
view, I recommend that we not react, lest we appear too eager for
summitry. Better to let the Soviets take their own time to reply.

! Source: Department of State, Ambassador Arthur Hartman Files, Lot 2016F0003,
Folder 17: 1984-1985 US-Soviet Relations. Secret; Immediate; Nodis.

2 See Document 1.
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3. While Gromyko strongly endorsed my view of the need for an
expanded dialogue in the months between now and the UNGA, he
repeatedly emphasized the need for greater “substance” in our discus-
sions, including, implicitly, in any summit meeting. While my impres-
sion is that no decision has been made as yet, this line may presage
an attempt to push for quick progress from us in Geneva as the price
of a meeting with Gorbachev. Gromyko implied that he will be in
Vienna for the State Treaty anniversary and suggested he might see
you there.

4. Gromyko expressed a willingness to suspend judgement for the
moment on prospects for NST (although he was not encouraged by
preliminary reports), but complained about the Western approach in
MBER, CDE and the CD. He begrudgingly agreed to “reflect on” our
concerns on Moscow’s plan to take over payrolling of Embassy employ-
ees and even to look into a suggestion that I meet with one of his
deputies on U.S.-interest human rights cases. He avoided an attempt
to draw him out on Soviet VE Day plans. Apparently fresh as a daisy
after what must have been a grueling week and a half, Gromyko was
cordial, if unenthusiastic, throughout the meeting. While he assured
me of Gorbachev’s strong interest in U.S.-Soviet relations, I saw nothing
in Gromyko’s presentation to suggest that the new leader has made
any inroads in the old master’s brief. He very much appreciated your
plaque and guffawed (an oddity in itself) when I suggested they show
it to security experts. End summary.

5. Gromyko received me for an hour and twenty minutes accompa-
nied by the MFA’s USA Department Chief (Bessmertnykh), the Minis-
try’s senior interpreter (Sukhodrev) and an unidentified notetaker. I
had along my Political Counselor. After exchanging greetings, I gave
Gromyko the sign from Geneva you had had mounted, along with
your letter.®> He seemed genuinely pleased, and, after asking me to
convey his thanks invited me to begin the session.

6. Summarizing high-level U.S.-Soviet exchanges since November,
I told Gromyko I expected to be in Washington in April, and that I
would find it useful in my meetings there to have his impressions of
where the relationship might be heading in the months ahead. I noted
that you had announced you would be going to Vienna in May (he
remarked, “I've heard”) and recalled our suggestion to Gorbachev that
it would be useful to have political level discussions at some point. I
suggested that in the period ahead people both here and in Washington

3 Thank you letters to Gorbachev, Kuznetsov, and Gromyko from Shultz and Bush
were transmitted via telegram 3204 to Moscow, March 14. It seems likely Hartman
delivered another copy of this by hand to Gromyko. (Department of State, Central
Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850178-0187)
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would inevitably want to turn their attention to internal affairs, and
that there might be some value in talking about how we managed our
competition to give ourselves some respite to do so. I pointed out that
you had been encouraged by the business-like tenor of your last two
meetings with Gromyko, and speculated that the two of you would
have an opportunity to meet, if not sooner, at the UNGA next fall.
What, I wondered, did Gromyko see as a useful, achievable agenda in
the meantime.

7. Gromyko prefaced his response by noting that he might see you
if he, too, goes to Vienna. (He later indicated he expected to tell the
Austrians “very soon” whether or not he will attend the May 15 festivi-
ties). Indicating that he would eventually respond to my final query,
he invited me to outline our own views of possible areas of cooperation
in the period ahead.

8.1 told Gromyko we had put an important part of the relationship
back in motion with the resumption of the Geneva talks. It remained
to be seen, especially in light of what we considered a first misstep on
the Soviet side (Karpov’s interview),* whether it would be possible to
maintain the confidentiality of the proceedings. But we felt preliminary
discussions had shown that serious work was possible and that we
were prepared to deal with the real issues. While it was too early to
draw conclusions on Geneva, at some point a review of progress in
other negotiations might be useful. We hoped exchanges in both Stock-
holm and Vienna would bear fruit, and bilateral NPT talks seemed to
be on track. We needed to talk more about CW.

9. We could do more on regional issues, I continued. Referring
back to Gorbachev’s remarks in our Kremlin meeting on conflicting
U.S.-Soviet views of behaviour with respect to the developing world,”
I asked whether we should not try to develop a better common under-
standing of the concept of “restraint” than we had in the seventies. I
noted that we had already had discussions on Afghanistan and South-
ern Africa, and that the recent consultations on the Middle East had
been useful. We were nonetheless concerned that, despite these
exchanges, the Soviets seemed unwilling to take constructive steps
even in areas, such as the Iran-Iraq War, where we appeared to share
common overall objectives. Reports that Soviet-made rockets appar-

4In telegram 3334 from Moscow March 18, the Embassy reported: “Karpov made
an unusual appearance on the TV news program Vremya March 16. Soviet spokesmen
stress that an agreement on space weapons must accompany any reduction in nuclear
arms. They question whether administration support for SDI is consistent with the
agreed purpose of the talks.” (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic
Telegrams, D850183-0565)

5See Document 5.
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ently supplied by Libya to Iran had struck Baghdad dramatically under-
scored this concern.

10. Finally, I noted that there were bilateral problems we could
usefully address. By way of example, I noted that four months of
negotiations had created the impression on our side that certain Soviet
institutions were not anxious to conclude a new exchanges agreement.
The cultural and higher education ministries seemed determined not
to allow even as extensive a program as had existed before 1979. We
were unwilling to settle for less. It would take a political stimulus if
we were to move beyond this impasse.

11. Before launching into a somewhat rambling response, Gromyko
asked me one very pointed question. Had we, he wondered, given any
thought to how the tenth anniversary of the signing of the Helsinki
Final Act might be marked? More specifically, “at what level” should
the anniversary be marked? He did not respond immediately to my
reply that we had not yet definitively addressed this question. After
commenting on my other points, however, he returned to Helsinki,
observing that it would be well to mark the occasion fittingly. Moscow’s
plans, like ours, had not yet crystallized, he said. The Soviets were
considering the question of “level”. In case I missed the point, he
repeated that “the level of Soviet participation” at the anniversary was
being considered.

12. Taking up my points on dialogue, Gromyko recalled our Krem-
lin meeting with Gorbachev. Gromyko portrayed the “thrust” of the
new General Secretary’s presentation as “the need to find practical
means of improving bilateral relations and the international situation”.
The main problem was to move from words to deeds. While the U.S.
funeral delegation had expressed “solidarity” with the general idea of
improving relations, it had, Gromyko chided, seemed to avoid dealing
with the substance of the most acute problems facing us—those being
addressed in Geneva. The Soviets had not expected an in-depth discus-
sion of Geneva-related issues, of course; but they had “noted” the U.S.
“triad’s” apparent lack of preparedness for a “concrete discussion”.
Gromyko complained that he had noted the same problem in discus-
sions of less weighty, but still important issues, in diplomatic exchanges
here and in Washington.

13. On Geneva per se, Gromyko agreed with me that it was too
early to draw any conclusions. He noted, however, that initial reports
from the Soviet delegation did not make him “hopeful”. Reiterating that
we were only at the beginning of the talks, he expressed a willingness
to wait and see how they developed. He was less charitable on our
approach to MBFR, Stockholm and the Committee on Disarmament.
On the first, he warned that the Western attitude was leading people
here to conclude that NATO capitals did not want progress. He
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described the latter two negotiations as “going around in circles”,
warning that Moscow would not accept unilateral steps against its
interest. He interpreted the NATO position on CSBM’s at Stockholm
as reflecting a greater interest in “intelligence gathering” than in secu-
rity. This approach would not, he warned, lead to an acceptable
agreement.

14. Gromyko acknowledged the utility of the February Middle East
discussions,® but complained that other bilateral exchanges on regional
issues had been “cursory” in nature. The Soviets would prefer that
future discussions be more “specific” and would be prepared to work
with the U.S. to identify possible topics. Exchanges could then proceed
through Embassies in either Washington or Moscow. The Soviets were
for future regional exchanges, Gromyko concluded, feeling that they
played a useful role in “keeping an even temperature”.

15. After making the point on Helsinki described above, Gromyko
concluded by reassuring me that the President’s letter to Gorbachev
was being “studied”, and that a response would be forthcoming. He
did not believe it would be useful for us to “push” for a response. The
Soviets felt it best to consider “coolly, level-headedly, and unemotion-
ally” all facets of the message before responding.

16. After addressing a number of Gromyko’s points, I raised our
concern over Moscow’s approach to the fortieth anniversary of the VE
Day. That approach, I pointed out, had recently manifested itself in a
particularly malign way in a Pravda piece (Moscow 03396)” suggesting
that U.S. bombing of Dresden and Tokyo in 1945 was to frighten Mos-
cow. Another problem was the Soviets’ refrain not only that they had
won the war themselves, but had been hindered by its “allies”. I
reminded Gromyko of Vice President Bush’s assurances that we
remembered the sacrifices the USSR had made with us during the war,
and pointed out that the Western wartime allies would be commemo-
rating the end of the conflict at the Bonn Summit with our former
enemies.® Our themes would be reconciliation, forty years of peace
and economic progress, attempts to bring the fruits of that progress to

6 See Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. IV, Soviet Union, January 1983-March 1985,
Document 371.

7 In telegram 3396 from Moscow, March 19, the Embassy reported: “A major Pravda
commentary by Yuriy Zhukov March 18 takes the U.S. to task for its failure to plan for
an adequate commemoration of V-E Day. The Zhukov article comes in the wake of
Gorbachev’s reference in his March 11 Central Committee speech to the possibility that
the 40th anniversary of the end of the war could be the occasion for new positive steps
in East-West relations. Gorbachev’s statement and the Zhukov follow-up probably signal
a new phase in Moscow’s campaign to press the U.S. on this year’s anniversaries.”
(Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850186-0414)

8 The G-7 was scheduled to meet in Bonn from May 2 to 4.
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less developed nations, and the emergence of a new generation. We
saw all too little of such themes in Soviet preparations for the anniver-
sary, and thus had doubts about associating ourselves officially with
whatever Moscow might have in mind. Noting recent rumors that
Moscow would mark VE Day with a major military parade to which
Ambassadors would presumably be invited, I told Gromyko that, based
on what we had seen thus far, I regretted that my recommendation to
Washington would currently be that I not attend.

17. Gromyko, looking more than usually pained, avoided the open-
ing I had given him to reassure us on VE Day. Noting that he was
“optimistic” Moscow would win if we compared tendentious commen-
tary in each other’s press, he suggested we “bracket” the issue, and
returned to his previous line of thought.

18. Gromyko hoped that Washington would devote more “serious”
attention to the main problems facing our two countries: disarmament,
the limitation and reduction of conventional and nuclear weapons,
non-proliferation, and stopping the arms race, including its extension
to outer space. Noting that we had been talking for an hour without
dealing directly with any of these questions, he emphasized Moscow’s
willingness to do so and stressed that “the most important thing is
substance”. The U.S. side’s desire to talk was a good thing in itself, he
observed, but it was necessary to fill the discussion with “content”. As
Gorbachev had informed Vice President Bush, Gromyko said, such
meetings as might take place must be “substantive” and “result in
progress in the relationship”. Gromyko assured me he would inform
Gorbachev of our discussion, observing that Gorbachev “has a great
interest in U.S.-Soviet relations”.

19. I made clear that we were as serious as Gromyko about the
substance of the issues being discussed in Geneva and would give our
delegation there full attention and support. I pointed out, however,
that the time would inevitably come for decisions at the political level.
I then raised two final points.

20. I expressed our deep misgivings over the Soviet plan to take
over payrolling of Embassy local employees. We could not, I stressed,
accept a unilateral change in a system which had worked well for all
concerned. It was unacceptable that we should not be able to pay our
own employees directly, or that we not be able to use rubles which
had been legitimately obtained to do so. Expressing the hope that it
would be possible to avoid something neither side needed at this time,
I urged Gromyko to look into the matter. He agreed to do so, but
pointed out that there was a question of sovereignty to be considered.
I could not deny, he intoned, that the Soviet Government had a right
to implement the changes it had proposed, just as we would have
under analogous circumstances. I acknowledged that they of course
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had the sovereign right to do this but went on to say that others also
had sovereign rights. A competition in applying these we did not need.
He agreed to “reflect” on what was said.

21.1 then raised the question of emigration cases in which the U.S.
had a direct interest—either as regards U.S. citizens or divided families.
I said that we had noticed recent signs of progress in a number of cases
and that we hoped these would be resolved. Returning to a suggestion
that Alexander Haig had made in one of his meetings with Gromyko,
I asked if it might be useful for me to meet with one of Gromyko’s
deputies to identify particularly promising cases for resolution. Gro-
myko remembered Haig’s suggestion and asked Bessmertnykh in Rus-
sian if anything had been done. When Bessmertnykh shook his head,
Gromyko said he would look into the matter. A debater to the end,
however, he warned, that the MFA could consider nothing which
would infringe on the USSR’s “immutable sovereign rights”.

Comment

22. There is more between the lines than on the face of Gromyko’s
circumlocutions. My sense is that Gromyko has given Gorbachev his
recommendations for a response to the President’s letter but does not
yet have the General Secretary’s approval, and therefore must preserve
all options. I take his remarks on Helsinki as a hint that we might get
a counterproposal to our offer of a summit in Washington. If it is not
forthcoming before then, Gromyko may well deliver such a message
in Vienna. His ramblings on the need for greater “substance” in our
exchanges suggests the Soviets will not be satisfied—at least initially—
with a simple get-acquainted summit meeting. Instead they seem to
be tempted to see if they can use the prospect of a meeting to move
their favorite projects along. Gromyko’s brush-off on VE Day suggests
the Soviets have concluded we will not associate with their commemo-
rations under any circumstances, and that they can therefore indulge
themselves in a no-holds barred celebration of their “victory over fas-
cism” and link it to their current “national struggle” against the Ameri-
can-fed arms race. His failure to express determination to implement
the payrolling plan is a good sign. We will know how good April 1.

Hartman
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10. Memorandum From Secretary of State Shultz to
President Reagan'

Washington, March 25, 1985

SUBJECT

Letter from Gorbachev

Soviet Chargé Oleg Sokolov delivered to Rick Burt today the
attached letter to you from Gorbachev. Dobrynin had called me earlier
with a preview. The tone of the letter tracks closely with Gorbachev’s
comments to the Vice President and me,? and could therefore reflect
his personal touch.

I draw your attention in particular to the final paragraphs of the
letter, in which Gorbachev says he has a “positive attitude” to the idea
of holding a summit. He indicates that it would not be necessary to
sign documents at such a meeting, although agreements on issues
of mutual interest which had been previously worked out could be
“formalized” during the meeting. He defines the main purpose of a
meeting as a “search for mutual understanding on the basis of equality
and taking account of the legitimate interests of each side.” Gorbachev
thanks you for your invitation to Washington, but asks that you agree
to return to the question of timing and venue for a summit at a later
point. The Soviets may be thinking of suggesting a summit in Helsinki
in August, on the occasion of the tenth anniversary of the CSCE Final
Act. In a meeting last week with Art Hartman, Gromyko pointedly
asked for our plans on attendance at Helsinki.?

Gorbachev’s letter is also notable for its non-polemical tone. In
fact, his message seems to be that we should both tone down public
rhetoric and do business in a calm way that avoids “deepening our
differences” and “whipping up animosity.” Predictably, he also stresses
the priority he attaches to arms control and my January agreement
with Gromyko on the “subject and objectives” for Geneva. Here too
he picks up themes he used with George and me in Moscow.

I am holding the text of the letter very closely, and will be sending
you a suggested draft response for Gorbachev in the next few days.

! Source: Reagan Library, Executive Secretariat, NSC Head of State File, U.S.S.R.:
General Secretary Gorbachev (8590272, 8590336). Secret; Sensitive. Eyes Only for the
President and NSC Advisor McFarlane. A stamped notation on the memorandum indi-
cates McFarlane saw it. An attached NSC correspondence sheet indicates that Reagan
also saw it.

2 See Document 5.

3 See Document 9.
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In answering press inquiries about a Soviet response to your summit
invitation, I suggest we reply simply that our two governments are in
touch, but that as the media knows, we do not intend to discuss our
confidential diplomatic exchanges in public.

Attachment

Letter From Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev to
President Reagan*

Moscow, March 24, 1985

Dear Mr. President:

Let me first of all express gratitude for the sympathy shown by
you personally on the occasion of a sad event for the Soviet people—
the death of K.U. Chernenko.

We also appreciate the participation in the mourning rites in Mos-
cow of the Vice-President of the United States Mr. George Bush and
the Secretary of State Mr. George Shultz. I think that the conversation
we had with them was—though it had to be brief—mutually useful
and, one might say, even necessary under the current circumstances.

We value the practice of exchanges of views between the leaders
of our two countries on the key issues of Soviet-American relations
and the international situation as a whole. In this context I attach great
importance to the exchange of letters, which has started between the
two of us.

First of all I would like to say that we deem improvement of
relations between the USSR and USA to be not only extremely neces-
sary, but possible, too. This was the central point that I was making
in the conversation with your representatives in Moscow.

For your part, you also expressed yourself in favor of more stable
and constructive relations, and we regard this positively. We have
also taken note of your words about the new opportunities which are
opening up now.

This being the case, the problem, as we understand it, is to give—
through joint effort on the level of political leadership—a proper impe-
tus to our relations in the direction the two of us are talking about, to
translate into the language of concrete policy the mutually expressed
willingness to improve relations, with account taken of the special

4 No classification marking. Printed from an unofficial translation. The text of the
letter, translated from Russian, was provided by the Soviet Embassy.
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responsibility borne by our two countries, of the objective fact that the
Soviet Union and the United States of America are great powers and
that relations between them are of decisive importance for the situation
in the world in general.

Our countries are different by their social systems, by the ideologies
dominant in them. But we believe that this should not be a reason for
animosity. Each social system has a right to life, and it should prove
its advantages not by force, not by military means, but on the path of
peaceful competition with the other system. And all people have the
right to go the way they have chosen themselves, without anybody
imposing his will on them from outside, interfering in their internal
affairs. We believe that this is the only just and healthy basis for relations
among states. For our part, we have always striven to build our relations
with the United States, as well as with other countries, precisely in
this manner.

Besides, the Soviet leadership is convinced that our two countries
have one common interest uniting them beyond any doubt: not to let
things come to the outbreak of nuclear war which would inevitably
have catastrophic consequences for both sides. And both sides would
be well advised to recall this more often in making their policy.

I'am convinced that given such approach to the business at hand,
on the basis of a reasonable account of the realities of today’s world
and treating with a due respect the rights and legitimate interests of
the other side, we could do quite a bit to benefit the peoples of our
countries, as well as the whole world, having embarked upon the road
of a real improvement of relations.

It appears to us that it is important first of all to start conducting
business in such a manner so that both we ourselves and others could
see and feel that both countries are not aiming at deepening their
differences and whipping up animosity, but, rather, are making their
policy looking to the prospect of revitalizing the situation and of peace-
ful, calm development. This would help create an atmosphere of greater
trust between our countries. It is not an easy task, and I would say, a
delicate one. For, trust is an especially sensitive thing, keenly receptive
to both deeds and words. It will not be enhanced if, for example, one
were to talk as if in two languages: one—for private contacts, and the
other, as they say,—for the audience.

The development of relations could well proceed through finding
practical solutions to a number of problems of mutual interest. As I
understand it, you also speak in favor of such a way.

We believe that this should be done across the entire range of
problems, both international and bilateral. Any problem can be solved,
of course, only on a mutually acceptable basis, which means finding
reasonable compromises, the main criterion being that neither side
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should claim some special rights for itself or advantages, both on sub-
jects between the two of them and in international affairs.

No matter how important the questions involved in our relations
or affecting them in this or that manner might be, the central, priority
area is that of security. The negotiations underway in Geneva require
the foremost attention of the two of us. Obviously, we will have to
turn again and again to the questions under discussion there. At this
point I do not intend to comment on what is going on at the talks—
they have just started. I shall say, though, that some statements which
were made and are being made in your country with regard to the
talks cannot but cause concern.

I would like you to know and appreciate the seriousness of our
approach to the negotiations, our firm desire to work towards positive
results there. We will invariably adhere to the agreement on the subject
and objectives of these negotiations. The fact that we were able to agree
on this in January is already a big achievement, and it should be treated
with care.

I hope, Mr. President, that you will feel from this letter that the
Soviet leadership, including myself personally, intends to act vigor-
ously to find common ways to improving relations between our
countries.

I think that it is also clear from my letter that we attach great
importance to contacts at the highest level. For this reason I have a
positive attitude to the idea you expressed about holding a personal
meeting between us. And, it would seem that such a meeting should not
necessarily be concluded by signing some major documents. Though
agreements on certain issues of mutual interest, if they were worked
out by that time, could well be formalized during the meeting.

The main thing is that it should be a meeting to search for mutual
understanding on the basis of equality and account of the legitimate
interests of each other.

As to a venue for the meeting, I thank you for the invitation to
visit Washington. But let us agree that we shall return again to the
question of the place and time for the meeting.

Sincerely,

M. Gorbachev
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11. Action Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State
for European and Canadian Affairs (Burt) and the Assistant
Secretary of State for Human Rights and Humanitarian
Affairs (Abrams) to Secretary of State Shultz'

Washington, March 25, 1985

SUBJECT

Approaching the Soviets for Discussions on Human Rights

ISSUE FOR DECISION

Whether to propose discreet, high-level talks with the Soviet Union
on our mutual human rights concerns in your next meeting with Soviet
Ambassador Dobrynin.

ESSENTIAL FACTORS

During discussions with Vice President Bush in the aftermath of
the Chernenko funeral, General Secretary Gorbachev proposed the
appointment of “rapporteurs” and a “forum” to discuss human rights
in the United States and elsewhere. In so doing, he was attempting to
turn aside the Vice President’s expressions of concern over Soviet
human rights abuses by suggesting our own record be examined. But
he also may have been responding to the proposal we made last year
to establish a special channel on human rights between Art Hartman
and Gromyko’s First Deputy Korniyenko.

While at the end of the meeting Gorbachev said that human rights
is not a proper subject for the bilateral relationship, we believe we
should take advantage of his “rapporteurs” suggestion. We believe
that Elliott Abrams is the logical rapporteur for the United States. He
could be assisted by one of our Soviet hands—either Mark Palmer or
Tom Simons. If the initial talks were in Moscow, we would want to
avoid publicizing them to the extent possible, but Elliott’s position
would require him to have quiet private meetings with some Soviet
human rights activists along the lines that have become traditional
with American visitors. We would also expect Art to attend the talks
with Soviet officials. To suit the Soviet desire for equity we would
make clear that we seek talks on our mutual human rights concerns.
In keeping with our preference for quiet diplomacy we would make
clear we are interested in discreet discussions designed to encourage

! Source: Reagan Library, George Shultz Papers, 1985 Sept. Mtg. w/ E. Shevard-
nadze. Secret; Sensitive. Drafted by Schmidt on March 18; cleared by Pascoe, Simons,
Palmer, and Matthews. Schmidt initialed for the clearing officials. Burt wrote at the top
of the page: “I'm sure the Soviets will say no, but it’s still worth a try. RB.”
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progress and clear the air for advances across the board in our relations.
Our idea would be to have you propose the talks during your next
meeting with Ambassador Dobrynin, referencing Gorbachev’s pro-
posal to Vice President Bush.

Recently, we have been receiving mixed signals from the Soviets
on human rights. Internally, the crackdown on Jews and members of
other religious groups continues apace. On the other hand, one of our
dual nationals and several prominent Moscow refuseniks have been
given permission to leave. Externally, the Soviets continue to turn aside
our suggestions that Soviet movement on human rights would have
a positive impact on relations overall. Ambassador Schifter’s specific
attempt to horse trade in advance of the Ottawa Human Rights Experts
Meeting set for May was brusquely turned aside.? On the other hand,
Gosbank head Alkhimov told Treasury [Commerce] Secretary Baldrige
during the Shcherbitskiy visit that Jewish emigration would increase
if relations improved, thus reinforcing a similar statement he made
during the Olmer visit to Moscow.? Meanwhile, a KGB agent assigned
to the UN Secretariat has approached leaders of the American Jewish
Congress with the hint that Jewish emigration levels would rise if there
were public Jewish opposition to the Jackson-Vanik Amendment. These
and other developments seem to suggest that the Soviets may be consid-
ering human rights concessions, but only in return for a prior improve-
ment in relations.

The above assessment of the Soviet approach to human rights may
seem to militate against their accepting our proposed gambit on the
Gorbachev proposal. They will naturally assume we would use the
talks to raise our human rights agenda once again. On the other hand,
if they agree to talks in a quiet non-polemical atmosphere, we might
be able to make some real progress on our human rights concerns. We
would need to be prepared to defend our own record, but we believe
it is worth the risk.

Recommendation

That you propose discreet, high-level talks with the Soviet Union
on our mutual human rights concerns in your next meeting with Soviet
Ambassador Dobrynin.*

2In telegram 105111 to Moscow, April 6, the Department reported: “Ambassador
Schifter and DeptOffs have now made a number of attempts to engage the Soviets in
substantive preliminary discussions on the Ottawa HREM. It is clear that as of now they
are not prepared to engage in a comprehensive bilateral discussion on the HREM and
related human rights concerns.” (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Elec-
tronic Telegrams, D850239-0279)

3 For information on the January 1985 Moscow experts meeting, see Foreign Relations,
1981-1988, vol. IV, Soviet Union, January 1983-March 1985, Document 351. For informa-
tion of Shcherbitsky’s meetings in Washington see ibid., Documents 376-378.

# Shultz initialed his approval and wrote in the margin: “add’litems for next meeting.
GPS.” A typed transcription of the marginal note added the date 3/26/85.
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12. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassies in
the Soviet Union and the Federal Republic of Germany and
the Mission in West Berlin'

Washington, March 27, 1985, 04557

91843. Subject: Burt/Sokolov Meeting on MLM Incident.
1. Secret—Entire text.

2. Soviet DCM Oleg Sokolov called on Assistant Secretary Burt at
11:00 a.m. March 25 to give the Soviet version of the MLM incident.?
The statement protested the “illegal” activities of Major Nicholson and
Sergeant Schatz and their supposed penetration into a restricted area
for espionage activities. It claimed the sentry had fired a warning shot
and killed the Major only when he attempted to escape. The statement
included an expression of regret over the Major’s death.

3. Protesting strongly the Soviet action, Burt told Sokolov that the
U.S. viewed the incident as a very serious matter and the facts are not
as he described them. Burt recited the facts as we knew them and then
emphasized that there could be no excuse under any rendition for the
killing of the U.S. officer. He added that we were appalled that the
Soviet personnel had left the Major for an hour without medical atten-
tion and allowed to die. Noting our efforts to improve U.S.-Soviet
relations in this period of a new Soviet leadership, he said that episodes
like this raise concerns in the USG that their inability to control the use
of military force could again derail efforts to improve the relationship.

1 Source: Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams,
D850208-0948. Secret; Immediate; Exdis. Drafted by Pascoe; cleared by Niles, Strathearn,
and Kornblum; approved by Burt.

20n March 24, US. Army Major Arthur D. Nicholson, assigned to the Military
Liaison Mission (MLM), was shot and killed by a Soviet guard while on patrol in East
Germany. In an on-the-record briefing on March 25, Burt explained that Nicholson and
his partner, Sergeant Schatz, were on patrol in a clearly marked U.S. military vehicle,
and both men were wearing U.S. military field uniforms. He continued: “When attacked,
the two-man patrol was not in a restricted area, and no Soviet forces were visible. Major
Nicholson had left his vehicle when he and his partner were fired upon at approximately
3:50 p.m. by a Soviet solider who had emerged from a nearby woods. They were not
warned in any way before the shots were fired. Major Nicholson was hit in the chest
by one of the approximately three shots fired by the Soviet solider. When his partner,
Sergeant Schatz, sought to come to his assistance, he was ordered back to his vehicle at
gunpoint. Several other Soviet soldiers arrived immediately and prevented the other
American from administering medical assistance to Major Nicholson. At approximately
4:20 p.m. a Soviet solider arrived with a medical kit. No effort was made to assist Major
Nicholson until approximately 4:50 p.m., at which time it was determined that Major
Nicholson was dead.” (Telegram 89988 to all European diplomatic posts, March 26;
Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850205-0174)
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4. Burt asked if the Soviets intend to make the fact that they regret-
ted the incident public and if we could then refer to it with the press.
Sokolov said they would probably publicize their regret at some point.
He had no problem with our mentioning it. Burt warned Sokolov
against putting forward their tendentious review of events publicly.
He suggested it would be better to leave time for a thorough investiga-
tion of the facts.

5. The Soviet Embassy spokesman issued a statement at approxi-
mately this time incorporating the essence of the Soviet version—with-
out, however, expressing regret over the incident. When we heard of
this from newsmen, Burt telephoned Sokolov, strongly criticizing this
action and informing him it gave us no choice but to publicize the
facts we had. Burt noted it was particularly distasteful that the Soviet
spokesman failed to express Soviet regret over the incident. Sokolov
said he understood our concern and would ensure that the Soviet regret
over the incident was conveyed to the press. At this point, the Soviet
Embassy did express regret when asked by U.S. newsmen.

6. Burt then followed up with an on-the-record press briefing at
3:15 p.m., providing our understanding of the facts in the case.®

7. Following is the Soviet statement as given by Sokolov:

The Soviet side deems it necessary to call the attention of the
American side to the illegal actions of members of the American Mili-
tary Liaison Mission accredited with the Commander-in-Chief of the
Group of the Soviet Forces in Germany, which led to the death of an
American man.

On March 24, 1985 around 16 hours members of the U.S. Military
Mission Major A. Nicholson and Staff-Sergeant D. Schatz in Car No.
23, despite the presence of the clearly visible warning signs in Russian
and German, entered the territory of a restricted military installation
of the GSFG in the vicinity of Ludwigslust, Schwerin area, of the
German Democratic Republic. Having left the car and driver to cover
his espionage activities, Major Nicholson wearing a camouflage suit
and carrying a photo camera clandestinely, through a window of the
building, penetrated directly into the territory of this installation where
he photographed the combat equipment which was there. Caught red-
handed by a Soviet sentry guarding that equipment, he did not comply
with his demands stipulated by the military manuals of the USSR
armed forces and after a warning shot while attempting to escape he
was killed and driver Staff-Sergeant Schatz with the car was
apprehended.

3 See footnote 2, above.
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The actions of the American military (similar actions have also
taken place in the past) constitute a gross violation of Article 10 of the
Agreement on Military Liaison Missions of April 3, 1947, which is the
basis for the work of the U.S. Liaison Mission in Potsdam. Members
of this Mission clandestinely penetrated the territory of a restricted
military installation of the group of the Soviet forces in Germany for
the purpose of obtaining intelligence information, they photographed
combat equipment and did not comply with the legitimate demands
of the Soviet sentry, which led to the death of one of them, and the
Soviet side expresses its regret in this connection.

The Soviet side resolutely protests the above mentioned actions of
the American military men and demands that necessary measures be
taken so that the provisions of the Agreement of 1947 be strictly
enforced.

Dam

13. Memorandum From Secretary of State Shultz to
President Reagan'

Washington, March 30, 1985

SUBJECT
My Meeting with Dobrynin March 30

Dobrynin came in for a little over an hour this morning. He was
accompanied by his No. 2 Oleg Sokolov, I by EUR Deputy Assistant
Secretary Mark Palmer. The meeting focussed on two kinds of topics:
the killing of Major Nicholson in East Germany,” and what our two
countries should be doing to make your meeting with Gorbachev as
productive as possible.

1 Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Meetings with USSR Officials, Meet-
ings: Shultz-Gromyko-Dobrynin-Hartman-Gromyko 1985 (1). Secret; Sensitive. Accord-
ing to another copy, Simons drafted and Palmer and Kelly cleared the memorandum.
(Reagan Library, George Shultz Papers,—1985 Soviet Union File)

2 See Document 12. In his memoir, Shultz commented: “As in the shooting down
of the Korean airliner, the Soviets did something egregious and then blamed us for it. After
expressing their ‘regret’ over Major Nicholson’s death, they accused him of ‘espionage
activities” and failure to heed a warning from the sentry. We pushed strenuously to get
the facts and see justice done. It was cold-blooded murder, and I said so.” (Shultz,
Turmoil and Triumph, pp. 533-534)
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On the Nicholson tragedy, he began the meeting by giving me
their response to the proposal we made Wednesday that our two com-
manders meet to review what took place and what we should do to
prevent recurrences.”> Essentially they accept our proposal, with the
additional suggestion that working-level discussions precede the meet-
ing of the commanders.

I told Dobrynin that I thought this was basically a good response,
since agreement to try to prevent a further occurrence of this sort is
important. He had to understand the outrage here not just that our
man had been shot but that no first aid had been permitted. I told
Dobrynin we would be giving the appropriate instructions to General
Otis, and he replied that General Zaytsev already had his instructions.
At the end of the meeting we talked about how to handle the media
waiting for Dobrynin outside the Department, and we agreed that he
would announce the basic accord and that Mark Palmer would confirm
on my behalf that I was pleased we had reached agreement to discuss
the incident and consider ways to prevent such incidents in the future.

Turning to broader issues in the relationship, I told Dobrynin I
thought the Soviet response fit well in a larger discussion, because it
should now be our job to see if we can help create an environment
that will make a meeting between you and Gorbachev worthwhile. We
are studying Gorbachev’s letter to you carefully, and it is straightfor-
ward and good in tone.* Dobrynin said it was meant to be. I said we
can talk about time and place later. We should focus now on what we
can do to make a meeting constructive, and I thought we need to
accomplish two things.

First, we should try to avoid things that throw us off course. The
main point of my RAND speech in October was that it is important
to learn how to avoid negative developments and handle things that
do blow up.® I said we are worried about their keeping control over
their military. It seemed to me that their response on the Nicholson
tragedy was a constructive contrast to the way KAL had just careened
ahead, and that someone had gotten hold of it in time.

8 March 27. In telegram 97024 to all European diplomatic posts and Bonn, March
30, the Department of State, in press guidance released following Shultz’s meeting
with Dobrynin, announced: “We are pleased that agreement was reached that our two
commanders-in-chief in Europe, General Glenn Otis of the 7th Army in Heidelberg and
General Zaytsev of the Soviet Group of Forces in Germany, will get together to discuss
issues related to the incident and to consider ways to prevent such incidents in the
future.” (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850220—
0390) See footnote 7, Document 22.

4See Document 10.
5See footnote 2, Document 2.
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In that connection I made some points about the Berlin air corridors
problem. I noted there had been some improvements after we talked
about it in October,® but now things seem to be moving backward.
The issue is not in satisfactory shape, and our commanders should
perhaps pay more attention to it. I told him I would be back to him
later in a more formal way on this issue.

Second, I said, we should be looking for constructive things to do.
We were pleased with the statement in Gorbachev’s letter that although
we might not be able to sign major agreements at a summit meeting,
we should at least try to get some worthwhile things recorded. I then
turned to various possibilities in our four-part agenda.

On arms control, I started with Geneva. I recalled that in his meeting
with the Vice President and me Gorbachev had expressed some concern
about statements from us on how difficult it was going to be to reach
agreements. | then reiterated that while we are going to explain our
thinking to the public, we have not broken the confidentiality agree-
ment in Geneva, and we are prepared to work as rapidly as possible
for agreements. Recalling that Gromyko had told me in Geneva that
if something could be agreed we could evaluate it,” I suggested that
if some element could be agreed on early it would be a big plus.

Dobrynin said he understood I was talking about a “prelude to
the future,” preparations for a meeting of “our bosses.” He then ticked
off the kinds of issues Gromyko has previously suggested as things
that could be agreed on without reference to Geneva: ratification of
the Threshold Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaties,®
renewal of Comprehensive Test Ban negotiations, non-use-of-force, and
the like. I responded in two ways. First, I referred to proposals we
already have on the table on such issues—your proposal about improv-
ing calibration techniques on testing and your offer to discuss non-
use-of-force commitments in Stockholm if they are willing to negotiate
our confidence-building measures. Second, I mentioned a few other
areas that I consider potentially promising—Dick Kennedy’s bilateral

6 See Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. IV, Soviet Union, January 1983-March 1985,
Document 296.

7 See footnote 2, Document 4.

8 The Threshold Test Ban Treaty was signed in Moscow on July 3, 1974. The Treaty
on Peaceful Nuclear Explosions was signed in Washington and Moscow on May 28,
1976. “The TTB Treaty and the PNE Treaty are closely interrelated and complement one
another. The TTB Treaty places a limitation of 150 kilotons on all underground nuclear
weapon tests carried out by the Parties. The PNE Treaty similarly provides for a limitation
of 150 kilotons on all individual underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.”
(Department of State Bulletin, August 23, 1976, p. 269)
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talks with the Soviets on non-proliferation® and bilateral talks that
could help us get a handle on chemical weapons proliferation.

Turning to human rights, I said we had seen both pluses and
minuses recently and noted that Gromyko had told Art Hartman he
would look into our old proposal that Art meet with a senior Soviet
from time to time on issues like divided spouses. I then asked about
Gorbachev’s suggestion to the Vice President and me that the two
countries designate “rapporteurs” to meet and discuss human rights
issues. Dobrynin said that was an item that had not been included in
his report on the meeting. I said I was not sure Gorbachev was being
serious or dismissive, and we had not fixed ideas, but it seemed to me
that some quiet exchanges between rapporteurs could be useful if
Gorbachev wanted them. Dobrynin said that as far as he was aware
the Soviet position on human rights has not changed, but I had the
sense he would check back with Moscow.

On bilateral topics, I said it would be a plus if we could identify
areas for increasing non-strategic trade in the Joint Commission meet-
ing Mac Baldrige would be attending in May. I then touched on four
issues that we ought to be able to break loose in short order if the
political will is there, since the problems are difficult but not ideological
or matters of principle: Pacific air safety measures, normalizing our
civil aviation relationship, getting a new exchanges agreement and
opening new consulates in Kiev and New York.

On regional topics, I told Dobrynin I did not think the meetings
we have had have been very fruitful, but I had been impressed with
Gorbachev’s broad-gauge approach to the problems of a changing
world, and by his comment that we both have a lot to think about.
Regional tensions have been the most difficult issue for us to handle
in the relationship, and if Gorbachev’s comments suggest a different
pattern of dealing with each other than simply exchange of information,
this could be an interesting development. Dobrynin commented only
that the Soviets think the exchanges up to now have already been
useful, albeit modestly so.

Dobrynin summed up by saying that in his view our task was to
try to make a meeting between you and Gorbachev, on which we have
already agreed, a successful one. He saw my presentation today as
designed to figure out how to make your meeting with Gorbachev
successful. We will not be able to do everything, but we should move
wherever we can.

Dobrynin then asked about my plans for going to Vienna. He said
he had just checked with Moscow, and no decision had yet been taken

9 Kennedy and Petrosyants headed the delegations at the non-proliferation talks.
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on Gromyko’s attendance. I said I was planning to arrive May 15 and
leave immediately after the ceremonies, but I could make time available
May 14 if Gromyko is going to be in Vienna and would be prepared
for a meeting. Dobrynin asked if I would spend April in Washington,
and I replied that he and I and Gromyko and Hartman in Moscow
should do what we can to move things forward. Dobrynin concluded
that to him this meant we should work through the landscape to
prepare for “the meeting.”

14. Memorandum From Jack Matlock of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane)!

Washington, April 2, 1985

SUBJECT
State Paper on U.S.-Soviet Relations

I have looked over the paper Rick Burt gave you.? It seems to
be very thin, almost totally devoid of substance, mistaken in some
particulars, and in sum totally inadequate for a fruitful meeting with
the President.’

I Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron April 1985 (1/6). Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. Not for the System. Sent for informa-
tion. Sent through Poindexter, who did not initial the memorandum.

2 Attached but not printed is a portion of a larger State Department “game plan”
paper, entitled “Priorities/Opportunities for 1985.” Under a March 22 covering note,
Rodman forwarded the paper to Shultz and explained: “Attached is a ‘game plan” paper
covering the four main issues: US-Soviet, Central America, Middle East, and Southern
Africa.” (Department of State, S/P, Memoranda/Correspondence from the Director of
the Policy Planning Staff, Lot 89D149, S/P Chrons PW 3/1-31/85) On March 28, Burt
forwarded the Soviet portion of the paper to McFarlane and wrote: “Bud: Here is the
memo we discussed on US-Soviet relations for the rest of 1985. It’s part of a larger
package for the Secretary to use with the President. He particularly asked for your views.
Please let me know when you are ready to discuss.” (Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files,
Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock Chron April 1985 (1/6) For the game plan paper,
see Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. I, Foundations of Foreign Policy, Document 237.

3In a handwritten note on a routing slip, Poindexter wrote: “Bud, I totally agree
with Jack. He is working on a paper listing the issues we should be considering. I hope
George hasn’t discussed this with President yet. JP.” McFarlane circled “we should
be considering” and responded: “I look fwd to getting it.” For Matlock’s paper, see
Document 17.
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Although the paper does identify some of the principal problems
we face in our public diplomacy and alliance management, and lists
some occasions which can be useful in dealing with them, it does
not even identify, much less discuss, the hard substantive decisions
facing us.

On the tactical side, the implication is that our immediate task is
to arrange for a summit. This is an important issue, and it is desirable
to have one this year, but the way the paper would have us go about
it is not the best way. We must avoid strengthening the impression (which
we have unfortunately already given), that the President is desperate for a
summit meeting. The focus of the tactical suggestions unfortunately has
just this effect. The likely Soviet reaction is to try to wait us out in
order to find out how much we will pay for one. This can only delay
arrangements for a productive summit, since I assume that the Presi-
dent is not willing to pay a price for one.

For this reason, I think it important that, from now on, we play it
cool in our diplomatic contacts with the Soviets. Gorbachev kept the
ball in his court in his letter, and we should calmly leave it there until
he decides to come to grips with the issue. Meanwhile, we should talk
substance, in accord with our own agenda—not with the avowed aim
of preparing for a summit, but on the merits of the issues themselves.

The second tactical flaw in the scenario is its handling of the ques-
tion of a Presidential channel. I believe it would be a mistake to “take
the initiative to use Dobrynin.” Have we not learned the dangers of
that particular one-way street?

This is not to say that we do not need some sort of “Presidential
channel.” We do. But to be of real use, several conditions must be met.
First, we must be clear in our own minds what we want to say, and
the channel will be of no utility if what we say is simply a replay of
what we say elsewhere. Second, it should be reciprocal, providing us
with approximately the same level and quality of access to Soviet
decision makers as we grant them. Third, if we really want to explore
innovative ideas without worrying about premature leaks, it should
be so structured as to be publicly deniable, in case the Soviets are
tempted at some point to spread a distorted version of the communica-
tions to our allies. What the President, Shultz or Bud tell Dobrynin
does not meet that criterion, and this would inevitably hamper real
candor, particularly in the early stages.

The other points in the “game plan” are so self-evident that I
wonder why discussion with the President is considered useful. If we
are to lay out a “schedule for progress” with Dobrynin, then what
should be discussed is the content of that schedule. The mode of doing
so is a secondary question, and I would think that letting Hartman do
it with Gromyko (in advance of the Vienna meeting in May) should
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be seriously considered. If we are going to deal with Gromyko, then
it is better to do so directly to the extent we can.

In sum, I believe that we should all go back to the drawing board
before we take the President’s time.

15.  Letter From President Reagan to Soviet General Secretary
Gorbachev!

Washington, April 4, 1985

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

The visit to Moscow of a congressional delegation headed by the
distinguished Speaker of our House of Representatives provides an
important, new opportunity for a high-level exchange of views between
our two countries. I hope your meeting with the Speaker and his
colleagues will result in a serious and useful discussion.?

I believe meetings at the political level are vitally important if we
are to build a more constructive relationship between our two countries.
I believe my meetings in Washington with First Deputy Premier Gro-
myko and Mr. Shcherbitsky and your discussion in Moscow with Vice
President Bush and Secretary Shultz both served this purpose. As you
know, I look forward to meeting with you personally at a mutually
convenient time. Together, I am confident that we can provide the
important political impetus you mentioned in your last letter for mov-
ing toward a more constructive and stable relationship between our
two countries.

I believe that new opportunities are now opening up in U.S.-Soviet
relations. We must take advantage of them. You know my view that

! Source: Reagan Library, Executive Secretariat, NSC Head of State File, U.S.S.R.:
General Secretary Gorbachev (8590382, 8590419). No classification marking. Under an
April 3 covering memorandum, Platt sent McFarlane a draft of the letter from Reagan
to Gorbachev. On April 4, under a covering memorandum, Matlock sent McFarlane the
draft letter and Platt’s memorandum. (Ibid.) McFarlane then sent the draft letter to
Reagan on April 4 under a covering memorandum recommending the President sign
the letter so it could be delivered by Speaker O'Neill’s congressional delegation. (Reagan
Library, Jack Matlock Files, Head of State Correspondence (US-USSR) April 1985 (1/3))

2 Speaker O'Neill led a congressional delegation to Moscow and Leningrad from
April 7 to 12. On April 9, the delegation met with Gromyko. In telegram 4561 from
Moscow, April 10, the Embassy transmitted a synopsis of the meeting. (Department of
State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, [no N number]). On April 10,
the delegation met with Gorbachev. For a synopsis of this meeting, see Document 19.



48 Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, Volume V

there are such opportunities in every area of our relations, including
humanitarian, regional, bilateral and arms control issues. In improving
stability there is no more important issue than the arms control talks
we have jointly undertaken in Geneva. Our negotiators have very
flexible instructions to work with your negotiators in drafting agree-
ments which can lead to radical reductions, and toward our common
goal, the elimination of nuclear weapons.

In seizing new opportunities, we must also take care to avoid
situations which can seriously damage our relations. I and all Ameri-
cans were appalled recently at the senseless killing of Major Nicholson
in East Germany.? In addition to the personal tragedy of this brave
officer, this act seemed to many in our country to be only the latest
example of a Soviet military action which threatens to undo our best
efforts to fashion a sustainable, more constructive relationship for the
long term. I want you to know it is also a matter of personal importance
to me that we take steps to prevent the reoccurrence of this tragedy
and I hope you will do all in your power to prevent such actions in
the future.

Let me close by reaffirming the value I place in our correspondence.
I will be replying in greater detail to your last letter. I hope we can
continue to speak frankly in future letters, as we attempt to build
stronger relations between ourselves and between our two countries.

Sincerely,

Ronald Reagan

3 See Document 12.
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16. Briefing Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State
for European and Canadian Affairs (Burt) to the Under
Secretary of State for Political Affairs (Armacost)!

Washington, April 5, 1985

SUBJECT
Your Next Meeting with Foreign Minister Gromyko

1. Gromyko and US-Soviet Relations

e Nature of man:

—He’s a commie. Also, suspected Trilateralist.

—To watch: has lied to nine Secretaries of State.

—Wife: short, lovely; high boots.

—Young by old Sov standards, old by new Sov standards.

—Avocations: dissembling, repressing Eastern Europe, punk rock
(CIA imagery at Tab A),? reading Meister Eckhart.

e Points to Make

—Now is moment of opportunity for US-Soviet relations.
—Let’s not blow it this time.
—Scotch, Bourbon or the whip?

II. What To Expect From Moscow Under Gorbachev

He’s young, he’s smooth, he’s got razor blades on his elbows.

—Major changes in context of bureaucratic stagnation.

—Gorby not a liberal despite opposition to MX missile.

—Only went into politics because he failed Soviet Bar Examination.

—First moves will be to revitalize Soviet economy, end the arms
race, and get Mrs. G a charge account at Neiman Marcus.

I Source: Department of State, Executive Secretariat, S/S, Executive Secretariat Spe-
cial Caption Documents, 1979-1989, Lot 92D630, Not for the System Documents, April
1985 (44). Secret; Sensitive. Not for the System. Drafted in EUR/SOV; cleared by Senator
Jesse Helms. Obviously the clearance line is meant to be tongue-in-cheek to go along
with the humorous tone of the memorandum.

2 Attached but not printed is a photograph with the spoof title “Top Soviet Pop
Group.” The caption below the photograph reads: “Russia’s hottest rock group, whose
name translates as ‘the Enjoyable Popular Music Boys,” cut up at a press conference in
Minsk following the release of their latest LP, Never Mind the Manganese Ore Export
Quotas, Here're the Enjoyable Popular Music Boys. According to Soviet News agency Tass,
the record was ‘shipped iron,” signifying that it had already sold more than half a
thousand copies.” Although grainy, Brezhnev and Gromyko are clearly identifiable as
the first two of four figures in the photograph.
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e Watch out for

—Ugly purple birthmark across his forehead making him look like
Luca Brazzi.® Don’t be unnerved.

II. Arms Control

—Sovs like big nukes.
—Sovs have lots of gas.
* Points to Make

—If Soviets dismantle all SS-20s, we are willing to airbrush out
Gorbachev’s birthmark in US photographs.

—If Sovs reduce to zero, we might consider talking about SDI.

—Eliminate nucs, make the world safe for conventional warfare,
but: if they withdraw Red Army to Urals, we will reduce General
Officers in EUCOM.

—If Sovs agree to on-site inspection, particularly at Plesetsk and
Sary Shagan, we will give an IBM PC to each decision-maker.

III. Soviet Economy and Bilateral Economic Issues
—Fishing—whale of a problem.
Point to Make

—Don’t blubber. You're guilty as hell of violating whales. Ameri-
can people do not understand.

IV. Regional Issues

—Continue to be ready for regional discussions, maybe.

—No negotiations, just talks, if not too substantive and provided
they don’t make anybody angry.

—Recognize that real men don’t talk to Soviets about individual
regional problems.

Point to Make

—Avoid strategic miscalculation: want to talk about Antarctica,
Fiji, and Burkina Faso.

V. Bilateral Problems
¢ VE Day

—Sovs tough on FRG, but want big US-Sov VE Day bash. We have
counterproposal—they drop anti-revanchism line, indicate willingness
to stress coop approach with FRG.

—In that context we prepared offer big 50th Anniversary Celeb
for Hitler-Stalin pact; Les Gelb will represent US.

3 Luca Brasi, fictional character in Mario Puzo’s novel The Godfather and the 1972
film adaptation by Francis Ford Coppola.
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* O’'Neill Codel to travel to Soviet Union in April; out of town for
Congressional discussion of Nicaragua proposal.
Points to Make

—President wishes success and small hangovers.
—Adpvice to Gromyko: O’Neill likes to blutf.

VI. Cultural Exchanges

—Ready for big expansion in people-to-people contacts, live and
dead.

Point to Make

—We have new proposal: why don’t you send Lenin’s body to US
on tour. Just like King Tut exhibit.

—We are prepared to respond by sending Jane Fonda workout
group on tour of Soviet cities.

17. Memorandum From Jack Matlock of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane)'

Washington, April 8, 1985

SUBJECT
U.S.-Soviet Relations: Planning for 1985

In a previous memorandum commenting on an informal paper
passed to you by Rick Burt, I expressed the view that the paper is
inadequate for the basis of discussion with the President since it failed
to address the real substantive issues on which the President’s attention
should be focused.? At this time, I would like to set forth these issues
as I see them.

Fundamental Issue

The most basic tactical decision the President faces at this time is:

(a) whether to assume that Gorbachev is unable or unwilling to
make significant changes in Soviet policy this year, and therefore to

I Source: Reagan Library, Robert McFarlane Files, Subject File, Soviet Union—Sensi-
tive File—1985 (09/01/1985-10/02-1985); NLR-362-3-25-1-8. Secret; Sensitive; Eyes
Only. Not for System. Sent for action. Sent through Poindexter, who did not initial the
memorandum.

2 See Document 14.
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concentrate his attention almost exclusively on public diplomacy and
alliance management; OR

(b) to decide that, even though the prospects for success may be
slight, a careful and private attempt should be made to see whether
Gorbachev is interested in arranging a real breakthrough in one or
more of the key areas under contention.

There are powerful arguments for each of these alternatives.

Regarding the first, it is clear that Gorbachev’s first priority in 1985
is to consolidate his own power, and in this process he may not be
able to introduce major changes in traditional Soviet policy. Therefore,
we should not be sanguine that he has the authority to move in a
decisive way to meet our concerns. We also should not assume that
he has the desire to to so, even if his authority were well established.
For these reasons, we should be cautious about raising public expecta-
tions or expending valuable negotiating capital prematurely. However,
we also must recognize that, without public and allied perception of
new initiatives on our part, a “stand-pat” position will come under
increasing pressure and could militate against effective public diplo-
macy and Alliance management.

Regarding the second approach, it seems to me that there is an
outside chance that Gorbachev could be attracted by the right package
of proposals. Among other things, this could give him ammunition to
move toward consolidation of his authority, using the argument that
an acceptable deal with the U.S. is possible and that this would relieve
pressure on the system and give it time to work on getting its economy
in better shape. (One can make a devastating critique of the Soviet
policies of the 70’s on Leninist grounds: it amounted to “infantile
Marxism”—in Lenin’s words—since it underestimated the strength of
the “imperialists” and represented a premature move to challenge the
West before “socialism” was consolidated.)

In particular, Gorbachev will have his own reasons for moving to
get the Soviet military under more solid Party (meaning his own)
control. There is some interesting evidence that this process may in
fact have started, when we look at the series of events beginning with
Ogarkov’s ouster, the appointment of the political lightweight Sokolov
as Defense Minister, and the exclusion of any military representatives
from the Chernenko funeral commission. Furthermore, I doubt that
anyone as smart as Gorbachev seems to be could have failed to under-
stand the high price the Soviet Union has paid (in their image abroad,
which is important to them) by the KAL affair and the Nicholson
shooting. We can also assume that the failure to deal effectively with
Afghanistan has not enhanced the prestige of the Soviet military estab-
lishment with the political leadership.

These are, of course, no more than straws in the wind, and one
should not base policy on inferences drawn from them. But they pro-
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vide some evidence that Gorbachev could conceivably judge it to be
in his political interest to respond positively to a U.S. initiative which
provides the prospect for eased relations—at least for a few years—and
some assistance in gaining mastery over the Soviet military behemoth.

If the President decides to follow the second tactical approach, it
will be most important to avoid making initiatives out of the blue
either publicly or—in the early stages—in official channels. In either
case, even an attractive proposal will be doomed to failure if it is
presented in the wrong way. In order to attract Gorbachev, we must
give him the chance to maneuver behind the scenes to set the stage
for acceptance. Furthermore, for our own protection, we would need
to float ideas which could not be attributed to us publicly, or misused
to our disadvantage in formal negotiations.

Nature of Informal Proposal

A private, informal “channel” is of limited utility unless we have
something to say which is not appropriate for our official discourse.
This is why it is desirable to decide first whether we have anything to
say, and only then (depending on the nature of what we want to
convey) to decide how to convey it.

I do not profess to have in my head a “magic formula” which just
might lure Gorbachev to real negotiations. However, I believe that if
the President decides he wants to test the water informally, it is best
to present something comprehensive and not limited to one element
or another. It is also best, in the early stages, not to be specific with
numbers and other concrete details which could interfere with
negotiations.

To illustrate the sort of things I have in mind as possible elements
in a comprehensive package, I offer the following. They are not proposals
on my part. (All would have to be thought through carefully.) I mean
it only to illustrate the manner in which a package might be assembled.
The package should include important elements of all the areas on our
agenda, in keeping with our policy of not giving exclusive priority to
any one.

(a) Regional issues: Propose a clear understanding (not to be formu-
lated in a formal document) that neither side will act to exacerbate
local conflicts by direct or indirect introduction of significant military
force in places where neither side is currently involved. (This should
be a precondition to the rest of the package; it would leave us free to
help the mujahedin—and would not solve the problem of Nicaragua—
but would serve as clear notice that all bets are off if the Soviets, for
example, increase military pressure on Pakistan or try some form of
armed intervention in Iran.)

Additionally, we might consider making a suggestion which goes
further in regard to some specific situation, such as, for example, assist-
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ance in obtaining “no-intervention” commitments from interested par-
ties as part of a negotiated withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghani-
stan or, perhaps, some understanding in regard to parallel action to
end the Iran-Iraq war.

(b) Arms Control: Here we will need to offer enough to be interest-
ing—and to provide a basis for arguing that we have taken Soviet SDI
concerns into account—without, of course either selling the store or
crippling SDI. This may turn out to be a suggestion to square the circle,
but it probably is worth a try.

Informal arms control proposals can take one of two forms, or can
be a mixture of the two: (1) a mutual statement of general principles
and goals; and (2) a concrete framework for future negotiation.

A proposal of the first type might contain a selection and rewording
of some of the principles Chernenko proposed, along with some of our
own, plus a commitment to reduce offensive nuclear weapons by a
certain percentage not later than a certain year, plus a commitment by
both sides to “strengthen” the ABM Treaty to the satisfaction of both.

A proposal of the second type might contain:

(1) Re START: a proposal similar to (though not necessarily with
the same content as) the one State was promoting last year;

(2) Re INF: “Walk-in-the-Woods” with some modifications.

(3) Re defensive arms: No limits on SDI research, but commitment
on both sides to strengthen ABM Treaty and commit selves to no
“surprise” testing and deployment—i.e., without advance consultation
and negotiation.

(c) Human Rights/Trade: The Soviets remain intensely interested
(though they often profess indifference for tactical reasons) in the trade
relationship. It is, practically speaking, the only effective lever we have
to induce more acceptable human rights practices. Nevertheless, their
sensitivity toward being seen making deals in this area is so great that
we can only use the lever effectively in private and informally. We
need to decide concretely what we want and what we responsibly can
offer for it, and then make this clear in some informal fashion. Such
an informal “deal” could look roughly like this:

(1) If Jewish emigration reaches 10,000 and some political prisoners
are released, the U.S. will give its blessing to the sale of licensable
energy technology;

(2) If Jewish emigration reaches the rate of 25,000 per year and
most political prisoners are released, we will review U.S. export controls
with the goal of making them no more stringent than Cocom controls
in general;

(3) If Jewish emigration reaches 50,000 and all prominent political
prisoners are allowed to leave, we will take steps to grant MFN under
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the terms of existing U.S. legislation, but without referring to formal
assurances on the Soviet part.

(4) The suggestions above are valid only if new negative elements
are not introduced into the picture (e.g., a wave of arrests; imposition
of an “education tax” or the like).

It is possible, of course, to think of other elements which might go
into a package. I would reiterate that the above is intended only to
illustrate the sort of proposal the President might wish to consider.

Modalities

If the President decides that he wishes to have some sort of proposal
floated unofficially, there are various ways of doing so.

—I[1 paragraph (6 lines) not declassified]

—There are a number of other Americans who travel periodically
to the Soviet Union and have appropriate contacts there. Several are
reliable and could float “deniable” suggestions, presenting them as
their “personal” ideas, based on contacts with senior Administration
officials.

—We could try to establish a more direct form of contact such as
that discussed several times last year.

—It is not desirable to use Dobrynin, unless and until we have
reciprocity in Moscow.
Recommendation:

1. That you discuss with the President his desires regarding the
tactical approach he prefers for 1985.3

2. That you let me know if I should give any further thought to
any of the ideas expressed above.

3 McFarlane did not approve or disapprove either of the recommendations.



56 Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, Volume V

18. Memorandum From Secretary of State Shultz to
President Reagan'

Washington, April 10, 1985

SUBJECT
My Meeting Today with Dobrynin

Dobrynin came in at his request today and presented a proposal
to hold meetings on regional problems. The proposal is attached and is
presumably related to your proposal for regular discussions on regional
topics made in your UN General Assembly speech last fall.? As you
can see from the text, the Soviets are very specific about topics, dates
and venues.

Dobrynin also gave me the original signed version of Gorbachev’s
letter to you of March 24.> He asked if the letter being carried by
Speaker O’Neill constituted a response, and I replied that there would
be a full response in good time.*

Dobrynin also asked about Bud'’s press briefing today, in particular
about the distinction made between “meetings” and “summits.”> He
asked if this had some special significance in relation to your invitation
to Gorbachev. I said that Bud was making the distinction between the
kind of meeting two heads of state could have if they were both attend-
ing some other meeting and had a discussion together, on the one
hand, or, on the other, an especially arranged and carefully prepared
meeting. I also pointed to Bud’s emphasis on viewing relationships
between countries as a process in which meetings between heads of
state serve as markers in the flow of that process. Dobrynin is leaving
on Friday, April 19, for consultations in Moscow and asked to come
in to see me just before his departure. I told him that we could get
together next Wednesday or Thursday.

I will have further comments in the next few days on their ideas
of how to implement your proposal for regional dialogue.

I Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron April 1985 (4/6). Secret; Sensitive.

2In his address to the UN General Assembly on September 24, 1984, President
Reagan stated: “I propose that our two countries agree to embark on periodic consulta-
tions at policy level about regional problems.” His address is printed in Public Papers:
Reagan, 1984, Book 11, pp. 1355-1361; see also Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. I, Founda-
tions of Foreign Policy, Document 206.

3 See Document 10.

4See Document 15.

5 Reference is to McFarlane’s briefing in Santa Barbara, California; see David Hoff-
man, “President Clarifies Position on Summit,” Washington Post, April 11, 1985, p. Al.
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Attachment

Soviet Proposal for Meetings on Regional Problems®

Undated

To continue and to develop the practice of holding bilateral
exchanges of opinions on the level of experts on regional problems, in
which, as we understand, the American side is interested too, we
propose to arrange meetings of our representatives to discuss the
following issues.

1. To resume exchanges of opinions on Southern Africa in order
to consider the state of affairs pertaining to the implementation of
corresponding UN resolutions on the granting of independence to
Namibia, and ensuring the security of Angola. Such a meeting could
be held in Washington or in any third country in late April.

2. To discuss the situation in the Far East and in the South-East
Asia. These two themes could rather be discussed separately. Such an
exchange of views is meant to take place in Moscow in the second half
of May.

3. To exchange views on the situation in Central America. This
might be done in Moscow or in a third country in the beginning of June.

4. To continue exchanging the views on the Middle East settlement,
the situation in the region, including Lebanon, and on the Iran-Iraq
conflict. This meeting could be held in Washington in the second half
of June.

5. To resume the discussion of issues related to the situation around
Afghanistan. We suggest to do this next July in Moscow between the
U.S. Embassy and the U.S.S.R. Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

It would be advisable, in our view, to conduct the exchange of
opinions on the level on which, for instance, recent consultations on
the Middle East were held, or through the Soviet Embassy in Washing-
ton and the American Embassy in Moscow correspondingly.

If our suggestions are acceptable to the American side, appropriate
practical details related to the meetings of experts could be worked
out in the very near future.

®No classification marking. This is the unofficial translation provided by the
Soviet Embassy.
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19. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane) to President Reagan'

Washington, April 16, 1985

SUBJECT
Speaker O'Neill’s Meeting with Gorbachev

O’Neill, Michel, Rostenkowski and Conte met with Gorbachev last
week for nearly four hours.?

Gorbachev began by reading a translation of your letter and saying
how much he appreciates the correspondence. He said that he would
wait for your full reply to his letter of March 24 before answering.?

On substantive issues Gorbachev was unyielding, though he said
repeatedly that he wished to solve outstanding issues in a pragmatic
manner and hoped for better relations. He was particularly vehement
regarding SDI, characterizing it as part of an offensive strategy on our
part, and threatening to deploy more offensive missiles if we go ahead.
But he stated that the Soviets are serious about the Geneva talks, and
put in a plug for his moratorium proposal.

Speaker O'Neill expressed confidence in your commitment to arms
reductions and he and the other congressmen also raised trade and
human rights issues. On the latter, Gorbachev said he would discuss the
matter when the U.S. ratifies the International Convention on Human
Rights, but did accept a list of cases offered by the Congressmen “to
pass on to the proper authorities.”

Overall, the Speaker and his group spoke with one voice and
discussed issues in a manner consistent with U.S. policy.

I Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, US-USSR Summits, 1985-1986, Gorba-
chev Meeting (1/2). Secret. Sent for information. Prepared by Matlock. A copy was sent
to Bush. A stamped notation indicates the President saw the memorandum on April 16.
Although not mentioned in the text of the memorandum, McFarlane indicated that he
attached as Tab A a copy of telegram 4621 from Moscow, April 10. The telegram was
not attached to the copy of the memorandum printed here. Telegram 4621 transmitted
a synopsis of the April 10 meeting between Gorbachev and O’Neill’s congressional
delegation. (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams
N850005-0003) For information about the O'Neill congressional delegation to Moscow,
see footnote 2, Document 15.

2 Reference is to Congressman Silvio Conte (R-Massachusetts), Congressman Robert
H. Michel (R-Illinois), Speaker of the House Thomas P. O'Neill (D-Massachusetts), and
Congressman Dan Rostenkowski (D-Illinois).

3 See Documents 10 and 15.
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20. Memorandum From Jack Matlock of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane)!

Washington, April 16, 1985

SUBJECT
President’s Reply to Gorbachev Letter of March 24

I have reviewed State’s draft reply to Gorbachev,? and I believe
that it is not an effective response to the Gorbachev letter.® Not that I
object to any of the substance per se, but rather to the pedestrian
approach, which is devoid of personality and reeks of being staff-
written. We can do better, and I believe we should try before asking
the President to approve it.

Specifically, my objections are the following:

—It does not really engage Gorbachev in a dialogue. Now that
there is a Soviet leader who reads his mail and who seems to enjoy a
spirited debate, I believe that the President should engage him on
some key issues. His letter provides several openings, and we should
exploit them.

—Although it was written to include items from each element on
our agenda, it really comes through as a grab-bag of disparate issues.
It should be tightened, made more selective, and given a focus on some
of the key issues.

Although I understand that Secretary Shultz would like to provide
the letter to Dobrynin tomorrow, I believe we should take more time
with it and make sure it is the best we can do. (Shultz has a number
of other agenda items to take up with Dobrynin, so the letter is not
really necessary for the meeting.) In principle, I think it would be better
to have Hartman deliver it anyway. He will be going back to Moscow
next week and it would be useful to give him the opportunity to
schedule a discussion with Gromyko on the basis of his consulta-
tions here.

I am working on a redraft, and hope that we can avoid undue
haste in making final decisions on the text.

I Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Head of State Correspondence (US-
USSR) April 1985 (1 of 3). Secret; Sensitive. Sent for action.

2 A draft letter, dated April 15, is attached but not printed.
3 See Document 10.
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Recommendation:

That you suggest to Secretary Shultz that we work on the text
further, with the goal of having something ready for the President by
the end of the week.*

4 McFarlane initialed the “Approve” option and wrote in the margin: “done 4/16.
He agrees.”

21. Memorandum From Jack Matlock of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane)!

Washington, April 17, 1985

SUBJECT

Soviet Proposal for Regional Consultations

You will recall that the Soviets have proposed a series of consulta-
tions on regional issues, including Southern Africa, the Far East and
Southeast Asia, Central America, the Middle East, and Afghanistan.?

This is clearly in response to our proposal for regular consultations
on regional issues, which the President made in his speech to the
UNGA last September. That background makes it important for us to
respond positively, or else the President’s effort to expand the dialogue
and put it on a regular basis will seem to be a sham.?

I understand, however, that there is opposition in some parts of
State to agreeing to consultations on Central America. I can understand
the reluctance of those who are not accustomed to dealing with Soviets
to discuss these matters with them, but I believe their apprehensions
are misplaced. Consultations do not mean that we tell the Soviets any
secrets or give them openings they can exploit. They can be used to
put down firm markers in a way which is useful, even if (as will be
the case) the interlocutors disagree on virtually every point of each

I Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron April 1985 (4/6). Secret; Sensitive. Sent for action.

2 See Document 18.
3 See footnote 2, Document 18.
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other’s presentation. Furthermore, the very existence of such consulta-
tions is bound to create some healthy concern in places like Managua
and Havana, and we should put ourselves in a position to take implicit
advantage of this. (No matter what the Soviets tell the Cubans and
Sandinistas, the latter will be nervous that their Soviet backers might
be tempted by a deal with us which sells them down the river.) Finally,
I think it is clear that if we refuse to discuss Central America, the
Soviets will refuse to discuss Afghanistan, and I believe we can use
consultations on Afghanistan to probe Soviet intentions and to make
clear the dangers of increased pressure on Pakistan.

For these reasons, I believe it important for us to accept the Soviet
proposal in principle, but make a few changes in the dates and the
order of the consultations. For example, I believe the meeting on the
Middle East should come last (since we have already had one), and
should be not less than six months after the Vienna meeting. Also,
instead of consultations on “Central America,” they should be defined
more broadly as “Latin America and the Caribbean” or perhaps “West-
ern Hemisphere” (with the understanding that Canada is not included).
At a minimum, we should make sure that Cuba is within the area
discussed, and it would be useful to be able to place some markers in
regard to places like Guyana and Surinam.

Since Secretary Shultz is still considering what his position should
be on this matter, you may wish to discuss it with him.

Recommendation:

That you encourage Secretary Shultz to accept the Soviet proposal
for regional consultations, with some adjustments as noted above.*

* McFarlane initialed his approval of the recommendation.
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22. Memorandum From Secretary of State Shultz to
President Reagan'

Washington, April 19, 1985

SUBJECT
My Meeting with Dobrynin, April 18

I spent 45 minutes with Dobrynin Thursday afternoon, to give him
our thoughts on a number of issues on the eve of his return to Moscow
for two weeks of consultations. He said he will probably be meeting
with Gorbachev while there; the timing of his return is also keyed to
the Central Committee Plenum, which he confirmed will take place
on April 23.

I opened the meeting by noting that we have carefully reviewed
Gorbachev’s March 24 letter to you, that you will be responding in short
order, and that they will find your reply constructive. I emphasized
our belief that a practical, businesslike approach, based on quiet diplo-
macy, is the way to achieve results. In this connection, I noted that
Gorbachev’s Pravda interview was not especially helpful® I also
stressed the need to avoid actions that threaten the prospects for con-
structive work, such as the murder of Major Nicholson. I said that, while
the Soviets had handled this incident better than KAL, we continued
to believe they owed us an apology and compensation for the Major’s
family. Dobrynin said he had already conveyed Moscow’s position,
and had nothing to add.

Turning to our agenda, I noted that we have many opportunities to
move forward—the Geneva talks, the Stockholm Conference, banning
chemical weapons, as well as a range of bilateral and economic issues.
I emphasized the vital importance of human rights, noting that we had
seen some positive actions on a couple of dual-national cases, and
hoped this was a good sign for the future. I said I would want to talk
about these sorts of issues at my meeting with Gromyko in Vienna.

On the question of a summit, I said I expected this was a subject
that would come up in Vienna. I added that we assumed the Soviets

1 Source: Reagan Library, Robert McFarlane Files, Subject File, Soviet Union—Sensi-
tive File—1985 (01/12/1985-06/15/1985). Secret; Sensitive. Reagan initialed the memo-
randum, indicating that he saw it.

2In telegram 4473 from Moscow, April 8, the Embassy reported: “Rather than
introducing a fresh style or new ideas, Gorbachev’s first ‘initiative’ simply repackages
hoary ideas of his predecessors.” (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File,
Electronic Telegrams, D850240-0387) For the text of Gorbachev’s interview, see Current
Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXXVII, no. 14 (May 1, 1985), pp. 6-7.
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would tell us when they were prepared to discuss the time and place
for a meeting, and noted that our invitation to Washington was still
on the table. Dobrynin asked whether your letter to Gorbachev would
mention timing for a summit; I said no.

I next turned to regional issues, noting that we welcomed the
Soviets’ constructive response to your UNGA proposal for regular
meetings of experts.® I told Dobrynin that we were prepared now to
proceed with experts talks on southern Africa and Afghanistan. The
Soviet proposals for talks in other areas (East Asia, Central America,
Middle East) were interesting, but I would want to talk with Gromyko
about these at Vienna before judging whether experts talks would be
useful. Dobrynin said only that he would convey this to Moscow.

Shifting to the Geneva talks, I remarked that the first round has
been largely a feeling-out process. The sides have argued a lot about
linkage, but have not gotten down to business. I told Dobrynin that,
while we assert the interrelationship of offense and defense, we believe
that agreements in one area should not be held hostage to progress in
the others. The Soviet insistence that nothing could happen until we
agreed to ban “space-strike arms,” I said, had the appearance of their
not allowing negotiations to proceed. In any case, I would want to
discuss Geneva with Gromyko, after having consulted with our three
negotiators.

Dobrynin agreed with my characterization of the initial exchanges,
but repeated the charge we have heard in Geneva that our negotiators
are trying to walk away from the January 8 agreement establishing the
framework for the new talks. He said the Soviets insist on strict adher-
ence to that agreement.*

I next queried Dobrynin on his recent public comments suggesting
that US experts might inspect the Krasnoyarsk radar. I pointed out
that our judgment about its inconsistency with the ABM Treaty did
not depend on inspection, but that we would appreciate a clarification
all the same.”> Dobrynin back-pedalled, saying that his comments had
been in response to a question, and that he had only been speculating
about the possibility of US scientists visiting the radar after its comple-

8 See Documents 18 and 21.

4 See footnote 2, Document 4.

5 On January 23, 1984, President Reagan transmitted to Congress a report and fact
sheet on Soviet non-compliance with arms control agreements. The fact sheet included
a section on the large phased-array radar being constructed in Krasnoyarsk, finding that
it was in violation of the ABM Treaty. (Public Papers: Reagan, 1984, Book I, pp. 72-76)
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tion 2-3 years hence—in the context, he added, of better relations than
we have now.°

Returning to the Nicholson shooting, I said that the Soviet assur-
ance that their troops have been instructed not to use force against
Allied military liaison missions was a very important undertaking, and
that it was essential this pledge be carried out. Dobrynin, in a somewhat
confused account of the meeting between Generals Otis and Zaytsev,
said that Soviet troops had been instructed not to shoot at our personnel
in restricted areas of the GDR.” Rick Burt subsequently phoned Sokolov
for a clarification, and the latter said the Soviet order applied not just
to restricted areas, but to the entire territory of the GDR.

I touched briefly on VE-Day. I told Dobrynin, first, that we were
prepared to agree to an exchange of messages between you and Gorba-
chev, but that we would want to look at their text before the actual
publication of the messages. I added that our message would stress
peace and reconciliation. I also informed Dobrynin that Ambassador
Hartman will attend VE-Day ceremonies in Moscow, but he will not
attend any military parade. We were not, I added, planning to send
any delegations. Finally, I said we were not trying to keep veterans’
groups from attending Soviet ceremonies, but that we were not encour-
aging them either, particularly after the Nicholson affair. Dobrynin
had no comment.®

The last major issue I raised was the continuing problems we and
our Allies have been having with the Berlin air corridors. I said the
situation was unacceptable, and posed a continuing safety hazard to
Allied flights. Moreover, the Soviets” persistent refusal to take account
of Allied requirements and to respect our quadripartite rights creates

In an April 16 article, Pincus wrote on “Dobrynin’s remark Friday that American
scientists would be invited to examine the installation when it becomes operational.
‘They would have to be able to examine the computers and the sensors,” one expert
said, ‘and the Soviets would never allow knowledgeable government scientists to see such
equipment.” State Department spokesman Bernard Kalb said yesterday that Dobrynin’s
statements were “unclear,” but that the United States would study any proposal on the
subject.”” (Walter Pincus, “U.S., Soviets May Be Easing Dispute On Whether Radar Site
Breaches Pact,” New York Times, April 16, 1985, p. A13)

7In an undated memorandum to Shultz, sent through Armacost, Kelly reported
that on April 13, General Glenn Otis of the Seventh Army in Heidelberg and General
Zaytsev of the Soviet Group of Forces in Germany met in Potsdam to discuss the issues
surrounding the shooting and death of Major Nicholson. (Reagan Library, George Shultz
Papers, Executive Secretariat Sensitive (04/09/1985-04/11/1985); NLR-775-13-41-7-5)

8 In an April 16 memorandum to McFarlane, Platt indicated three courses of action
regarding cooperation in commemorating V-E Day and attached a paper entitled “US
Policy on Soviet VE-Day Proposals.” Platt requested clearance on the paper’s language,
noting that Shultz planned to respond to the proposals during the April 18 meeting.
(Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock Chron April
1985 (2/6))
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a serious political problem. I emphasized the need for Moscow to
instruct its representatives in Berlin to work cooperatively with their
Allied counterparts to resolve this problem. I added that this was
an issue of growing concern to the British and the French. Dobrynin
undertook to report my démarche to Moscow.

23.  Letter From President Reagan to Soviet General Secretary
Gorbachev!

Washington, April 30, 1985

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

AsImentioned 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 men-
tion 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 the commitment made earlier by

1 Source: Reagan Library, Executive Secretariat, NSC Head of State File, U.S.S.R.:
General Secretary Gorbachev (8590475). No classification marking. In an April 25 memo-
randum to McFarlane, Matlock explained that he “redrafted” the letter to “take account
of the Soviet action Monday in disavowing an essential part of what we had understood
to be the Otis-Zaitsev agreement.” He made substantial changes to an earlier version;
see Document 20. (Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986,
Matlock Chron April 1985 (2/6)) McFarlane then sent the letter to Reagan under an
April 30 covering memorandum, indicating that “Shultz concurs in the text” and that
he sent Weinberger a copy, who had yet to reply. McFarlane recommended the President
sign the letter. (Reagan Library, Executive Secretariat, NSC Head of State File, U.S.S.R.:
General Secretary Gorbachev (8590475))

2See Documents 10, 15, and 19.
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a responsible Soviet official to take steps to make certain that lethal
force is not used against members of the United States Military Liaison
Mission in Germany.>

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 circum-
stances. Our forces in the Federal Republic of Germany 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.

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 comment on the desirability of allowing subor-
dinate officials—and indeed even rank-and-file soldiers—to make deci-
sions which can affect relations between great nations. If you choose to

3 An April 22 Soviet statement rejected blame for the death of Major Nicholson,
maintaining that he was an “unknown intruder” preparing to take photos of a military
installation. (Bernard Gwertzman, “U.S. Warns Soviet on Sentry Report,” New York Times,
April 24, 1985, p. A6) On April 26, the United States expelled a Soviet military attaché
in response to the statement. (Department of State Bulletin, April 1985, p. 92.
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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, British and French
counterparts in Germany just as American, British and French military
personnel guarantee the safety of their Soviet colleagues. If your Gov-
ernment 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 issues. The American people see
this tragedy through the eyes of the widow and an eight-year-old child.
Consequently it will remain a penetrating and enduring problem until
it is properly resolved.

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.

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
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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 govern-
ment 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 settlement, 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.

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 lan-
guages. . ..” 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 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 difficult questions.
Past experience suggests that the best way to solve such issues is to
work them out privately.

4See footnote 2, Document 22.
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This brings me to the negotiations which have begun in Geneva.
They have not made the progress we had hoped. It may now be appro-
priate 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.

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. Indeed in Geneva, Foreign
Minister Gromyko acknowledged the difficulty of verifying such a ban
on research. Nor do we think such a ban would be in the interest of
either of our countries. To hold the negotiations hostage to an impossi-
ble demand creates an insurmountable obstacle from the outset. I sin-
cerely 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 pur-
pose 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 nuclear weap-
ons, 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 knowl-
edge 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
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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.”
Not only has your government said that missile defenses are good;
you have acted on this belief as well. Not only have you deployed an
operational ABM system, but you have upgraded it and you are pursu-
ing an active research program.

Of course, I recognize that, in theory, the sudden deployment of
effective defenses by one side in a strategic environment characterized
by large numbers of “first-strike” weapons could be considered as
potentially threatening by the other side. Nevertheless, such a theoreti-
cal 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 con-
sideration for deployment. If some options should at some 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 phase out 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 based
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 D in the event the long-continuing Soviet
program in research on directed energy weapons were to have favora-
ble results.

5 For the text of Gromyko’s September 21, 1962, speech to the UN, see Documents
on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 896-909. See also Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, vol. XXV,
Organization of Foreign Policy; Information Policy; United Nations; Scientific Matters,
Document 219.



March 1985-July 1985 71

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 threaten-
ing, 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 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 discus-
sions 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
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I had to characterize these remaining issues, I would say that they
result from efforts on 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.

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 under-
standing 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 estab-
lish, 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 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 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,

Ronald Reagan
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24. Memorandum From Jack Matlock of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane)!

Washington, May 8, 1985

SUBJECT

Conversation with Dobrynin and Sokolov

At the Soviet reception today both Dobrynin and Sokolov took me
aside for lengthy private chats.? (We were in a room with other guests,
but since we spoke Russian, the American guests who were standing
nearby would not have understood what was said.) The following
were the more interesting comments made:

Summit Meeting: Dobrynin volunteered that Gromyko would have
a proposal regarding time and place when he meets Secretary Shultz
in Vienna. He added that Gorbachev hoped to have a meeting before
the end of the year. When I asked about the Afanasyev statement
regarding the possibility of Gorbachev coming to the UNGA,® Dobrynin
said that the statement was not only not authorized, but was incorrect.
In fact, Gorbachev did not wish to visit the UN in New York, Dobrynin
stated. Dobrynin asked whether the President would be interested in
visiting the Soviet Union. I replied that I couldn’t speak for the Presi-
dent, but I believed that he might well be interested in a reciprocal
visit following a meeting here, provided it went well. As for the situa-
tion now, I pointed out that there had been two summits in the Soviet
Union since there was one here, and the President felt that it was our

! Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron May 1985 (4/5). Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. Sent for information. Sent through
Poindexter, who did not initial the memorandum. In telegram Tosec 90363 to Shultz in
Bonn, the delegation to GRID, and Moscow, May 9, Kelly noted: “Dobrynin and other
senior Soviet Embassy people have given us new and specific details on the Soviet
approach to the Vienna meeting, the summit and regional talks over the past two days.
This material runs counter to the relatively tough line Gorbachev took in today’s speech,
but is also authoritative. We understand Jack Matlock will be reporting some of this,
based on his conversation with Dobrynin, through his own channels.” Kelly indicated
that Mark Palmer and Thomas Simons met with Sokolov several times and also summa-
rized these conversations. (Department of State, Executive Secretariat, S/S Records, 1985
NODIS and EXDIS Secretariat Memorandums, Lot 94D92, NODIS May 1985)

2 A V-E Day reception took place at the Soviet Embassy on May 8.

3 In telegram 2885 from Belgrade, April 9, the Embassy noted: “Pravda editor Viktor
Afanasyev last week told a prominent Yugoslav weekly that in his personal opinion a
summit meeting between President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev is possible
at the UNGA in September, despite the fact that there has been no change in Reagan’s
basic beliefs and policies.” (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic
Telegrams, D850242-0132)
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turn to host. It was for this reason that he had invited Gorbachev to
the U.S.

Comment: Dobrynin was careful not to telegraph the particulars
of the Soviet proposal, but I would infer from what he said that it is
unlikely to involve a meeting on the fringes of some other event, and
also that the Soviets may well propose a meeting in some country other
than the U.S. I hope my comments will discourage such a proposal,
but we will probably have to wait until the May 14 meeting to know.
It would obviously be desirable for Secretary Shultz to be prepared to
give the Soviet proposal an appropriate response. My recommendation
would be that if it is for a visit to the U.S. that it be accepted in principle
(subject to fitting it into the President’s calendar), but that if it is for a
meeting anywhere else, that the Secretary indicate his willingness to
discuss it with the President, but point out that protocol seems to
require the next meeting to be in the United States.

VE-Day Messages: Dobrynin told me when I entered that he had
just given Armacost a message from Gorbachev to the President. Subse-
quently, Sokolov said to me that the President’s letter had been “very
well received” in Moscow. He then said that the reason Moscow had
decided against an exchange of messages was that they were dismayed
to note that, in the President’s speeches in Europe, not one word was
said about the wartime alliance. This, he said, was simply not under-
stood, given the very deep emotions connected with the wartime alli-
ance and VE-Day.* Therefore, the President’s message was most useful
in redressing, at least in part, the feeling that the President was trying
to ignore the common effort during the war. (I pointed out to Sokolov
that, while the President may not have said much specifically about
the wartime alliance, he had also refrained from calling attention to
the Nazi-Soviet pact and other historical facts which immediately come
to mind when the Soviet media distort the U.S. role and U.S. intentions.)

The President’s Letter: Sokolov observed that he had the feeling that
both sides really wanted an improvement of relations, but were finding
it difficult because of poor communication. Several recent problems,

*In a May 6 information memorandum to Shultz, Kelly reported that while on the
phone with Simons on May 6, Sokolov passed a message intended for Palmer: “due to
a number of circumstances that do not contribute to a favorable environment, it had
been decided in Moscow not to pursue the exchange of messages.” (Department of State,
Executive Secretariat, S/S Records, 1985 NODIS and EXDIS Secretariat Memorandumes,
Lot 94D92, NODIS May 1985) However, in telegram 139471 to Moscow, London, Bonn,
and Paris, May 8, the Department noted: “Although Soviets have informed us they do
not intend to send a VE Day message to the President, the President has decided to
send the following letter to General Secretary Gorbachev. Embassy should deliver letter
at earliest opportunity on May 8.” The remainder of the telegram consists of the May
8 letter, which is printed in Public Papers: Reagan, 1985, Book I, p. 589. (Department of
State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850319-0814)
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he suggested, might have been handled more smoothly if there had
been better communication. I told him that I thought the President had
attempted in his long letter to Gorbachev to open some doors to practi-
cal steps.® Sokolov responded that the letter evoked mixed feelings in
Moscow; on the one hand the candor was appreciated, but on the other
there is a feeling that the top people should concentrate on the big
issues and a page and a half on Nicholson seemed excessive in that
context. I responded that the Nicholson tragedy involves important
matters of principle and that these are anything but trifles. I also pointed
out that the deep emotions which the Soviet mishandling of this issue
had stirred here could affect a lot of things, therefore it was essential
that the President explain this if we are to find a way to avoid gratuitous
damage to the relationship. Sokolov, interestingly, did not challenge
my statement about the Soviet mishandling of the issue, but nodded
grimly in agreement when I used the word. His only rejoinder was
that, as he was sure I understood personally, there was no way the
Soviet leadership could be persuaded to apologize and offer
compensation.

Confidential Communications: Dobrynin took up this theme at some
length during his conversation with me. Like Sokolov, he claimed that
many of the problems have been exacerbated by the lack of a genuine
dialogue, and then sang his usual refrain about how helpful he could
be if we would use him. He then went into a long spiel about how
very few people in the Soviet leadership are really authoritative on the
whole range of U.S.-Soviet relations, and claimed that this circle was
limited to Gorbachev, Gromyko and a few others in the “inner core”
of the Politburo, plus himself, Korniyenko and Komplektov in the
Foreign Ministry. I asked if Marshal Sokolov didn’t have a voice, and
he said that Sokolov would be consulted only in regard to arms control
and military questions and not on broader political ones.

5See Document 23.
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25. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State!

Moscow, May 9, 1985, 08052

6057. Subject: Rumors of Impending Legislation Aimed at Combat-
ting Alcoholism.

1. At its April 4 regular session, the Politburo engaged in “compre-
hensive” discussion of the problem of alcoholism and drunkenness in
Soviet society—what the published minutes of the session termed a
“monstrous phenomenon.” It was revealed, via the minutes, that the
Central Committee had already approved a series of unidentified socio-
political, economic, administrative and medical steps designed to fur-
ther combat alcoholism and drunkenness and ultimately to “eliminate”
them from society. These were given additional endorsement at the
Politburo session.

2. Published Politburo minutes, cut-and-dried as they are, rarely
arouse popular consciousness here. But this news of an apparent frontal
assault on one of the most cherished leisure-time (and work-time)
pursuits of the Russians has stimulated a degree of public attention as
no other social issue has in recent memory. The outward manifestation
of this aroused consciousness has been a virtual spate of rumors as to
what the new anti-alcohol measures might include.

3. The initial, alarmist reaction was that “dry laws” (“just like they
have in Finland”) would be introduced. The implausibility of such a
course was soon recognized, however, and fears of total prohibition
gave way to a myriad of rumors of less drastic measures. These
included:

—A rationing system whereby each adult would be limited to a
specified amount of vodka or other hard liquor (one source said 500
milliliters) per month.

—Shorter working hours for liquor stores.

—Removal of cheaper brands of vodka and wine from distribution.

—Harsher penalties for drunkenness at work. Some have suggested
there will be fines of up to 100 rubles for those reporting to work
intoxicated, with repeat offenders fired from their jobs and either
imprisoned or assigned to work in public labor crews. Party members,
so goes one rumor, would be expelled from the Party if they were
caught drunk at work more than once.

1 Source: Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams,
D850324-0478. Limited Official Use. Sent for information to the Consulate in Leningrad
and USIA.
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—Finally, illustrative of the Soviet penchant for introduction of
change through experimentation and of the esteem in which the Mus-
covites hold their northerly brothers, there is the rumor going around
Moscow that Leningrad will be made an experimental “dry” city.

4. Some of these rumors may in fact not be too far off the mark,
but the cumulative effect of the measures that have been approved
will probably be less than the popular imagination would have it. An
MFA official recently sought to persuade a diplomat of a neutral coun-
try (with some direct interest in the question) that the new anti-alcohol-
ism measures would in fact not be as drastic as some expect. Prices
would be raised, but not astronomically; there would be some “experi-
mentation” with different hours for liquor stores; heavier fines would
be instituted for drunkenness on the job; but there would be no ration-
ing as such.

5. Reports now have it that the new measures will be announced
and introduced during the second half of May.? The timing, clearly, is
designed not to dampen popular celebrations of May Day and of the
fortieth anniversary of V-E Day. Meanwhile, Soviets are telling us that
there has been a run not only on liquor stores but also on savings
banks. Why savings banks? Because, said one Soviet citizen, people
were withdrawing their savings to put them in stocks of vodka—soon
to be as valuable as hard currency.

Hartman

2In telegram 6510 from Moscow, May 17, the Embassy reported: “New legislative
measures aimed at curbing the growing abuse of alcohol have been published in the
Soviet central press. The measures call for application of a host of social, economic,
educational and legal remedies, including increased fines for public drunkenness, some
restrictions on sales, a higher legal drinking age, and steps to encourage more productive
use of leisure time.” (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Tele-
grams, D850350-0035)
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26. Letter From President Reagan to Soviet General Secretary
Gorbachev!

Washington, May 11, 1985

Dear Mr. Secretary General:

Secretary Baldrige’s visit to Moscow provides me the opportunity
to repeat to you my desire for a more constructive working relationship
between the United States and the Soviet Union. An expansion of
peaceful trade can and should be an important part of an improved
relationship between our countries.

I place great significance on the discussions between Secretary
Baldrige and Minister Patolichev in Moscow. They are holding the first
meeting of our Joint Commercial Commission in seven years, and
their meeting reflects the judgment of both our governments that an
expansion of our peaceful trade is now appropriate. It is my hope that
their achievements will result not only in increased trade, but also in
anincreased desire to seek greater cooperation in areas other than trade.

I have asked Secretary Baldrige to have pragmatic discussions
with Minister Patolichev, so that the meeting of our Joint Commercial
Commission will result in concrete actions by both sides to expand
trade where that is now possible. To leave no doubt that the United
States favors the expansion of peaceful trade with the Soviet Union, I
have also authorized Secretary Baldrige to join with Minister Patolichev
in a public statement on the development of trade relations.

While I believe there are some actions we can take now to facilitate
trade, I doubt that there can be a fundamental change in our trade
relationship without parallel improvements in other aspects of our
relationship. I have mentioned in my previous letters some of the areas
in which improvements would contribute greatly to a climate in which

! Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, US-USSR Summits, E.1, President/
Gorbachev Correspondence. No classification marking. In a May 10 covering memoran-
dum to McFarlane, Matlock explained: “Commerce has requested a letter from the
President to Gorbachev for Secretary Baldrige to deliver in case he is granted an appoint-
ment. I have made some changes in the Commerce/State draft to reflect elements of the
previous correspondence. In particular, I have made the reference to emigration indirect
(though unmistakable), since I believe that direct mention in a letter which will have
wider distribution in the Soviet bureaucracy than the confidential correspondence would
be counterproductive.” Poindexter initialed his approval that McFarlane forward a copy
to the President. Matlock drafted and attached a May 10 covering memorandum from
McFarlane to Reagan, forwarding the letter; Reagan initialed his approval and signed
the letter. (Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron May 1985 (3/5)) Baldrige was traveling to Moscow for meetings of the Joint
Commercial Commission, scheduled to begin May 20. See Documents 31 and 32.
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a more complete development of trade and economic cooperation
would be possible.

It is my hope that upon his return from Moscow Secretary Baldrige
will be able to report to me that there are areas in which both our
countries can benefit from commercial cooperation and that there is
Soviet interest in parallel improvements in other parts of our relation-
ship. Given such progress, I believe that the development of our trade
relationship is a question in which you and I could usefully take a
continuing personal interest. I will welcome any suggestions you may
have in this regard.

Sincerely,

Ronald Reagan

27. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane) to President Reagan'

Vienna, May 13, 1985

SUBJECT
Shultz-Gromyko Meeting: Unresolved Issues

As you know, tomorrow Secretary Shultz will hold talks with
Foreign Minister Gromyko in Vienna. This meeting comes in the wake
of your letter to Gorbachev of April 30 and your Strasbourg speech.?
In both documents you made proposals for how we could make
progress in the resolution of problems on our agenda in the four areas
of: arms control, regional disagreements, bilateral issues and human

1 Source: Reagan Library, Sven Kraemer Files, Geneva—Shultz—Gromyko 05/14/
1985. Secret; Sensitive. Sent for action. Poindexter initialed for McFarlane. A copy was
sent to the Vice President. In a May 13 covering note to the President, Poindexter wrote:
“Bud would like some guidance on two issues that he will discuss tomorrow with George
Shultz in Vienna in preparation for a meeting with Gromyko. Bud dictated the attached
memo today from Vienna.” Reagan responded: “I feel very strongly that we should do
no more to indicate we are begging for a meeting. We’ve invited them to a meeting in
the U.S. (It's our turn.) The ball is in their court. RR.”

2See Document 23. On May 8, Reagan addressed the European Parliament in
Strasbourg, France. The text of the address is printed in Public Papers: Reagan, 1985,
Book I, pp. 581-588. The speech is also printed in Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. I,
Foundations of Foreign Policy, Document 240.
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rights. Thus far, we have had no substantive reply from the Soviets to
the letter or the speech.

For the past two weeks, your staff has been working with Cap and
George’s staff as well as with the JCS to put together positions which
could be taken in each of the four areas in Vienna. This process has
been relatively harmonious—]John Poindexter can show you the specific
details of the several positions most of which break no new ground—
but on two issues disagreements remain. These are how the issue of
a summit ought to be treated; and, whether or not to introduce new
material or at least greater precision in our arms control positions.

Treatment of a Summit/Meeting. The Secretary of State believes that
he should raise the matter of the interest expressed on both sides in a
Summit/Meeting and seek to begin the development of an agenda
with Gromyko. Others, myself included, believe that to lead with our
interest in Summit planning will give the Soviets a gratuitous advan-
tage by appearing to be overly anxious toward getting such a meeting.
After all, our interest has always been in getting tangible accomplish-
ments which justify a summit. If we appear to be too preoccupied with
holding a meeting, it can be used against us in leveraging points in
disagreement. I would have no problem with authorizing the Secretary
to respond with our ideas if the Soviets raise the issue. But if not, it
seems to me more prudent to let matters stand as they do. You have
invited the General Secretary to come to the US. He has said he would
welcome a meeting but has not declared himself as to time, date or
place. We have had recent low-level soundings by Soviet staff as to
our interest in a meeting in a third country or in Moscow and have
responded that we prefer the US. The ball is in the Soviet court and
we need not raise it, except perhaps to say that “we assume that when
you have considered the US proposal you will let us know.”

Introducing Specific Numbers in START and INF. Ambassador Nitze
proposed that the Secretary be given contingency authority—for use
if the situation in Vienna warrants—to flesh out the START and INF
positions we introduced in Round 1> On INF that contingency authority
would entail a global ceiling on deployed US and Soviet LRINF missile
warheads at a level of 600, a limit on deployed US and Soviet LRINF
missile warheads in Europe at a level of 300 and an indication of US
readiness to agree to a specific number of Pershing II missiles deployed
in Europe (although no number would be given). In START, he sup-
ports contingency authority to propose associated limits on ballistic

5 Nitze presented his recommendations in a May 3 memorandum to McFarlane.
(Reagan Library, Sven Kraemer Files, [May 1985] Chron File: [No. 23-No. 30])
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missile warheads and ALCMs at a level of about 8000 and associated
limits on ballistic missiles and bombers.

Ambassador Nitze’s recommendations go substantially beyond
current guidance and no other member of the Senior Arms Control
Group supports this degree of new US flexibility at the Vienna meeting.
In view of the Soviets having walked backward on several of their
own proposals and the overall intransigence we faced during the last
round, I agree that it would be counter-productive to reward such
Soviet behavior with an indication of new US flexibility. We will be
better served in patiently repeating our START and INF offers and
listening for Soviet counter-offers.

Recommendation

That the summit issue not be raised by the US side in the Shultz/
Gromyko meeting, but we should be prepared to respond if Gromyko
raises the issue.*

That Ambassador Nitze’s proposals for contingency authority not
be used during the Shultz/Gromyko meeting.

* Reagan initialed his approval of both recommendations.

28. Memorandum of Conversation’

Vienna, May 14, 1985, 2-8:10 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS
us. USSR
Secretary of State George P. Shultz Foreign Minister Andrey A. Gromyko
National Security Advisor Robert Deputy Foreign Minister Mikhail

C. McFarlane S. Kapitsa

Assistant Secretary Richard Burt Ambassador Mikhail T. Yefremov
Ambassador Paul H. Nitze Ambassador Aleksandr A.
Ambassador Arthur A. Hartman Bessmertnykh, Chief, USA
Ambassador Jack F. Matlock Dept., MFA

I Source: Department of State, Executive Secretariat, S/S Records, Memorandum
of Conversations, 1981-1990, Lot 93D188, Shultz/Gromyko at Soviet Embassy, Vienna
May 14, 1985. Secret; Sensitive. Drafted by Arensburger on May 15; cleared by Palmer
on May 25 and Matlock on June 10. Palmer initialed for Matlock. The meeting took place
at the Soviet Embassy.
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Deputy Assistant Secretary R. Ambassador Aleksandr P.
Mark Palmer Bondarenko, Chief, 3rd

Mr. Dimitri Arensburger European Dept., MFA
(Interpreter) Mr. Sergey P. Tarasenko, Deputy

Chief, USA Dept, MFA
Mr. Vasiliy G. Makarov
Mr. Yuriy D. Uspensky2

(Interpreter)

Minister Gromyko welcomed the Secretary and all the other partici-
pants to the Soviet Mission and said that he was prepared to discuss
questions of mutual interest to both sides. He wanted to say a few
words concerning the procedure he thought ought to be adopted in
the discussion of individual problems. First, he thought it would be
best to tackle problems individually, exchange views on them, and
after completing discussion of one problem, go on to the next one, etc.
In this way our discussion would be more in the nature of a give-and-
take. Gromyko’s second desire was to devote primary attention to
the most important and most pressing problems. In the Soviet view,
precisely these most important and pressing problems needed to be
discussed. Questions of lesser importance, peripheral issues as it were,
could of course be addressed if either side desired, specifically if the
Secretary wanted to discuss them, but the Soviet side did not believe
that much time ought to be devoted to them. No matter how many
hours we met today, our time was nevertheless limited.

In concluding his introductory remarks, Gromyko wanted to
inquire who, in the Secretary’s opinion, should initiate the substantive
discussion. Perhaps the Secretary wanted to speak first. Gromyko was
fully prepared to listen to the Secretary unless the latter had some other
considerations. In line with Soviet tradition it would be appropriate
for the guest to speak first. Of course, both sides would be setting aside
the question of Austria, that is, the thirtieth anniversary of the Austrian
State Treaty, because a special activity was scheduled on that subject.

The Secretary thanked Gromyko and said he agreed with Gromy-
ko’s point that it would be best to discuss issues in series as it were,
pausing for exchanges between subjects instead of making extensive
speeches. He, too, thought that we should save a substantial amount
of time for discussion of the more important issues and, he thought,
we might perhaps resort to a method pioneered by Gromyko in New
York, which he had called “headlining.”

2 According to Pavel Palazhchenko, Nikolai Uspensky is the correct name for the
Soviet interpreter. In several meetings, the notetaker used a variation in the name or
mistakenly recorded the Soviet interpreter as Yuri Uspensky.
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The Secretary continued that he had classified the more important
subjects, the ones on which we would spend most of our time, as
including arms control, what we have come to call regional issues,
and some aspects of our bilateral relations. He wanted to make these
introductory comments and then, if Gromyko agreed, go on to regional
and bilateral issues, saving the maximum time for arms control matters.
Was such a procedure acceptable to Gromyko?

Gromyko replied that what the Secretary had said coincided with
the way the Soviet side envisaged these discussions.

The Secretary suggested that he might proceed with his general
introductory comments and then pause to see whether Gromyko had
any comments. He wanted to begin by addressing some regional issues
mentioned in a recent non-paper that had been transmitted by Ambas-
sador Dobrynin.? He continued that this was a moment in our relations
that is both promising and troubled because, it seemed to the US side,
this year’s political events should encourage us to look forward. On
the one hand, the US President had been re-elected and had received
an important mandate; also, he had a definite approach to US-Soviet
relations. On the other hand, there was a new leader in the Soviet
Union who was now well settled in. Thus, we were in a position to
move forward in our perspectives. The Secretary wanted to add that
Gromyko himself was the world’s most experienced diplomat and had
a special responsibility for using this experience to help move in a
constructive and stable direction.

The Secretary went on to say that this was a year of anniversaries.
In marking the fortieth anniversary since World War II, we emphasized
peace, reconciliation and freedom in Europe. On a personal note, he
wanted to say that he had a deep respect for the achievements of the
Soviet armed forces during World War II and, as a participant of that
war, his visit some years ago to a cemetery in Leningrad had a profound
effect. He thought also that if the Austrian State Treaty, which Gromyko
had mentioned earlier, contained any message, it was that problems
could be solved. At times people doubted the value of negotiations,
but we have come to Vienna to do some work that should disprove
such a view. He wanted to pursue our meeting in that spirit.

The Secretary wanted to draw Gromyko’s attention to three prob-
lems that he found particularly troubling in our relationship, and
express his views thereon. First, to repeat what he had told Dobrynin
with respect to Major Nicholson, we felt that an apology to Nicholson’s
family and compensation were in order.* We also thought that there

3 Printed as an attachment to Document 18.
4See Document 22.
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was a need to put into place firm measures to prevent an occurrence
of this kind in the future. The Secretary would also note that additional
discussions at the military level might be appropriate, and he hoped
that they would occur. Essentially, it was necessary to take firm meas-
ures to prevent a recurrence.

The Secretary’s second point concerned the problem of the Berlin
air corridors. In the past Berlin had been an area which had generated
much difficulty, but recently it has been quiet. The air corridors problem
clearly involved a safety aspect since the Soviet side introduced reserva-
tions that required a steep descent. Berlin involved special problems.
There were six airports in the area, three Soviet airports and three
Allied ones. They were used by military aircraft, civilian aircraft, heli-
copters, as well as fighter aircraft, all mingling together in the same
air space. Berlin weather conditions were such that there was frequently
an aircraft stacking problem. This meant that the margin of safety was
less, there were many safety considerations that were specific to Berlin,
and we were highly concerned about the reservations which required
a steep descent. We believed that the regime which had existed until
about a year ago was satisfactory, and that any changes to that regime
should be done only through consultations. Although the Secretary
did not want to devote too much time to the subject of the air corridors,
he did hope that this problem could be resolved expeditiously. Still, a
year has been devoted to work on this subject, but we were unable to
see any successful results. The Secretary believed that a solution to this
problem was clearly warranted.

Turning to the subject which fell under the label of human rights,
the Secretary noted that we have long emphasized the importance of
this subject. We noted some developments which we consider positive.
He had found interesting and had liked what the Soviets had told
Speaker O’Neill with regard to a follow-on experts’ meeting.” The
Secretary had also liked the suggestion made by General Secretary
Gorbachev to the Vice President on using the approach of rapporteurs.
He had noticed that some long-standing cases had been resolved, and
we have also observed that a number of Moscow Jews had been allowed
to emigrate. We were watching the number of positive decisions, but
saw that the level of emigration was very low. Such things as, for
example, the arrest and conviction of Hebrew teachers should be
stopped. We continued to worry about Academician Sakharov and his
wife. Before coming to Vienna, the Secretary had been visited in Israel

5See Document 19.
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by Mrs. Shcharansky and Ida Nudel’s sister, who had appealed to the
Secretary on a very human level.® Thus, this was a major problem.

The Secretary would tell Gromyko that the more able the Soviet
side was to solve this problem, the more impact it would have not
only in the US, but also around the world. With regard to the Joint
Commercial Commission that would be meeting before long, the Secre-
tary noted that there is a legislative relationship in the US between Most
Favored Nation status and emigration.” He was saying this because
any solution that the USSR might undertake on this question would
clearly be taken for its own reasons and as a matter for the Soviet side
to decide. However, the Secretary did want to point to this relationship
in terms of our legislation and in terms of the reaction by the US public.
With this the Secretary wanted to return to where he had started,
namely that he and the President felt that this was an important
moment. We were prepared to work with the USSR and try to move
along specific subjects in a constructive direction so deeds will become
substance, and so as to achieve a more constructive and stable relation-
ship. He wanted to say this before dealing with regional issues.

Gromyko inquired when, in the Secretary’s view, we should begin
an exchange of views on the most important questions, namely the
issues of security and arms control, that is the subject of the Geneva
negotiations. Whatever views the Secretary might hold, in Gromyko’s
opinion the most important issue was precisely the matter of security.
These were principal issues in the Soviet-US relationship and involved
nuclear arms, as well as prevention of an arms race, including an arms
race in space. Thus, he did not wish to postpone discussion of these
matters, and for his part intended to address them now. Of course, he
would also react to what the Secretary had said. Gromyko wanted to
begin by saying that Soviet-US relations were bad, though this was an
understatement. In political terminology, the situation was strained.
Of course, no one has yet invented an instrument which would make
it possible to measure the degree of tension between states or in the
world community. However, common sense and an objective approach
should help us assess this situation.

Gromyko continued that along with all other countries in the world
the USSR and the US, in its own fashion, had marked the fortieth
anniversary of the defeat of Hitlerite fascism. In marking this anniver-
sary, the USSR had emphasized the concept that the defeated enemy
had been powerful, perfidious, and extremely dangerous because the

6 Shultz was in Tel Aviv and Jerusalem from May 10 to 12 to meet with Israeli
Foreign Minister Shamir.

7 The JCC was scheduled to meet in Moscow on May 20; see Documents 31 and 32.
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goal of the Hitlerite clique had not merely been to gain victory over
one country or another, but to turn entire nations into slavery. At
that time, the US had drawn a correct conclusion because its political
leadership had been farsighted and had joined hands with other coun-
tries, especially our joint ally during the war—Great Britain, in order
toachieve a victory over our common enemy. In marking this important
forty-year anniversary, the Soviet Union had also emphasized and
had tried to inform nations and countries, including the US and its
leadership, that in the Soviet Union’s view, notwithstanding the differ-
ences in our two countries’ social systems, we were able to work toward
peace and apply joint efforts against a common enemy. This had been
done during the war. This thinking was part of the Soviet foreign
policy. Moreover, Gromyko suggested that during various periods this
thesis had been a recognized part of the US foreign policy. Despite
differences in their social systems and ideologies, countries were able
to join efforts toward preventing the outbreak of a new war and to
promote peace. All this was consonant with Soviet policy, and it was
expressed in the words “principle of peaceful coexistence of states
regardless of their social systems.”

The Secretary said he wanted to reaffirm our agreement with
that idea.

Gromyko replied that this was very good, but that this great anni-
versary marked something unprecedented in history, unprecedented
even if one included the major wars among countries. In any event,
the US and the USSR marked this anniversary differently in terms of
the basic thrust of their thoughts and ideas. The Soviet Union—and
Gromyko was referring to the Soviet leadership and to Gorbachev
personally—was not merely surprised that the US tried in every way
to belittle the USSR’s role in the war, but things had actually reached the
stage where some official statements made by high-ranking individuals
disparaged the role of the Soviet Union. It was as if something had
been put into a pocket with a hole in it. The Soviet Union was offended
by this. The Soviet Union was even tempted to think, though the
Secretary might disagree, that this was precisely the US goal, that is,
to insult the USSR. That was one aspect of the direction taken in the
US in marking this fortieth anniversary. Efforts had also been made
to whitewash the leadership of our common enemy, even to honor
certain enemy detachments, detachments which are besmirched by
crimes and blood. What, Gromyko asked rhetorically, did the US side
and the US Government achieve by such an approach to the anniver-
sary? The Secretary he said would know the answer as well as the
Soviet side, perhaps better. Gromyko did not care to dwell more deeply
on the consequences.

The Secretary wanted to make some assurances. First, the people
of the US fully recognized the importance of the contribution made by
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the Soviet Union in defeating the Nazi regime. Second, we fully recog-
nize the suffering of the Russian people during the war and the heroism
manifested by them on many occasions. In his own comments the
Secretary had mentioned the Leningrad cemetery. However, he also
wanted to affirm again what the President had said, namely that we
also considered it important to emphasize what has been built since
the end of the war, as well as the reconciliation with the German people.
This did not in any way imply an ability even to understand the horrors
perpetrated by the Nazi followers.

Gromyko said that the question arose of why the US had adopted
such a line in everything it did in connection with the anniversary.
The Soviet side, as well as all objectively thinking people throughout
the world, would reply that the US Administration chose whatever
exacerbated the confrontation between the USSR and the US. Every-
thing that was poisoning the atmosphere between the two countries
was deemed to be acceptable. Conversely, whatever promoted détente
and better relations was deemed unacceptable to the US Administra-
tion. That is how the USSR assessed the situation with regard to the
World War II anniversary.

Gromyko continued that the Soviet side gave a positive assessment
of the exchange of congratulatory messages between Gorbachev and
the President, but that did not by any means cancel the highly negative
content of what had been said on the US side, nor of the activities in
connection with the end of World War II. The Soviet Union took this
into account. As for the role of the Soviet Union in the war and in the
victory over Hitlerite Germany, this was a matter of the historical
record and was known to all peoples and all countries. The chronicles
of history recorded this in gold letters. In this connection, Gromyko
did not risk speaking immodestly. He asserted that recent statements
in the US as well as the Secretary’s earlier remarks had been received.

The assessments being made by each of the two sides pertained
to their activities during the war, that is events of forty years ago,
Gromyko continued. What bearing did this have on the desires for the
future? The Soviet Union, too, wanted to develop its relations with all
countries, including countries which during the war were our common
enemy. These were entirely different issues. As it was, the US side was
whitewashing the forces of the past, forces which at that time were
opposed to the interests of peace. With respect to the desire to develop
relations with those countries that previously had fought the US and
the USSR, Gromyko would say that this was well and good as long as
such relations were developed on a basis of peace.

Gromyko next wanted to address briefly another urgent substan-
tive issue namely the Geneva negotiations dealing with nuclear arms
and disarmament. From time to time, the USSR and US have agreed
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that this was the most important problem between them, a problem
of a global nature. The problem of nuclear arms involved the need to
halt the race in nuclear arms and to reduce such arms. Both sides had
also agreed that the ultimate goal must be the complete elimination of
nuclear arms everywhere and, of course, this had to be linked organi-
cally, as Gromyko had said, with the problem that had appeared
recently, namely the problem involving space. There was no point to
extending the arms race to space. Gromyko had to confess that having
mentioned the desirability of dealing first with the most pressing prob-
lems, he had expected that the Secretary, too, would initially address
these problems. But, of course, it was the Secretary’s prerogative to
address other matters since the two sides evidently attached a different
degree of importance to these issues. Still, in Gromyko’s view the most
important problems were the arms race, nuclear arms, and disarma-
ment. These issues had to be discussed, and if these matters could be
discussed substantively to some degree, whether in Geneva or else-
where, then, he thought, such a discussion would be beneficial.

Of course, Gromyko continued, there could be different assess-
ments of the first stage of the negotiations which had recently concluded
in Geneva. One could approach this matter in different ways. One
could use moderate and flexible expressions in this assessment, that
is, one could say that the two sides were still probing each other and
that, therefore, nothing of substance could have been expected yet. The
Soviet side, however, thought that it would be more useful to speak
candidly. After all, who would speak candidly if we, the parties to
these negotiations, did not do so ourselves. The Soviet side considered
it to be its political and moral duty to tell the Secretary that, in the
Soviet opinion, the US not only failed to manifest any desire to come
closer together on this subject—that is, with respect to strategic,
medium-range and space arms—but, the way the Soviet side saw it,
was steering away from whatever could bring such agreement closer
or facilitate it.

Gromyko continued that the US side evidently failed to recognize
that by leaving aside space arms, by failing to consider that subject at
the negotiations, a mutually acceptable agreement would be impossi-
ble, that under these circumstances no other questions could be
resolved. In saying this, he was exempting those issues which were
not organically linked to the subject matter of the negotiations in
Geneva. The Soviet side had said that nuclear arms and space arms
had to be considered in their organic interrelationship. This had been
said at a meeting which was held in almost the same composition as
the meeting we were holding today, a meeting at which this matter
had been discussed and the sides had agreed to address this triad in
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its interrelationship.® Only under these conditions would it be possible
to proceed toward untying the complex knots—and there were enough
of those—involved in reaching agreement. The Soviet side was more
than surprised how it was possible, shortly after agreeing in Geneva
on the framework in which these subjects would be discussed, to all
of a sudden employ an entirely different line in Geneva. Was it really
possible to find people within the US Administration who thought that
an agreement on nuclear arms was possible if it were divorced from
the issues of space? The Secretary would know better than Gromyko
whether there were such people or not. However, Gromyko did not
envy the Secretary if the US Administration did indeed include such
people. This was very far removed from an objective assessment of
the situation.

Gromyko went on to say that the Secretary, in his introductory
remarks, had addressed three issues of substance. With respect to
human rights, the Secretary knew very well that since this involved
Soviet domestic law and Soviet prerogatives, the Soviet Union had no
intention of discussing this matter with anyone and would not discuss
it with anyone. The Secretary had expressed surprise over the drop in
the number of people leaving the Soviet Union, or for that matter any
other country, say country X. But one could not always maintain the
same level of emigration, or even increase it. At some point the number
had to drop, this was elementary mathematics.

Gromyko continued that with respect to the incident involving the
US serviceman, Nicholson, the Soviet side had described the actual
situation. It had expressed its regret at the death of a human being,
but certainly the Soviet side could not be held responsible. The responsi-
bility lay with the appropriate US authorities, and the Secretary would
know better than Gromyko who that was. The Soviet serviceman had
not fired at an American; he had fired at a totally unknown individual.
Gromyko thought that the US was clear about that, and thus the respon-
sibility for this death lay with American officials. Gromyko wanted to
give the Secretary some good advice and suggest that this matter be
sorted out on the US side and that measures be taken to prevent a
recurrence in the future. As for a meeting between military representa-
tives of the two sides mentioned by the Secretary, it could be held and
would probably be useful.

Turning to the Berlin air corridors, Gromyko expressed the view
that representatives of the two countries, as well as other interested
parties, should use the existing Berlin Air Safety Center. That facility

8 Documentation on the January meetings is in Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol.
IV, Soviet Union, January 1983-March 1985, Documents 355-363.
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covered the very area in question, and this issue was within its compe-
tence. The goal should be to remove the mutual concerns. Probably
the sooner this matter was resolved, the better. The issue was largely
of a technical nature and thus it might not be all that easy for the two
ministers to discuss it now.

The Secretary expressed the hope that this meant that Gromyko
would be giving a political signal to his people at the technical center
to proceed on the basis of good will to resolve this matter involving
flight safety. We would do the same.

Gromyko responded that the Soviet representatives would be
instructed to discuss technical aspects of this issue from the standpoint
of jointly removing all concerns of all parties. Those would be their
instructions. He assumed that the US side, too, would issue appropriate
instructions, and the Secretary said that he agreed. Gromyko noted
that the subject involved was flight safety. Generally speaking, this
was all he had wanted to say at this point. As the Secretary had seen,
he, Gromyko, had addressed two subjects. The first of these involved
the overall fundamental matter of interrelationship between nuclear
arms and those in space, while the second concerned subjects addressed
by the Secretary in his introductory remarks. If the Secretary were in
a position to present his assessment of the Geneva negotiations and
express his views on that score, Gromyko would be prepared to listen
very attentively.

The Secretary thanked Gromyko for his remarks and wanted to
say first that, like Gromyko, he thought that the question or questions
involved the build-up of nuclear arms and the necessity to reduce them
ultimately to zero, as had been agreed between us. Like Gromyko, we
believed that we saw a relationship between defense and offense. Like
Gromyko, we believed that the first round of the Geneva negotiations
had not been satisfactory, but unlike him we thought that the fault lay
with the Soviet Union, not the US. However, the Secretary agreed that
this was an important subject which should be assessed frankly. He
was prepared to provide a detailed assessment and specify where, in
our view, we stood and what needed to be done. Gromyko would note
the presence at this table of four individuals who were very experienced
in arms limitation. That showed, he suggested, the great interest and
priority we were devoting to this question.

The Secretary continued that while he intended to focus on the
Geneva negotiations, he believed there were a number of other ques-
tions worth discussing. A real problem, he believed, involved the possi-
bility of proliferation of chemical arms, a matter that he thought should
be discussed. We should also address the opportunities presented by
the Stockholm negotiations. Progress had been made there which, he
thought, could be consolidated and should be noted. Time permitting,
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this was an aspect of arms control that he wanted to touch on. There
were also questions involving a regional dialogue which should be
started, particularly on the matter of the Middle East, that is, the Iran-
Iraq conflict in terms of chemical weapons. If time permitted, the Secre-
tary intended to make a proposal on this score.

First, however, the Secretary wanted to address the Geneva negoti-
ations. He would start by saying that he was disappointed by the Soviet
approach in the first round of the nuclear and space arms talks. We
had gone to Geneva prepared to move beyond 1983, which we felt
would be in the interests of the Soviet side as well, but the Soviet side
regressed. The Secretary was particularly disturbed that the Soviet side
did not introduce a START proposal and that the Soviet positions went
backwards in many respects. For example, in START the Soviet side
had previously indicated a willingness to limit ALCMs but has now
reverted to an earlier proposal to ban all cruise missiles. Given the
Soviet Union’s massive air defenses, we thought that this was an unrea-
sonable position. In INF, the Soviet Union at the highest level had
stated publicly a readiness to freeze S5-20s in Asia and be flexible on
aircraft limits. The present Soviet position was confined to Europe only
and placed what we regarded as one-sided demands on US aircraft.
In the group which we called Defense and Space, “space-strike” arms,
to use the Soviet term, were defined by the Soviet side at the negotia-
tions to exclude existing Soviet ABMs, whereas in Geneva the two
Ministers had agreed to include them.

The Secretary suggested that this tactic of backtracking was not
useful. The Soviet side should be under no illusions that we would be
willing to make concessions if the Soviet side returned to its original
positions.

The Secretary continued that he was also disturbed by wholly
unfounded and misleading Soviet public allegations regarding the US
approach to the negotiations. In Warsaw, Gorbachev had mentioned
a Soviet-proposed cut of one-fourth in strategic weapons; it looked to
us as if this referred to the Soviet side’s 1982-1983 START position
which the Soviet negotiators indicated was no longer on the table.” We

 Gorbachev gave a speech on April 26 during a ceremony to extend the Warsaw
Pact for 20 years. For the text of the address, see Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol.
XXXVII, no. 17 (May 22, 1985), p. 13. In telegram 5549 from Moscow, April 27, the
Embassy reported: “Gorbachev’s Warsaw speech was relatively restrained, in keeping
with the overall effort to portray extension of the Warsaw Pact as a defensive measure.
The General Secretary predictably adopted a softer line on the U.S. than in his speech
to the April 23 CPSU Plenum.” The Embassy continued that Gorbachev’s speech con-
tained some “noteworthy nuances” on arms control: “—an effort to add credibility to
Soviet offers of ‘radical reductions’ in offensive systems by asserting that Moscow has
already offered to reduce such systems by ‘one-quarter’ and would be prepared to
o further.” (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams,
D850295-0257)
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began to observe that the Soviet Union was now in violation of existing
strategic arms limitation treaties and has not taken corrective action.
Gromyko would recognize that compliance was important of itself.
As questions arose regarding compliance, this tended to undermine
confidence in the negotiating process. The Secretary was sure that it
would be useful to discuss this matter in Geneva in addition to the
discussions being held in the SCC.

The Secretary continued that it was the United States, in our view,
that had been most faithful to the concept of interrelationship among
strategic forces, INF, and defense and space arms. We have long held
that there is an inherent relationship between offense and defense. This
was at the heart of our approach to the Geneva talks. The Soviet
negotiators’ interpretation of the January agreement was not acceptable
to us, for it seemed to establish a precondition for any general discus-
sion in the two nuclear arms groups. Our negotiators were being told
that unless we first accept a ban on the so-called “space-strike” arms,
there was no point in seeking an effective agreement in the other areas.
This turned our agreement on interrelationship into an unacceptable
precondition and deadlocked progress in the other areas. Making
progress in other areas contingent on our accepting the Soviet space
proposal was not serious negotiating, we believed. It had been recog-
nized that the groups could and should make progress in individual
areas, and periodically review it in the light of their interrelationship.
Indeed, by conditioning progress in offensive arms reductions on
acceptance of the Soviet proposal on “space-strike” arms, the Soviet
side was making it impossible to proceed in earnest on a range of
issues as envisaged in the January 8 statement.

The Secretary said that we also must reject the Soviet charge that
the US is backing away from the objective of preventing an arms race
in space. We have made it clear that the Strategic Defense Initiative of
the President is a research program only and that, should new defenses
prove feasible, we would seek an agreed transition to a more defense-
reliant balance, in which introduction of new defenses along with
further reductions in offensive arms would be jointly managed. This
would be the opposite of an arms race.

The Secretary noted that the Soviet negotiators had suggested that
they would have numbers and specifics to introduce in the second
round. He hoped that this will be the case and, if so, our own negotiators
will then be prepared to engage in serious give-and-take negotiations.
The US negotiating group in the defense and space forum is fully
prepared to discuss the rationale and implications of the President’s
SDI and to present our thoughts about how possible new defensive
technologies might produce a more stable and secure balance from the
perspective of both sides. Thus, we have proposed that the Soviet side
join us in an exploration of this subject. We were ready for this.
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The Secretary pointed out that our negotiators in START and INF
have broad authority to negotiate solutions. We are prepared to agree
to radical cuts in intercontinental and intermediate-range nuclear arms
as called for in the Geneva agreement. In our statements we have
presented the desired ends to be achieved and have left considerable
flexibility as to how to attain these ends. The START trade-offs concept,
in particular, offers a means to achieve deep cuts while reconciling
asymmetries between US and strategic force structures. In our INF
position, our readiness within the context of an agreed global ceiling
to discuss a commitment regarding US deployment in Europe and a
reduction in Pershing missiles should also be of interest to the
Soviet side.

In response to Gromyko’s question about what non-compliance
the Secretary had in mind, the latter mentioned the ABM Treaty, in
particular the Krasnoyarsk radar, as well as the SALT II Treaty, in
particular new missiles, encryption, and some other problems. These,
he suggested, illustrated our concerns. The Secretary noted that in his
view it might be useful to discuss these matters in Geneva because
questions involving the ABM regime were related to our discussions
with regard to space. In a sense, this was more than just an issue of
technical compliance.

The Secretary wanted to assure Gromyko that the US side was
prepared to move forward in all three areas in Geneva. With regard
to strategic nuclear forces, we were proposing to reduce ICBM and
SLBM RV’s to levels of no more than 5,000. He thought that this was
an appropriate first step along the way to achieving the goal of zero
that the two sides had agreed upon, but we were willing to consider
Soviet alternatives. We were prepared to limit ALCMs to levels well
below those implicit in the 1983 US START proposal in an effort to
develop mutually acceptable trade-offs. We should also negotiate con-
straints resulting in substantial reductions in destructive capability of
strategic ballistic missiles. We sought to narrow differences over limits
on strategic delivery vehicles and remained prepared to consider Soviet
alternatives. Taken together, the above constraints would embody the
trade-offs concept and thus address our concern over the Soviet ballistic
missile force and the Soviet concern over US bomber/ALCM forces.
At the same time, agreement along these lines would not require identi-
cal force structures. Thus, it took account of and accommodated the
asymmetries in the forces the sides have.

The Secretary continued that with regard to intermediate-range
nuclear forces our preferred goal—and he thought that the two sides
agreed on zero—was the elimination of these systems altogether. How-
ever, within the context of agreement providing for equal global limits
on missile warheads, we could accept any level from zero to 572—the
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lower the better. Our position entails a wide latitude in several areas
of interest to the Soviet side. In the context of an agreement providing
for equal global limits, the US would consider not deploying its full
global allotment in Europe. Further, in the context of such an agreement
the US is also willing to apportion reductions in Pershing II missile
deployments and limitations on aircraft, two major concerns of the
Soviet Union. An outcome based on this position would be balanced
and consistent with the security interests of both sides.

The Secretary said next that in the area of defense and space arms
the US is conducting all its programs in full compliance with the ABM
treaty and expects the Soviet Union to demonstrate its commitment
by returning to full compliance as well. As he had mentioned earlier,
this included, in particular, the Krasnoyarsk radar, which we believed
is a clear violation of the ABM treaty, both in terms of its location and
in terms of its direction. The Secretary noted that there was no way of
accomplishing effective verification of compliance with an agreement
that would limit research. The Secretary went on to say that should
this research prove the viability of such a regime, we were prepared
to pursue discussions as to how these systems could be developed,
tested, and deployed, concurrent with further agreed reductions in
offensive nuclear forces in a controlled manner. Our intent would be
to enhance security on both sides and strengthen strategic stability.
Such developing, testing, and deployment would be carried out in
accordance with procedures as defined in the ABM treaty; however,
we would not allow a Soviet veto over actions we believe are necessary
to improve our security and enhance strategic stability. These points,
in our view, provided a basis for forward movement in all three areas
and took full account of interrelationships among the issues. Of course,
lots of details would have to be negotiated and agreed, in particular
provisions for effective verification. But these ideas provide a frame-
work in which our negotiators could work and, as the Secretary had
said, we were prepared to take into account the Soviet position, ideally
on a give-and-take basis.

In response to Gromyko’s question regarding the figures cited
by the Secretary, the latter said that in case that question reflected a
misunderstanding on Gromyko’s part, he wanted to note that the figure
572 pertained to intermediate-range systems, whereas the figure 5,000
applied to ballistic missiles in START. Finally, he would note that
Ambassador Nitze had prepared a statement summarizing the first
round of the Geneva negotiations, and in case Gromyko had not seen
it, the Secretary handed over a copy thereof. He added that if Gromyko
liked the statement, Nitze might be talked into autographing it.'°

10 Document not found. Nitze summarized the first round of the Geneva talks in
a May 1 address to the National Press Club. For text of the address, see the Department
of State Bulletin, July 1985, pp. 44-47.
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Gromyko responded that the Secretary had just revealed a “major
secret,” especially considering that Gromyko had read this statement
approximately one day after it had appeared.

The Secretary concluded by saying that the above is what he had
wanted to say regarding the Geneva negotiations, though, as he had
noted earlier, there were other important arms control areas.

Gromyko noted that the Secretary had initially addressed regional
issues and had only then turned to questions of nuclear and space
arms limitations. He, too, intended to address those subjects, but he
wanted to begin with the last subject addressed by the Secretary. He
thought that relegating these issues to the back would generate a protest
from these issues themselves. Of course he did not know how the
Secretary viewed that Gromyko had not noted the Secretary’s disap-
pointment over the course of the Geneva negotiations. He was willing
to believe this but that disappointment was for reasons of a different
nature. The US was disappointed because the USSR had failed to depart
from the agreement of principle achieved in Geneva, whereas the Soviet
side’s disappointment was caused by the US side’s departure from
that agreement. The Soviet side was trying to convince the US side
that if the latter insisted on separating the question of space from that
of nuclear arms, there could be no progress. No matter what extensive
speeches and statements might be made in various fora—large or
restricted—such statements and speeches could admittedly confuse
people who were ignorant on the subject, but in fact they merely harm
Soviet and US long-term interests because that would result in no
agreement being reached.

Gromyko continued that the US position, the US statements and
declarations, reflected something very simple: All Soviet proposals
were bad, no matter how good they were in substance and all US
proposals were good because they promoted US military and political
advantage. The US side has been trying to employ this lever in all its
statements, from beginning to end. The Soviet side occasionally asked
itself why the US was wasting so many different words to prove some-
thing that was objectively incorrect. But the US side continued to adhere
to its line no matter what. The US favored everything that was useful
to it and that gave it a unilateral advantage. To that end it was trying
to convince the Soviet side that the US approach was correct. On the
other hand, anything that was not to the US advantage, no matter what
the reasons, were not acceptable to the US side.

Of course, Gromyko continued, the Secretary did not enjoy hearing
this, but, then, the Soviet side, too, had not been particularly pleased
at what it had heard. Nevertheless, when there were different points
of view, especially contradictory points of view, when there were two
concepts, two positions, especially diametrically opposed positions,
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there nevertheless was only one truth, only one of the approaches was
correct. This is why Gromyko felt that he had to be frank about this
with the Secretary. He did not know how many times he would have
to repeat that there would be no accord unless the most pressing
issues that is space arms, strategic arms and medium range arms were
considered in their interrelationship. Life itself dictated that these issues
were interrelated in a single chain. No one could discount this genuine
law. Gromyko was trying to convince the Secretary of this.

Gromyko noted that the Secretary had already expressed some
specific considerations by naming figures and specific categories. Of
course serious negotiations inevitably required this. But could the cur-
rent negotiations be considered serious if one of the sides failed to
address this aspect of that “famous triangle.” Thus, the considerations
and figures presented by the Secretary would still not make it possible
to reach accord along those lines because it was necessary to agree on
this aspect first. The Secretary was presenting his suggestions on the
assumption that space could be set aside. The Soviet side thought this
kind of agreement was inconceivable. It would be a different matter
if the negotiations on all the three areas agreed to in Geneva—agreed
to by the Soviet side as well as the US side—were to be conducted in
their original interrelationship. In that case everything the Secretary
had said would have meaning. The considerations he had mentioned
should be studied, but only in context. Today, however, given the
current US position, this did not help us move forward.

The Secretary, Gromyko continued, had asserted earlier that previ-
ously the Soviet Union had held positions with regard to nuclear sys-
tems from which it had now retreated. The Secretary was merely imag-
ining this. The US, on the other hand, did not stand still, it was pushing
its program on land, in the air and at sea. The Soviet Union was
not altering anything, it continued to adhere to the same positions of
principle. By way of a detail, Gromyko would note that the Secretary
had “lost” the issue of sea-launched cruise missiles. It was as if this
issue had dropped out of his pocket. Yet there was such an issue.

Another question, Gromyko continued, was why we could not
view any individual issue only within the context of Europe, why was
it always necessary to bring in Asia; why did Asia have to be tied to
Europe. For that matter, let us take a look at the systems available to
the US which were not located on US territory. Let us take a look at
the military-strategic situation. What about US nuclear systems in the
Pacific, on Okinawa, in the seas around Japan, in the Persian Gulf, in
the Indian Ocean and in South Korea? The Secretary could take a ruler
and a map—whether a US map or a Soviet map—and measure the
distance from these sites to the USSR. He would see that the US had
no need for strategic arms to cover almost the entire Soviet territory;
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it could employ medium-range systems. Was the Soviet Union expected
to close its eyes to this, not notice this, and imitate an angel no matter
what the other side was doing? The fact was, however, that all this
constituted an enormous threat. If the two ministers were to exchange
places, how would the Secretary react if he were in the Soviet position?
Thus, in global terms, it was necessary to take all of this into account.
Gromyko added that he had not provided an exhaustive listing. For
example, the US had carrier-based aircraft which seemed to be in some
kind of a suspended state—they were not being counted in Europe,
nor among strategic systems, nor anywhere else. The Secretary knew
as well as the Soviet side the mission of these arms, and their effective-
ness. He knew their significance. The Soviet side had raised this issue
in the past and would continue to raise it in the future; these systems
had to be taken into account. The rational way would be for both sides
to respect the agreement of principle that had been achieved. This
would make it possible to discuss Soviet as well as US proposals.
However, we needed an objective and honest approach. One should
not try to fool the other side. That was no way to reach an agreement.

Gromyko continued that the Secretary was chiding the Soviet side
for its insistence at looking at all three types of problems in their organic
interrelationship. He had said that this was akin to a precondition. But
if that was the case, US and Soviet proposals would also have to be
called preconditions. There was nothing of the sort. Were this the case,
the Geneva accord reached between the two ministers would also have
to be viewed as a precondition. In fact, this was not the case. This
argument worked both ways, but the most important thing was that
the US side’s approach did not withstand criticism. After all, the Soviet
side was not saying that we should first reach agreement about space
and that we could only then go on to strategic systems, for example.
Had the Soviet side adopted such an approach the Secretary would be
entitled to call it a precondition, to express doubts, etc.

The Secretary thanked Gromyko for this clarification.

Gromyko said he wanted to remind the Secretary that the Soviet
side had been consistently approaching the negotiations in terms of
the organic interrelationship between all three problems, it had been
doing so only in these terms. The Secretary would have to recognize
that it was necessary to preclude a situation in which an agreement
on strategic arms, for example, might be concluded and brought into
force without an accord on space issues. These things were intertwined.
The Secretary had to understand this. In the course of the negotiations
on these three types of problems the sides would encounter individual
elements that would require discussion from the standpoint of the
timing of their implementation—this could be done only in terms of
the organic interrelationship. Gromyko continued that the Soviet side
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has heard many statements by US officials at various levels to the
effect that the Soviet Union was allegedly violating various agreements,
including the ABM Treaty. Gromyko had to say that he did not under-
stand the purpose for which such statements were being made. This
remained a riddle. Perhaps those who make such statements really
believed what they were saying, or perhaps they were attempting to
convince the public of US peaceful intentions in order to gain support
for the US positions. Ignorant people might even believe this. Gromyko
assured that eventually he would solve this riddle. Perhaps a few
people were confused, but the majority understood the true situation.
After all, the Soviet Union is being accused of doing what the US is
only planning to do, namely deployment of a large scale ABM system.
He felt that military people understood the situation well, and believed
that civilians, too, should not find this very difficult to understand.

Gromyko continued that the sides had discussed the Krasnoyarsk
radar. The Soviet side had provided clarifications and necessary expla-
nations in the SCC. The Soviet side had explained the facts. As for the
other issues raised by the Secretary, they were pure inventions. It was
the US which was taking the path of violating agreements. Just because
the US side had baptized something as being defensive did not change
anything. The ABM Treaty pertained to certain agreed facilities and
categories of systems, and if a side were to conceive of the possibility
of developing something new on the basis of new principles it was
restricted to the legally permitted framework. A territorial ABM
defense was completely out of the question. Gromyko was looking the
Secretary in the eyes and clearly the Secretary understood this. Nothing
could justify what the US side was calling “defensive.” The Soviet side
had a different term for this. Still, the US side was saying one and the
same thing again and again. Consequently the Soviet side had con-
cluded that since people in the US knew the real situation, but were
nevertheless insisting on their approach, this meant that the US was
not interested in agreement. After all, US officials understood that the
Soviet Union understood what the US understood. Accordingly, the
Soviet side had drawn the appropriate conclusions. In short, the US
accusations were groundless. The Soviet Union was not trying to act
contrary to the ABM Treaty, it valued that treaty and would not violate
it. By the same token, the US side should understand that the Soviet
Union would develop whatever it required if the US continued its
program. Gorbachev had said that for the Soviet Union this would be
a forced measure, necessary to insure security of the Soviet Union.
Gromyko felt he had to convince the Secretary that this was not the
road to be taken by the two sides. He thought that the US would agree
with that, were it not trying to achieve dominance. The US side was
trying to argue that it was engaged in scientific research. In fact, how-
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ever, it was talking about large-scale systems which would radically
alter the strategic situation. This was quite different from the research
permitted by the ABM Treaty. After all, US and Soviet scientists and
politicians know that in some areas scientific research involved some-
thing on the order of 92 or 95 percent of the effort needed to develop
a new weapons system. After that there remained nothing but testing
and deployment. The US arguments did not impress the Soviet side.
Perhaps the US was impressed by these arguments. After all, modern
psychology made it possible to become convinced of the most implausi-
ble things. Still, that was no way to reach an agreement with the USSR.

Gromyko noted that the Secretary had not mentioned the moratoria
proposed by the Soviet side—specifically in a speech by Gorbachev.!!
One moratorium was being proposed within the European framework,
and another one within a global framework. Why Gromyko, asked
rhetorically, had this been done? In order to create a more favorable
atmosphere for the negotiations. Nobody would lose anything. On the
contrary, this measure would improve conditions. Of course, it was
necessary to include space, that is, not extend the arms race to space.
Gromyko repeated that the Secretary had failed to mention the Soviet
moratorium proposal. He continued that a moratorium would serve
to demonstrate the intentions of the sides and that, too, would facilitate
the negotiations. Yet, as it turned out, the US did not want a morato-
rium, be it in European or in global terms; it did not want to assume
a commitment on non-first use of nuclear weapons; and it did not want
to assume an obligation on the non-use of force. Gromyko noted that
this question was under discussion in Stockholm, but those negotiations
were moving very slowly and the Soviet Union had gained the impres-
sion that Washington did not want an agreement. Gromyko went on
to say that the problem could not be taken care of by resorting to some
joint statement which, for example, would repeat the words contained
in the UN Charter or Helsinki Final Act. That would give us nothing.
Even after the UN Charter was drawn up there have been wars, wars
with which the Secretary was familiar. Accordingly, there was a need
for a firmer obligation on the non-use of force. Gromyko remarked
that he had focused on intentions because intentions, too, would help
the negotiations, as well as the possibility of reaching agreement.

Gromyko expressed the view that ratification and entry into force
of the 1974 and 1976 treaties would constitute a very useful step from
the standpoint of altering the atmosphere at the negotiations dealing
with the most important and pressing problems.'? Moreover, this

11 See footnote 2, Document 22.
12 See footnote 8, Document 13.
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would be a useful step from the standpoint of the subject matter of
these two treaties as such. The same could be said with regard to
agreement on a comprehensive test ban. He noted that cessation of
testing and entry into force of the relevant agreement involved a sepa-
rate issue that was not related to the other problems. But Washington
evidently did not want an accord. Just like other positive steps which
would improve the relationship between the two countries, as well as
the international situation, it was of no interest to the US.

Gromyko said that he had already referred to the Stockholm Forum.
The situation there was not satisfactory. We were not close to agree-
ment, and there seemed to be little movement. The Soviet Union
objected to suggestions that some states be permitted to engage in
espionage against the Soviet Union and other Socialist States. This
would not benefit the USSR. He asked the Secretary to see whether
the US might not adopt a more objective position with respect to the
Stockholm negotiations.

Unfortunately, Gromyko continued, the Vienna negotiations were
not going anywhere either. The US was familiar with the Soviet pro-
posal and though a formal reply has not been received, it appeared
that Washington was adopting a negative attitude toward the proposal
of reducing Soviet and US troop contingents by twenty and thirteen
thousand.

Gromyko noted that the Secretary had correctly referred to an
abundance of anniversaries this year. There will be another such occa-
sion in Helsinki in early August to mark the signing of the CSCE Final
Act. Gromyko went on to tell the Secretary that in the Soviet view it
would be appropriate if the participants were represented at the level
of Ministers.

Gromyko said that the Secretary had correctly noted the importance
of the issue of banning chemical weapons and destroying their stock-
piles. The USSR considered this to be an important and pressing issue.
Whether or not one included the Iran-Iraq war it was an important
problem in any event. The Soviet Union was puzzled by the US position
on banning chemical weapons. It would appear that the US administra-
tion did not want an agreement on that score. No matter how one
approached this subject—in political, geographic, humanitarian or stra-
tegic terms—the Soviet side believed that it was necessary to find a
solution to the issue of chemical arms, that is, ensure a complete ban
on them.

Gromyko noted that the Secretary had properly touched on the
matter of non-proliferation of nuclear arms. The Soviet Union attached
importance to this issue in the past and continued to do so now.
Incidentally, if we were to reconstruct the genesis of this issue, we
would see that the positions of the two sides coincided. This matter
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had been close to the hearts of both the US and the USSR. The USSR
advocated implementation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty and expan-
sion of the number of countries that had signed it. In this connection,
he did not exclude the idea of some sort of agreed statement which,
he thought, had been voiced by the US side in Helsinki, more specifi-
cally by Ambassador Kennedy, who he believed was with the State
Department. Perhaps that would be advisable. He believed that this
was the US position and did not mind saying that the USSR liked this
US idea. Presumably one could draw up either a joint statement, or
identical or similar statements to be delivered at the same time. Gro-
myko suggested that for obvious reasons a joint statement would be
more impressive. Perhaps this could be discussed at some upcoming
meeting. It was worth thinking about.

Gromyko wanted to say a few words on other issues addressed
by the Secretary, though he would have wanted to make these remarks
even in the absence of the Secretary’s comments. Both the US and the
USSR understood perfectly well the delicate and acute nature of the
situation in the Caribbean surrounding Nicaragua. The US understood
the situation because the US was a factor in exacerbating it. The Secre-
tary knew very well that the USSR resolutely condemned US actions
against Nicaragua. These actions were a violation of the UN Charter,
of international law and international decency. Gromyko had to say
that for a long time now, US foreign policy has felt most uncomfortable
over the US position with respect to tiny Nicaragua. Who would believe
that Nicaragua posed a threat to the US, that Nicaragua was a vehicle
for Soviet penetration of Latin America and thus a threat to the US?
In the Soviet Union it would be impossible to find even a lunatic who
would believe that. For a long time now Gromyko has been reading
that the USSR was supplying or intending to supply heavy arms and
certain types of aircraft to Nicaragua. The Secretary knew as well as
Gromyko that this was not so. But the propaganda apparatus was
going full force. The USSR was not doing anything of the kind. Sure, it
had provided some material and humanitarian assistance to Nicaragua,
just as had many other countries, even US allies. But what did this
have in common with the perfidious intentions that were being ascribed
to the USSR, Nicaragua and Cuba. The Soviet Union sympathized with
and supported the Contadora process, as did the entire world, with
the exception of the US. It would be good if the Contadora group were
able to assist Nicaragua in removing the existing tension.

Turning to the Middle East, Gromyko said that the Soviet Union
adhered to a position of principle. It was opposed to tensions and
aggression, and was in favor of liquidating the consequences of aggres-
sion. The Secretary knew very well that the USSR advocated the inde-
pendence of Israel, but it was opposed to Israeli aggression and advo-
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cated liberation of the occupied Arab territories, believing that this
cause was just. We would see whether Israel was serious about with-
drawing from Lebanon, about leaving no Israeli military personnel
there. We would see how things developed. Perhaps the Secretary
could clarify the situation. As for an independent Palestinian state
the Secretary was familiar with the Soviet position, a position it was
adhering to now and would adhere to in the future.

Gromyko said that as far as the Iran-Iraq war was concerned,
statements by US officials would even seem to suggest that the US
favored termination of this war, but frankly it seemed to Gromyko
that the US could do more in this regard. This was a senseless war in
which people were losing their lives and in which blood was flowing
in streams. Iran was sending thousands upon thousands of adolescents
into the war. The Soviet Union definitely thought that Iraq would like
to end the war and begin negotiations, but Iran was not interested.
Gromyko did not think that the Iranian position was very far-sighted.
He thought that the current Iranian leadership was incapable of looking
out toward the horizon.

Gromyko continued that Afghanistan would be the subject of con-
sultations between our representatives and thus it was hardly necessary
to discuss it here. Clearly, an agreement was possible on an equitable
and objective basis. However, interference in the internal affairs of
Afghanistan and encouragement of Pakistan to pursue this course
would lead to nothing. The Soviet Union would not abandon Afghani-
stan. It would be good if Washington were to take a broader look at
this situation.

Gromyko, turning to Southern Africa, noted that in the South
Africa-Namibia-Angola situation, South Africa was the cause of all the
complications. It engaged in aggression against Angola and one had to
be blind not to see this. South Africa was an aggressive state. Gromyko
wanted to say something most countries could subscribe to, namely,
that if the US Administration wanted South Africa to adopt a more
realistic position, not to say a more equitable position, we would of
course not witness anything of the sort that was occuring today. It had
to withdraw its armed forces from Namibia. At one time both the US
and the USSR had subscribed to relevant UN resolutions concerning
peace in Namibia. Naturally, South Africa also had to end its aggression
against Angola.

Gromyko went on to say that in order not to make separate state-
ments he wanted to say a few words on related bilateral matters. The
time was at hand to resume exchanges between our two countries, that
is either conclude new agreements or revive old ones.

The Secretary said that he believed it was time for such agreements.

Gromyko continued that with respect to agreements on exchanges
in science, culture, etc., we should speed up those which were in an



March 1985-July 1985 103

embryonic stage. Some agreements were formally in existence, but
were in a state of paralysis. These agreements had a weak pulse and
needed a little medication in the form of appropriate political decisions.
Gromyko concluded by saying that he was unsure whether he had
addressed all the questions covered by the Secretary, though he did
think he had mentioned everything that deserved attention.

The Secretary thanked Gromyko for his very comprehensive state-
ment. He wanted to comment on the points made by Gromyko and
make some suggestions along the way. He would start with Geneva.
The Secretary urged Gromyko to consider carefully the matter of com-
pliance. That involved important implications. The Secretary wanted
to assure Gromyko that the statement in which he was raising questions
about a number of US positions would be answered at the second
round. The Secretary hoped in turn that the Soviet side would be
prepared to make explicit proposals. He wanted to assure Gromyko
that the SDI research program was being carried out within the limits
permitted by the ABM Treaty. Gromyko had mentioned research on
topics in which completed research amounted to ninety-five percent
of the way toward completion of a program. Gromyko seemed to know
something that we did not know in this area. Perhaps he did because
as we knew the Soviet Union has been engaged in such work for a long
time. The Secretary wanted to point out the importance of engaging
in an exchange in the Space and Defense group. He thought Gromyko
should give careful thought to such an exchange in which we were
prepared to participate. On the question of what was and was not
covered by the Geneva Space and Defense Group, the Secretary would
ask Gromyko to study carefully his notes towards the end of the last
meeting in Geneva, in particular the exchange between Mr. McFarlane
and Ambassador Karpov which was subsequently confirmed by the
two Ministers, which the Secretary suggested, entailed a specific agree-
ment that the ABM systems currently in place were part and parcel of
the discussions now being held in Geneva.'®

The Secretary said he had listened carefully to Gromyko’s statement
on interrelationship as distinct from preconditions. If he had under-
stood correctly, he could agree that Gromyko had provided a fair
statement concerning the Geneva discussions by the two Ministers. He
wanted to restate his understanding to ensure that he had understood
accurately. Each of the three groups should pursue its work on the
relevant issue and each, its own way, should see what agreement it
could find. Questions on whether some agreement should be imple-
mented needed to be considered in the light of interrelationships. It

13 See Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. IV, Soviet Union, January 1983-March 1985,
Document 362.
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may or [may] not turn out that both sides want to implement such an
agreement. The US side had said in Geneva that it would probably
wish to implement such agreements but that it also recognized that
this would have to be looked at in each particular case. No agreement
could enter into force unless both sides favored this. On this basis the
Secretary would suggest that both he and Gromyko tell our negotiating
teams to prepare to return to the second Geneva round, ready to submit
concrete proposals and counterproposals in each of the three groups,
and to work at this in a constructive and energetic manner. He could
assure Gromyko that the US negotiators would manifest such a spirit.

The Secretary noted that he had a long list of subjects still to cover.
Gromyko said that the Secretary should go ahead.

On the question of the various proposals for moratoria, the Secre-
tary continued, they of course have been made before and we retained
the view that they would effectively freeze existing imbalances and
distract the work in Geneva to less important matters. Gromyko also
recognized that these moratoria would present problems of verification
and would take a lot of work by themselves. The Secretary said that
Gromyko was well aware of our views with respect to non-first use
of nuclear arms. These views had not changed.

Turning to the 1974 and 1976 treaties the Secretary said that we
agreed that it would help the atmosphere if these matters started mov-
ing. We were aware, however, that the verification problems were
considerable and believed that some step, perhaps an unrelated step,
might improve the situation. In particular, the President in his UN
address a year ago, had invited your observers to our test sites—on a
reciprocal basis with our observers at Soviet sites—for the purpose
of improving calibration of national technical means for measuring
megatonnage during tests.'* If this contributed to improved confidence
in verification we could consider moving forward with these treaties.
We believed that discussion of a CTB should await resolution of this
more modest effort.

The Secretary went on to say that the US side would be making a
statement there with respect to the Vienna MBFR negotiations and thus
he did not wish to comment further on this subject here. With respect
to the question of non-use of force, which was being discussed at the
Stockholm CDE negotiations, the Secretary wanted to say that the US
was prepared to move toward an agreement and would like to see
progress this year. We needed additional assurance that the Soviet

1 In his September 24, 1984, address to the UNGA, Reagan stated: “And I propose
that we find a way for Soviet experts to come to the United States nuclear test site, and
for ours to go to theirs, to measure directly the yields of tests of nuclear weapons.” See
footnote 2, Document 18.
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Union was prepared to work on concrete CBMs going well beyond
those in the Helsinki Final Act. In this connection, he recognized that
the Soviet side had indicated its readiness to accept notification and
observers at maneuvers. However, the Soviet side had not said anything
which had much content, or which would have more than minimal
effect. However, we were ready to do business in Stockholm: specifi-
cally, we were ready to reaffirm a non-use of force commitment in the
context of an agreement that improved considerably on the Helsinki
CBM:s.

Speaking of CBMs the Secretary wanted to draw attention to the
four suggestions made by the President in Strasbourg, and hoped that
the Soviet side would respond, perhaps through diplomatic channels.'
They included an exchange of observers at military exercises and loca-
tions, an exchange of senior defense officials and a joint military com-
munications link. The Secretary was prepared to elaborate and if Gro-
myko wished he was welcome to respond now or at some other time.
The Secretary thought that all of these were interesting questions which
should be explored.

The Secretary also wished to call Gromyko’s attention to the Presi-
dent’s Strasbourg speech in which the latter had expressed concern
about mobile ballistic missiles with multiple warheads as distinct from
those with single warheads. We believed that this development merited
consideration and further discussion.

Continuing to address the individual issues in the order in which
Gromyko had dealt with them, the Secretary noted Gromyko’s mention
of the upcoming tenth anniversary of the Helsinki Final Act and his
view that representation there should be at the level of Ministers. While
we have not come to a final decision on that score, the presence of
Gromyko at that meeting would have a major impact on the Secretary’s
own decision. He assumed that this would provide an opportunity for
a comprehensive exchange of views between the two Ministers. The
Secretary felt that an exchange of views with Gromyko was always
useful.

Addressing chemical weapons, the Secretary thought that there
was agreement between the two Ministers that this was an area in which
there was a particularly serious potential problem of proliferation and
that we should do whatever we were able in this regard. The Secretary
noted that the US side also was concerned with compliance with the
present understanding; we had tabled a complete draft text on the
subject. We were ready to discuss it, including the verification provi-
sions which, as the Secretary understood created trouble for the Soviet

15 See footnote 2, Document 27.
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side. The Secretary had to say that verification was a difficult but
important part of that draft Treaty. The Secretary wanted to make three
specific proposals and suggested that Gromyko might want to respond
through diplomatic channels or here. First, he would suggest that we
expand the bilateral contacts with a view to facilitating progress within
the CD itself. Second, he wanted to invite Soviet negotiators to visit
the US this summer to view destruction procedures and relevant tech-
nology pertaining to a chemical weapons ban. Third, he suggested that
Soviet and US experts meet,—we were glad to do this in Moscow—in
the next few weeks to exchange information on the chemical weapons
situation as it pertained to the Iran-Iraq war and to examine ways in
which we might jointly express our concern to Baghdad and Tehran.

The Secretary said he liked Gromyko’s comments about nuclear
non-proliferation and thought that we should consider the areas in
which we might be able to collaborate effectively. Given what Gromyko
had said on the idea of such a joint statement we would pursue this
matter at the level on which it has been discussed, and hopefully
something could be produced before long. This seemed to be an area
in which we might be able to move ahead. The Secretary hoped that
this would be the case.

Turning to regional issues, the Secretary wanted to say first that
we welcome the Soviet response to the President’s suggestion made
at the UN on regularly discussing some of these regional problems.
He was pleased to see that one such discussion on Afghanistan and
another on southern Africa had been scheduled. We will do everything
to make these discussions useful. The Secretary was prepared to com-
ment on each of the areas mentioned by Gromyko, as well as on one
additional area which was contained in the paper received from the
Soviet side,'® but not mentioned today by Gromyko. First, he had
already noted that we would be discussing the subject of Afghanistan.
The Secretary thought that Pakistan had shown flexibility and he found
this to be promising. We supported the UN process. We wanted to see
a political solution involving the orderly withdrawal of Soviet troops
linked to other elements of an overall agreement. We supported a
neutral and non-aligned Afghanistan government which had the sup-
port of the Afghanistan people and recognized the long standing inter-
est of the Soviet Union not to have neighbors on its borders who were
hostile to the USSR.

The Secretary went on to say that with respect to Southern Africa
this area would be discussed by experts, as Gromyko had mentioned.
He believed that some progress on Southern Africa had been made.

16 See Document 18.
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The Lusaka Agreement called for the withdrawal of South African
troops from Angola which, the Secretary thought had been accom-
plished. We believed that South Africa would go along with UNSC
Resolution 435 concerning Namibian independence if there was an
agreement on the withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola.!” The
presence of foreign forces in the area constituted a threat here. We also
hope to see successful containment of the guerilla activity in Mozam-
bique and thought that South Africa shared this view. In South Africa,
of course, apartheid was totally unacceptable to anyone. The problem
was to change it and we were continuing to work at this, though it
was a difficult task.

East Asia was one of the areas in the Soviet suggestion for talks,
and the Secretary agreed it was an important area for discussion. Per-
haps that would be the next area to be discussed at the level of experts.
The Secretary noted that he could only keep so many balls in the air
at one time. We should proceed on a phased basis.

Gromyko remarked that the Secretary needed to train himself to
keep more balls in the air. The Secretary responded that Gromyko was
more experienced and could keep five balls in the air.

The Secretary then said he wanted to make five points on East
Asia. First, it seemed to him, both as a former businessman and now
as the government official, that Asia this was one of the most dynamic
and interesting areas of the world. In this connection he recalled a
comment made by Gorbachev at a meeting which the Secretary
attended. Gorbachev said that we should look at the new countries in
the world which are very dynamic. The Secretary suggested that this
was nowhere more the case than in East Asia. He noted that there
were major points of tension in the area, one of them being Cambodia.
The Secretary viewed Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia as a very
destabilizing development. We endorsed the principles worked out by
ASEAN and endorsed by the International Conference on Kampuchea
with regard to the withdrawal of foreign forces and international super-
vision of elections. We were strongly opposed to a settlement which
would restore Khmer Rouge control, but the Khmer people would not

17 According to an April 16, 1985, New York Times article: “South Africa and Angola
reached an American-brokered agreement at Lusaka last year calling for a withdrawal
of South African troops from the country in exchange for an Angolan promise to restrict
the activities of the South-West Africa People’s Organization near the South-West African
border. The two sides set up a joint monitoring commission, made up of 300 soldiers
from each side, to supervise the agreement.” (“South Africa Says Troops Will Leave
Angola,” New York Times, April 16,1985, p. A13) Telegram 818 from Cape Town, April 15,
summarized the agreement. (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic
Telegrams, D850258-0414) On September 29, 1978, UNSC Resolution 435 called “for the
withdrawal of South African forces from Namibia and for the transfer of power to the
people of Namibia.”
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choose the Khmer Rouge in free elections. We thought that Soviet
involvement in Vietnam’s adventure contributes to instability, and he
suggested that the Soviet side consider using its involvement with
Vietnam to move the process forward in a more constructive way.

With respect to the two Koreas, the Secretary continued, it would
seem that direct talks would be the best way to obtain a solution. We
continued to urge them and we would welcome developments that
could lead to a reduction of tensions. We were of course interested in
improving our relations with China. We were interested in a more
stable situation and obviously China was a key country in the area.
The Secretary said we were watching with interest the experiment, or
new efforts, in the economic field and were doing our part to be helpful.

Finally, the Secretary said our mutual security relationship with
Japan was a fundamental aspect of ensuring peace and stability in
that part of Asia. In terms of the USSR, the Secretary wanted to urge
Gromyko, as he had done in Washington, to consider returning the
northern territories to Japan.'® There is much that can be said about
East Asia, he concluded, and perhaps at some point views on this area
would be exchanged by experts.

The Secretary, turning to Central America, noted that this was an
area of great sensitivity to us, as it was connected by the Western
Hemisphere land mass to us, and a great many refugees from a number
of countries in the region were coming to the US. Our goals were
constant. We were in favor of stable democratic societies, we helped
economic development massively and were opposed to the use of
force to obtain changes. We favored peaceful political solutions. Major
progress has been made in most countries in the region, with the
exception of Nicaragua. We believed Central America was on the way
to more progressive and democratic development. But Soviet support
for aggressive interventionist activities of Nicaragua and Cuba was a
negative element in our relationship and destabilizing in the area.
The Secretary noted new military shipments, including Soviet Mi-24
helicopters. He thought that Managua’s arsenal was now far beyond
its needs and urged the Soviet Union to cease all such shipments. He
thought that Nicaragua should, as it had promised the Contadora
group, engage in a dialogue with those in its own country opposed to
the present government. Unless this was done there could be no solu-
tion. It should also stop the process, about which there could be no
doubt, of engaging in subversion against its neighbors.

18 Shultz and Gromyko met in Washington on September 29, 1984. See Foreign
Relations, 1981-1988, vol. IV, Soviet Union, January 1983-March 1985, Document 288.
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Returning to the subject of the Middle East, the Secretary expressed
agreement with Gromyko that the Iran-Iraq war should stop. However,
he had thought this was one war the Soviet Union would not blame
the US for. At any rate, we supported the UN efforts, a frustrating
process, and believed that since Iran was refusing to engage in overall
ceasefire negotiations, the best solution would be to cut off Iran’s arms
supplies. The US has had some success in this regard and the Secretary
asked Gromyko to use Soviet influence with its friends in the Warsaw
Pact, Libya, which has supplied Scuds, Syria and North Korea to cut
off the supply lines.

As far as Lebanon is concerned, the Secretary thought, to the extent
that one could be certain about anything in such a turbulent place, that
Israeli military units would be withdrawn from Lebanon by the end
of May. He believed that Israel wanted to pursue a policy along this
border which it called “live and let live.” In other words, if Israel was
not attacked from Lebanon it would not attack across the Lebanese
border from its side. Presumably Syria might be able to do something
in this regard and the Soviet Union might want to tell Syria something
on this score. This might be useful.

As for Arab-Israeli issues, the Secretary said, we continued to view
direct negotiations as the best solution to outstanding problems. During
his brief visit to the area during the last several days, the Secretary
seems to have sensed a slight raise in optimism, but then any realist
would have to be very subdued in this regard.! The Secretary thought
that the Soviet Union’s own role in this region would be helped by
establishing diplomatic relations with Israel and by putting an end to
the anti-semitic and anti-Zionist propaganda in the Soviet Union. The
USSR should also consider its treatment of Jews in the Soviet Union.

Turning to bilateral issues, the Secretary noted that he had already
referred to the Joint Commercial Commission. He also hoped that we
could conclude a cultural agreement and have more exchanges. He
wanted to mention in passing three other issues which, it seemed, were
tied into a package. First, there was the matter of Pacific air safety and
as he understood it, the Soviet side had informed us that it was propos-
ing to hold a meeting on this subject in Moscow on May 20. We would
be accommodating. As for the substance, we had proposed a limited
agreement which would be restricted to practical measures, rather than
philosophical issues, measures which basically have been agreed upon.
The Secretary thought that this would open the door to other things.
We understood that the Soviet Union had conducted productive negoti-

¥ Following his visit to Israel (see footnote 5, above), Shultz met with President
Mubarak in Cairo on May 12 and then with King Hussein in Jordan May 12 to 13.
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ations with Pan American on resuming air service. We welcomed that.
We were ready to discuss our civil aviation agreement, that is Aeroflot
issues. At the same time we had under discussion the question of
consulates in Kiev and New York. Dobrynin had pointed out that
Aeroflot was connected to the New York consulate, while Gromyko
had referred to an exchange agreement. The Secretary suggested that
this set of things could be realized if given a push. The Secretary
concluded by expressing the view that he had commented on all the
points raised by Gromyko.

Gromyko said that he wanted to comment very briefly on the four
ideas set forth by the President in one of his speeches.?® With respect
to exchanging observers at military exercises and facilities in the US
and USSR, this would be a lopsided measure because it would provide
unilateral advantage to the US. It would mean that the US would be
able to observe military activity throughout the entire territory of the
Soviet Union whereas US military activities would be largely left out
since most US maneuvers were conducted outside the continental US,
that is in areas scattered throughout the world. Thus, such a penetration
of the Soviet Union would not serve to build confidence between the
two countries. Gromyko further suggested that permitting observers
at military sites was an artificial issue. To claim this would promote
goodwill did not sound very convincing. Moreover, the US had no
reserves of goodwill for the Soviet Union.

As for contacts between defense officials, Gromyko suggested that
there were enough such contacts right now. Military officials were
already meeting from time to time in various fora and different delega-
tions; that was sufficient. If this were desirable all these fora and delega-
tions could be used for discussing individual issues.

As for non-use of force, Gromyko noted that he had already men-
tioned consideration of this issue in Stockholm, and that while the
Soviet Union favored such an agreement it had seen no indication that
the US was interested in this kind of accord. On the other hand the
Soviet Union had no interest in letting the US and NATO have a
complete look at Soviet territory. As far as the military communications
link was concerned, this seemed to be an artificial suggestion which
was unjustified. We already have the Moscow-Washington Direct Com-
munications Link which operates quite reliably and which could be
used by the side if they wished to exchange relevant information. Of
course, this does not preclude the possibility of technically upgrading
that link if the sides agreed that this was appropriate.

20 Reference is to Reagan’s speech in Strasbourg. See footnote 2, Document 27.
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Gromyko said that he was most surprised to say the least at the
Secretary’s efforts to support the completely unfounded and entirely
absurd Japanese claim to the Kurile Islands. The Soviet Union did not
own any Japanese territory, it had only its own territory and had no
intention of giving away any of its own territory. It would behoove
those who were not familiar with the situation to learn the relevant
facts and ascertain that the US recognized only Soviet territory here.
By analogy, there was only one US, there was no second US.

Turning to the Secretary’s comments about Vietnam, Gromyko
noted that the Secretary had hinted at Soviet help to Kampuchea,
though he had not actually said so. He had referred to “adventure.”
This was not true, for it involved assistance. Kampuchea was entitled
to decide for itself how it wanted to arrange things in its own home.
So much for “adventure.” It would be better if the US took the path
of defending Kampuchea, at least those Kampucheans who have sur-
vived Pol Pot who had been acting with the blessings of certain individ-
uals well known to the US as well as the USSR. It would be useful
if the Secretary and US authorities were to take a good look at the
balance scale.

Gromyko noted the Secretary’s request that the Soviet Union use
its influence to end the war between Iran and Iraq. Gromyko wished
to say that the Soviet Union was doing all it could in this regard. While
the Soviet Union continued to exert its influence to end that war, it
would be most useful if the US were to act in the same direction. The
US could do some things that would be useful. The USSR would not
be so audacious as to say what would be most appropriate because
the US knew this better.

Gromyko continued that Soviet relations with Israel were an open
book. In fact, as the Secretary was aware, Israel was probing the possi-
bility of reestablishing diplomatic relations. An Israeli representative,
the Israeli Foreign Minister,?! had visited Gromyko in New York during
the UNGA and Gromyko had to tell the Secretary what he had told the
Israeli representative, namely, that the Soviet Union would reestablish
relations if the conditions were right, that is, if there were a change in
Israeli policy. At present, however, no one in the Soviet Union would
understand if these relations were reestablished. Specifically, Israel
should abandon its aggressive policy and learn to differentiate between
its own and someone else’s property. In that case the Soviet attitude
on this issue would change.

Gromyko next confirmed the existence of the questions relating to
Aeroflot and consulates. But it was not the Soviet Union that was

21 Israeli Foreign Minister Shamir.
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blocking their resolution, it was the US. He thought that we ought to
authorize representatives of the two sides to hold a meeting and agree
on the specifics and timing introducing any extraneous matters. Resolu-
tion of these two issues would improve our relations.

Gromyko suggested that since it was now 8:00 pm it might be
appropriate to conclude our discussion, all the more so that we would
be late at a reception to which we had been invited. If the Secretary
wanted to address any other issues, perhaps that could be done during
the reception.

The Secretary inquired what words we should use to describe this
meeting to the press.

Gromyko suggested that we be guided by common sense and not
go into any details. As for how the Secretary intended to assess the
meeting in general, that would be a matter of his own conscience. In
any event, Gromyko hoped that the Secretary would not make any
comments which would force Gromyko to voice an objection. By the
same token, we will probably not be able to work out a joint statement
today, that would require us to remain in Vienna for an additional day.

The Secretary said that he intended to use such words as “useful,
comprehensive, detailed, and exhaustive but not exhausting.”

29. Telegram From Secretary of State Shultz to the White
House'!

Vienna, May 15, 1985, 0640Z

Secto 9112. Department for S/S Only. Subject: Memorandum to
the President on Gromyko Meeting.

1. S—Entire text.

2. Memorandum for: The President

From: George P. Shultz

Subject: My Meeting With Gromyko in Vienna May 14

I Source: Department of State, Executive Secretariat, S/S Records, Memorandum
of Conversations, 1981-1990, Lot 93D188, Shultz/Gromyko at Soviet Embassy, Vienna
May 14, 1985. Secret; Immediate; Nodis. Drafted by Simons; cleared by Palmer and
McKinley; approved by Shultz. Sent from the Secretary’s delegation in Vienna. All
brackets are in the original.
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3. Our meeting went on for almost exactly six hours, and was
basically an exhaustive review of the whole agenda of issues between
us.? While there was Soviet movement on some issues, Gromyko had
very little new to say, especially in the arms control field. Hence the
discussion was fairly sterile, frequently repetitive and generally predict-
able. Overall, it seemed to confirm the view Art Hartman has been
giving us in his reporting that Gorbachev’s preoccupation at this point
is to consolidate his domestic political base, with foreign policy creativ-
ity taking a back seat at least for the time being. As an anecdote
illustrating this, one of Gromyko’s aides, in a side conversation with
a member of my team, appeared more interested in talking about the
the upcoming crackdown on vodka consumption than in Afghanistan
or Nicaragua.?

4. I set the scene by saying that this is a moment in our relations
that is both promising and troubled. On the positive side, I mentioned
your solid new mandate to pursue your approach with the Soviets,
and the fact that Gorbachev is now settling in, so that we are in a
position to proceed from a long-term perspective. On the negative
side, I went through three major obstacles the Soviets have created to
forward movement. First, I reiterated our demands that the Soviets
offer an apology and compensation to the family for Major Nicholson’s
killing, and that we reach agreement on concrete measures to prevent
any recurrence. Second, I stressed the dangers created by Soviet unilat-
eral reservations in the Berlin air corridors, and the need for joint
management to ensure safety on these routes.

5. Finally, I made a presentation on human rights. Here I reiterated
the permanent importance of these issues on our agenda, and reviewed
previous discussion of Gorbachev’s proposal to the Vice President and
me that we appoint rapporteurs, and the Soviet undertaking to Tip
O’NeEeill to get back to our congressional group on their human rights
cases. I noted that we had seen some small promising signs in recent
weeks on the composition and levels of Jewish emigration and hoped
for sustained movement. I also noted that there is a link between
emigration and MFN trade treatment for the Soviets. Finally, I pointed
to persecution of Hebrew teachers as an urgent issue, and to Dr. and
Mrs. Sakharov, Shcharanskiy and Ida Nudel as cases where Soviet
gestures could have an important effect. Gromyko, as usual, claimed
this was an area the Soviets do not discuss.

6. Gromyko for his part started by expressing surprise that I had
not yet mentioned arms control, and keen disappointment at the way

2 See Document 28.
3 See Document 25.
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we had handled the VE-Day anniversary, particularly the fact that we
had not mentioned the Soviet contribution to the common victory
during your trip to Europe. He said the Soviets considered your anni-
versary message to Gorbachev a “positive” development, but made it
clear that Gorbachev himself was “hurt”—his word—by our overall
treatment of VE-Day.*

7. The rest of the meeting consisted of a detailed run-through of
every area and almost every topic of our agenda, beginning with an
hour-long Gromyko presentation on arms control. The exchange on the
Geneva negotiation was without surprises: Gromyko avoided detailed
discussion and in the main eluded contact. On other issues, neverthe-
less, discussion was less sterile. In fact, there were limited signs of
progress on such topics as nuclear non-proliferation, exchanges on
regional issues and a number of bilateral issues. So it was a mixed
picture of the kind we expected.

8. On arms control, my main impression was that Gromyko had
no mandate to get into the substance of the Geneva talks. I laid out
the proposals we have put forward in Geneva in some detail, stressing
the flexibility you have given your negotiators and our disappointment
at Soviet regression from positions they had previously put forward
and their unfounded public charges about our approach. Gromyko
scarcely defended their conduct during Geneva I; instead, he simply
hammered away at the theme that we are responsible for lack of
progress because of SDI. I pressed him on a number of points of detail,
including their existing ABM system and Bud’s conversation on this
topic with Karpov in Geneva.® I also raised compliance in general as
a problem for arms control and for our relations, and a whole series
of specific compliance issues in particular—the Krasnoyarsk radar,
telemetry encryption, and new missile types. Finally, I raised our con-
cern about their new mobile MIRVed ICBM. He did not respond to
most of these points, and where he did the responses were standard
(and hence unsatisfactory). The only new element I detected was greater
attention than before to the ABM treaty. The point he seemed to be
making was that since the treaty forbids research aimed at creating a
nationwide defense, our research in this direction is not consistent
with it.

9. Exchanges on other arms control issues were only marginally
better. I reiterated the four proposals to enhance confidence you put
forward in your Strasbourg speech, but Gromyko commented nega-

4See footnote 4, Document 24.
5 No record of this conversation between Karpov and McFarlane was found.
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tively in response.® For his part, he raised the non-use-of-force treaty
the Soviets have proposed at Stockholm, non-first-use and a Compre-
hensive Test Ban (CTB) in predictable terms. In response, I said we are
prepared to move forward at Stockholm along the lines of your Dublin
speech proposal.” On the Limited Test Ban and Peaceful Nuclear Explo-
sions treaties, Gromyko urged us simply to ratify them; I urged them
to accept your UNGA address offer of reciprocal exchanges of experts
visits to improve verification procedures. Until we got further on these
more modest testing measures, we were not prepared to discuss CTB.

10. I raised chemical weapons, stressing how serious a problem
they are and how we need to work both for a complete and verifiable
ban and against proliferation. Here I invited Soviet negotiators to the
U.S. this summer to view destruction procedures and technology
related to a total ban, as we have done with other negotiators, and I
proposed that our experts get together in Moscow bilaterally over the
next few weeks to exchange information on the Iran-Iraq situation and
explore ways to express our concern about it. Finally, on nuclear non-
proliferation, we agreed that our bilateral talks have been very useful,
and Gromyko—in a rare forward lean—praised our initiative in propos-
ing a joint statement supporting the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)
and seeking a constructive NPT review conference this fall.

11. On regional issues, we exchanged views on all five of the areas
that are under discussion for possible experts’ level talks—Southern
Africa, Afghanistan, the Middle East, the Far East and Central America/
the Caribbean. The discussion itself was neither very novel nor very
constructive. It seemed to me that he put more stress on Central Amer-
ica than in past meetings, and was tougher in presenting Soviet views,
but that is perhaps natural after the Contra vote and the Ortega visit
to Moscow.® Basically, the views expressed were standard. We did
however reiterate the agreement previously reached to have experts’
talks on Southern Africa in Paris May 30 and on Afghanistan in Wash-
ington June 18, and I suggested that the Far East should be the next
region we talked about in that format.

12. In contrast to the other areas, Gromyko was relatively upbeat on
bilateral issues. This was particularly true on our exchange agreement

6 See footnote 2, Document 27. The four proposals were: exchange of military
observers at military exercises, regular high-level contacts between U.S. and Soviet
military leaders, prompt CDE action and agreement on confidence-building measures,
and establishment of a permanent military communications link.

7 See Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. IV, Soviet Union, January 1983-March 1985,
Document 224, footnote 3.

8 According to the Washington Post, Daniel Ortega met with Gorbachev in Moscow
on April 30 to request more assistance for Nicaragua from the Soviet Union. (Celeste
Bohlen, “Ortega Meets Gorbachev,” Washington Post, April 30, 1985, p. Al)
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negotiations and on revitalizing our cooperative activities under exist-
ing agreements. Nor was he negative when I urged him to break the
current logjam involving Pacific air safety, civil aviation and consulates
by completing a Pacific air safety measures agreement quickly. So there
may be some modest latitude for forward movement here. Just before
the meeting the Soviets had signalled they are about to propose another
round on Pacific air safety in Moscow May 20, and we and the Japanese
are gathering our negotiating teams to be there.

13. At the end Gromyko asked to see me alone briefly to ask about
attending the meeting to celebrate the 10th anniversary of the Helsinki
Final Act in late July-early August. I said we had made no decision
yet, but I think it highly likely we will both be there and should have
another meeting to continue the bilateral dialogue. We will want to
get our NATO allies’” agreement to attendance at Foreign Ministers’
level before announcing a decision.

Shultz

30. Talking Points for Secretary of State Shultz Prepared in the
Department of State'

Washington, undated

Private talk with Gromyko

—After the ceremony yesterday in Vienna, Gromyko asked to speak to
me alone, without aides or interpreters. We went off into a side corridor.

—Gromyko had two points to make:

Between now and any summit, we should try hard to create a period
of stability and an atmosphere that avoids major problems.

We should try to think of ways to give as much substance as possible
to the summit.

—I replied that I agreed that we should try to manage things in a
stable manner, i.e., avoid creating events that are difficult to manage,

1 Source: Reagan Library, George Shultz Papers, Secretary’s Meetings with the
President (05/16/1985). Secret. These talking points were included in a larger packet
for Shultz dated May 16 and entitled “Meeting with the President on Middle East Trip
and Gromyko Meeting,” prepared in advance of Shultz’s May 17 meeting with Reagan.
Shultz returned to Washington on May 17 and met with Reagan that afternoon from
1:36 p.m. until 2:32 p.m. (Reagan Library, President’s Daily Diary)
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and manage the events that do take place in a way that keeps them
under control. I told him not to make Berlin into a problem, and to do
the right thing about Major Nicholson.

—TI also agreed to his second point. A number of items are within reach.
We should take steps to create an atmosphere for practical progress.

—Gromyko took this as a reference to human rights. “ Anything we
do,” he said, “would have to be in conformity with our laws.”

—Then figure out how to do it in conformity with your laws,
I replied.

—On venue for a summit, I urged him to think about Washington.
It would be good for Gorbachev to see the U.S. and good for our people
to see him.? Gromyko said we should put it out of our mind. It is not
possible. We can find a European city. He mentioned Moscow. I said
that the President cannot go there until Gorbachev has come to
Washington.?

—Gromyko’s mood was good. I regard this private talk as a plus.

2 In his memoir, Shultz recounted this private discussion with Gromyko in Vienna.
As he was preparing to leave the meeting, an aide said: “’Gromyko would like a private
word with you.” I went over to the corner of the room where he was standing. ‘Is there
anything else you want to talk about?” Gromyko asked me. ‘No,” I answered, ‘I've gone
through everything.” ‘What about the summit?’ he asked. ‘What about it?’ I replied.
‘Gorbachev will not go to the United Nations [for the September opening of the General
Assembly],” he said. ‘November would be better. President Reagan would be welcome
in Moscow.” ‘It is your turn to come to Washington,” I replied, as the most recent summits
had been held in Moscow, Vladivostok, Helsinki, and Vienna. ‘Out of the question!’
Gromyko exploded. ‘It should be in Europe, in a third country.” ‘T will communicate
that to Washington. Are you suggesting Geneva?’ I asked. ‘If you say Geneva, I'll have
to say Helsinki,” Gromyko growled.

“So we were launched on our way to a summit. We agreed not to speak of this in
public, and I held the information close: I did not even mention it in my cabled report
to the president. I would ensure against a leak by reporting to President Reagan in
person. Gromyko, I could see, had been instructed by Gorbachev to get the process
started, to set the time and place. But Gromyko did not seem to have authority to engage
on anything else. He was merely putting points down for the record. In six hours he
turned not one new phrase, but simply waited for me to ask about a summit. The meeting
had been sterile and peculiar—but at the final moment, productive.” (Shultz, Turmoil
and Triumph, pp. 563-564; brackets are in the original)

3 In his memoir, Shultz also discussed his meeting with Reagan: “Back in Washington
on Friday, May 17, I went to the Oval Office to report. I found the president leaning
backward. He wasn’t sure about a summit in November. Maybe later. We should “think
about it some more, play hard to get.” I disagreed. There were big possibilities ahead,
I told him, including in arms control. ‘Many key people in your administration do not
want a summit,” I said. “You have to make up your mind. You have to step up to the
plate. And when it comes to the divisions in your administration over this issue, you
can’t split the difference. Think about it,” I said. ‘I will come back to you in a couple of
days.”” (Ibid., p. 566)
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31. National Security Decision Directive Number 169’

Washington, May 17, 1985

U.S.—USSR JOINT COMMERCIAL COMMISSION MEETINGS (U)

In January 1985, I approved guidelines for a meeting in Moscow
of the “Working Group of Experts” under the U.S.-USSR Long-Term
Agreement for Economic, Industrial, and Technical Cooperation
(NSDD-155).> Among the purposes of the working group meetings
was to help determine if there were sufficient grounds for a meeting
of the U.S.-USSR Joint Commercial Commission (JCC). Upon the return
of the U.S. delegation, the SIG-IEP met and recommended that the U.S.
convey its willingness to the Soviet Union to proceed with a JCC
meeting to be co-chaired by Commerce Secretary Baldrige and Soviet
Trade Minister Patolichev. I approved this recommendation and, in
consultation with the Soviets, a JCC meeting date was set for May 20-
21, 1985. (S)

The working group meetings in January identified a number of
areas in which mutually beneficial non-strategic trade could be
expanded in conformity with our present export control policies. Since
January, work has proceeded on these and other issues in preparation
for the upcoming JCC meeting. (C)

The six U.S. agenda items for the JCC and the approved guidelines
are as follows:

e Joint statement in support of trade—a joint statement along the lines
of the U.S. draft can be negotiated and issued at the conclusion of
the meeting.

* Bid invitations—seek written agreement to put all interested U.S.
firms on bid lists.

® Equal treatment—seek visible actions by Soviet Foreign Trade
Ministry that indicate elimination of discriminatory treatment.

® Possible signing of long-outstanding contracts—seek the signing of
contracts that are near conclusion but in other than the energy area.

1 Source: Reagan Library, Executive Secretariat, NSC National Security Decision
Directives, NSDD 169 05/17/1985 [US-USSR Joint Commercial Commission Meetings];
NLR-751-8-13-2-3. Secret. In a May 9 covering memorandum to McFarlane, Robinson
provided a memorandum from McFarlane to Reagan and a draft of the NSDD, recom-
mending the NSDD for transmission to the President. McFarlane forwarded the NSDD
to Reagan for his signature on May 16.

2 Dated January 4. See Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. IV, Soviet Union, January
1983-March 1985, Document 351.
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o Agree on future project areas—explore possible projects in nine
sectors—Agribusiness, pulp and paper, pollution control, textiles, land
reclamation and irrigation, materials handling, transportation, petro-
chemicals, and consumer goods. Agree to explore the establishment of
a Projects Working Group.

o Soviet Support for USCO—seek termination of the Soviet ban
on company seminars and exhibitions at U.S. Commercial Office in
Moscow. Explore further the Soviet offer to pay half the cost of a
program to help small U.S. companies sell in the Soviet Union. (S)

The U.S. delegation’s response to eight Soviet proposed agenda
items should be as follows:

® MEN and Human Rights—U.S. should stress that major improve-
ment in human rights practices must accompany any fundamental
improvement in trade relations.

* Furskins Embargo—U.S. should explain that, in return for greater
access to the Soviet market, the Administration will seek to introduce
legislation to remove the furskins ban in a manner to be determined.

e Nickel Certification—U.S. should reiterate offer to consider a Soviet
Foreign Trade Organization (FTO) as signatory to certification if the
Soviets provide a written commitment that FTO is acting on behalf of
the Soviet Foreign Trade Ministry.

* Aeroflot Landing Rights—U.S. should reiterate our readiness to
enter into civil aviation discussions when North Pacific safety measures
are agreed and an equitable package of concessions for U.S. carriers is
negotiated.

e Port Access—U.S. should restate that a reciprocal arrangement
should be negotiated in our bilateral maritime framework.

e Tax Protocol—U.S. should reiterate offer to move forward in
negotiating and signing a protocol.

o Supplier Reliability—U.S. should state that we value highly con-
tractual commitments and the fulfillment of these commitments. It
should also be explained that there are circumstances which could arise
which require the President to retain the authority and flexibility to
abrogate contracts but only when he judges it in the overriding
national interest.

o Antidumping—U.S. should seek to improve Soviet understanding
of U.S. law and practices. (S)

On the issue of all energy-related matters, including U.S. oil and
gas equipment sales to the USSR, the guidelines I established in NSDD-
155 should continue to be strictly observed. In addition, the JCC meet-
ings should be used to continue to express our serious concerns about
Soviet human rights abuses and emigration policy. We must make it
clear to the Soviets that their continued poor performance in these
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areas will have a serious negative effect on any effort to establish a
more constructive bilateral relationship, including our economic and
commercial relations. (S)

Finally, the head of the U.S. delegation should state our abhorrence
of the senseless killing of Major Nicholson and cite it as another example
of a Soviet military response to a situation which has a severe impact
on our overall relations. In this connection, we should reiterate our
belief that the Soviet Union should apologize for this action and provide
compensation to the Nicholson family. Our economic relations with
the Soviet Union cannot be realistically isolated from other aspects of
our overall relationship. (S)

Ronald Reagan

32. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State'

Moscow, May 20, 1985, 182872

6602. Dept for Secretary and White House for President and McFar-
lane From Baldrige. Subject: My Meeting With General Secretary
Gorbachev.

1. (Secret—Entire text.)

2. Summary: I met with General Secretary Gorbachev for two hours
and fifteen minutes accompanied by Art Hartman and Jack Matlock.
The discussion ranged from horses and films to the serious questions
of our general relationship and the inter-relationships of politics, arms
control, trade and political will. In an impressive mixture of advocacy
and a rather one-sided painting of recent political history, Gorbachev
went on at some length to describe how the Soviet Union would not
and could not be put at a disadvantage. He ended, however, with
upbeat notes on his desire for improving relations and a meeting with
you (the President) and expressing appreciation for the exchange of
views which we had. I corrected some of his history, assured him of
your desire to be realistic, to seek ways to improve the relationship,
to find paths toward peace and to use such items as trade as a way of
bringing about a more normal relationship. My overall impression is

! Source: Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams,
[no N number]. Secret; Niact Immediate; Nodis.
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that he starts from a very ideological and, I would say, historically
inaccurate base, but that when you do see him, you will enjoy the
exchange and hopefully will be able to set him straight on some of his
misconceptions. End summary.

3. Gorbachev was accompanied by Trade Minister Patolichev and
the General Secretary’s long-time foreign policy advisor Alexandrov-
Agentov. The interpreter was Viktor Sukhodrev. Gorbachev had sev-
eral pages of notes in front of him but referred to them only fleetingly.
After I mentioned that I had seen both a horse farm and a circus, he
described his own origins in Stavropol, which is one of the Caucasus
areas where the Cossacks came from. He told several stories about his
childhood memories of the area and his visits to the horse-raising areas
of the region. He then welcomed me and said that the Soviet side
regrets that it has been seven years since an American trade minister
had visited.> He said this is surely not normal, and it is surely not
normal that we can’t find the will and the wisdom to adjust the relations
between us, not just in trade, but more generally in politics in order
to bring about a more normal relationship and avoid tragic endings
and a bad turn in the world situation. (We had given your letter to
the Soviets prior to the meeting so that he would have a chance to
read it.)® In reading your letter, he said he could not agree more that
there will not be a fundamental change in our trade relationship without
parallel improvements in other aspects of our relationship. Interpreting
this in a broader sense than we do, he said we must have better general
relations in order to be able to improve trade on a realistic basis.
The real question is how we build confidence and that is the most
important question.

4. He then went on to set forth his views and those of the Soviet
leadership that an improvement in relations with the U.S. is of great
importance both for bilateral purposes and for the international security
situation in general. But, he said, “we are realists. We recognize the
great contributions that the American people have made to world
economics, culture and politics.” He said, “We pay tribute to the Ameri-
can people’s contribution, but at the same time we want the U.S. leader-
ship today and tomorrow to be more realistic about the Soviet role
and to appreciate the role we have played. This seems to be lacking
on the U.S. side. An analysis of the last ten or fifteen years would show
that there has been a zig-zag in U.S. policy—punishing the Soviet
Union, teaching us lessons, sometimes the whip, sometimes the cookie.

2 Secretary of the Treasury Blumenthal and Secretary of Commerce Kreps attended
a meeting of the U.S.-USSR Trade and Economic Council in Moscow on December 6,
1978. See Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, vol. VI, Soviet Union, Document 161.

3 See Document 26.
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We can’t accept this. We don’t approach the U.S. this way. But in
Vienna we came a little closer to agreeing on a meeting at the summit.
We want to use these contacts to shape our relationship and put it on
a more normal basis.”

5. Gorbachev then went on and pursued a line of thought which,
I gather, he had used before with the Vice President and Congressman
O'Neill—that they could perhaps sit back and wait until the U.S.
decides what it wants on a more realistic basis, but they think that is
wrong. There is no time to lose because of the giant strides being made
in science and technology. “We are not begging for alms. We have
enough power to assure equality with the U.S. It would be a terrible
mistake of U.S. leaders not to recognize equality as the basis for our
relations. Basing policy on strength is not the way to achieve progress.”
He then recalled the progress of the seventies on European security,
nuclear affairs, in the ABM and SALT I agreements and later in SALT
II. He said, “We are capable of solving problems, and the memory of
those agreements encourages us to try once again.”

6. He said he and the leadership were giving concrete thought
to a future meeting with the President. “We have just begun new
negotiations in Geneva—that is perhaps a sign of progress.” But he
expressed great discouragement about the first round of negotiations.
(He even referred to the head of the U.S. delegation as recently saying
that the U.S. wanted enough power to destroy the Soviet Union. I
denied this and said that he must be misinformed about such a state-
ment.) He said that perhaps the tactic was to wait for Soviet concessions.
“There will be no unilateral concessions,” but he said the Soviet goal
is radical and real reductions in nuclear arms. He hopes the second
round will get specific, but if these negotiations just run on, or if we just
want to draw them out to convince people that something important
is going on and keep the peace groups and our allies quiet, the Soviet
authorities will find a way to show up our true designs. “We will not
participate in a delusion, but if the U.S. meets us half way, we will
join.” He hopes that the U.S. can live without its nuclear stick. When
he reads statements by U.S. experts, he wonders if the U.S. can conduct
foreign policy without a war machine. But, he said, “We have not lost
hope. We hope that the President is not under this illusion because
we will respond to any challenge as we have in the past. As I told
Congressman O’Neill’s group, it is ten times cheaper to overcome SDI
with a bigger offense.” He had the feeling the President wanted a
realistic response. “Perhaps both of us have positioned ourselves in a
corner, but we must find a way out.”

7. Getting around to trade, he said that the President was right in
saying that it must reflect our basic political relations. In 1972 we
signed a trade agreement in October, but it was preceded by a political
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agreement in May.* We had a solid basis for building something, but
then in 1974 it was buried by the Jackson-Vanik linkage to human rights.
(At this point he even threw in the bombing of a sect in Philadelphia
to show how little we care about human rights.® I countered him on
this one as well by saying that a black mayor was dealing with a very
dangerous local situation involving blacks.) He said when the Soviets
take action, we never see them. In sixty years the Soviets had put
together a multi-nationality system which had raised the standards of
many backward peoples. “Those are real human rights. If you want
to discuss human rights, we are prepared, as I told Congressman
O'Neill, but only after the U.S. signs and ratifies the U.N. Human
Rights Convention. The emigration issue has buried trade. Today it is
only grain, but even in that sector, if the U.S. tries to make propaganda
benefits by saying that you are feeding the Soviet Union, the Soviet
Union is perfectly capable of buying its grain elsewhere. It’s as if you
want to conduct economic warfare and not act as a partner who is
predictable.”

8. Gorbachev said that they are now in the process of making
general plans for the next fifteen years and detailed plans for the next
five years. If projects are not in the plan and particularly if there are
no plans for purchasing from the U.S.—"the train will have left. But
we are in favor of trade if it is profitable and we are in favor of trade
with the U.S. So far this seems to be only in agriculture.” He said he
sympathized with the task that Patolichev and I have, but he can say
that the Soviet leadership supports what Patolichev agrees to. If we
don’t trade, we both lose.

9. In summing up, he said we need to unfreeze Soviet-American
cooperation and freeze the arms race and the enmity that has grown
up. Cooperation in trade, science and economics could be the litmus
test of our true intent. If there is no desire to improve these, then
perhaps there is no desire to have better political relations. “If you are
here to remedy this situation, that is a good sign. Our basic interest is
in improving the political situation and we think trade will help.”

10. I began by saying that I was not going to claim equal time. I
appreciated his directness and I would be as direct as he was. I had
just a few simple things to say, but I meant them deeply. It looks as

4 See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XV, Soviet Union, June 1972-August 1974,
Document 65. Documentation on the May 1972 summit is in Foreign Relations, 1969—
1976, vol. XIV, Soviet Union, October 1971-May 1972.

5 Presumably a reference to a May 13 bombing in Philadelphia. According to William
K. Stevens of the New York Times: “A state police helicopter this evening dropped a
bomb on a house occupied by an armed group after a 24-hour siege involving gun
battles.” (“Police Drop Bomb on Radicals’ Home in Philadelphia,” New York Times, May
14, 1985)
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though since a Commerce Secretary has not been here for seven years,
the General Secretary had saved up many issues to throw at this one
today. I promised to report to you the points that he had made, but I
said that I could not let pass certain things that he had said that do
not accord with the facts. Our American negotiator could not have
said what the General Secretary reported him to have said. I then
commented on his use of the tragic situation in Philadelphia. In general,
I said as an American listening to what he had to say, I felt it was a
very one-sided presentation and particularly that it did not in any way
represent the positions of the President of the U.S. I encouraged him
to talk to you because I was sure that he would find that your goals
and policies were quite different from what he appeared to have as
preconceptions. I said that it should be clear from the various communi-
cations that you want better working relations—that you want progress
in arms control, general political relations, trade, and cultural relations.
I have heard you use those exact words. I said that you had sent me
here because you had decided that trade could form a part of this
general policy to improve our relations. I thought that there have been
some constructive developments in this field, but that the General
Secretary was right that first we must rebuild confidence and then we
can think of more significant moves after that. I mentioned several
examples of areas where an exchange could perhaps be mutually bene-
ficial—in the areas of management, food packaging and storage and
in learning about various service industry techniques. This also could
be helpful to them in getting greater access to Western markets more
generally. I said that in this goal of improving our trade relations they
should not be diverted by what they read in the press because these
are not the thoughts of the President of the U.S. I know from having
talked to you that the U.S. policy is not one of economic warfare and
you have said this publicly. In general, trade will help the rest of our
relationship.

11. I said with respect to emigration and human rights that I had
raised this problem in the first private meeting with Minister Patolichev
not to have a philosophical discussion but rather to state facts realistic-
ally.®I could say with some assurance that Congress would not change

6 Prior to the opening session of the Joint Commercial Commission on May 20,
Baldrige met with Soviet Foreign Trade Minister Nikolai Patolichev. The Embassy
reported in telegram 6725 from Moscow, May 22: “In a sometimes tense and confronta-
tional meeting, Secretary Baldrige and Minister Patolichev disagreed over Soviet emigra-
tion and the question of sending letters to the respective business communities to urge
them to do more business with each other. Patolichev said that all our bilateral trade
difficulties were the fault of the United States, and it was up to the United States to
solve the problems. In a sharp clash of views, he refused to comply with Secretary
Baldrige’s request that he tell Soviet FTO’s that they should put U.S. companies on bid
invitation lists and that they should not discriminate against U.S. firms. Baldrige told
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the MEN situation if there were no change in emigration practices in
the Soviet Union. This was a practical statement of fact.

12. At Jack and Art’s suggestion, I also asked that the General
Secretary look carefully at your recent long letter.” The proposals con-
tained in that letter were designed to improve our relations. I said that
I was sure you did not expect all the concessions to come from the
Soviet side, just as we cannot be expected to make all the concessions.

13. After had made the point on emigration Gorbachev interrupted
with some heat and asked if we were next going to ask the Soviets to
give up socialism. He said Soviets were not like Latin America where
we could tell Pinochet what to do or replace him. How, he asked, can
we hope to improve relations if Congress thinks it can dictate to the
Soviet Union. He could tell us formally and firmly that this (dictation)
was ruled out. He then, as we stood to leave, returned to the positive
side to say how much he wished to improve our relationship. He
complimented me by saying that he thought he could work with me
and paid his by now traditional compliment to the fact that the meeting
had taken place. But it was a definite upbeat note about the desirability
of concrete actions to improve both our trade and our over-all
relationship.

14. In addition to any other places that the General Secretary may
be getting his misinformation about America, a rather interesting
exchange took place in which he indicated that he is a faithful film
watcher, and I am afraid he may be getting from those films some of
his impressions of our country. He mentioned particularly that while
he enjoys the films, there is a lot of emphasis on guns and shooting,
“which can’t be good for young minds.” The Ambassador tells me he
will try to improve the General Secretary’s film diet. In sum, this is a
tough fellow, but I think you will eventually enjoy talking to him.

15. As we were about to leave and I asked how we should treat
this conversation in statements to the press, we had an interesting
exchange. He said that the less said, the better about summitry and that
he thought that the Foreign Ministers after Vienna had been suitably
restrained. He said it was all right to confirm that there was support
on both sides for such a meeting and that it was useful and necessary,
but that the President and the General Secretary were in contact on

him that he could not accept that response. If Patolichev was not willing to send a letter
saying that Soviet side wanted to increase trade with the U.S., then we had come half
way around the world for nothing and there was little point in going further. After
consulting with his colleagues, Patolichev changed his position and said that since the
matter was so important to the Secretary, he would agree to send such a letter. Meeting
then ended cordially.” (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic
Telegrams, D850359-0503)

7 See Document 23.
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this matter. Thus, we could confirm that it was mentioned and that
there was a willingness in principle on both sides to meet, but that the
rest was “under discussion.” He also said that we should not say too
much about the rest of the content of our discussions. He said that we
should be “very considerate of these contacts,” implying that they
should be treated as fragile plants. He ended by asking me to pass on
to you his greetings and his appreciation for your recent letters, which
will be carefully considered, and he again expressed hope for posi-
tive results.

Hartman

33. Briefing Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State
for European and Canadian Affairs (Burt) to Secretary of
State Shultz!

Washington, May 21, 1985

SUBJECT
Meeting with the President on May 22—US-Soviet Relations—May 22, 1:45 pm

For your meeting with the President, we have attached talking
points (Tab 1) and a calendar of US-Soviet events through the end of
the year which you might hand him (Tab 2).2

The key issue for decision is how to respond to the Soviets with
regard to timing and venue for a summit meeting. I believe we should
agree to Gromyko’s proposal for November, thereby pocketing it.

On venue, I see three options:

* Simply reiterate our offer of Washington.

! Source: Reagan Library, George Shultz Papers, Secretary’s Meetings with the
President (05/22/1985). Secret; Sensitive. Sent through Armacost.

2 Attached but not printed. At Tab I are the undated talking points entitled “US-
Soviet Relations” and at Tab 2 the undated “Calendar of Upcoming US-Soviet Events.”
According to the President’s Daily Diary, Reagan met with Shultz on May 22 from 1:45
to 2:20 p.m. (Reagan Library, President’s Daily Diary) In his personal diary, Reagan
wrote: “Back to the W.H. for a late lunch then met with George S. re a meeting with
Gorbachev. George will be seeing Gromyko before long—at Helsinki. I told him to
suggest mid November here in Wash. & if they insist on a neutral locale—make it
Geneva. We're going to offer Wash. with a commitment that a subsequent meeting
would be in Moscow.” (Brinkley, ed., The Reagan Diaries, vol. I: January 1981-October
1985, p. 461)
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* Propose that we have a summit meeting in the United States in
November, agree that the next summit would be held in the
Soviet Union and announce both elements.

* Work out a third country venue such as Geneva.

Standing pat on our present position will not move the process of
reaching agreement ahead. On the other hand, it seems unnecessarily
early to fall back to a third country venue. We can consider doing that
later if it becomes clear the Soviets will not come to the United States
under any circumstances.

However, if you want to proceed now with regard to a third country
venue, we believe that Geneva is the best approach. While Gromyko
retorted with Helsinki, it’s probable they will drop off if we insist on
Geneva. We will have made a major concession by not insisting on the
United States, they know the optics of Helsinki are bad for us given
its location on the Soviets” border, and they have agreed to Geneva
frequently in the past. We have thought about other sites but each
has problems: Vienna was the last Carter meeting,3 Stockholm boosts
Palme, Iceland is a NATO country so the Soviets might not agree.

Jack Matlock and I think there is some chance Gorbachev would
find the middle option attractive and that it is worth a try before we
decide whether to fall back to a neutral site. You laid the groundwork
for it in Vienna by mentioning that the President would like to visit
Moscow in the future but that it is the Soviets’ turn to come to the
United States.

The talking points also urge that we invite Gromyko down to
Washington to see the President again during the UNGA. This could
be used in setting the stage for the November summit meeting.

If you and the President agree to this approach on summit timing
and venue, you could call in Dobrynin this week to present it.*

3 Carter met with Brezhnev in Vienna in June 1978; see Foreign Relations, 1977-1980,
vol. VI, Soviet Union, Documents 199-201.

*In his memoir, Shultz recalled the May 22 meeting: “I went to President Reagan
later that day with my full proposal for a November summit. He had thought it over
further himself, I could see. He agreed with the plan—and also to inviting Gromyko to
come to Washington at the time of the opening of the UN General Assembly, which
Gromyko would attend in September. I now had the running room I needed to nail
down time and place.” (Shultz, Turmoil and Triumph, p. 566) See also Document 30.
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34. Editorial Note

A May 22, 1985, Central Intelligence Agency memorandum
addressed to Director of Central Intelligence William Casey, the Presi-
dent’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Robert McFarlane, and the
Director of the Bureau of Intelligence and Research of the Department
of State Morton Abramowitz reported comments of Soviet Politburo
member Nikolai Ryzhkov on a potential summit between President
Ronald Reagan and Soviet General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev. Jack
Matlock, Soviet specialist on the National Security Council Staff,
received a copy of this memorandum on May 23. The memorandum
explained that Ryzhkov reportedly [text not declassified] that “some
Soviet officials are advising the Soviet leader to recommend a full
length summit meeting which would allow sufficient time for the two
leaders to engage in social amenities, as well as discuss issues.” The
memorandum noted that Ryzhkov “cautioned that Soviet Minister of
Foreign Affairs Andrey Gromyko may not be aware that the idea of a
full summit meeting is being discussed.” (Reagan Library, System IV
Intelligence Files, 1985, 400537)

Forwarding the memorandum to McFarlane, Matlock stated in a
handwritten covering note: “To me, the most intriguing paragraph is
No 4—Ryzhkov’s reported statement that Gromyko may not be fully
informed of Gorbachev’s intentions. Since Ryzhkov is a close Gorba-
chev associate, he may in fact be more privy to Gorbachev’s thinking
than Gromyko. One can also speculate that Gromyko’s statement to
Shultz that a meeting in Washington is ‘out of the question” may have
reflected Gromyko’s view and not Gorbachev’s. (Gromyko prefaced
his comments on summitry with the curious statement that he was
expressing his ‘informal personal opinion.” Until I saw this report I
was puzzled by this, but it could be a signal that he was not necessarily
conveying Gorbachev’s view completely.) This report strengthens my
view that the President should reply to Gromyko’s probe by inviting
Gorbachev to the States in November and suggesting that, if Gorbachev
wishes, a return visit by the President to Moscow could be announced
simultaneously for sometime in 1986. Jack.” (Ibid.)

On May 29, Abramowitz sent Secretary of State George Shultz a
copy of a similar CIA memorandum, dated May 29 and addressed
to Casey, McFarlane, and Abramowitz. In a covering note to Shultz,
Abramowitz wrote: “Mr. Secretary: I think you should read the
attached. [1%: lines not declassified]. Interestingly Art told me in Moscow
that he thought Gromyko was on the way out, but he provided little
basis for this judgment. I find it hard to believe Gorbachev would
move on Gromyko before the Party Congress in February next year. I
am not distributing this report unless you want me to.” The memoran-
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dum explained that Ryzhkov, [text not declassified] stated that “Soviet
Foreign Minister Andrey Gromyko is being excluded from all planning
and preparations for a summit meeting between Soviet leader Mikhail
Gorbachev and the U.S. President because Gorbachev considers Gro-
myko ‘too combative’ on the subject.” The memorandum also noted
that “Ryzhkov stated that Gromyko will soon be replaced as foreign
minister, but he did not identify any possible successors. Gromyko
will almost certainly refuse the title of president if it were offered,
according to Ryzhkov, but may accept the post of chairman of the
USSR Council of Ministers when the current chairman Nikolay Tikho-
nov retires.” (Department of State, Executive Secretariat, S/S, Executive
Secretariat Special Caption Documents, 1979-1989, Lot 92D630, Not
for the System Documents, May 1985)
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35. Memorandum From Secretary of State Shultz to
President Reagan'

Washington, May 25, 1985

SUBJECT
Conversation with Dobrynin—May 24th

At a reception last night, I had the opportunity to take Soviet
Ambassador Dobrynin aside to discuss the question of a Summit. I
told him first that I wanted him to pass on to Gromyko that, should
the Foreign Minister come to the UN General Assembly this late Sep-
tember as usual, he would be welcome to come to Washington and
meet with you in the Oval Office at that time.

Second, I told Dobrynin that I had passed to you Gorbachev’s
proposed time frame for a meeting between the two of you, and that you
were agreeable, preferring sometime in the week beginning Monday,
November 18.2 I stated that you felt a one-day meeting would probably
not be sufficient and that a two-day meeting with three substantive
sessions would perhaps be best. Concerning the venue, I reiterated
your invitation for Gorbachev to come to Washington, observing that
for protocol reasons, Washington would be most appropriate since it
was our turn to host such an affair. I added, however, that in any
follow-on meeting after such a Washington summit, you would be
quite prepared to visit Moscow. I noted to Dobrynin your view that
it would be better for the leaders of the world’s two most powerful
countries to meet in each other’s capitals than in some third country.

Dobrynin promised to convey back to Moscow both the invitation
for Gromyko to visit Washington in late September and your proposed
time frame for a meeting with Gorbachev. On the question of venue,
he stated that Gorbachev wanted you to visit Moscow because he
thought it would be good for you “to look around” and see the Soviet
people and society. I reminded Dobrynin that you would be prepared
to visit, but that it was the turn of a Soviet leader to come to the U.S.
I noted that in any joint announcement of a Washington meeting, we
would willing to add that the next meeting would be in Moscow.

1 Source: Reagan Library, George Shultz Papers, 1985 Soviet Union May. Secret;
Sensitive. A typed note in the top margin reads: “5/25 Orig +1 via Special Courier
1310 p.m. per S/S.” Under a June 1 covering memorandum, McFarlane forwarded the
memorandum to Reagan. (Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980
1986, Matlock Chron June 1985 (1/4))

2 See footnote 3, Document 30.
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Dobrynin said that he would report this to Gorbachev, but mused
whether our interest in a Washington venue was solely a matter of
protocol. I told him it was. We both agreed that if such a meeting were
to take place, it would best if it could accomplish something tangible.
Dobrynin added that from his own experience, once agreement on a
Summit was reached, the respective bureaucracies “begin to move” to
produce progress.

I concluded by reminding Dobrynin of the need for the Soviets to
take special care in the weeks and months to come not to take any
unfortunate action, deliberate or otherwise, which might have the effect
of derailing this process. (I took this moment to pass to Dobrynin a
non-paper noting our strong concerns over the plight of Soviet hunger-
striker Balovlenkov).? I also stated that, while the other NATO Foreign
Ministers might not decide until the Lisbon NAC, it was likely I would
be going to the Helsinki commemoration in late July where I meet with
Gromyko again. I suggested that the two sides should soon begin work
on an agenda for that meeting.

3 The non-paper was not found. In telegram 6822 from Moscow, May 23, the Embassy
reported that Yuri Balovlenkov, “who is married to an American citizen, for six years
has sought permission to emigrate from the Soviet Union to the United States in order
to be reunited with his wife and two children.” It continues: “On March 25 Balovlenkov
began a hunger strike in support of his demand to be permitted to join his family in the
United States.” (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams,
D850365-0050)
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36. Memorandum From Jack Matlock of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane)!

Washington, May 29, 1985

SUBJECT

Shultz Conversation with Dobrynin on Meeting between the President and
Gorbachev

Secretary Shultz has senta Memorandum to the President reporting
a conversation with Dobrynin May 24,> when Shultz provided a reply
to the suggestion Gromyko made in Vienna regarding the time and
locale of a summit meeting. Shultz suggested the week of November
18, and pressed for a meeting here, to be followed by a visit to the
USSR by the President.

This puts the ball back into the Soviet court regarding time and
place, and it will be appropriate to await an answer before doing
anything further. However, I detect a distinct difference in tone between
what Gromyko told Shultz in Vienna and what seems to be emanating from
Gorbachev more directly.® In sum, I believe Gorbachev is in fact interested
in coming to the United States, while Gromyko is discouraging it and
pushing for a third country. This is speculation on my part, but it is
speculation based on a number of clues. Since these clues have a rele-
vance not only to arrangements for a summit meeting, but also for
dealing with Gorbachev on substantive issues, I will review some of
them.

Evidence of Gromyko-Gorbachev Differences

1. The curious way Gromyko introduced the question in Vienna.
According to our interpreter, Gromyko said literally the following:
“Please tell the President that in my informal personal opinion the General
Secretary is thinking along the lines of November, most likely the
second half. As for the place, the General Secretary will not be attending
the UNGA and thus the meeting could be held in the Soviet Union. This
invitation stands, and if the President wishes, we would be prepared
to host him in the Soviet Union. If for some reason that did not suit

! Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron June 1985 (1/4). Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. Sent for action. McFarlane wrote in
the top margin: “I agree.”

2 See Document 35.
3 See Documents 28 and 29.
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him, the meeting could be held in some mutually acceptable Euro-
pean country.”

The question arises: Why, if Gromyko was passing a message, did
he say it was his “informal, personal opinion”? Gromyko is careful
with his words, and it seems to me the implication is clear that what he
was saying is not necessarily identical with Gorbachev’s personal view.

2. The earlier intelligence reports that Gorbachev was seeking var-
ious invitations in the U.S. [less than 1 line not declassified]. I have checked
these out with the Agency in detail and they are convinced that the
reporting of the messages was accurate. The reports indicate not only
that Gorbachev is definitely thinking of coming to the United States
(in contrast to Gromyko’s comment that a visit to Washington is “out
of the question”), but also that he has not necessarily kept Gromyko
fully informed and indeed prefers to resolve the question without
using Gromyko.

3. Protocollary slights to the Foreign Ministry: Except for Sukho-
drev, the interpreter, no Foreign Ministry officials were present for
Gorbachev’s meeting with Baldrige, and none for his earlier meeting
with Andreas.* Also, Gorbachev made a point of telling Baldrige that,
as regards a summit meeting, Baldrige could say to the press that
Gorbachev and the President agree that one would be useful, and that
“arrangements will be made between the President and the General
Secretary.” I was struck by his implication that this is a matter between
the two personally, and not necessarily one to be settled through diplo-
matic channels.

4. Anomalies in Soviet comment on the issue: Somebody authorized
Pravda editor Afanasiev to tell foreign correspondents that Gorbachev
was thinking of coming to the U.N. in September.® That almost had to
be Gorbachev or someone close to him, since Pravda is the organ of
the Party Central Committee. Gromyko and Dobrynin have denied
that this statement was authorized. What this seems to mean is that
Gromyko thinks it should not have been authorized.

5. Some evidence of Gromyko-Gorbachev political rivalry: Actu-
ally, what we have is more gossip and inference than real evidence,
but many Soviet intellectuals and some East European officials are
convinced that Gromyko opposed Gorbachev’s accession to power,
and therefore assume that Gorbachev will move against Gromyko when

4 See Document 32. Dwayne Andreas, the U.S. Co-Chairman of the US-USSR Trade
and Economic Council (USTEC), met with Gorbachev on December 3, 1984, prior to
Gorbachev’s appointment as General Secretary. (Telegram 15339 from Moscow, Decem-
ber 4, 1984; Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams,
D840774-0127)

5See footnote 3, Document 24.
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and if he has sufficient power to do so. Even if this is not the case, it
would be natural for the General Secretary to try to assume direct
control of foreign policy, which would require, at a minimum, some
denigration of Gromyko’s predominant role.

Conclusions:

1. If the Soviets fail to accept our suggestion regarding a meeting
here, we should not rush to think about a site in a third country, but
attempt to get a message to Gorbachev directly [less than 1 line not
declassified], in an attempt to arrange the meeting here.

2. We should bear in mind the growing evidence of tension between
Gromyko and Gorbachev, and not rely entirely on the Foreign Minister
for an accurate portrayal of Gorbachev’s positions.

3. Some means of communicating directly with Gorbachev would
be in our interest, not only as regards summit questions, but also on
substantive issues.

Recommendation:

That you send the memorandum at TAB I to the President, if he
has not already seen Secretary Shultz’s report.®

6 Attached but not printed at Tab I is a June 1 memorandum from McFarlane to
Reagan, to which Shultz’s May 25 memorandum to Reagan is attached as Tab A. McFar-
lane approved the recommendation.
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37. Memorandum From the Director of the Bureau of
Intelligence and Research (Abramowitz) to Secretary of
State Shultz!

Washington, May 29, 1985

SUBJECT

Some Observations On the Current Soviet Scene

I pass along as of possible interest some brief rough reflections on
three days of conversations in Moscow with Soviets, Americans, and
foreign diplomats.

—Gorbachev has created an obvious stir in the Soviet Union. People
are impressed with his leadership and particularly his style of direct,
highly personal communication. Since he is new the Soviet people
probably remain skeptical that he can produce; they have heard many
of his words before. They are, nevertheless, expectant and relieved that
a real human being seems finally in charge. Gorbachev still doesn’t
have the respect as well as fear that Andropov generated, but that
could be a function of time. Curiously, almost every Soviet I talked
with said his open style reminded them of Lenin.

—The First Secretary Gorbachev may be, but he is not yet truly
preeminent and there is a sense that his leadership still remains to be
consolidated. Most expect it to take place, but it hasn’t happened yet.

—The economy is foremost in Gorbachev’s approach. This means
dealing with what the Soviets see as the three evils of the system—
bribery, drunkenness, and loss of morale. I have no sense, however,
from anyone except Americans that the Soviets think they have a crisis
or that it requires fundamental change in the Soviet economy a la China
or even Hungary. Gorbachev evidently believes he can move economic
growth from two to three percent to three to four percent simply
through greater productivity, reducing vast Soviet inefficiencies and
abundant labor waste. This, it is said, can be accomplished by manage-
rial reforms and greater discipline. At some point in his emphasis on
discipline, Gorbachev sounds like Stalin, but there is no indication
yet that this message is not going down well. This strictly reformist
approach, of course, does not deal with the technological and societal
problems of the long term, but it could buy time. Gorbachev does not

I Source: Department of State, Executive Secretariat, S/S, Executive Secretariat Spe-
cial Caption Documents, 1979-1989, Lot 92D630, Not for the System Documents, May
1985. Confidential. Not for the System. Drafted by Abramowitz on May 28. A stamped
notation reading “GPS” appears on the memorandum, indicating Shultz saw it. McKinley
wrote in the top margin: “See the Secretary’s request p. 3.”
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appear deeply stricken with any notion of the inferiority of the Soviet
economic system. He clearly recognizes the Soviets are behind in tech-
nology but it does not seem to faze him.

—SDlis on everybody’s lips. Troubled though the Soviets are about
SDI and its defense implications, I find few observers who believe that
the Soviets are not prepared to compete militarily or to mobilize the
necessary resources. They did so in the ’30s in the case of mechanized
warfare and in the '50s and "60s in strategic missiles. The Soviets clearly
are worried about the arms race, but much of the concern arises from
its economic impact. They also believe that the US economic activity
will soon turn downward.

—Whether tactical or not, the Soviets do not appear in any hurry
to talk turkey to us nor are most of them obsessed with competition
with the US, as many in Washington think. This, of course, is an
impression they would want to convey.

—Gorbachev has said nothing new either domestically or in foreign
policy, particularly toward the West. All his present economic propos-
als have been heard before and in foreign policy statements and conver-
sations he keeps reverting to old chestnuts like the Asian collective
security concept. Gorbachev has not shown himself an innovator and
until he does I will be skeptical that this posture is the result of his
still unconsolidated leadership or waiting for the Party Congress. None
of this is inconsistent with an activist diplomatic posture, with a major
public relations component, toward the US and Western Europe.

—In foreign policy the focus is much less on developing countries
than on improving the Soviet position essentially around their periph-
ery—North Korea, China, India, Afghanistan, Iran, Syria, and Eastern
Europe. Eastern Europe clearly remains their biggest headache, one
which they recognize is worsened by Soviet economic stagnation.

In short, while the Soviets are greatly concerned and clearly sur-
prised with American developments since the advent of the Reagan
Administration, they are presently more focused on getting greater
economic growth and without generating too much second thinking
about the system.

On the question of Soviets working in our Embassy I have gotten
something of a different perspective which I will pass on at another
time if you are interested.?

2 Shultz wrote in the margin: “Pls do so. G.” A typed note indicates that the
marginalia was written May 30.
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38. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, May 29, 1985, 9:40-10:53 a.m.

SUBJECT

Continuation of Secretary Baldrige’s Report on His Trip to China, India and the
Soviet Union (U)

PARTICIPANTS

The President

Secretary Malcolm Baldrige

Donald T. Regan, Chief of Staff

Admiral John Poindexter, Deputy Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs

Lionel Olmer, Under Secretary of Commerce for International Trade

Ambassador Jack Matlock, NSC Staff

Roger Robinson, NSC Staff

[Omitted here is discussion unrelated to the Soviet Union.]

Secretary Baldrige turned to the human rights situation in the Soviet
Union and observed that he sensed in his meeting with Gorbachev
that Soviet insecurity about being treated as equals is a theme which
seemed to run through the General Secretary’s remarks. He then turned
to Lionel Olmer for additional comments in this area. Mr. Olmer told the
President that the refusniks in the Soviet Union had an overwhelming
admiration and respect for him and that the President is viewed as
being the difference between utter despair and hope. He added that
the refusniks view the next 12 months as crucial and that they see a
clear connection between trade and human rights. Mr. Olmer com-
mented that the refusniks are not talking about the trade which affects
our national security. He said that they believe that in the past there
have been too few carrots in our trade relations and too many sticks.
In other words, that the current pressure on the refusniks could be
eased with a commensurate easing up of our trade policy toward the
Soviet Union. (C)

The President stated that he still believes that quiet diplomacy is
the best approach—similar to the way in which the U.S. achieved the
release of the Pentecostalists from the basement of our Embassy in

! Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron May 1985 (5/5). Confidential. The meeting took place in the Oval Office. No
drafting information appears on the memorandum of conversation. Robinson sent it to
McFarlane under a May 30 memorandum, recommending McFarlane approve it.
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Moscow.? He commented that it puts the Soviets in the corner by
talking about our human rights objectives publicly. The President indi-
cated that if we do not mention our specific human rights objectives
publicly we can help them (refusniks) because of the greater flexibility
of our system. (C)

Secretary Baldrige proposed considering a 3—4 month hiatus period
on the emigration issue where we would “put away the two by four
and see what happens.”

The President stated that there was no question about the Soviet
inferiority complex which he said is also hurting us in Geneva. He
continued that the Soviets rely totally on their military, and it is only
the military which makes them a superpower. The President then went
through a hypothetical discussion to illustrate his point on human
rights along the following lines: we want to increase our trade with
the USSR, but we are under pressure from our people to increase
emigration; increased emigration would help us be more forthcoming
on things the Soviets want; we are not talking about interfering in their
internal affairs but rather showing how their internal provisions are
merely constraining our ability to be more helpful. (C)

Secretary Baldrige then turned to Jack Matlock (NSC) and asked if
he had any further comments on human rights. Ambassador Matlock
stated that he believes there may be merit in examining the idea of
conveying to the Soviets unofficially what sort of U.S. reaction could
be expected from specific Soviet steps in the human rights area. For
example, if emigration increased to, say 10,000, we might give more
encouragement to currently licensable exports of equipment for energy
exploration and production. With 25,000, we could take further steps,
and so on. Chief of Staff Regan stated that we have to be very careful
with such an approach. (C)

The President stated that is what we did in the mountain retreat
with Dobrynin on human rights. He stated he conveyed to Dobrynin
that we could not live for four years with those people in the basement
(Pentecostalists) and all of a sudden one day it was resolved. When
we lifted the grain embargo (n.b. probably meant renewed the long-
term grain agreement),® it was portrayed as something we wanted to
do anyway. (C)

2 Documentation on this is in Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. 1II, Soviet Union,
January 1981-January 1983, and vol. IV, Soviet Union, January 1983-March 1985, Docu-
ments 12, 34, 46, and 74.

3 A renewal of the Long-Term Grain Agreement with the Soviet Union was signed
on August 25, 1983. See Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. IV, Soviet Union, January 1983—
March 1985, Document 76.
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As the meeting concluded, Secretary Baldrige told the President that
he wanted to take a look at some of our technology controls, particularly
in cases where three or four countries are providing the same technol-
ogy that we are controlling. He restated he thought we should look at
this issue inside of the Administration. The President responded that
he thought so too. (C)

39. Memorandum From Jack Matlock of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane)'

Washington, June 3, 1985

SUBJECT

Briefing Papers on Soviet Union for President

In response to your profs note, I am attaching at TAB I a suggested
list of topics on which briefing papers might usefully be submitted to
the President.” I believe that this exercise can be most useful in dealing
with broad and fundamental factors, and should not be used as a
surrogate for specific briefings on issues requiring decisions. I would
anticipate papers about 4-6 pages long, which would avoid voluminous

1 Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron June 1985 (1/4). Secret. Sent for action. A copy was sent to Fortier.

2Tab I, listing 24 potential paper topics, is attached but not printed. In a May 28
electronic message to Matlock, McFarlane wrote: “We may be heading for a summit and
we may not. Under any circumstances, however, it will be important for the President
to develop a much more thorough knowledge of the Soviet Union, their history, culture,
bureaucratic process, Gorbachev, the man and the survivor as leader, their negotiating
style etc. I would like to initiate the practice of sending the President about one paper
each week as pure background on the top 25 dimensions which bear on the relationship.
Could I ask you to think about this Jack and to rough out an outline of the several topics
which it would be useful to treat and in what order. Then let’s get busy with the first
paper to be submitted no later than next week. Many thanks.” (Ibid.)
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data but aim at illuminating the underlying issues and principles.’ I
also believe that the suggested list should not be considered sacrosanct,
but rather as a suggestive outline, subject to alteration as we go along.
We may find that the President wishes further discussion of some
topics, and that some can be combined into a single paper.4

In addition to this exercise, I would also suggest that you schedule
an occasional discussion (maybe as often as once a month) to give the
President a chance to discuss some of these issues. At some point a
meeting with some emigres might be useful, and there are also U.S.
scholars, and USG specialists who can deal perceptively with some of
these topics. In regard to Gorbachev’s personal style, having observed
him for over two hours with Baldrige, I believe I could “role play”
his mannerisms and mode of presentation, if this would be useful at
some point.

I will also pursue the idea of having the Agency work on one or
more video tapes. They have done one on ideology in Soviet society,
but it is very poor and needs considerable work before it would be
appropriate to show to the President. There may be one or two addi-
tional topics amenable to video presentation.

If and when a date is set for a meeting, the schedule can be adjusted
to allow the final 2-3 weeks to concentrate on the specific issues relevant
to the meeting.

3In his memoir, in a section entitled “Education of a President,” Matlock wrote:
“Even before it was decided when and where Reagan and Gorbachev would meet, Bud
McFarlane asked me to think about how we could see that the president had more and
better knowledge of the Soviet Union before he faced the Soviet leader. Dealing as he
did with Reagan every day, he was struck by the president’s spotty command of historical
facts. Reagan had had very few contacts with Soviet officials and still tended to base many
of his judgments more on generalities, even slogans, than on a nuanced understanding
of Soviet reality. To his credit, the president was acutely aware that there were serious
gaps in his knowledge of our adversary, and always welcomed thoughtful discussions
and well-written articles that provided insights into the country and its people. I sug-
gested a series of papers for the president to read and then discuss. Together they would
cover the ground of a college textbook on the Soviet Union, but with particular emphasis
on the Soviet leaders and the way they thought. These briefing papers would be supple-
mented by periodic meetings with specialists from inside and outside the government,
with some recommended books and films, and with video presentations of appropriate
topics—such as, for example, Gorbachev as a public leader.” (Matlock, Reagan and Gorba-
chev, pp. 132-133)

*In his memoir, Matlock wrote: “We began work in early June on what came to
be called ‘Soviet Union 101, as if it were a college course. I suggested twenty-four
individual papers, most eight to ten single-spaced pages long, organized to give a
rounded picture of the country and its people. The first section, entitled "Sources of
Soviet Behavior,” included three papers covering topics such as psychology, the Soviet
view of the country’s place in the world, and whether the Soviet Union was Russian or
Communist (I said it was both). The second segment included nine papers on ‘The Soviet
Union from the Inside,” and others went on to cover foreign policy, national security,
and U.S.-Soviet relations in Soviet eyes. Finally, two papers assessed Gorbachev the man
and his aims for his meeting with Reagan.” (Ibid., p. 133)
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Recommendations:

1. That you approve the outline at TAB I as a general guide for
the papers to be produced.

2. That you authorize me to ask Gates and Abramowitz to supply
research material relevant to these topics.” (I will attempt to do most
of the final drafting myself.)®

5 As Matlock subsequently wrote: “I called my friends Morton Abramowitz, director
of the Bureau of Intelligence Research in the State Department, and Robert Gates, deputy
director of the CIA, and asked each to assign his most knowledgeable analyst to write
a paper on each of the topics I listed. These were to be sent to me, with no more than
minor stylistic editing, with the name of the author. I reserved the right to select the
paper I considered best, or to combine elements of both drafts, but any product sent to
the president would bear the name of the author and not be the responsibility of the
agencies where the analysts worked. In effect, I asked them to show which agency had
the best specialist on the topic in question and promised to give credit to that individual
for his or her work.” (Ibid., pp. 133-134)

¢ McFarlane did not indicate his approval or disapproval of either of the recommen-
dations. See Document 60.

40. Memorandum From the Deputy Secretary of State (Dam) to
Secretary of State Shultz!

Washington, June 12, 1985

Mr. Secretary:

Don Kendall debriefed me on his meeting with Dobrynin last
night:?

—Dobrynin was critical of the Soviet failure to publish important
statements by Gorbachev. For example, Dobrynin claims Gorbachev
recently made a statement in Leningrad advocating private ownership
of agricultural land, private ownership of homes, etc. None of this was
reported in Soviet media.

1 Source: Reagan Library, George Shultz Papers, 1985 Soviet Union June. Secret;
Sensitive. Copies were sent to Whitehead, Armacost, and Nitze. On June 14, Kenneth
Dam, who had served as Shultz’s deputy since October 1982, left the Department of
State for a job at IBM. Dam was replaced by John Whitehead.

2 Donald Kendall was the co-founder and former Chief Executive Officer of Pep-
siCo, Inc.
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—According to Dobrynin, Gorbachev cannot come to the United
States for a summit meeting. He is in the process of consolidating his
hold on power, and must for now deal with the old guard. Statements
by the President, Cap, and Perle feed the negative predispositions of
the old guard, who take the line that it is impossible to do business
with the United States. Dobrynin says such U.S. statements have a
devastating impact.

—According to Dobrynin, Gorbachev will in time make sweeping
changes in the Soviet system, including sweeping personnel changes
next February. For now, however, he must deal with the old guard,
cannot appear weak, and coming to the U.S. would do just that.
Dobrynin says Gorbachev wants to start improving relations with the
United States, but cannot do so now because he is being held back by
the hard liners.

—Gorbachev wants very much a meeting with the President, and
would like to invite the President to the Soviet Union, which would
strengthen Gorbachev’s position. Alternatively, a meeting could be
held on middle ground.

—Dobrynin claims he has no relationship with anyone in this
Administration. George Shultz and Gromyko have a good working
relationship, but no progress is being made on any issue. Dobrynin
does not expect any progress to be made before a Gorbachev/
Reagan meeting.

Don asked that this debrief be held to senior officials of the
Department.

Kenneth W. Dam?®

% Dam initialed “KWD” above his typed signature.
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41. Memorandum From Secretary of State Shultz to
President Reagan'

Washington, June 12, 1985

SUBJECT

Dobrynin Delivers a Letter to You from Gorbachev

Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin came at his request last night to
deliver General Secretary Gorbachev’s response to your April 30 letter.
He noted that your letter of June 9 had not been received in Moscow
at the time this was dispatched and therefore Gorbachev does not refer
to the Interim Restraint issue.? We will be providing you with an
analysis of the letter, but at first glance it does not contain anything
particularly new.?

There is a brief mention at the end of the letter of the question of a
summit. It appears that the week of November 18 is probably acceptable
although Gorbachev did not respond directly on timing. Dobrynin said
it was his assumption that there would be no problem with this period
since Gromyko had discussed the “second half of November” in
Vienna. But the idea of a Washington meeting and a later meeting in
Moscow is specifically not accepted. In his letter, Gorbachev says: “As
to the place for holding [a summit], I understand that there are motives
which make you prefer the meeting to be held in the U.S. But I have
no less weighty motives which, taking into account the present state
of Soviet-American relations, makes this variant unrealistic.” Thus a
European site is now on the table, and it is up to us to say whether
this is agreeable. I think they have a clear idea by now that Helsinki
and Vienna are not acceptable to us. We will need to discuss how
to respond.

I Source: Reagan Library, George Shultz Papers, 1985 Soviet Union June. Secret;
Sensitive. Brackets are in the original. Kelly sent Shultz the memorandum under an
undated action memorandum, recommending that he send it to Reagan. Jonathan Benton
(5/5-S) noted on the action memorandum: “GPS gave Sec—Pres to Bud McFarlane 6/
12/85—]SB.” Reagan initialed the copy of the memorandum from Shultz. (Reagan
Library, Jack Matlock Files, Head of State Correspondence (US-USSR) June 1985 (2/2))

2 For the April 30 letter, see Document 23. In telegram 176092 to Moscow, June 10,
the Department transmitted a June 9 “Letter from the President to Gorbachev on Interim
Restraint;” however, no text of the telegram was found. The same day, the President
approved NSDD 173, “Building an Interim Framework for Mutual Restraint,” sent a
report to Congress on “Soviet and United States Compliance with Arms Control Agree-
ments,” and issued a public statement declaring that the United States would seek to
“establish an interim framework of truly mutual restraint on strategic offensive arms.”
(Public Papers: Reagan, 1985, Book I, pp. 743-745) The NSDD is scheduled for publication
in Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, vol. XLIV, Part 1, National Security Policy, 1985-1988.

3 See Document 42.
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In talking about a summit, Dobrynin noted that we had four or
five bilateral issues on which agreements could be ready to sign in
November. He commented that the Geneva negotiations would
obviously be the major summit topic, said we were now deadlocked,
but offered no ideas on how to achieve a breakthrough in these areas.

Turning to other topics, I expressed my astonishment to Dobrynin
at the TASS statement about your decisions on Interim Restraint.* I
quoted some of the statement’s worst distortions and said it was almost
as if TASS had produced it in advance of your letter. Noting that we
have serious concerns about compliance matters, I urged that they get
on with meeting these concerns and take a more reasonable approach
in Geneva. Dobrynin tried to defend their position by saying that it
looks to them as if we are saying that they must stop violations (which
he said they are not committing) and change positions in Geneva to
focus only on reductions and ignore space weapons. Otherwise, they
will face a list of problems in November from Weinberger, and the US
will again change its approach toward SALT. (“You are putting us on
probation and setting yourself up as the Judge.”) He also said he felt
people in Moscow would take offense that your letter to Gorbachev
on Interim Restraint did not mention space once, in contravention of
the January agreement.

I also raised with Dobrynin a number of serious current human
rights cases—an American’s husband on a hunger strike in Moscow,
a recently-convicted Hebrew teacher and one whose trial is coming
up, and uncertainties over the current situation of the Sakharovs. Refer-
ring to Gorbachev’s letter, Dobrynin said we should stop interfering
in the internal affairs of the Soviet Union. He did say he had sent
a cable to Moscow on the hunger striker in response to my earlier
demarche.”

A copy of the embassy’s English translation of Gorbachev’s letter
is attached.

*In telegram 7868 from Moscow, June 12, the Embassy reported on the statement:
“The Soviet Union will not allow the United States to determine which arms control
obligations should be observed and which ignored, according to a formal TASS statement
issued June 11 in response to the President’s Interim Restraint policy. TASS portrays
the U.S. decision as merely the continuation of a policy aimed at destroying the framework
of arms limitations. TASS makes no apologies for the Soviet record of compliance with
existing agreements, but no commitment to honor them in the future.” (Department of
State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850414-0072) The June 11 TASS
statement is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 352-354.

5See footnote 3, Document 35.
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Attachment

Letter From Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev to
President Reagan®

Moscow, June 10, 1985

Dear Mr. President,

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. Saying this I proceed from the assumption that in
exchanging views we shall look to the need to move forward on the
key matters, 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 better is required.

To aim at a lesser goal, say, at simply containing tensions within
certain bounds and trying to make it somehow from one crisis to
another—is not, in my opinion, a prospect worthy of our two powers.

We paid attention to the fact that you share the view regarding
the need to give an impetus to the process of normalizing our relations.
It is not insignificant of itself. 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.

What I mean is the generalizations about the Soviet policy, con-
tained 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 were also 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.

It 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

6 No classification marking. Printed from an unofficial translation. The text of the
letter, translated from Russian, was provided by the Soviet Embassy.

7 See Documents 12 and 22.
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reciprocity. No matter what area of our relations is taken, it transpires
from a really objective assessment that it is precisely the Soviet Union
that comes out consistently for equality and reciprocity, does not seek
advantages for itself at the expense of the legitimate interests of the
U.S. And it was exactly 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 the sides adhered in
working them out to the principle of equality and equal security. At
no point in time did the Soviet side demand more for itself. But as
soon as the U.S. departed from that principle, the process of the arms
limitation and reduction was ruptured. Regrettably this remains to be
the case at present, too.

If, nevertheless, the question of equality and reciprocity is to be
raised as a matter of principle, then it is the Soviet Union that is
surrounded by American military bases stuffed also by nuclear weap-
ons, rather than the U.S.—by Soviet bases. Try to look at the situation
through our eyes, then it will become clear, who can have a real,
substantiated concern.

Take then practically any issue from the sphere of our bilateral
relations, whether trade, or, for example, air or sea communication. Is
it that the actual state of affairs in those cases determined by the Soviet
Union being against equality and reciprocity? Quite the contrary: the
low level of those relations is a direct consequence of the American
side’s policy compatible neither with conducting affairs as equals, nor
with reciprocity in the generally recognized meanings of these notions.

Or take the following aspect of the question with respect to princi-
ples and adherence to them. With regard to third countries, we impose
neither our ideology, nor our social system on anybody. And do not
ascribe to us what does not exist. If the question is to be raised without
diplomatic contrivances as to who contributes to the international law
and order and who acts in a different direction, then it appears that it
is precisely the U.S. that turns out to be on the side of the groupings
working against legitimate governments. And what about direct pres-
sure on the governments whose policy does not suit the U.S.? There
are enough examples of both on various continents.

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, to appreciate our willing-
ness to build our relations with the U.S. on the basis of equality and
reciprocity in a positive and similar perception of these notions.

I think a lot about the shape the affairs between our countries can
take. And I ever more firmly believe in a point I made in my previous
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letter: an improvement in the relations between the USSR and U.S. is
possible. There is objective ground for that.

Of course, our countries are different. This 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 wis-
dom and realism to overcome bias caused by the difference in social
systems, in ideologies, we cooperated successfully, 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 interaction that
was the determining factor. And it opened up confident, peaceful vistas.

I took note of the fact that you also express yourself in favor of
each social system proving its advantages in peaceful competition. Yes,
we proceed from the assumption that in this competition the USSR
and U.S. will 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 recog-
nition of the need for peaceful competition is that the attempts should
be renounced to substitute the dispute of weapons for the dispute of
ideas. One can hardly count on serious shifts in the nature of our
relations so long as one side will try to gain advantages over the other
on the path of the arms race, to talk with the other side from the
“position of strength”.

Mr. President, for understandable reasons the political leadership
of both our countries must have a competent judgement regarding the
existing and prospective weapon systems. It is extremely important to
avoid miscalculations whose irreversible consequences will manifest
themselves, if not today, then after some time.

In the past, a rigid, but at the same time quite fragile relationship
was established between the strategic nuclear weapons and anti-ballis-
tic missile systems. The only correct conclusion was made—the Treaty
of indefinite duration to limit ABM systems was concluded. It is only
due to that that it became possible at all to tackle as a practical matter
the problem of the limitation and reduction of nuclear weapons.

The attempts to develop a large-scale ABM system inevitably set
in train a radical destabilization of the situation. Even the factor of
uncertainty as such will not only prevent any limitation of nuclear
weapons, but will, instead, lead to their build-up and improvement.
Therefore, 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
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concern about the future of relations between our countries, the future
of peace.

There is also another aspect of the program of “strategic defense,”
which remains as if in a shadow for the broad public. But not for
responsible leaders and military experts. They talk in Washington about
the development of a large-scale ABM system, but in fact a new strategic
offensive weapon is being developed to be deployed in space. And it
is a weapon no less dangerous by its capabilities than nuclear weapons.
What difference does it make, what will be used in a first disarming
strike—ballistic missiles or lasers. If there is a difference, it is that
it will be possible to carry out the first strike by the new systems
practically instantly.

So, from any point of view, already the very beginning of the work
to implement this program is destabilizing, regardless even 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 weapon system is evaluated by its capabilities, but not by public
statements regarding its mission.

All facts unambiguously indicate that the U.S. embarks upon the
path of developing attack space weapons capable of performing purely
offensive missions. And we shall not ignore that. I must say this frankly.
I ought to confess that what you have said about the approach of the
U.S. to the question of the 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 intentions of the U.S.

And what is going on at the negotiations in Geneva? The American
side is trying to substitute only a part of the agreed mandate for the
negotiations for the whole of it. An integral element is being removed
from the really agreed 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 did not present a single consideration at all. I
emphasize, not a single one. What for should after that one be surprised:
why, indeed, there is no movement on the 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 impossi-
ble to verify prohibition on scientific research. However, a different
thing is involved: 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 program is in clear contradiction with the
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ABM Treaty. (Incidentally, if one is to take the entire text of the “agreed
statement” to the ABM Treaty, and not only its part which is quoted
in your letter, it is easy to see that it is aimed not at weakening, but
at strengthening the central provision of the treaty—dealing with the
sides’ renunciation of the development of large-scale ABM systems).

As to the assertions that the USSR is allegedly engaged in its own
“large research program in the area of strategic defense”, here, as
Americans put it, apples are confused with oranges. The Soviet Union
does nothing that would contravene the ABM Treaty, does not develop
attack space weapons.

Thus, the question of verification is in this case a far-fetched ques-
tion, if one is clearly to proceed from the premise that nothing can be
done—no matter what names one can come up with for it—that is
unambiguously prohibited by the ABM Treaty.

Mr. President, I would like to hope that you will have another
close look at the problem of non-militarization of space, at its interrela-
tionship with solving the problem of nuclear weapons, and from that
angle—at the prospects for the Geneva negotiations. It is in this objec-
tive 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.
We shall not be able to avoid anyway having precisely the complex of
these issues as a determining factor both for our relations and for
the situation in the world as a whole. This follows from the special
responsibility of our two countries.

I 'am convinced that we must and can be up 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, among other
things, to stimulate progress in Geneva. We are convinced that of very
important—and practical—significance would be the cessation of all
nuclear weapon tests. In this area a lot can be done by our two countries.
Specifically, we propose the following practical steps. Putting into effect
the up till now unratified Soviet-American treaties of 1974 and 1976.
Coming to terms on the resumption of trilateral—with the participation
of Britain—negotiations on the complete and general prohibition of
nuclear weapon tests and, acting vigorously, working towards their
speedy and successful conclusion. Finally, we propose that the USSR
and U.S. interact in carrying out such a specific and very substantial
step on the part of all nuclear powers as a moratorium on any nuclear
exposions 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
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positions which the U.S. 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 pay attention to the proposals we have put forward.
We agree that bilateral consultations between our representatives
would be useful, for example, within the framework of the Geneva
Conference on Disarmament. It should be recognized, however, that
the efforts which are being made in the U.S. for the chemical rearma-
ment, above all, as concerns binary weapons, are not a favorable prereq-
uisite at all for removing chemical weapons completely and forever
from the military arsenals of states.

The state of things at the Stockholm Conference leaves one with
an ambiguous impression. On the one hand, it would seem that there
is common understanding regarding the need for an agreement on the
basis of an optimum combination of major political obligations and
military-technical confidence-building measures. One the other hand,
the Western representatives, the American representatives first of all,
clearly do not hasten to fill this understanding with specific mutually
acceptable—I emphasize, mutually acceptable—content. We are for
having a substantial understanding, really helping to enhance confi-
dence. Such are the instructions of our representatives. They are pre-
pared to listen to constructive considerations which the American dele-
gation may have. To put it briefly, we are for working towards a
successful conclusion of the conference.

I would like, Mr. President, to draw your attention to the negotia-
tions 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 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 of tension in the relations between the USSR
and U.S. 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.

8 The proposal was summarized by a Soviet spokesman in a February 14 news
conference statement. See Documents on Disarmament, 1985, pp. 81-82.
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In the past we used to have a positive experience of interaction in
lowering tensions in some areas, in preventing dangerous outbreaks.
But it worked this way when the 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 range of regional problems be the subject
of such exchanges and that those exchanges look to seeking specific
ways of settling tense situations. In this connection I took note of the
readiness, expressed in your letter, to work together with the Soviet
Union, so that the situation around Afghanistan would be moving
toward a peaceful settlement. I would like to have a more clear under-
standing of how the American side is seeing it. Such an opportunity
is provided by the upcoming consultations of our experts.

However, our opinions in this matter as well will be based upon
practical deeds of the U.S. From the point of view of achieving a political
settlement, and not only from that point of view, we cannot accept
what you say in your letter with respect to Pakistan. We perceive 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 restraining
influence on it. The curtailing of its direct support to antigovernment
armed formations intruding into Afghanistan from Pakistan, would be
a positive signal from the American side. In other words, the U.S. has
the possibilities to confirm by 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 tensions in this
region as a whole. Such a mode of action will not be left unnoticed by
our side and would clearly work toward straightening out Soviet-
American relations.

Some kind of movement seems to be discernable in the area of
strictly bilateral relations between our countries. You, evidently, have
noticed that we support this trend. However, there should be no misun-
derstanding concerning the fact that we do not intend and will not
conduct any negotiations relating to human rights in the Soviet Union.
We, as any other sovereign state, regarded and will regard these ques-
tions in accordance with our existing laws and regulations. Let us, Mr.
President, proceed from this in order not to aggravate additionally our
relations. The development of our ties can be based only on mutual
interest, equality and mutual benefit, respect for the rights and legiti-
mate interests of each other.

We consider as positive the fact, that in some instances the once
diversified structure of Soviet-American relations starts—although not
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very intensively, to put it outright—to be restored and to be filled
with content. In particular, we consider useful the talks between 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 parlia-
ments of our two countries, have become more active recently. As I
have already said to the representatives of the U.S. Congress, we live
in a time, when people shaping the policy of the USSR and the U.S,,
must necessarily meet, have contacts with each other. To speak in
broad terms, we stand for building vigorously a bridge to mutual
understanding and cooperation and for developing trust.

In conclusion, I would like to confirm my positive attitude to a
personal meeting with you. I understand that you feel the same way.
Our point of view on this matter was outlined by Andrey A. Gromyko
to Mr. Schultz during their stay recently in Vienna. As to the place for
holding it, I understand that there are motives, which make you prefer
the meeting to be held in the U.S. But I have no less weighty motives
due to which, taking into account the present state of Soviet-American
relations, this variant is 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 are entirely for this.

Sincerely,

M. Gorbachev
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42. Memorandum From Secretary of State Shultz to
President Reagan'

Washington, June 15, 1985

SUBJECT

Analysis of Gorbachev’s June 10 Letter: Familiar, Except for Afghanistan

We have now taken a closer look at Gorbachev’s latest letter to
you. A second look confirms that there is very little new substance.?

As in his face-to-face encounters, Gorbachev avoids harshness or
excessive polemics in the letter, and he tries to respond directly to
some of the issues you raised in your April 30 letter to him.® I noted
his response to your summit invitation in my initial report. He also
addresses your long, stiff opening statement on Nicholson, calling the
tragedy “a deplorable incident” and then passing on to arms control.*
Clearly the Soviets are on the defensive about Nicholson, and would
like to see the matter dropped.

Despite this effort to be responsive, however, except for Afghani-
stan and bilateral issues the substance is standard and covered with
Gromyko fingerprints:

—Half the letter is devoted to arms control, and most of that
consists of pursuing the public Soviet SDI argument in private, even
toughening it up with the odd statement that merely announcing an
SDI research program is in contradiction with the ABM Treaty. The
list of other arms control topics is also familiar: a nuclear testing morato-
rium, ratification of the 1974 and 1976 treaties, resumption of compre-
hensive test ban talks with the British, moving in the Stockholm and
MBER negotiations. Gorbachev mentions chemical weapons because
you did, but he claims to be pessimistic about the Geneva negotiations
on a global ban because of our own CW program, and there is no reply
to the proposals I made to Gromyko concerning experts’ talks on Iran-
Iraq CW use and Soviet observation of our CW destruction procedures.

I Source: Reagan Library, George Shultz Papers, 1985 Soviet Union June. Secret;
Sensitive. A typed notation in the upper right-hand margin reads: “6/15 The Secretary
will hand carry to White House per S/S—cdb.” Burt sent Shultz the memorandum under
a June 14 action memorandum, recommending that he sign it. According to Burt’s
memorandum, the memorandum to the President was drafted by Simons and cleared
by Palmer and Burt.

2 See Document 41.

3 See Document 23.

4See Documents 12 and 22.
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—Gorbachev supports our exchanges on regional issues and says
he expects an answer to the Soviet proposal for exchanges on new
regional topics, i.e. beyond Southern Africa, Afghanistan and the
Middle East. (I suggested to Gromyko in Vienna that once we saw
how the exchanges on Southern Africa and Afghanistan went, the Far
East might be the “next best” topic to consider.)

—Gorbachev treats bilateral issues directly for the first time in your
correspondence, and appreciates that in this area we are again “filling
the relationship with content,” as the Soviets put it. Indeed, he says
he wishes to move faster and extend the range of the topics we are
discussing in the bilateral area. We should keep the pressure on them
to close on items where there has been some progress.

—On human rights Gorbachev does not give an inch, but he at least
responds. Before he had buried the topic obliquely under objections
to “interference in internal affairs.” Here he leaves out the phrase, even
while insisting they will not negotiate. In this area, as on Nicholson,
the language has a defensive air.

On Afghanistan, Gorbachev is once again responding on a point
you stressed at some length in your last letter, where you warned
against Soviet intimidation of our Pakistani ally. Predictably, he harps
on the question of “outside interference.” But it may be of interest that
he identifies “curtailment”—note he does not say “elimination”—of
Pakistan’s direct support to Afghan freedom fighters operating from
Pakistan as a potential “positive signal from the American side” that
would help Soviet-American relations. He asks us to clarify our position
for him, using the experts’ talks now scheduled for June 18-19 as an
opportunity. We will have to see what approach the Soviets take in
those talks before we can determine whether there is anything new here.

With these few exceptions, however, this latest letter from Gorba-
chev is largely a rehash of existing positions. We may have reached the
point of diminishing returns from such lengthy exchanges on matters
of principle and attempts to cover our entire agenda. I will have a
suggested response for you next week which will be shorter and more
sharply focussed.
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43. Memorandum of Conversation!
Washington, June 17, 1985, 6 p.m.

SUBJECT
Meeting with Ambassador Dobrynin

PARTICIPANTS

us

The Secretary

National Security Advisor, Robert McFarlane
Ambassador Paul Nitze

Assistant Secretary Richard Burt

Soviet
Ambassador Anatoliy Dobrynin
Minister-Counselor Oleg Sokolov

The Secretary opened the meeting by saying that he had a two-part
agenda. The first part concerned our response to the last discussion we
had had on a summit meeting.> The President would have a response
to Mr. Gorbachev’s latest letter,®> but we wanted to respond on the
question of a summit venue now. We are disappointed with Gorba-
chev’s reply on venue. We continue to think two great powers like the
United States and the Soviet Union should be able to meet in their
respective capitals, but so be it. We will accept the Soviet suggestion
that we meet in a third country and thus the most obvious place
is Geneva.

Ambassador Dobrynin then asked “you don’t like Helsinki?” In an
aside he admitted that a November summit in Helsinki would be cold;

I Source: Department of State, Executive Secretariat, S/S, Top Secret/Secret Sensitive
Memorandum, Lot 91D257, Eggplant I, June, July, August 1985 NP. Secret; Super Sensi-
tive. The meeting took place in Shultz’s office. No drafting information appears on the
memorandum of conversation. In his memoir, Dobrynin recalled this meeting: “Finally
on June 17 I had a meeting with Shultz that showed we were heading into the final
stages of a summit arrangement. With McFarlane and Paul Nitze present, Shultz said
the president reluctantly accepted Gorbachev’s proposal to meet in a third country, and
suggested Geneva. Then he read from a text which boiled down to the idea that the
United States was ready to slow its Star Wars program in exchange for a Soviet agreement
to make sizeable cuts in its strategic missiles. The rationale for this was that if the Soviet
force of offensive missiles were reduced, the United States could then justify slowing
down SDI, which it regarded as a defensive project. This was really a sort of compromise
within the administration between Shultz and Weinberger rather than a compromise
with us, because Weinberger had started out by refusing to accept any limits at all on
SDI. We of course had always assumed that the size of missile forces would be on the
table in negotiations.” (Dobrynin, In Confidence, p. 573)

2 See Document 41.
3 Printed as an attachment to Document 41.



156 Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, Volume V

that Helsinki is nicer in the summer. He then stated that he would
pass our suggestion on to Gorbachev.

The Secretary said that on the question of broader substantive issues,
President Reagan had written to Gorbachev a long letter, and Gorba-
chev had sent a lengthy reply. That reply seems to us to involve a
misunderstanding about what the President is trying to say. One
approach would be to continue this back and forth. But maybe a more
hopeful way would be to sidestep some of the lesser issues and try to
come to the heart of the nuclear arms control problem, recognizing of
course that other issues are still very important and that we should be
able to make progress on some of them.

On nuclear arms control, from our review of Soviet positions and
statements, we don’t see much evidence that Moscow wants to get
anywhere. The sooner we know that, the better. On the other hand,
we recognized that Dobrynin was going to return to Moscow in the
near future. So the Secretary wanted to explore with him whether
it was possible to create a better political environment for progress
in Geneva.

Dobrynin interjected that their approach proceeds from the January
common understanding; in their view, the U.S. negotiators are trying to
re-write the mandate agreed to in January during the Shultz-Gromyko
talks.* Dobrynin noted that on the Secretary’s earlier point, with regard
to Moscow not wanting to get anywhere in Geneva, this was definitely
not the case.

The Secretary said we have no new proposals to offer. To do so
would be premature and not helpful. But we are prepared to indicate
a general approach which should make it possible for both sides to
move forward in Geneva. The Secretary then made four points:

—As we see it, the key to resolving the current arms control puzzle
is in the interrelationship of the offense to the defense, in particular,
the potential effectiveness of each to that of the other.

—Radical reductions in the power of the offense, in particular, its
capability effectively to weaken the retaliatory power of the other side,
can undoubtedly have a major impact on the defensive needs of the
other side. If we could reach agreement that that capability was reduced
to tolerable levels, the need for compensatory defenses would be
diminished.

—Absent such reductions, we have no choice but to compensate
for Soviet advantages in offense through the deployment of effective
defenses.

4 See footnote 2, Document 4. Documentation on the talks is in Foreign Relations,
1981-1988, vol. IV, Soviet Union, January 1983-March 1985, Documents 355-363.
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—The central idea, which we believe could be the key to a more
constructive approach to the arms control questions before us, is seri-
ously and discretely to address the proper relationship between the
offensive and the defensive potential of the two sides.

The Secretary then handed Dobrynin a non-paper covering these
points.®

Dobrynin (read the points and) commented that basically this is
what has been said in Geneva. What the US seems to be suggesting
now is a backchannel to discuss these issues.

The Secretary said that the problem is that the Geneva negotiations
aren’t really going anywhere. Dobrynin asked whether the Secretary
was suggesting that we should broaden the Shultz-Gromyko under-
standing. The Secretary then said perhaps Bud McFarlane or Paul Nitze
would like to comment.

McFarlane said that the US can not tolerate what appears to be a
foundation principle of the Soviet side in the negotiations; that is that
the Soviets have a first strike capability while the United does not. The
United States can not tolerate such an imbalance. Given this imbalance,
the United States must look at defensive options. It has been left with
no alternative. However, we could have a stable transition to an effec-
tive mix of offense and defense.

The Secretary then noted that what we are saying is that if we can
agree on less offensive forces then our defense requirements would
be less.

Nitze then noted that the four short paragraphs we had provided
to Dobrynin are inherently important. He was struck by Akhromeyev’s
statement on the offensive/defensive relationship. Nitze thought this
was very rational.®

Dobrynin said that he wanted to disagree with McFarlane’s sugges-
tion of a massive Soviet offense build-up. The United States also was
building up its offensive forces. McFarlane responded that this was not
really true. The Soviet Union could simply not expect a situation where
only the Soviet Union would have a first strike capability. Dobrynin
retorted that the United States has one too. McFarlane said that this

5 Attached but not printed. A handwritten note on the non-paper reads: “Given
Dobrynin by the Secretary 17 June 1985.” The non-paper repeated these four points
verbatim.

6 Presumably a reference to Akhromeyev’s June 4 article in Pravda. In telegram 7398
from Moscow, June 4, the Embassy explained that Akhromeyev stated that the ABM
Treaty is “the cornerstone of East/West détente and strategic stability.” It continued:
“This carefully crafted article responds to U.S. claims that SDI is consistent with the
ABM Treaty, as well as to U.S. charges of Soviet non-compliance.” (Department of State,
Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850391-0768) For the text of the
article, see Documents of Disarmament, 1985, pp. 327-330.
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was not the case. Only the Soviet Union has that capability. Dobrynin
then noted that maybe we should not debate this point here, but instead
focus on Secretary Shultz” approach.

The Secretary said that what we should aim for is a situation in
which neither side has a first strike capability.

Dobrynin said that he would report this conversation to his govern-
ment and try to get back to the Secretary this week. Perhaps Friday.
The Secretary noted that this would be good as he plans to be away
part of next week.

44. Memorandum From Jack Matlock of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane)'

Washington, June 18, 1985

SUBJECT

Gorbachev’s Reference to Remarks Attributed to You

You will recall that I mentioned to you the report from the Italians
that Gorbachev had told Craxi that he had just received a cable from
Dobrynin which reported that you had “confirmed nonchalantly” that
the negotiations in Geneva had no prospect of success and had “insisted
on the importance of a summit meeting.”? Hartman reported this from

! Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron June 1985 (2/4). Confidential. Sent for information.

2 Gorbachev met with Bettino Craxi, the Italian Prime Minister, in Moscow on May
27. Telegram 7272 from Moscow, May 31, reported: “Dobrynin-McFarlane conversation?
The Italians dropped a bomb on us during their debrief on the Craxi visit. According
to them, Gorbachev during his treatment of space arms referred to a telegram he had
‘just received from Dobrynin” on a conversation Dobrynin had had with Bud McFarlane.
Gorbachev said Bud had indicated the USG ‘did not expect results’ in the second round
in Geneva—a statement Gorbachev portrayed as evidence we felt under no pressure
to negotiate seriously. Gorbachev also reportedly indicated that Bud had ‘insisted” to
Dobrynin on the importance of a summit. This is, of course, fourth hand, and may have
lost or gained something in the telling. But the Italians have passed it on to six NATO
Embassies in Moscow as fact, and we’d like to be in a position to comment. Anything
to it?” (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams,
D850383-0176)
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Moscow and was instructed to inform those allied missions briefed by
the Italians that the purported quotations were a total fabrication.?

State subsequently raised the matter with Sokolov, pointing out
that such misquotations damage Dobrynin’s reputation as a reliable
reporter. Sokolov said that he would discuss the matter with Dobrynin
and attempt to obtain an explanation.

The next day, Sokolov telephoned Simons to say that Dobrynin
had sent two cables to Moscow, one reporting conversations at Ken
Dam’s farewell reception, which included conversations with you and
Secretary Shultz, the latter touching on the summit question, and one
reporting on his luncheon conversation with Kampelman, which dealt
primarily with the Geneva negotiations. Dobrynin speculated that Gor-
bachev had read both cables and had mixed up the identity of the
interlocutors.

Comment: Even if it is true that Gorbachev mixed up a cable report-
ing a conversation with Kampelman with one reporting on a conversa-
tion with you and/or Shultz, it does not explain why Gorbachev
received such a distorted view of what was said. Certainly Max was
not as negative on the prospects for Geneva as was reported, nor
could Shultz’s comments on the possibility of a summit be considered
“insisting on its importance.”*

I believe that we should consider this incident as clear warning of
the danger of depending largely on Dobrynin to convey our messages
to Moscow. It is obvious either that his reporting is inaccurate, or that
his commentary puts a twist on the conversation so that his report
leaves a distorted impression on his readers. The lesson for us should

5In telegram 171439 to Rome, June 15, Van Heuven informed Holmes: “Moscow
had earlier reported by O-I that Gorbachev had brandished before Craxi a message
from Dobrynin reporting a conversation with McFarlane, alleging that Bud had seen no
expectations of progress in Geneva II and ‘insisted” on the importance of a summit.
Queried informally through Jack Matlock, Bud responded that this was a total fabrication,
that everyone whom the Italians had told about it should be told this, and that the
Italians should be asked for as much detail and precision as possible. Curt Kamman is
spreading the word in Moscow, and I am asking you in this message to go back to
Bottai and Badini to see what further “precision and detail” can be elicited. Clearly the
issue has something to do with Dobrynin’s credibility here. The only time Bud and
Dobrynin have exchanged words recently was at Ken Dam’s farewell reception, and
Bud denies saying anything like that quoted.” (Department of State, Central Foreign
Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850396-0558)

*In telegram 171439 to Rome, Van Heuven also noted that Kampelman reported
meeting Dobrynin privately on May 27: “the report registers extensive discussion expecta-
tions for Geneva II, but nothing bleak from Max, and a few mentions of the summit, none
of them ‘insisting” on either side on its importance. I am getting Warren Zimmermann
to plumb Max’s memory further, but Warren is confident the answer will be, if not “total
fabrication,” then total distortion.” (Ibid.)
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be clear: if we want to be understood accurately in Moscow, we better make
sure that the message is conveyed directly by our own people.

5 McFarlane drew a vertical line in the right-hand margin and wrote: “agree.”

45. Memorandum From Jack Matlock of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane)!

Washington, June 18, 1985

SUBJECT

Summitry

Mark Palmer mentioned to me last night that he understood that
you and Secretary Shultz would be meeting with Dobrynin to deliver
a reply on Gorbachev’s meeting suggestion, and that he understood
that we would be proposing Geneva.?

I hope Mark’s information is garbled, and that this is not the case.
On the possibility that he misunderstood the current state of play, I
would like to submit the following thoughts for your consideration:

1. It is undesirable to respond too quickly to Gorbachev’s proposal
for a meeting in Europe, since that will reinforce the impression that
the President wants a meeting more than he does. This is particularly
true given the conflicting signals we have received regarding Gorba-
chev’s own desires.

2. The fact of the matter is that a meeting in a third country in
Europe is, in most respects, the least attractive of the three alternatives.
I say this because it is the variant which puts the least pressure on the
Soviets to change some of their policies in order to insure a successful
meeting. These pressures are greater if they receive an American Presi-
dent there, and also if they send their leader here. And our historical

1 Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron June 1985 (2/4). Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. Sent for information. McFarlane
wrote in the top margin: “Set up a mtg w/ Jack.”

21t seems likely Matlock’s memorandum arrived too late, as McFarlane and Shultz
met with Dobrynin the previous evening, June 17, to discuss the summit and venues.
See Document 43.
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experience has been that meetings in third countries tend to be either
failures or sterile (Kennedy-Khrushchev in Vienna and Carter-Brezh-
nev, also in Vienna—the latter sterile in the sense that SALT-II had
already been negotiated, and even if that is considered an achievement,
it was not an achievement of the meeting). I believe these factors should
be carefully considered by the President before he is encouraged to
move in the direction of a meeting in a third country.

3. If there is some difference between Gromyko’s desires regarding
a meeting and Gorbachev’s, then a quick acceptance of the proposal
in the letter (which bears all the earmarks of having been written in
the Foreign Ministry) simply hands Gromyko an easy victory. We
should be cautious about doing this until we get a better feel for
Gorbachev’s real desires.

4. For this reason, I would strongly recommend that we delay a
reply for a couple of weeks, and use the time to have the Agency
contact try to find out from Ryzhkov what Gorbachev really wants. I
still suspect that he would prefer to come to the U.S., and if this is the
only way he can get a meeting, he might well agree.

5. Rather than agreeing precipitously to a third country, we should
give careful thought to the advantages and disadvantages of the Presi-
dent going to Moscow. I don’t like the idea of his making the trip first
any more than the others, but I believe that if we cannot have a meeting
here, one there would almost certainly be more productive than one
in a third country. Given the Soviet approach to these things, it would
put them under pressure, at a minimum, to moderate their propaganda
attacks and start making some gestures in the human rights field. It
would make it most difficult for them to continue to portray the Presi-
dent as a threat, since the symbolism of his visit would undermine
this claim—certainly among the Russian people and probably also in
Western Europe. None of these advantages are gained from a meeting
in a third country, which in fact maximizes the liabilities (high public
expectations) and minimizes the leverage for Soviet performance.

In sum, unless an irrevocable decision has already been made, 1
would strongly recommend that we slow down, give some careful
thought to these nuances, and play our cards deliberately.

I would appreciate an opportunity to see you briefly as soon as
you can make time, in order to obtain your guidance on several ongo-
ing issues.
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46. Memorandum From Secretary of State Shultz to
President Reagan'

Washington, June 25, 1985

SUBJECT

My Meeting with Dobrynin June 24: Gorbachev’s Response on Interim Restraint

Dobrynin came in yesterday evening to deliver Gorbachev’s
response to your June 10 letter on interim restraint.? His English transla-
tion and the original Russian text are attached. After looking through
the letter, I commented that it seemed extremely contentious, but we
would respond to it carefully in due course.

The letter is long and worth more analysis, but at first glance the
main point seems to be that the Soviets will not recognize any right
of ours to depart from the provisions of SALT II and other arms control
agreements by unilateral decision. Most of the letter is a catalogue,
written very much in Gromyko’s style, of things we have done that
make them suspicious that this is our real intention. The steps we have
taken give them every right to break commitments, the letter says, but
they have not done so in the hope that “sober reasoning” and US self-
interest would bring more restraint from us, and this has happened
“to a certain, though not to a full, extent.” By implication, your interim
restraint decision reflects such restraint, but they remain suspicious that
they are being asked to agree we have a right to violate commitments
in response to violations they deny having made. The letter denies in
advance that we have any such right, and says they will wait and see
how we act in the future: “It depends on the American side how things
will shape up further, and we shall make the appropriate conclusions.”

Dobrynin drew attention to the concluding paragraphs of the letter,
where Gorbachev states that “arms limitation has been and will be the
central issue both in our relations and as far as the further development
of the entire international situation is concerned.” Thus our two coun-
tries have a “special responsibility,” he goes on to say, and they remain
committed to working with us on a “solution to the central issues of

! Source: Reagan Library, George Shultz Papers, Secretary’s Meetings with Dobrynin
June 1985. Secret; Sensitive. Under a June 25 action memorandum, Burt sent Shultz the
memorandum to Reagan and recommended that he sign it. Burt’s action memorandum
indicates that he drafted the memorandum to Reagan. According to a covering memoran-
dum, McFarlane forwarded Shultz’s memorandum and Gorbachev’s letter to the Presi-
dent on July 1. Reagan initialed the covering memorandum. (Reagan Library, Executive
Secretariat, NSC Head of State File, US.S.R.: General Secretary Gorbachev (8590382,
8590419))

2 Not found. See footnote 2, Document 41.
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security on the basis of equality and equal security.” This is the strong-
est language on the importance of arms control and US-Soviet negotia-
tions for the world generally that I have seen from the Soviets, and it
suggests that we do in fact have a good deal of leverage in negotiations
if we can maintain our strength and steadiness.

Dobrynin had no other instructions, either on a meeting with you
or anything else, but we had a relaxed exchange in which I made a
number of points.

I noted there had been several occasions where we seemed on the
verge of having things get better, and then something happened to
throw us off course—most recently, their shooting of Major Nicholson
and their subsequent handling of the incident. It was a disturbing
pattern. Looking at bilateral issues, we were not specific on any one,
but agreed that with the right atmosphere there were a number of
things that could be resolved easily. On regional issues, we agreed that
not much had been accomplished in our talks, but that those on south-
ern Africa had perhaps been more constructive than before. I was
interested that he thought Afghanistan issues might well be pursued
further. Perhaps things Rajiv Gandhi said here have registered in the
Soviet Union.? In connection with the Middle East, I brought up the
hostage problem and called attention to the importance of Syria’s role
in Lebanon. He had nothing to say on Syria, but remarked that hijacking
and hostage taking were outside the bounds of civilized behavior. I
suggested that his government might say so.

In conclusion, we also discussed the upcoming meetings in Helsinki
and the possibility of meetings here with Gromyko in the fall, as oppor-
tunities to move things along. He will be going back to Moscow for
his summer leave next week, and I may have another conversation
with him before that.

3 Prime Minister of India Rajiv Gandhi made an official visit to the United States
from June 11 to 15. On June 13, he addressed Congress and made an appeal for “independ-
ence and nonaligned status for Afghanistan.” (Bernard Weinraub, “Gandhi, In a Speech
to Congress, Calls for Nonaligned Afghanistan,” New York Times, June 14, 1985, p. Al)
Just prior to his U.S. visit, Gandhi made an official visit to the Soviet Union from May
21 to 26. Telegram 14092 from New Delhi, June 7, provided the Department with a
summary of his trip. (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Tele-
grams, D850401-0842)



164 Foreign Relations, 1981-1988, Volume V

Attachment

Letter From Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev to
President Reagan*

Moscow, June 22, 1985

Dear Mr. President:

In connection with your letter of June 10, in which you outline the
U.S. Government’s decision on the SALT II Treaty made public the
same day, I deem it necessary to express the viewpoint of the Soviet
leadership on this matter.

I shall start by stating that your version of the past and present
state of affairs in the key areas of Soviet-American relations, that of
the limitation and reduction of strategic arms, cannot withstand com-
parison with the actual facts. Evidently, it was not by chance that you
chose 1982 as your point of reference, the year when the American
side declared its readiness to comply with the main provisions of the
SALT II Treaty, unratified by the United States. Unfortunately, how-
ever, it was not this that determined the general course of your admin-
istration’s policy and its practical actions with regard to strategic
armaments.

It is hard to avoid the thought that a choice of a different kind had
been made earlier, when it was stated outright that you did not consider
yourself bound by the obligations assumed by your predecessors under
agreements with the Soviet Union. This was perceived by others, and
in the United States too, as repudiation of the arms limitations process
and the search for agreements.

This was confirmed in practice: an intensive nuclear arms race was
initiated in the United States. Precisely through this race, it would
seem, and began to see and continues to see to this day the main means
for achieving “prevailing” positions in the world under the guise of
assuring U.S. national security.

In this sense, the few steps of the American side that you mentioned
that went in a different direction and took account of the realities of
today’s world, are they not just temporary, “interim?”

It is not for the sake of polemics, but in order to restore the full
picture of what has occurred, that I would like to return briefly to what
has been done by the United States with regard to the current regime
for strategic stability.

4 Secret; Sensitive. Printed from an unofficial translation. The text of the letter,
translated from Russian, was provided by the Soviet Embassy.
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One cannot dispute the fact that the American side created an
ambiguous situation whereby the SALT II Treaty, one of the pillars
of our relationship in the security sphere, was turned into a semi-
functioning document that the U.S., moreover, is now threatening
to nullify step by step. How can one then talk about predictability
of conduct and assess with sufficient confidence the other side’s
intentions?

It is difficult to evaluate the damage done to our relationship and
to international stability as a whole by your administration’s decision
to break off a process of negotiations that the USSR and the U.S.
assumed a legal obligation to conduct. Such an obligation is contained
in the very text of the SALT II Treaty, as well as in the accompanying
“Joint Statement of Principles and Basic Guidelines for Subsequent
Negotiations on the Limitation of Strategic Arms.”®

The chain ensuring the viability of the process of curbing the arms
race, put together through great effort, was consciously broken.

Today it is especially clear that this caused many promising oppor-
tunities to slip by, while some substantial elements of our relationship
in this area were squandered.

The United States crossed a dangerous threshold when it preferred
to cast aside the Protocol to the SALT II Treaty instead of immediately
taking up, as was envisaged, the resolution of these issues which were
dealt with in the Protocol. Those issues are of cardinal importance—
the limitation and prohibition of entire classes of arms. It is no secret
as to what guided the American side in taking this step: it wanted to
gain an advantage by deploying long-range cruise missiles. As a result,
already today one has to deal with thousands of such missiles. The
U.S. sought to sharply tilt in its favor the fine-tuned balance of interests
underlying the agreement. Now you see, I believe, that it did not work
out this way. We too are deploying cruise missiles, which we had
proposed to ban. But even now we are prepared to come to an agree-
ment on such a ban, should the U.S,, taking a realistic position, agree
to take such an important step.

The deployment in Western Europe of new nuclear systems
designed to perform strategic missions was a clear circumvention, that
is non-compliance, by the American side with regard to the SALT II
Treaty. In this, Mr. President, we see an attempt by the United States,
taking advantage of geographic factors, to gain a virtual monopoly on
the use of weapons in a situation for which our country has no analogue.
I know that on your side the need for some regional balance is some-

5 See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, vol. XXXIII, SALT II, 1972-1980, Documents 241
and 242.
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times cited. But even in that case it is incomprehensible why the U.S.
refuses to resolve this issue in a manner which would establish in the
zone of Europe a balance of medium-range missiles, whereby the USSR
would not have more missiles and warheads on them than are currently
in the possession of England and France. Such a formula would not
infringe upon anyone’s interests, whereas the distortion caused by the
American missiles in Europe is not a balance at all.

In broader terms, all these violations by the United States of the
regime for strategic stability have one common denominator: departure
from the principle of equality and equal security. This and nothing
else is the reason for the lack of progress in limiting and reducing
nuclear arms over the past 4-5 years.

However, I would like you to have a clear understanding of the
fact that, in practice, strategic parity between our countries will be
maintained. We cannot envisage nor can we permit a different situation.
The question, however, is at what level parity will be maintained—at
a decreasing or an increasing one. We are for the former, for the reduc-
tion in the level of strategic confrontation. Your government, by all
indications, favors the latter, evidently hoping that at some stage the
U.S. will ultimately succeed in getting ahead. This is the essence of the
current situation.

Should one be surprised, then, that we are conducting negotiations,
yet the process of practical arms limitation remains suspended? It
would probably not be too great a misfortune if this process simply
remained frozen. But even that is not the case. The “star wars” pro-
gram—I must tell you this, Mr. President—already at this stage is
seriously undermining stability. We strongly advise you to halt this
sharply destabilizing and dangerous program while things have not
gone too far. If the situation in this area is not corrected, we shall have
no choice but to take steps required by our security and that of our allies.

We are in favor, as you say, of making the best use of the chance
offered by the Geneva negotiations on nuclear and space arms. Our
main objective at those negotiations should be to reestablish the sus-
pended process of limiting the arms race and to prevent its spread into
new spheres.

The SALT-II Treaty is an important element of the strategic equilib-
rium, and one should clearly understand its role as well as the fact
that, according to the well-known expression, one cannot have one’s
pie and eat it too.

Your approach is determined by the fact that the strategic programs
being carried out by the United States are about to collide with the
limitations established by the SALT II Treaty, and the choice is being
made not in favor of the Treaty, but in favor of these programs. And
this cannot be disavowed or concealed, to put it bluntly, by unseemly
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attempts to accuse the Soviet Union of all mortal sins. It is, moreover,
completely inappropriate in relations between our two countries for
one to set forth conditions for the other as is done in your letter with
regard to the Soviet Union.

I am saying all this frankly and unequivocally, as we have agreed.

One certainly cannot agree that the provisions of the SALT II Treaty
remain in force allegedly as the result of restraint on the part of the
United States. Entirely the contrary. The general attitude toward the
Treaty shown by the American side and its practical actions to under-
mine it have given us every reason to draw appropriate conclusions
and to take practical steps. We did have and continue to have moral,
legal and political grounds for that.

We did not, however, give way to emotions; we showed patience,
realizing the seriousness of the consequences of the path onto which
we were being pushed. We hoped also that sober reasoning, as well
as the self-interest of the U.S., would make the American side take a
more restrained position. That was what in fact happened to a certain,
though not to a full, extent. And we have treated this in businesslike
fashion. Without ignoring what has been done by the American side
contrary to the SALT II Treaty, we nevertheless at no time have been
the initiators of politico-propagandistic campaigns of charges and accu-
sations. We have striven to discuss seriously within the framework of
the SCC the well-founded concerns we have had. We also have given
exhaustive answers there to questions raised by the American side.

Unfortunately, the behavior of the other side was and continues
to be utterly different. All those endless reports on imaginary Soviet
violations and their publication did not and cannot serve any useful
purpose, if one is guided by the task of preserving and continuing the
process of arms limitation. Why mince words, the objective is quite
different: to cast aspersions on the policy of the Soviet Union in general,
to sow distrust toward it and to create an artificial pretext for an
accelerated and uncontrolled arms race. All this became evident to us
already long ago.

One has to note that your present decision, if it were to be imple-
mented, would be a logical continuation of that course. We would like
you, Mr. President, to think all this over once again.

In any event, we shall regard the decision that you announced in
the entirety of its mutually-exclusive elements which, along with the
usual measures required by the Treaty, include also a claim to some
“right” to violate provisions of the Treaty as the American side chooses.
Neither side has such a right. I do not consider it necessary to go into
specifics here, a lot has been said about it, and your military experts
are well aware of the actual, rather than distorted, state of affairs.
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One should not count on the fact that we will be able to come to
terms with you with respect to destroying the SALT II Treaty through
joint efforts. How things will develop further depends on the American
side, and we shall draw the appropriate conclusions.

The question of the approach to arms limitation has been, is, and
will be the central issue both in our relations and as far as the further
development of the overall international situation is concerned. It is
precisely here, above all, that the special responsibility borne by our
two countries is manifested, as well as how each of them approaches
that responsibility.

In more specific terms, it is a question of intentions with regard
to one other. No matter what is being done in other spheres of our
relationship, in the final analysis, whether or not it is going to be
constructive and stable depends above all on whether we are going to
find a solution to the central issues of security on the basis of equality
and equal security.

I would like to reaffirm that, for our part, we are full of resolve to
strive to find such a solution. This determines both our attitude toward
those initial limitations which were arrived at earlier through painstak-
ing joint labor, and our approach to the negotiations currently under-
way in Geneva and elsewhere.

I wish to say this in conclusion: one would certainly like to feel
tangibly the same attitude on the part of the United States. At any rate,
as I have already had a chance to note, we took seriously the thought
reiterated by you in our correspondence with regard to a joint search
for ways to improve Soviet-American relations and to strengthen the
foundations of peace.

Sincerely,

M. Gorbachev
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47. Memorandum From Jack Matlock of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane)!

Washington, June 27, 1985

SUBJECT

Summit Venue and Current Soviet Propaganda

A few bits of information and scattered thoughts on the question
of the summit venue:

1. Gorbachev’s speech yesterday:* His harsh rhetoric is particularly
striking, in view of the conciliatory gestures in the meeting with
Dobrynin last week.? Also note that, according to press reports, he read
this section from the prepared text, rather than delivering it ex temp as
he did much of the rest of the speech. Speculation: Have the Soviets
concluded that the President wants a meeting so much that they have
the opportunity to intensify pressure for greater substantive give? It
looks like this to me, and I must wonder if the quick suggestion for
Geneva did not contribute to this.

2. Context of a Geneva Summit: Besides his plan to visit France in
October, we are getting reports of Soviet probes to other European
countries for Gorbachev visits, and also of attempts to arrange an
address to the European Parliament. Suspicion: The Soviets may have
in mind sandwiching a meeting with the President in between visits
to other countries, and perhaps an address to the European Parliament,

I Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron June 1985 (4/4). Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. Not for system. Sent for information.
Sent through Poindexter.

2In telegram 8694 from Moscow, June 27, the Embassy reported that Gorbachev
gave a speech at a factory in Dnepropetrovsk on June 26, which provided “another pep-
talk on the need to get the Soviet economy rolling again.” (Department of State, Central
Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850454-0742) In a separate telegram reporting
Gorbachev’s specific attack on the U.S. negotiating position in Geneva in the same speech,
the Embassy provided the following comment: “Although similar to his plenum speech,
Gorbachev’s remarks on the Geneva talks in Dnepropetrovsk are a shade more bitter,
and his hint that the USSR might abandon the talks a shade more direct. He also puts
less emphasis on the possibility of a change in U.S. policy. We interpret the hint of a
walkout not as a guide to Soviet intentions but as a deliberate attempt to make U.S.
allies and the peace movement nervous. As usual, Gorbachev places on the U.S. the
whole burden of progress in the talks, portraying SDI as the barrier to radical nuclear
arms reductions. By repeating the same line he has taken in the past, Gorbachev digs
himself in deeper behind the current Soviet position and postpones the day when he
can gracefully show flexibility.” (Telegram 8649 from Moscow, June 27; Department of
State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850453-0780)

3 See Document 46.
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so that the summit can be played as incidental to a “triumphal” tour
of Europe. Thus they would insulate Gorbachev from the imagery
of a failed summit, and set up the President to look second best in
comparison. (We can be sure that Gorbachev will not go to Bitburg, and
also that the conservatives in the European Parliament are sufficiently
civilized that they would not walk out on him.)

3. Gorbachev’s Role in Foreign Policy: Mark Palmer told me of an
interesting private conversation he had with Sokolov at Chautauqua
day before last.* (They were walking around the lake; in private, Soko-
lov can be rather frank.) He asked Sokolov if Dobrynin had grasped
the significance of what was said to him last week. Sokolov said yes,
he had, but that we should not expect a quick reaction from Moscow.
He explained that, while Gorbachev is reading voraciously and getting
briefed on foreign affairs, he has not really taken charge of it yet. He
opined that Gorbachev would not do so until the time and place for
a summit had been set, at which time he would focus “on Afghanistan
and other issues,” since he would have a personal stake in the outcome.
Until the time and place is set, he suggested, it is probably useless for
the U.S. to make suggestions for breaking deadlocks, because Moscow is simply
unable to respond.

Implications: (1) Gromyko still is tying things up, but Gorbachev
will have an interest in breaking out of the stalemate if a meeting is
arranged; and (2) we should not be in a hurry to push new ideas,
particularly with Gromyko.

Comment: The suggestion, from a Soviet diplomat, that we not
waste our time at the moment being conciliatory is really astounding.
Itis very rare (though there are precedents) for a senior Soviet diplomat
to suggest that the U.S. should act contrary to official Soviet policy
demands. I can only infer that Sokolov senses that Gromyko’s days as
foreign policy tsar are numbered and is trying to position himself not
to get burned in the fallout.

4. Summit Venue: The more I think through the question of what
locale would provide the greatest pressure and incentive for Soviet
concessions, the more I am convinced that the order of desirability
from the U.S. standpoint is (1) Moscow and (2) Washington. As for a
third country, I believe it far better not to have a meeting than to go
there. I know this flies in the face of the President’s current thinking,
but I wonder if all the relevant factors have been called to his attention.

*From June 24 to 28, the Chautauqua Conference on Soviet-American relations
took place in Chautauqua, New York, hosted by the Chautauqua Institution. (Louise
Sweeney, “Diplomacy by day, culture by night. Soviet and US Delegates make music
at Chautauqua,” Christian Science Monitor, July 5, 1985)
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I can write down the considerations which have brought me to this
conclusion in more detail if you wish.

As possibly relevant, I would note that during my conversation
with Suzanne Massie yesterday I asked her,® putting the question
abstractly, which locale for a meeting, in her opinion, is most propitious
for the U.S., from the standpoint of Russian psychology. Her answer
was unequivocally Moscow. She gave a number of reasons, the princi-
pal one being that the gesture alone would demolish the Soviet propa-
ganda image of the President as a malign, threatening force, which
would permit Gorbachev to play the meeting as a success without
intense attention on who gave way on what point. It would also give
Gorbachev and his immediate staff the bureaucratic grounds for taking
charge of the visit. She also opined—and I agree—that a Gorbachev
visit to the U.S. before the Party Congress next February carries great
political risk for Gorbachev and predicted that he would be most reluc-
tant to undertake it unless he was sure in advance of substantive
concessions which he could tout as a “victory” upon his return. She
thought that a meeting in a third country could be a “disaster,” since
Gromyko would be in a position to control most arrangements, and he
is unlikely to have an interest in a productive meeting which Gorbachev
could use to bolster his personal authority in foreign affairs. At the
same time, the President would be burdened by a thousand or so
journalists asking every minute on the minute for evidence of con-
crete results.

If you think it would be useful for the President to hear Suzanne’s
views on this, she of course would be delighted to come down to
Washington again at any time.

5In telegram 846 from Leningrad, June 6, the Consulate reported that Suzanne
Massie “spent much of April and May in Leningrad doing research for her current
project on the history of Pavlovsk.” A reception took place in her honor on May 16,
which “provided her the opportunity to explain her work and to thank those Soviets
who provided assistance.” (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic
Telegrams, D850429-0365) Presumably the purpose of Massie’s meeting with Matlock
on June 26 was to report on her stay in the Soviet Union.
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48. Paper Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency’

Washington, June 1985

Gorbachev, the New Broom
Summary

Gorbachev has demonstrated in his first 100 days that he is the
most aggressive and activist Soviet leader since Khrushchev. He is
willing to take controversial and even unpopular decisions—like the
antialcohol campaign—and to break with recent precedent by criticiz-
ing the actions of his colleagues on the Politburo.? [portion marking not
declassified]

He has thrown down the gauntlet on issues as controversial as
the allocation of investment, broadgauged management reform, and
purging the system of incompetent and corrupt officials. The very
insistence of his rhetoric allows little room for compromise or retreat.
[portion marking not declassified]

Gorbachev is gambling that an attack on corruption and ineffi-
ciency, not radical reform, will turn the domestic situation around.
While a risky course, his prospects for success should not be underesti-
mated. Although his approach is controversial, his near term prospects
look good. Unlike his immediate predecessors, he has already managed
to firm up his base of support in the Politburo and Secretariat. He
can also count on some support from middle level officials of the
bureaucracy who were frustrated by the stagnation of the Brezhnev
era. The public as well has responded favorably to his style, judging
by initial reaction filtering back through Western sources. His aggres-

1 Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron July 1985 (1/8). Secret; [handling restriction not declassified]. Prepared in the Office
of Soviet Analysis, Directorate of Intelligence. In an attached June 27 covering note to
Reagan, Casey wrote: “Dear Mr. President, You may find this good airplane reading. It
is a good picture of Gorbachev’s style, objectives and operating methods as shown in
the first 100 days of his leadership. You will sympathize with his targeting the massive
bureaucratic apparatus, which, he complains, implements the Central Committee deci-
sions so that after they are finished ‘nothing is left.”” (Central Intelligence Agency, Office
of the Director of Central Intelligence, Job 88B00443R: Policy Files (1980-1986), Box 17,
Folder 432: DCI Memo Chron (1-30 Jun '85)) On June 28, in a forwarding memorandum,
Matlock sent McFarlane Casey’s note and the CIA paper, explaining: “Bill Casey has
supplied, for the President’s reading, a well-written paper on Gorbachev’s first hundred
days in office. Although I received the paper after the President’s departure for Chicago
today, I believe it is very appropriate for weekend reading.” McFarlane approved the
recommendation to forward the paper to Reagan, who left for Chicago on June 28 for
a series of meetings. (Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986,
Matlock Chron July 1985 (1/8))

2 See Document 25.
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siveness has placed the opposition on the defensive. His opponents are
probably biding their time hoping he makes a major misstep. [portion
marking not declassified]

Gorbachev’s Style

Gorbachev has moved to draw a sharp contrast in style to his recent
predecessors, who treated the bureaucracy gingerly and approached
change cautiously. Brezhnev and Chernenko voiced concern about the
deepening economic and morale problems in the country, but they
were not prepared to confront the bureaucracies standing in the way
of solutions. Brezhnev’s solicitous attitude toward the bureaucracy
limited the power of his office as officials came to believe they had
lifetime tenure. Andropov moved to break this mold, but he was handi-
capped by his poor health and the lingering presence of Brezhnevites,
including Chernenko and Premier Tikhonov. Learning from Andro-
pov’s experience, Gorbachev has consciously created an environment
of urgency and made clear he intends to confront problems. [portion
marking not declassified]

Gorbachev’s populist style has not been seen since Khrushchev’s
frequent forays among the public and bare knuckles approach to deal-
ing with the bureaucracy:

—He has visited factories in Moscow and Leningrad and found
other opportunities to rub shoulders with workers in an effort to bur-
nish his image as a man of the people. Soviet television has highlighted
his easy give-and-take with ordinary citizens.

—He is carefully managing public relations. [4%: lines not declassi-
fied] Gorbachev played to the photographers.

—Gorbachev has also moved his wife Raisa into the spotlight. She
has appeared in the Soviet press and on television, and a protocol
officer reportedly has been assigned to handle her activities. The wife
of Politburo member Vorotnikov, who recently visited Canada, was
overheard to say that all wives of Politburo members must now accom-
pany their husbands on foreign trips. [portion marking not declassified]

While these traits mark Gorbachev as an unconventional Soviet
politician, it is his no-holds-barred approach to confronting chronic
domestic problems that underscores his new style as a leader. Gorba-
chev may feel that an aggressive approach is essential if he is to avoid
getting bogged down like Andropov. A wide spectrum of Soviet offi-
cials complained of drift and corruption under Brezhnev and became
discouraged when Andropov’s ill health caused his initiatives to lose
momentum. They provide a well-spring of potential support for Gorba-
chev’s approach:

—He has instituted a sweeping crackdown on the deep-rooted
problem of alcoholism, reportedly even denying a request from Foreign
Minister Gromyko to exempt diplomatic functions.
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—He criticized his Politburo colleagues in public during his visit
to Leningrad, terming their recent decision on the allocation of land for
Erivate plots inadequate and dismissing objections apparently raised

y his colleagues.

—He has assailed ministers by name for lack of innovation, lazi-
ness, and poor management and has strongly implied that they will be
removed. He has attacked the complacent attitude toward corruption
within the party bureaucracy and called for promotion of younger and
more competent officials at all levels. While such rhetoric is not new
in itself, he has already underscored his intention to back up his tough
rhetoric with dismissals by sacking some middle-level officials.

—/[less than 1 line not eclassifieg] claims that Gorbachev has begun
to boss around high officials with a “wave of his hand,” asking for
information and then issuing orders without consultation. [less than 1
line not declassified] Gorbachev will systematically replace old guard
holdovers both in Moscow and the provinces with young and techni-
cally competent officials. [portion marking not declassified]

Gorbachev has made it clear that he believes his policies are justified
by the growing foreign and domestic problems facing the USSR:

—He has studded his speeches with language that evokes the
image of a crisis, and suggested that the USSR is now at a turning
point. [less than 1 line not declassified] he has decided to raise Russian
national consciousness and to impose “super-enforcement” of order
and discipline.

—At the April Central Committee plenum, he was sharply critical
of the economic laxity under Brezhnev and the failure to follow through
on decisions which had been taken by the leadership.

—In his speech to the S&T conference in early June, he warned
that accelerated economic growth was an imperative due to the need
to sustain current levels of consumption while making the investments
in defense required by current international tensions. [portion marking
not declassifiej]

Consolidating Power

Gorbachev is using time honored methods for building his power,
advancing his allies into key leadership positions, but he is off to
a faster start than any of his recent predecessors. More changes are
likely soon:

—By advancing three allies to full Politburo membership in April
he has probably achieved a working majority on most issues.

—The designation of Yegor Ligachev—one of the three promoted—
as unofficial “second secretary” isolated his major rival, Secretary Gri-

oriy Romanov, who has been nearly invisible politically. [less than 1
ine not declassified] Ligachev—who is Gorbachev’s close friend—has
now eclipsed Foreign Minister Gromyko and Premier Tikhonov in
political importance.

—KGB boss Chebrikov—who was also promoted—appears to be
another close ally, giving the General Secretary an important advantage
in exerting political pressure against would-be Politburo opponents,
most of whom are tainted by corruption.
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—Gorbachev also placed a younger protege in charge of the depart-
ment that oversees personnel appointments, further consolidating his
control over personnel policy and setting the groundwork for poten-
tially sweeping personnel changes preceding next February’s party
congress. He is off to a fast pace in replacing his opponents in the
bureaucracy. He has retired one deputy premier and three ministers,
and named nine new regional party bosses and three new Central
Committee department heads. [portion marking not declassified]

Domestic Strategy

Using his strong political position, Gorbachev’s first priority is to
push his domestic economic program. While some Soviet officials have
indicated he is sympathetic to the use of pragmatic methods, including
tapping private initiative, his statements and actions underscore his
overall commitment to the current economic system and his determina-
tion to make it work better. Having acknowledged the gravity of the
economic problem, Gorbachev exudes an optimism that he and his
team can eliminate waste, tighten discipline, increase the quality and
quantity of production, and accelerate economic growth. While
expressing great pride in the historical accomplishments of central
planning, he has sharply criticized its recent performance, and called
for “revolutionary” changes in the way the system works. [portion
marking not declassified]

His first priority fix is to reduce waste and tighten discipline,
particularly among managers:

—Gorbachev has cited cases of such waste, such as the 20 percent
loss of the harvest. Figures published in the Soviet press indicate Andro-
pov’s discipline campaign has reduced losses in working time about
20 percent, and Ukrainian party boss Shcherbitskiy recently announced
that the campaign had saved several hundred million rubles. Gorba-
chev probably hopes to squeeze out similar resources.

—Soviet officials indicate that Gorbachev has reinvigorated Andro-
pov’s discipline campaign. [less than 1 line not declassified] Gorbachev has
reinitiated document checks and crackdowns on drunks and deadbeats,
even threatening to fire managers who have failed to correct such
problems among their workers.

—His speeches indicate he will extend earlier efforts to tie pay
more closely to productivity both for workers and managers, not only
rewarding good workers but penalizing—perhaps even docking the
salaries—ot poor performers. [g)yortion marking not declassified]

Building from a base of improved worker discipline and manage-
ment effectiveness, Gorbachev’s hopes to further boost long-term growth
entail a modernization of the capital base by increased investment in
machine-building and retooling existing factories. While the effects of
this approach will not be felt for some time, he has remanded the
draft Five-Year Plan for 198690 to redirect it toward growth based on
increased productivity rather than expanded resources. More
specifically:
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—He has called for investment in modernizing factories to be
increased from ¥ to ¥ of investment,® and demanded that investment
and output in civilian machine-building be doubled. He even called
for “mothballing” some new construction projects, as an unusually
candid admission of a major Soviet problem in the construction sector.
His stress on conservation rather than increased output of raw materials
also indicates a heightened emphasis in this area. I[)porifion marking not
declassified]

Beyond this, he has been less specific on other economic initiatives,
but his statements suggest he may intend to press even more controver-
sial policies touching on the powers of the bureaucracy:

—His public statements suggest he wants to amalgamate ministries
and redirect them and the State Planning Committee (Gosplan) away
from day-to-day management decisions.

—He would like to see greater autonomy for plant managers and
will probably push for reduction of centrally dictated indicators.

—He has criticized intermediate management bodies that choke
off initiative, hinting that they should be streamlined or eliminated.
His aim is to eliminate some of the massive bureaucratic apparatus
that, as he complained in his speech to the S&T conference, implements
Central Committee decisions in such a manner that after they are
finished “nothing is left of these principles.”

—He may advocate legalizing some parts of the “second economy”
and allow a limited expansion of the role of private agriculture, despite
potential ideological opposition. He hinted at this in his Leningrad
speech in May. Gorbachev may feel some limited concessions—like
tolerating private repairmen or allowing greater access to summer
gardens for urban dwellers—could help improve the quality of life
without undermining the system or forcing a showdown with ideologi-
cal purists in the elite who have traditionally resisted such steps. [portion
marking not declassified]

Foreign Policy

Gorbachev’s impact on foreign policy has so far been mostly stylis-
tic. He has revealed no urgent agenda to match his determination to
accelerate economic growth at home. Some of his gambits—like the INF
moratorium—are stable leftovers from his predecessor. His immediate
goal has apparently been to demonstrate to both allies and adversaries
that there is now a strong and active leader in the Kremlin. Despite
the press of domestic business, Gorbachev has received a steady stream
of European and Third World leaders. He has been more activist than
his immediate predecessors and will reportedly embark soon on a
vigorous schedule of personal diplomacy and foreign trips. He is slated

3 Soviet bureaucrats, both ministerial and party, have traditionally called for new
construction. Such projects have been doled out to satisfy local lobbies like pork barrel
projects. In his S&T conference speech, Gorbachev condemned this approach and insisted
on focusing investment on where it was needed most. [Footnote in the original.]
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to travel to Paris in October for meetings with Mitterrand and he may
visit India later this year. [portion marking not declassified]

Although he has not yet made any serious new initiative toward
the US, he has already made his presence felt on Soviet policy. He
reportedly ratified the return to the bargaining table in Geneva even
before Chernenko’s death in March. He softened Soviet conditions for
a summit with President Reagan soon after entering office. Since then,
he has apparently sanctioned the recent expansion of bilateral
exchanges and met with several US delegations. [portion marking not
declassified]

In public statements and private discussions, however, Gorbachev
is clearly intent on presenting [less than 1 line not declassified] a tough
hardline image abroad and convincing American policymakers that
bilateral relations will improve only if US policy changes. He and his
colleagues evidently do not believe an early improvement in relations
is likely:

—A variety of sources make clear Gorbachev will concentrate on
cultivating an image of strength, not conciliation.

—I|1 paragraph (3 lines) not declassified]

—/[less than 1 line not declassified] Gorbachev’s chief foreign policy
adviser believes he is not disposed to concessions, in part because
he does not believe arms control can significantly reduce domestic
economic problems.

—In talks with American visitors he has bristled at efforts to raise
human rights issues, demanded that the US not take a “carrot and
stick” approach, and insisted that Soviet leaders will be ready to deal
only when the US starts treating the USSR as an equal.

—Moscow’s more recent decision to play hard to get on a summit
dovetails with this strategy. [portion marking not declassified]

[1%2 lines not declassified] claim Gorbachev will expand previous
Soviet efforts to drive wedges between the US and our allies. He has
already spoken publicly of a “community of interest” between the
USSR and Western Europe, met with a series of European leaders, and
indicated that Moscow is now prepared to establish political relations
with the European Community:

—I|1 paragraph (4 lines) not declassified]

Gorbachev has also taken a tough line within the Warsaw Pact,
reportedly sending ripples of concern through the more Brezhnevite
regimes, such as Czechoslovakia. His public statements have stressed
the need for bloc unity and closer economic integration. Despite his
reported sympathy for East European economic reform, he allegedly
told party leaders at their summit in April that “something is rotten
in Denmark,” which they took to signal his dissatisfaction with corrup-
tion and economic laxity in this region. [less than 1 line not declassified]
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claimed that Gorbachev’s tough guy attitude was meant not only for
the West but to signal to allies that he is not to be trifled with. [portion
marking not declassified]

Gorbachev’s early actions have also signaled strong support for
allies in Afghanistan and Central America:

—Soviet forces in Afghanistan continue to pursue the more aggres-
sive military approach that we began to see last year.

—He met Nicaraguan leader Ortega only days after the US Con-
gress turned down the President’s original request for aid to the Contras
and pledged increased oil deliveries to bolster the regime. [portion
marking not declassified]

Opposition to Gorbachev’s Juggernaut?

Opposition to Gorbachev for now appears disorganized. The old
guard in the Politburo—such as Premier Tikhonov, Moscow party boss
Grishin or republic bosses Shcherbitskiy and Kunayev—are probably
on the defensive due to charges of mismanagement or corruption in
their organizations. Secretary Romanov, a potential focus for opposi-
tion, has been outflanked by Gorbachev’s personnel moves and proba-
bly is no longer an effective rallying point. [portion marking not
declassified]

As a result, those threatened by Gorbachev at the Central Commit-
tee level lack an effective spokesman. While they can resist by footdrag-
ging on his policies, he can probably remove them if they don’t appear
to be falling into line. Many elderly Brezhnev-era holdovers may well
find it easier to retire than fight. [portion marking not declassified]

Despite his strong position, Gorbachev does not have an entirely
free hand. Other Politburo members can still slow up his initiatives.
Independents or even allies might balk at some aspects of Gorbachev’s
freewheeling style. There are some signs, moreover, that Gorbachev’s
initiatives have already been watered down or met resistance:

—Judging from his remarks in Leningrad, the Politburo rejected
his more far reaching proposals for expansion of garden plots, evidently
on the grounds that this amounts to encouraging private enterprise.

—Some evidence suggests that the timing of a US-Soviet summit
has become entangled in leadership politics. [9% lines not declassified]

—][1% lines not declassified] Gorbachev’s bold domestic strategy is
also controversial at the lower levels, and he will have to contend with
thousands of local party officials who are unwilling to accede to the
wishes of the central party leadership. Many rank-and-file workers
will probably also resent the increased demands for productivity and
be fearful that they might lose their job security.

—[1% lines not declassified] Gorbachev’s edicts on alcoholism, if
carried out to the letter, will create serious problems among the working
class. [less than 1 line not declassified] his campaign against corruption
will not win him any friends. [portion marking not declassified]
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Soviet media treatment of Gorbachev’s speeches suggests that his
policy agenda is meeting some high-level resistance:

—Press versions of Gorbachev’s speech in Leningrad toned down
his criticism of the Politburo decision on extending the private plots.

—Published versions also eliminated references to Gorbachev’s
personal sponsorship or support of economic reform initiatives.

—On some occasions, the media have published full accounts of
his speeches only after a delay of several days. [portion marking not
declassified]

Nonetheless, the strength of Gorbachev’s position suggests that his
detractors will have to wait until he makes a major misstep or over-
reaches on a controversial issue in order to give them an opportunity
to coalesce. The real test may come when evidence begins to roll in on
the success or failure of his program. [portion marking not declassified]

Can Gorbachev Succeed Where Khrushchev Failed?

Gorbachev’s efforts to force greater efficiency out of the system
is still a risky gamble, despite the disorganized state of resistance.
Khrushchev, for instance, succeeded for nearly ten years in keeping
the opposition on the defensive through endless reorganizations and
campaigns, but eventually he alienated his own supporters. Khrush-
chev’s approach was so helter skelter that the bureaucrats often could
not discern what he really wanted them to do. [portion marking not
declassified]

Having witnessed Khrushchev’s mistakes, Gorbachev’s signals are
likely to be much clearer and more consistent. Yet, a number of these
clear signals are likely to produce resistance. Gorbachev’s investment
strategy may cause him the most problems with the bureaucracy. The
allocation of investment is closely tied to the power of officialdom,
who can dole out “pork barrel” projects as a kind of political payment
for loyalty. By sharply reducing investment funds in some sectors
and requiring a new approach to management, moreover, Gorbachev’s
approach is bound to alienate many in the bureaucracy upon whom
he must depend for policy implementation. While he can use the power
of hiring and firing to discipline this group, such an approach—as
Khrushchev discovered—potentially has its cost in terms of production
and political support. [portion marking not declassified]

Gorbachev’s call for faster economic growth may also come back to
haunt him. Efforts to reconstruct existing factories may lead to declining
output at a time when he is proposing a return to higher economic
growth rates. While his four percent growth prediction for the next
Five Year Plan may not be entirely out of reach, it forces managers
into the position of choosing between increasing output and re-
equipping their factories. Massive shifts in investment priorities could
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also create bottlenecks and disruptions in the economy. For instance,
shifting resources from energy extraction—at a time when both coal
and oil output is declining—to the production of more energy efficient
machinery might exacerbate the energy balance in the short term. [por-
tion marking not declassified]

Gorbachev will have to carefully calibrate his policies in order to
avoid pitfalls in a system where emphasizing specific priorities at the
top frequently translates into slackened effort on other areas. The pros-
pects for a radical reorientation of Soviet managers toward quality
rather than quantity are also not good—it runs counter to the approach
of the last 55 years. But, Andropov’s experience demonstrated that a
concerted effort on management discipline—backed by the threat of
firing—can probably have beneficial effects. [portion marking not
declassified]

Looking Ahead

With the urgent rhetoric and ambitious agenda he has set so far,
Gorbachev will be under the gun to show continuing evidence of
momentum or else risk allowing potential opponents to draw together
and work against him. [portion marking not declassified]

Consolidating power. Gorbachev is likely to be elected President at
next week’s Supreme Soviet session. He might also advance other allies
into junior slots in the leadership at a plenum preceding the Supreme
Soviet. Gorbachev will almost certainly use the party elections cam-
paign before the party congress next year to replace many Brezhnev
holdovers among regional party and government leaders. Party Secre-
tary Romanov, once Gorbachev’s major rival, is already in decline, and
a recent smear campaign linking him to Gorbachev’s opponents may
be intended to pave the way for his removal. [portion marking not
declassified]

Gorbachev will continue to oust symbols of the Brezhnev old guard
in the economic bureaucracy. The ministers he named at the S&T
conference are almost certain to go. Gorbachev’s attacks on the minis-
tries have made Premier Tikhonov’s position increasingly untenable,
and he could be gracefully eased out even before the party congress.
The retirement of Gosplan chief Baybakov, a symbol of resistance to
change since the Brezhnev era, would send a strong message to the
bureaucracy. [portion marking not declassified]

Domestic Agenda. If Gorbachev wants to signal a new tone, he could
defer the traditional summer vacation and work on getting the draft
Five Year Plan and party program in shape for the congress. The draft
program might be unveiled at the next plenum and should certainly
echo his themes of increased discipline and technological progress.
When the draft of the economic plan is made public, it should reflect
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his demands for increased economic growth rates and a new investment
strategy. [portion marking not declassified]

He could also make additional forays outside of Moscow to demon-
strate his leadership and activism. He is currently visiting the Ukrainian
capital Kiev and might undertake a visit to somewhere in Siberia to
further increase his exposure. He could use these trips to keep up the
rhetorical pressure on the economic bureaucrats. [portion marking not
declassified]

Foreign Policy. We will probably begin to see a growing Gorbachev
impact on foreign policy. Gromyko’s influence will decline further
from its high point in the Chernenko regime. A meeting with President
Reagan would also burnish his image as a statesman, and an early
move by Moscow to arrange a summit cannot be ruled out. [portion
marking not declassified]

His activism may also be reflected in bolder efforts to put pressure
on current US policy. We could, for example, see more skillful attempts
to woo Tokyo by exploiting trade frictions between the US and Japan,
or a symbolic gesture toward Beijing designed to disrupt Sino-US
relations. New initiatives to undermine NATO cooperation on SDI and
COCOM restrictions are also likely. [portion marking not declassified]

Signals of Setback for Gorbachev

Opponents will be looking for opportunities to slow Gorbachev’s
momentum. An early indicator of political difficulties would be his
failure to get the Presidency. While there may be reasons for a General
Secretary to delay assumption of the Presidency—Andropov may have
for instance—Gorbachev would have to consider the cost of losing
political momentum, especially when he so clearly linked the offices
of General Secretary and President in nominating Chernenko as chief
of state last year. [portion marking not declassified]

—/[less than 1 line not declassified] Gromyko might be in line for the
job, and Gorbachev might prefer him in this ceremonial post instead
of being Foreign Minister. On balance, however, Gorbachev would

robabl%/ still benefit more from holding both posts, and it would
acilitate his engagement in personal summitry with foreign heads of
state. [portion marking not declassified]

Another sign of resistance would be delays in the publication of
the draft Five Year Plan or party program or the failure of the drafts
to show new approaches to economic and social policy. If Gorbachev
fails to follow up on his tough rhetoric by firing the ministers he has
criticized, it would be widely read in the USSR as a setback. He has
made personnel turnover a major issue, and failure to make changes
in the top echelon of the party and ministries would signify that his
Politburo colleagues are unwilling to go along. [portion marking not
declassified]
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49. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State!

Moscow, June 28, 1985, 1701Z

8769. Subject: Soviet Fall-Back Options in the Nuclear and Space
Talks. Ref: (A) Moscow 6824,% (B) Moscow 8120, (C) Moscow 7398 %
(D) Moscow 8052.5

1. S—Entire text.

2. Summary. In view of the unyielding Soviet negotiating position
in the Nuclear and Space Talks, a discussion of possible changes in their
stance may give the impression that Embassy officers are “smoking
something.” In recent weeks, however, officials of the Space Research
Institute have floated some unorthodox ideas with foreign visitors:

—An agreement to reduce nuclear arms which would be invali-
dated if the United States “deployed SDI.”

—The impossibility of banning SDI research.

—The possibility of expanding the ABM treaty to allow additional
ground-based defensive sites.

3. To explore whether other informed Soviets would express inter-
est in these ideas, an Embassy officer visited Arbatov’s USA/Canada
Institute. His interlocutors acknowledged the difficulty of banning SDI
research, but stuck to the official line that the pursuit of SDI makes
nuclear arms reductions impossible. They also foreswore interest in
expanded terminal ballistic missile defenses.

4. We conclude that knowledgeable Soviets regard a ban on SDI
research as unrealistic, in spite of the ethical demand for one. Since

1 Source: Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams,
D850461-0299. Secret. Sent for information to USNATO, NST Delegation Geneva, and
Secretary of Defense.

2In telegram 6824 from Moscow, May 23, the Embassy reported that Sagdeyev
“has floated with an Italian visitor the idea of offensive arms reductions contingent on
no deployment of ‘SDL.”” (Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic
Telegrams, D850365-0086)

3In telegram 8120 from Moscow, June 17, the Embassy reported on a meeting
between Fritz Ermarth, NIO who was visiting the Soviet Union, and officials at the Space
Research Institute on June 14. The Embassy noted “somewhat unorthodox ideas” such
as “SDI research cannot be banned, but testing in space could be; the ABM Treaty
might be modified to allow more than one land-based ABM site; Soviet air defenses are
unneeded, butinstitutional inertia preserves them.” (Department of State, Central Foreign
Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850426-0405)

4 See footnote 6, Document 43.

5 In telegram 8052 from Moscow, June 14, the Embassy reported on a Pravda article
by Andrei Kokoshin criticizing SDI and a limited space-based ballistic missile defense.
(Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850423-0084)
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Soviet specialists are willing to grant that a research ban could not be
effectively verified, this aspect of the official position is likely to change
at some point. As alternative thresholds at which the Soviets might
propose to stop SDI, Soviet experts have mentioned “the development
of systems” and “testing in space.”

5. Although the USA Institute analysts would not endorse the
other ideas of their colleagues from the Space Research Institute, these
proposals may constitute fall-back options under study by Soviet offi-
cialdom. We speculate that both ideas hold some attraction for the
Soviets, and that Space Research Institute officials would have dis-
cussed them with Soviet officials before floating them with foreign
visitors.

6. A nuclear reductions agreement contingent upon non-deploy-
ment of SDI, for example, would express the interrelationship of offense
and defense as well as the current Soviet demand for a prior ban on
“space weapons” before nuclear reductions. A proposal for a contingent
agreement would allow the Soviets to call for specific, deep, and pub-
licly attractive reductions in nuclear weapons. At the same time, such
an agreement might effectively block any U.S. decision to deploy the
fruits of SDI research because of the consequent loss of the reductions
in offensive arms.

7. Similarly, the idea of permitting expanded ground-based termi-
nal ballistic missile defenses may appeal to Soviet officials. Militarily,
such expanded defenses could reduce the increasing vulnerability of
Soviet ICBMs and command centers. Politically, such a proposal could
be portrayed as an attempt to meet the United States half-way, while
preserving the basic aims of the ABM Treaty.

8. Although we assume the Soviets have fall-back positions under
consideration, they of course, have given no sign of eagerness to change
their negotiating approach. When and if they ever do, however, the
proposals discussed here could receive official sponsorship. End
summary.

[Omitted here is the body of the telegram.]

Hartman
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50. Memorandum From the Special Advisor to the President and
Secretary of State on Arms Control Matters (Nitze) to
Secretary of State Shultz!

Washington, July 1, 1985

SUBJECT
SDI, NST Talks and East-West Relations

Mr. Secretary—

It is timely to stand back and take as objective and analytical a
view as possible of the developing situation with respect to SDI, the NST
talks, and East-West relations. Important elements of the situation are:

A. The possible evolution of Soviet attitudes and the factors which
drive those attitudes. Those attitudes manifest themselves in what
is said:

—at the Gorbachev level,

—at the Gromyko level, and
—at the negotiating level in the Geneva NST talks and elsewhere;

and in what the Soviets do with regard to:

—force structures,

—foreign policy actions, and

—negotiating positions.

B. The factors driving those attitudes include external political,
military, and to some extent internal political factors (such as Gorba-
chev’s need to consolidate his power base).

The external political factors have included a desire to exploit divi-
sions within political parties in Europe and the US, between parties,
and between countries. There has also been a desire to cover over the
Soviet return to the negotiating table despite NATO’s having ignored
the Soviet precondition of a prior withdrawal of US LRINF missiles
from Europe. A further desire has been to exhibit Soviet adamancy
and thus push those who wish to help move the situation toward peace
to bring pressure on the US to take more accommodating positions,
rather than on the Soviets who “cannot” be influenced.

Political factors mitigating such an adamant stance include the
Soviet desire to maintain the perception of its leadership in the fight
for peace and concern that too irresponsible positions will backfire in
the struggle for world opinion.

! Source: Department of State, Ambassador Nitze’s Personal Files 1953, 1972-1989,
Lot 90D397, June-July 1985. Secret; Sensitive.
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The military factors include a determination, not only among the
military leadership but also among the highest levels of the Politburo
and the nomenklatura, to maintain their current margin of military
superiority. They see that that advantage would be threatened by our
insistence on the right to de jure equality in LRINF systems globally
and de facto equality in Europe, by our drive for deep reductions in
their large MIRVed ballistic missile force, which is the heart of their
margin of intercontinental nuclear superiority, and now by our drive
to develop and perfect SDI technology.?

Even some of those Soviets apparently more disposed than others
to seek an agreement with the US insist that, if we persist on our
current course, they have no alternative but to force a major showdown
before the correlation of forces could be drastically shifted by SDI to
the Soviet Union’s disadvantage (in a recent conversation with US
scientists, Academician Velikhov specifically used the term “pre-
empt”).? The general principle in this case may well be to achieve
decisive results but to take the minimum risk required to achieve such
results. In this context the new Soviet leadership may be willing to
take greater risks than Soviet leaders have been willing to take in the
past, and may see the correlation of military forces to be more favorable
now than in the past. Past experience and conventional wisdom may,
therefore, not be an adequate guide.

A possible scenario to achieve decisive results would be for them
to bring ascending pressure on the West, and particularly on us, until
such results are achieved. The deadline for achieving such results
would be earlier than SDI could shift the correlation of military forces
in a meaningful way.

Opportunities for exploiting a series of interrelated initiatives
against politically and militarily weak salients on the Western side
certainly exist. Support for worldwide terrorism, and for guerrillas in
Central America, Africa and elsewhere can be expanded. Access routes
to Berlin can be disrupted. Pressure on the Afghan-Pakistan border
can be increased. Middle East factions can be manipulated to exacerbate

2 See Document 49.

31In telegram 7608 from Moscow, June 7, the Embassy reported on arms control
discussions between U.S. and Soviet scientists at the Soviet National Academy of Sciences
from June 4 to 6. The U.S. delegation briefed Embassy personnel on the meetings noting
the following topics were discussed: “1. Stability of strategic forces; 2. Boundaries of the
ABM Treaty and how to prevent its erosion; 3. Weapons in space; ASAT; 4. Biological
weapons proliferation; 5. Freezing of nuclear weapons; 6. Balance of conventional forces
in Europe and the impact of stability of tactical nuclear force deployments.” The delega-
tion also noted the final topic was not discussed “because of lack of time.” (Department
of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850402-0650)
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tensions. The Iran-Iraq war can be exploited. An attempt can be made
to build bridges to Peking, etc.

The Soviet leadership will also weigh the overall correlation of
forces. While the correlation of military forces now favors the Soviets,
the overall correlation—including economic, political, and ideological
factors—has turned against them in the last few years. This could
prompt the Soviets to adopt one of two courses. On the one hand, they
might choose to seek a genuine accommodation, or perhaps a pause
in the competition, with the West so that they can turn their attention
and energies inward to address internal problems. On the other hand,
the Soviets may be tempted to exploit their advantages in the military
balance in the near future, before the overall correlation shifts further
to their disadvantage.

The objective of our policy should be to diminish the chances the
Soviets will act now (i.e. “preempt”) out of fear that their overall
position is slipping. We instead want to increase the chances that they
will adopt a more benign policy.

C. As one looks at the SDI/NST picture, several alternative futures
present themselves.

One is that the Soviets will agree to something approaching our
concept—a radical reduction in offensive nuclear forces and a jointly
managed phased introduction of SDI systems should they prove surviv-
able and cost-effective. One can ask what the odds are that the Soviets
will find it to their interest to cooperate with this concept. I should
think they are no greater than one in ten.

What are the odds that the Soviets will do whatever they regard
as necessary to offset the risks to them of SDI before it can become
effective? I should think they are high, higher than one in two.

What are the chances that we would in fact be able to abrogate
the ABM Treaty and thus be free to deploy SDI without Soviet consent
while holding together an internal consensus and allied support? It
would appear that the odds are low unless the Soviets had earlier
demonstrated clear prior Soviet effective abrogation of the SALT trea-
ties. Would it not be wise, if that were a likely alternative, to prepare
for it by taking actions to concentrate on the Soviets’ responsibility for
the possible breakdown of the negotiating process and the remaining
SALT restraints.

What are the chances of an accountable give-and-take compromise
in Geneva which would alleviate the risks of the above emerging issues?
At this time I would say they are less than 50 percent.

D. How should we organize ourselves within the Executive Branch
and within the State Department to analyze and deal with this range of
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issues and branching decision points? When you have an opportunity,
I would like to discuss this with you.

Paul Nitze*

4 Printed from a copy with this typed signature.
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51. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane) to Jack Matlock of the National
Security Council Staff!

Washington, July 1, 1985

Jack, I have discussed our concerns over the possible schism
between Gromyko and Gorbachev with the Secretary. Coincidentally,
he had received a reply from Dobrynin on our earlier agreement to a
meeting in Geneva during the week of November 18.2 Separately,
Shultz and I had met with Dobrynin two weeks ago to lament the
sterility of exchanges on central issues between us and raised the possi-
ble value of establishing a backchannel (“. . . direct communications
between the President and the General Secretary. . .”).* I never had
any illusions about their (Gromyko’s) acceptance of such a proposal
but it was an unavoidable square to fill if we were to bring the Secretary
to the realization that the Gromyko-Gorbachev disconnect is intrinsi-
cally counter to the notion of such a channel in Gromyko’s eyes. At
any rate, my fears were proven out in a second paper given to Shultz
today by Dobrynin which provides a “boilerplate” turn-down to our
earlier proposal.* With that in hand, I talked to the Secretary who
found appealing the idea of exploring the establishment of backchannel
through Ryzhkov. I told him I would work up a message which could

I Source: Reagan Library, Robert McFarlane Files, Subject File, Soviet Union—Sensi-
tive File—1985 (10/03/1985-11/18-1985); NLR-362-3-26-2—6. Secret; Sensitive. McFar-
lane signed “Bud” next to his typed name.

2 See Document 52.

3 See Document 43. In his memoir, Dobrynin wrote on this June 17 meeting: “Shultz
said he was authorized by the president to propose that he and I conduct through the
confidential channel a discussion ‘in a broad, philosophical sense’ of the key arms control
questions already under negotiation in Geneva. The exchange could be continued by
him and Gromyko late in July, when the two foreign minsters were due to meet in
Helsinki for the next Conference on European Security and Cooperation. I recommended
to Moscow that we accept this framework for discussion because it meant that Shultz
proposed to reactivate the confidential channel. I thought it meant that the administration
was serious about dialogue following Reagan’s re-election, although that remained to
be proven. Two weeks later Moscow accepted November 19-20 in Geneva as the date
and place for the summit, but declined the confidential discussions in favor of continuing
to work through the regular Geneva arms negotiators.” (Dobrynin, In Confidence, p. 573)

4 Not found.
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be sent for his consideration. He agreed. I never mentioned you in
any context.

Accordingly, please modify your earlier draft tonight in light of
the above so that I can give it to Shultz and hopefully get his agreement
to its dispatch promptly.® Even though we are at the point of announc-
ing the agreement on place and time, you might still mention our
doubts while at the same time expressing our willingness to proceed
as agreed through the Gromyko channel.

Many thanks.

5 Not further identified.

52. Editorial Note

On July 1, 1985, Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin met with
Secretary of State George Shultz and provided him with a written
statement that reads in part: “Mikhail S. Gorbachev is agreeable to
having his meeting with President Ronald Reagan take place in Geneva.
As to the dates, taking into account the considerations presented by
us and by the American side, it is being proposed that the meeting be
held on November 19-20, 1985.” (Reagan Library, George Shultz
Papers, Secretary’s Meetings with the President (07/03/1985)) Shultz
explained in his memoir that during their July 1 meeting, he and
Dobrynin agreed to make announcements on the Summit. (Shultz,
Turmoil and Triumph, page 571) In a July 2 memorandum to Shultz,
sent to prepare the Secretary for a July 3 meeting with President Ronald
Reagan at 9:30 a.m. and the Summit press conference at 1:30 p.m.,
Acting Assistant Secretary of State for European and Canadian Affairs
John Kelly reiterated that the United States wanted to make “progress”
on the four-part agenda: arms control, regional issues, humanitarian
concerns, and bilateral cooperation. Kelly concluded: “The President
approaches this meeting with Mr. Gorbachev with a constructive and
serious intent. The United States is a strong and vigorous nation, fully
capable of protecting its interests whenever and wherever required.
But the President would like to engage the Soviet leadership in a process
of finding concrete solutions to the host of problems that confront us.
He looks forward to his meeting with Mr. Gorbachev with a sense of
the difficulties we face, but also with a willingness to achieve greater
understanding, mutual restraint, and where possible, some actual
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agreement.” (Reagan Library, George Shultz Papers, Secretary’s Meet-
ings with the President (07/03/1985))

On July 3, Shultz held a press conference at the Old Executive Office
Building announcing the agreement for a meeting between Reagan and
Gorbachev in Geneva. (Department of State Bulletin, August 1985, pages
29-33)

53. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State!

Moscow, July 2, 1985, 08362

8857. For the Secretary From the Ambassador. Subject: Gorbachev
Moves Again.

1. Confidential—Entire text.

2. The man who nominated Chernenko for Chairman of the Presid-
ium of the Supreme Soviet in April 1984 and so persuasively argued
why it was essential to keep the jobs of head of state and head of party
in one man has turned his lawyerly skill to the opposite case. In a short
and emotionless intervention Gorbachev made an equally good case
for not combining the jobs. His basic point was that to galvanize the
party in its “leading role” it was essential for the General Secretary to
concentrate his energies on party work.?

3. What he did not say but what must have been understood by
the loyal party folk in the hall is that he has managed in these short
days since his elevation to eliminate his major opponent (Romanov),
promote his most loyal and competent aides (Ligachev, Ryzhkov, and
Chebrikov), and do what the Central Committee bureaucrats have

1 Source: Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams,
D850465-0985. Confidential; Immediate; Exdis.

2 Gorbachev maneuvered during the session of the Supreme Soviet for the “elevation
of Gromyko to the Chairmanship of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet and his
replacement as Foreign Minister by former Georgian party boss Shevardnadze,” which
signaled the “end of an era in Soviet foreign policy” and the remaking of the “political
landscape of the Soviet Union.” (Telegram 8886 from Moscow, July 2; Department of
State, Central Foreign Policy File, Electronic Telegrams, D850466-0753) On July 2, Reagan
wrote in his personal diary: “N.S.C. briefing had to do with Gorbachev’s latest movement,
the naming of Gromyko as Pres. of the U.S.S.R. It is a ceremonial job & possibly it was
given to get a new face in the Foreign Ministry.” (Brinkley, ed., The Reagan Diaries, vol.
I: January 1981-October 1985, p. 478)
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wanted to do for a long time—i.e. get Gromyko out of the way.? He
has also managed to put the military in a secondary position. Rumors
are flying that a major shake-up in the Central Committee staff will
soon take place. The two new secretaries appointed on July 1 are
definitely Gorbachev’s team. The main last change to be made—Prime
Minister—apparently awaits the Party Congress.

4. Thus the conclusion must be drawn that he has amassed power
faster than most experts had thought possible. He now faces the near-
term tasks of re-making the Central Committee and drawing up the
new edition of the party program and the next Five Year Plan—all of
which should be in place by the time of the February 1986 Party Con-
gress. He also faces all the continuing internal problems and difficulties
within the empire—which will probably be more difficult for him to
overcome. But he does this with a confidence that appears to come
from youthful energy, a strong belief in orthodox communism, and a
fine political and public relations sense.

5. On foreign affairs he has not yet set his mark. Appointing a
neophyte like Shevardnadze to be Foreign Minister will make it easier
for Gorbachev and the party apparat to step into what has been for
almost thirty years the preserve of Andrei Gromyko. Shevardnadze is
now a full Politburo member but essentially a man known for rooting
out corruption and making agriculture work more efficiently. Over
time we should see many changes at the top of the Foreign Office.
Exciting times. | assume that Shevardnadze will go ahead with Gromy-
ko’s schedule and you will have an opportunity to size up this hand-
some, southern activist who has a lot of success behind him but
unknown views on foreign policy. My colleagues who have met him
in Georgia say that he has always had a big interest in foreign affairs
and spoke knowledgeably from a brief.

Hartman

3 In telegram 8886 from Moscow, the Embassy also reported: “Despite the effective
support that Gromyko provided in garnering the General Secretaryship for Gorbachev,
he has nevertheless been gracefully moved to the sidelines in the foreign affairs field.
The post of Chairman of the Supreme Soviet Presidium has little substantive content
unless combined with another job. The naming of Eduard Shevardnadze to the Foreign
Ministry, however, has deprived Gromyko of his institutional base. Our sense is that
Gromyko moved upstairs only reluctantly and would have preferred to serve out his
time as Foreign Minister.” See footnote 2, above.
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54. Memorandum From Jack Matlock of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (McFarlane)!

Washington, July 2, 1985

SUBJECT
Gromyko’s “Elevation”: First Thoughts

Some of my initial thoughts on the personnel changes announced
today are as follows:

Gorbachev Takes Charge: The most obvious is that Gorbachev has
pulled off a brilliant tactical move which puts him in direct charge of
foreign policy. He did this by passing on to Gromyko the trappings
of high office, while seizing the real power lever. It is an excellent
example of his instinct for political maneuver in the Soviet context. A
weak leader like Chernenko needed the chief-of-state title to project a
public image of authority which was in fact lacking. Gorbachev has
the strength and shrewdness to settle for the power itself. The trappings
can come in time, when potential rivals, or powerful barons (boyars in
Russian terminology), are eliminated or severed from their power base.

Shevardnadze: Originally a tough policeman (he was for several
years Minister of Interior in Soviet Georgia), he subsequently made a
reputation as a no-nonsense executive, an enemy of corruption (for
which Soviet Georgia is notorious), and a mild “reformer” of adminis-
trative practices, particularly in agriculture. He handled some explosive
issues involving Georgian nationalism deftly, giving way just enough
to take off the steam when faced with demonstrations over such issues
as forcing more use of the Russian language in Georgia. (On this partic-
ular point, the Georgian nationalists actually won; as a Georgian, Shev-
ardnadze may well have been sympathetic, and if so, demonstrated
consummate skill in staying in Moscow’s good graces while giving
way to Georgian national feelings.)

Like Gorbachev, he seems to have a flair for PR, and may be adept
at projecting an attractive image to foreign audiences, in sharp contrast
to the dour Gromyko. He was a favorite of Andropov and may have
collaborated with the latter in his campaign to undermine Brezhnev’s
authority. (Shevardnadze’s predecessor as Georgian Party chieftain,
Mzhavanadze, was personally close to Brezhnev, and the charges of
corruption against him foreshadowed the later campaign Andropov

! Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron July 1985 (1/8). Secret. Sent for information.
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organized against Brezhnev’s family.) So, like Gorbachev, he is a wily
operator, but as Foreign Minister he owes his position entirely to Gorba-
chev, who is also well placed to control his future, so we can assume
he will work as a faithful executor of Gorbachev’s wishes.

Possible Purge of Foreign Ministry: To gain total mastery of foreign
affairs, Gorbachev must do one of two things—or a little bit of both:
(1) Bring the Foreign Ministry staff under his own control, through
Shevardnadze, and/or (2) Beef up the status and operational clout of
his own CC Secretariat staff dealing with foreign affairs. Regarding
the former, it will be interesting to see whether Shevardnadze keeps
Gromyko’s “U.S. affairs team” in place (people like Dobrynin, Korniy-
enko, Komplektov and Bessmertnykh) or replaces them. My guess is
that some will be replaced, though some may be fast enough on their
feet to convince the new boss of their indispensability. As for the
Central Committee Secretariat staff, Gorbachev has already removed
Zamyatin from head of the International Information Department.
Rumors are flying in Moscow regarding other possible changes; with
changes might come increased authority if Gorbachev wishes to build
up an institutional counterweight to the entrenched MFA bureaucracy.

Implications for U.S.-Soviet Relations: I expect to see no major changes
in the Soviet policy toward the U.S. in the immediate future. However,
I'suspect that both Gorbachev and Shevardnadze may be more inclined
to step up attention to U.S. Allies, China and the Third World, rather
than making U.S.-Soviet relations the linchpin of Soviet foreign policy
as Gromyko tended to do. Coming from a region bordering on Turkey
and Iran, Shevardnadze may well have a greater interest in Third
World issues than Gromyko had (despite his rhetoric to the contrary).
Furthermore, we have already seen signs of greater activity towards
China, and I believe we will see much more in Western Europe, with
perhaps more than one trip by Gorbachev there in the fall. (France
seems certain in October, and Geneva plus perhaps something else in
November.) We can expect some very attractive-looking blandishments
waved in the faces of our Allies and their publics in coming months,
whatever else happens.

Nevertheless, when all is said and done, relations with the United
States will continue to preoccupy the Soviet leadership. The forays into
other areas will be seen primarily as attempts to weaken U.S. influence
and to put pressure on our positions. In the final analysis, though, they
must deal with us, and they know it.

Implications for the Summit: Certainly, from now on, Gorbachev will
take personal charge of the “preparations.” The Shultz-Shevardnadze
meeting in Helsinki (which I presume will go forward as planned)
may provide few signals; it may be little more than Shevardnadze’s
warm-up for his presumed trip to the UN. in September and the
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meetings he can expect here then. While he is getting his team in place,
or establishing his authority over the existing team, I doubt that he
will be inclined toward policy innovation. As we near November,
however, minds will be increasingly concentrated on how Gorbachev
can come out of the Summit looking a winner.

I suspect that we will see something of a “double track” approach.
On the one hand, we will see a schedule of activities in Europe, and
very likely some “initiatives,” which will make Gorbachev look good
at home whatever happens at the Summit, coupled with steady pres-
sure on us to give way on SDI—which the Soviets have set up as the
symbolic issue in the relationship. On the other hand, we will probably
experience a growing number of probes to determine where there may
be some “give” in our current positions. The best summit result for
Gorbachev would be to carry back something he could tout as a trophy,
on the background of a triumphal tour of several West European
capitals.

We have our work cut out for us.

55. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, July 3, 1985

PARTICIPANTS

The Secretary
Jack Matlock, NSC
Mark Palmer, EUR

Ambassador Dobrynin
Oleg Sokolov, Soviet Embassy DCM

SUBJECT

Reagan-Gorbachev Summit; Helsinki Meeting

The Secretary opened by saying that in his press conference this
afternoon and in this meeting he wanted to convey that the President
regards the upcoming summit as a very serious matter.? We expect

I Source: Reagan Library, Jack Matlock Files, Chronological File, 1980-1986, Matlock
Chron July 1985 (2/8). Secret; Sensitive. Drafted by Pascoe and Palmer on July 6. The
time and location of the meeting were not noted. On