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THE WHITE HOUSE
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 Gromyko 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 moving 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 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 vour negotiators in
drafting agreements which can lead to radical
reductions, and toward our common goal, the
elimination of nuclear weapons.
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In seizing new opportunities, we must also take
care to avoid situations which can seriously
damage our relations. I and all Americans 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 con-
tinue to speak frankly in future letters, as we
attempt to build stronger relations between
ourselves and between our two countries.

Sincerely,

I CI

His Excellency

Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev,
General Secretary, Central Committee,
Communist Party of the Soviet Union
Moscow, U.S.S.R.



THE WHITE HOUSE

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 an increased 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
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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 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 relationship. 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,

@MA\QW&"‘

His Excellency

Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev

General Secretary of the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union

The Kremlin

Moscow
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UNOFFICIAL TRANSLATION

His Excellency

Ronald W. Reagan

The President of the United

States of America

Washington, D.C. 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. 1In
this regard 1 proceed from the assumption that in exchanging
views we shall look to the need to move forward on key issues,
otherwise one cannot count on a turn for the better in
Soviet-American relations. I understand that you agree, too,
that such a turn for the hetter is necessary.

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

We noted the fact that you share our view on the need to
give an impetus to the process of normalizing our relations.
That, in and of itself, is not insignificant. But to be
candid: a number of points in your letter perplex and puzzle,
and those are the points on which a special stress is made.

What I mean is the generalizations about Soviet policy,
contained in your letter, in connection with the deplorable
incident with an American serviceman. As to the incident
itself, we would like to hope that the explanations which were
given by us were correctly understood by the American side.

Now turning to major problems. I also believe that
agreement with regard to general principles alone is not
sufficient. It is important that such agreement also be
reflected in the practical actions of each side. 1 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.

"SECRET/SENSITIVE
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That is very far from reality. There is nothing
corresponding to the facts in the assertion that the USSK in its
policy allegedly does not wish to conduct affairs with the U.S.
on the basis of equality and reciprocity. No matter what area

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

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

ALQ nd equal security. At no point in time did the Soviet side
lg emand more for itself. But as soon as the USA departed from
;&r' that principle, the process of arms limitation and reduction was
Anterrupted. Regrettably, this continues to be the case at
,UJJ present, too.

If, nevertheless, the question of equality and reciprocity
is to be raised as a matter of principle, then it is the Soviet
gﬁf;}; Union that is surrounded by American military bases, replete
+ 5Qwith nuclear weapons, rather than the USA by Soviet pases. Try
= . to look at the situation through our eyes, then it will become
U clear who can have a real, substantiated concern.

Take practically any issue from the sphere of our bilateral
relations, whether trade or, for example, air or sea
communication. 1Is it, in fact, the case that the actual state
of affairs in those areas is determined by the Soviet Union's
being against equality and reciprocity? Quite the contrary:

“-{the low level of those relations is a direct consequence of the
erican side's policy, which is not compatible either with
onducting affairs—as equals or with reciprocity in the
enerally recognized meanings of these concepts.

Or take the following aspect of the question of principles
and adherence to them. With regard to third countries, we

impose neither our ideology nor our social system on anybody.
One should not ascribe to us that which does not exist. 1If the
question is to be raised without diplomatic contrivances as to
who contributes to international law and order and who acts in a
different direction, then it appears that it is precisely the US
that turns out to be on the side of groupings working against
legitimate governments. And what about direct pressure on
governments whose policy does not suit the USA? There are
enough examples of both on various continents.

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

méi/ 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 letter: an_improvement in the relations-
Retween the USSR and USA is possible. There is objective ground

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 wisdom and realism to overcome bias caused by
the difference in social systems, in ideologies, we cooperated
successfully and did quite a few useful things both for our
peoples and for all other peoples. Of course, differences and
different views remained, but it was our working together that
was the determining factor. And it opened up confident,
peaceful vistas.

I noted you also express yourself in favor of each social
system's prooving its advantages in peaceful competition. Yes,
we proceed from the assumption that in this competition the USSR
and USA 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. 1 believe, you understand,
what I mean.

The main conclusion that naturally follows from the mutual
recognition of the need for peaceful competition is the need to
renounce attempts to substitute the dispute of ideas with the
dis One can hardly count on serious shifts in
the nature of our relations so long as one side tries to gain
advantages over the other on the path of the arms race - to talk

with the other side "from a positiem—ef strength!\

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

“SECRET/SENSTPIVE-—
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In the past a rigid but at the same time quite fragile
relationship was jointly defined between strategic nuclear k L
weapons and anti-ballistic missile systems. The only corfect 40
conclusion was drawn - a treaty of indefipite duration to limit
ABM systems was concluded. Only because of that dida it become
at all possible to tackle as a practical matter the problem of
the limitation and reduction of nuclear weapons.

Attempts to develop a large-scale ABM system inevitably set
in train a radical destabilization of the situation. Just the
factor of uncertainty in and of itself will not only block any
limitation of nuclear weapons, but will lead to their build-up
and improvement. 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." 1t is a result of a thorough analysis, of our
deep concern for the future of relations between our countries,
and for the future of peace.

There is also another aspect of the program of "strategic
defense" which remains as it were in a shadow for the general
public. But not for responsible leaders and military experts.
They talk in Washlngton about the development of a large-scale
ABM system, but in fact a new strateglc offiensive weapon is
being developed to be deployed in space. And it is a weapqn no

€5 dangerous i Tts capabilities than

" 1le ities than nuclearAueaan_. What

difference does it make what will be used in a disarming first
strike--ballistic missiles or lasers? If there is a difference,

it is that with the neg_;xg;ggE_;;,x;ll be possible to carry out
a first strike practically instantaneously.

Thus, from no matter what point of view you approach it, the
mere beginning of efforts to realize this program has a
destabilizing character, even regardless of its final results.

And it is precisely for this reason that it cannot fail to serve
as an impetus to a further upswing of the arms race.

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

All facts unambiguously indicate that the USA is embarking
on the& path of developing attack spa_g_ueapnns_capabl__pf

R§£%25m;D9—PuLely_nii§ﬂ§;zg_ml354eﬁs% And we shall not ignore
tha I must say this franjly. I must confess that what you

have said about the USA's approach to the guestion of a

SECRET/SENSITIVE
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moratorium on space and nuclear weapons enhances our concern.
The persistent refusal of the American side to stop the arms
race cannot but put in question the USA's intentions.

And what is going on at the negotiations in Geneva? The
American side is trying to substitute only a part of the agreed
mandate of the negotiations for the whole of it. An integral
element is being removed from the actually agreed upon formula
for the negotiations - the obligation to prevent an arms race in
space, to consider and resolve all issues in their
interrelationship. The American side has so far done nothing to
bring agreement closer. On the subject of preventing an arms
race in space the U.S. delegation has not presented a single
idea. 1 emphasize, not a single one. Why should one be
surprised after that, why indeed, that there is no movement on
nuclear arms reduction?

I wish to mention in passing that the American
representatives maintain - this point is also contained in your
letter - that it is impossible to verify a ban on scientific
research. However, a different thing is involved here: a
feaeral program of research activities directly and specifically
oriented towards the development of attack space weapons, a
large-scale ABM system with space-basea components. The very
announcement of such a program is in clear contradiction to the
ABM Treaty. (Incidentally, if one is to take the entire text of
the "agreed statement®™ to the ABM Treaty, and not only the 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 on both sides' renunciation of the
development of large-scale ABM systems).

As to the assertions that the USSk is allegedly engaged in
its own "large scale research program in the area of strategic
defense", here, as Americans put it, apples are being confused
with oranges. The Soviet Union is doing nothing that would
contravene the ABM Treaty; it is not developing attack space
weapons.

Thus, the question of verification is in this case a
far-fetched question, 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

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

SEEREE/SENSITIVE
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Geneva negotiations. It is in this objective linkage that there
lies a resolution of the problems of the limitation of nuclear
arms, a real possibility to get down to their radical reduction
and thereby to proceed to the liquidation of nuclear weapons as
such. In any case qg_59;11_g9;_Qg_gglg_gg_gxgld_haxlng_
precisely this complex of issues as a determlnlng,factg\\poth
for our relations and for the situation in the werld-as a,

whole. This follows from the special responsibility of our two

countries.
|

I am convinced that we must and can rise to this
responsibility. 1In 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. 1 fully
agree with that.

Now, with regard to what other steps could be taken,
including steps to stimulate progress in Geneva, we are
convinced that of very important - and practical - significance
would be the cessation of all nuclear weapons tests. 1In this
area a lot can be done by ‘our two countries. Specifically, we

«vw/ \propose the following practical steps. To put into effect the

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

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

¢,

The problem of prohibiting chemical weapons needs to be
resolved. But its resolution should be sought realistically. I
must say that the positions which the USA has so far had on a
number of important aspects of this problem do not meet this
criterion. We would like the American side to turn its
attention to the proposals we have put forward. We agree that
bilateral consultations between our representatives would be
, useful, for example, within the framework of the Geneva
thL\ Conference on disarmament. It should be recognized, however,
that the efforts which are being made in the USA for chemical
~ earmament, above all as concerns binary weapons, are not a
favorable prerequisite 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

. SECREDYSENSTTIVE— .
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that there is common understanding regarding the need for an
agreement on the basis of an optimal combination of major
political obligations and military-technical confidence-building
¢ measures. On the other hand, the Western representatives,
‘ particularly the American representatives, clearly are not in a
:ﬁg;*wohurry to fill this understanding with specific, mutually
vu”’acceptable - 1 emphasize, mutually acceptable - content. We
vor a substantial understanding, genuinely facilitating
hanced confidence. Such are the instructions of our
bﬁ,)J epresentatives. They are prepared to listen to constructive

onsiderations which the American delegation may have. To put
A (&ig briefly, we are for working towards a successful conclusion
(jO

'th onfgrence.
vj/\mjo(f Y J‘

1 would like, Mr. President, to draw your attention to the
negotiations on the reduction of armed forces and armaments in
Central Europe. Sometimes we hear from the American
representatives that our proposals made last February "stimulate
interest." But it does not show at all at the negotiations
themselves. It would seem that reaching agreement on initial
reductions of the Soviet and American forces in that area would
Nﬂ) 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 aof tension in the relations between the
USSR and USA is a difference in the assessment of what is going
on in the world. 1t seems that the American side frequently
ignores the in-depth causes of events and does not take fully
into account the fact that today & great number of states
operate - and most actively, too - in world politics, each with
its own face and interests. All this immeasurably complicates
the general picture. A correct understanding of this would help
avoid serious mistakes and miscalculations.

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

We positively assess the agreement of the American side to
have exchanges of views on some regional problems. We expect it

to accept our proposal that a wider range of regional problems

be the subject of such exchanges and t thos changes look
to seek s ays ions In this

([Egnnection 1 noted the readiness expressed in your letter to

work together with the Soviet Union so that the situation around
Afghanistan would move toward a peaceful settlement. I would

‘ \SECRETYSERSTEIVE .
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like to have a maore clear understanding of how the American

side sees this. Such an opportunity is provided by the upcoming
consultations of our experts.

However, our opinions in this matter as well will be basead
upon practical deeds of the USA. From the point of view of
achieving a political settlement, and not only from that point
of view, we cannot accept what you 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 a restraining influence on it. The curtailing of its
direct support to antigovernment armed groups intruding into
Afghanistan Irom Pakistan would be a positive signal from the
American side. In other words the USA has the opportunities to

nfirm its actions its declared readiness to achieve a
political settlement around Afghanistan on the basis of a just
solution of the questions connected with it ana to eliminate
Ttensions in this region as a whole. Such a mode of action would

not be left unnoticed by our side and would clearly work toward
straightening out Soviet-American relations.

Some kind of movement seems to be discernible in the area of
strictly biTateral relations between our countri€s. You,

obviously’, have moticed-—that we support this trend. However,
there should be no misunderstanding concernlng the fact that we
J}/do not intend and will not con ing to

il‘éﬂr tate, have regarded ana will regard these questions in
gcordance with our existing laws and regulations. ILet us, Mr.
X}/ President, proceed from this in order not to aggravate
X additionally our relations. The development of our ties can be
AJ;f}tbased only on mutual interest, equality and mutual benefit, and
respect for each other's rlghts and legitimate interests.

ijﬁngman rights in the Soviet Union. We, as any other sovereign

:IJF&)MNWe consider it positive that in some instances the once
diffuse structure of Soviet-American relations is beginning -
although not very intensively, to be frank - to be restored and
to be filled with content. 1In 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
parliaments of our two countries, have become more active
recently. As 1 have already said to the representatives of the

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

In conclusion, I would like to confirm m ositi
to a personal meeting with yoy. I understand that you feel the
game way. Our point of view on this matter was outlined by
Andrey A. Gromyko to Mr. Shultz during their stay recently in
Vienna. As to the place for holding it, I understand there are
reasons which make you prefer the meeting to be held in the
SA. But I have reasons no less weighty which, taking into
account thHe present state of Soviet-American relations, make _
this variant unrealistic.,

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

Sincerely,

M. Gorbachev

"SECRET/SENSITIVE -
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Xoren 6n npovHpopmupoBaTk Bac o cnemyomem.
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CTBOBaThb CO3maHMI0 Gonee 6naronpuaTHoi aTMocdepsl ¥ B CBA3M C Npencrosmei
B Ho6pe Hame# ¢ Bamu BcTpeueii.

[Monbaylock cnyyaem, uToOml eume pa3 noxenare Bam ckxopeiimero Br3no-

POBJIEHMA .

C yBaxeHuem
M.I'OPEAYEB

2 8 urona 1985 roma

Ero lNpeBocxonurenscTBy

Ponanbny Y .Peiirany, ) DECLASSFIED / RFf /t%ﬂ)

{Iupeaunel-try CoenuHeHHBIX
T

aToB AMepMKH MIRR [0 b -] S//l { D’/f’ll/

r.Bamunrron BY 42! NARA DATE ZJZ_MK

e CTLAREE W




THE WHITE HOUSE (O ¢

WASHINGTON

August 6, 1985

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

I am very pleased that Senator Robert Byrd,
Minority Leader of the United States Senate, is
leading a delegation of distinguished senators
to your country.

As we prepare for our meeting in Geneva in
November, it will be helpful to both of us if we
can broaden and deepen the dialogue between our
two countries. The visit by Senator Byrd's
delegation will provide a good opportunity for
you and your officials to exchange views with
key members of the Legislative Branch of our
government, and this exchange can assist us both
in developing a deeper understanding of our
respective points of view.

Let me assure vou once again that I look
forward to our meeting, which I hope can serve
to put the relations between our countries on a
more constructive course. I will be consulting
with Senator Byrd and his colleagues upon their
return in order to take account of their
experience and advice as I make my preparations.

Sincerely yours,

7 g

His Excellency

Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev

General Secretary of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union

The Kremlin

Moscow
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Dear Mr. President:

I would like to communicate some thoughts and considera-
tions in continuation of the correspondence between us and
specifically with a view to our forthcoming personal meeting.

I assume that both of us take this meeting very seriously
and are thoroughly preparing for it. The range of problems
which we are to discuss has already been fairly clearly
delineated. They are all very important.

Of course, the differences between our two countries are
not minor and our approaches to many fundamental issues are
different. All this is true. But at the same time the reality -
is such that our nations have to coexist whether we like each
other or not. If things ever come to a military confrontation,
it would be catastrophic for our countries, and for the world
as a whole. Judging by what you have said, Mr. President, you
also regard a military conflict between the USSR and the USA as
inadmissable.

Since that is so, in other words, if preventing nuclear war
and removing the threat of war is our mutual and, for that
matter, primary interest, it is imperative, we believe, to use
His Excellency

Ronald Reagan,

President of the
United States of America.
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it as the main lever which can help to bring cardinal changes
in the nature of the relationship between our nations, to make
it constructive and stable and thus contribute to the improve-
ment of the international climate in general. It is this
central component of our relations that should be put to work
in the period left before the November meeting, during the
summit itself and afterwards.

We are convinced that there are considerable opportunities
in this regard. My meeting with you may serve as a good
catalyst for their realization. It seems that we could indeed
reach a clear mutual understanding on the inadmissibility of
nuclear war, on the fact that there could be no winners in such
a war, and we could resolutely speak out against seeking
military superiority and against attempts to infringe upon the
legitimate security interests of the other side.

At the same time we are convinced that a mutual understand-
ing of this kind should be organically complemented by a
clearly expressed intention of the sides to take actions of a
material nature in terms of the limitation and reduction of
weapons, of ierminating the arms race on Earth and preventing
it in space.

It is such an understanding that would be an expression of
the determination of the sides to move in the direction of
removing the threat of war. Given an agreement on this central
issue it would be easier for us, I think, to find mutual

understanding and solutions of other problems.
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What specific measures should receive priority? Naturally,
those relating to the solution of the complex of questions
concerning nuclear and space arms. An agreement on non-
militarization of space is the only road to the most radical
reductions of nuclear arms. We favor following this road
unswervingly and are determined to search for mutually
acceptable solutions. 1 think that in this field both sides
should act energetically and not postpone decisions. It would
be good to be able to count on having obtained some positive
results by the time of my meeting with you.

In connection with certain thoughts contained in your
letter of July 27 of this year, I would note that on several
occasions we have explicitly expressed our views on the
American program of developing space attack weapons and a
large—-scale anti-ballistic missile system. It is based not on
emotions or subjective views, but on facts and realistic
assessments. 1 stress once again--the implementation of this
program will not solve the problem of nuclear arms, it will
only aggravate it and have the most negative consequences for
the whole pfocess of the limitation and reduction of nuclear
arms.

On the other hand, quite a lot could be done ﬁhrough
parallel or joint efforts of our countries to slow the arms
race and bring it to a halt, above all in its main arena--the
nuclear one. It is indeed for this and no other purpose that

we have taken a number of unilateral, practical steps.
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Mr. President, both you and I understand perfectly well the
importance of conducting nuclear explosions from the standpoint
of the effectiveness of existing nuclear weapons and the
development of new types of nuclear weapons. Consequently, the
termination of nuclear tests would be a step in the opposite
direction. This is what guided our decision to stop all
nuclear explosions and appeal to the U.S. to join us in this.
Please look at this issue without preconceived notions. It is
quite clear that at the present level of nuclear arms our
countries possess, a mutual termination of nuclear tests would
not hurt the security of either of them.

Therefore, if there is a true desire to halt the nuclear
arms race, then there can be no objections to a mutual
moratorium, and the benefit it brings would be great. But the -
continuation of nuclear tests--albeit in the presence of
somebody 's observers--would be nothing else but the same arms
race. The U.S. still has time to make the right decision.
Imagine how much it would mean. And not only for
Soviet-American relations.

But a mofatorium on nuclear tests, of course, is still not
a radical solution to the problem of preventing nuclear war.

In order to accomplish that, it is necessary to solve the
whole complex of interrelated matters which are the subject of
the talks between our delegations in Geneva.

It is quite obvious .that in the final analysis the outcome

of these talks will be decisive in determining whether we shall
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succeed in stopping the arms race and eliminating nuclear
weapons in general. Regrettably, the state of affairs at the
Geneva talks gives rise to serious concern.

We have very thoroughly and from every angle once again
examined what could be done there. And I want to propose to
you the following formula--the two sides agree to a complete
ban on space attack weapons and a truly radical reduction, say
by 50 percent, of their corresponding nuclear arms.

In other words, we propose a practical solution of the
tasks which were agreed upon as objectives of the Geneva
negotiations—--not only would the nuclear arms race be
terminated, but the level of nuclear confrontation would be
drastically reduced, and at the same time an arms race in space
would be prevented. As a result, strategic stability would be -
strengthened greatly and mutual trust would grow significantly.
Such a step by the USSR and U.S. would, I believe, be an incen-
tive for other powers possessing nuclear arms to participate in
nuclé? disarmament, which you pointed out as important in one
of your letters.

We view-things realistically and realize that such a
radical solution would require time and effort. Nonetheless,
we are convinced that this problem can be solved. The first
thing that is needed is to have our political approaches
coincide in ‘their essence. Secondly, given such coincidence,

it is important to agree on practical measures which facilitate



the achievement of these goals, including a halt in the
development of space attack weapons and a freeze of nuclear
arsenals at their present quantitative levels, with a
prohibition of the development of new kinds and types of
nuclear weapons.

In addition, major practical measures could include the
removal from alert status and dismantling of an agreed number
of strategic weapons of the sides as well as mutually
undertaking to refrain from the deployment of any nuclear
weapons in countries which are now nuclear-free, and
undertaking not to increase nuclear weapons stockpiles and not
to replace nuclear weapons with new ones in the countries where
such weapons are deployed.

Naturally, the isgge of medium-range nuclear weapons in
Europe also requires resolution. I would like to emphasize
once again: the Soviet Union favors a radical solution whereby,
as we proposed in Geneva, the USSR would retain in the European
zone no more weapons of this type, using warheads as the unit
of count, than Britain and France possess.

Our delegation at the Geneva negotiations has appropriate
instructions, and it intends to present our specific proposals
on this whole range of issues and to give comprehensive
clarifications in the near future. We count on the positive
reaction of the U.S. side and hope that it will be possible to

achieve certain results at the present round of talks.



Meaningful practical steps could and should be taken in the
area of confidence-building measures and military measures
aimed at easing tensions. I have in mind, in particular, that
our two countries, together with other participants of the
Stockholm Conference, should make a maximum effort to work
towards successful completion of the conference. Such an
opportunity, it seems, has now emerged. I would like to repeat
what has already been said by our Minister of Foreign Affairs
to the U.S. Secretary of State--we are in favor of making the
subject matter of the Stockhom conference a positive element of
my meeting with you.

Whether or not an impetus is given to the Vienna talks
largely depends on our two countries. During the meeting in
Helsinki the Secretary of State promised that the U.S. side -
would once again closely look at the possibility of first
reducing Soviet and American troops in Central Europe as we
have proposed. I am sure that such an agreement would make a
favorable impact on the development of the all-European process
as well. 1 see no reason why it should not be in the interest
of the U.S.

In proposing practical measures concerning arms limitation
and disarmament we, of course, have in mind that they should be
accompanied by relevant agreed verification measures. In some
cases it would be national technical means, and in other cases,
when it is really necessary, the latter could be used in

conjuction with bilateral and international procedures.
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I have not attempted to give an exhaustive list of measures
to limit arms and relax military tensions. There could be
other measures as well. We would listen with interest to the
proposals of the U.S. side on this score. The main thing is
for both sides to be ready to act in a constructive way in
order to build up a useful foundation, which, if possible,
might also be included in the summit meeting.

Mr. President, for obvious reasons I have paid particular
attention to central issues facing our countries. But of
course we do not belittle the importance of regional problems
and bilateral matters. I assume that these questions will be
thoroughly discussed by E.A. Shevardnadze and G. Shultz with a
view to bringing our positions closer and, better still,
finding practical solutions wherever possible.

We hope that in the course of the meetings which our
Minister of Foreign Affairs will have with you and the
Secretary of State, as well as through active work at the
Geneva talks, in Stockholm and in Vienna, and by means of
exchanges through diplomatic channels, it will be possible in
the time leff-before my meeting with you to create a situation
making for a truly productive meeting.

We believe that the outcome of this preparatory work as

well as the results of my discussions with you at the meeting

itself could be reflected in an appropriate joint document. If

you agree, it would be worthwhile, I think, to ask our
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Ministers to determine how work on such a final document could
be best organized.

Sincerely yours,

M. GORBACHEV

September 12, 1985
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Strtetly confidentizl Unofficial translation

October 12, 1985

Dear Mr.President,

Our Minister Eduard A.Shevardnadze has informed me
in detail about his conversation with you in Washington
on September 27.

While there exist substantial differences in the positions
of the two sides regarding concrete issues, which surfaced
also in the course of that conversation and which I shall
not touch upon in this letter, we deem it important that
you, like us, proceed from the objective fact that we all live
on the same planet and must learn to live together, It really
is a fundamental judgement.

Here I would like to give you my answer only to one specific
gquestion you raised during the conversation with Eduard A.
Shevardnadze, namely with regard to a confidential exchange
of opinions between us bypassing, should it become necessary,
the usual diplomatic channel, I am in favor of this. Indeed,
there may arise the need to contact each other on matters on
whose solution depend both the state of Soviet-American rela-
tions and the world situation as a whole.

On our side to maintain the confidential liason with a
Person who will be designated by you for this purpose is
entrusted to Ambassador Anatoly F.Dobrynin.

Sincerely yours,
M, GORBACHEV

His Excellency Ronald W.REAGAN
The President of the United States of America,
The White House
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YBaxaeMufi rocnojuH NpesuZIeHT,

Ham MusucTp d.A.lleBapzHazss 0OCTOATENBHO MHOOpMADOBAZ MEHS
0 cBoeit 6eceze ¢ Bamu, cocrofBmeiica 27 ceHTACDPA B BamWHI'TOHS.

[Ipn Haznuuum CcymecCTBEHHHX pa&3nuuyuii B mMO3ULUAX CTOPOH IO
KOHKDE6THHM BONpOCaM, KOTOpHE OOHapyxuiauCh U B 3Tofi Oecezie M
KOTODHX fi B ZJaHHOM IIMCBHME KacaThCA He CTaHYy, HaM NpejCcTaBlfieTCH
BaxHHM, 4YT0 BH, KakK ¥ MH, MCXOAuTE M3 TOro O00BEKTUBHOro gaxra, 4TO
MH XMB6M B OZHOM MWUpe M JOJNEHH HayUYUTHCHA XUTH BMECTe. OTO Z6jicTBU-
TeJABHO OCHOBONOZArawiliee CYXAGHUE.

Cefivac s xoren OhW ZaTk BaM OTBET TOABKO MO OZHOMY chneumdun-
YgCKOMYy BOINpOCY, NocTaBleHHOMy Bamu B Geceze ¢ 3.A.lesapaHazse, -
HacuyeT KOHQUZGHLUMANBHOIO OOMBHA MHEHMAMU MEXZY HaMW B CAyuae
BOSHUKHOBEHUA HEOOXOZUMOCTH, MUHYS OCHYUHNAZUMIOMATHYECKUH NyTH. fi
38 aTo. JelicTBUTENBHO, MOX6T BO3HMKHYTH NOTPECHOCTH KOHTAKTUPOBATH-
CA APyl ¢ APYroM N0 BONpOCaM, OT DEMEHNA KOTOPHX 3aBUCAT COCTOAHME
COBETCKO-AMEPNKAHCKNX OTHOMEHUH ¥ NOJNOXEHME Z6J B MUpe.

C Hamei#i CTODOHH NOAAGPEVBATE KOHQUZGHLMANBHYW CBA3bL C TEM
nuIOM, KOTOpOe OyZeT OnpezejleHo BaMu zasa a3Toif uenuw, nopydyaeTcs
nocny A.Q.Jl0GpPHHHUHY .

C yBaxeHueM,

M.I'opGaues

12 oxradpa I985 rogza



THE WHITE HOUSE - .

WASHINGTON

October 22, 1985

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

Thank you for your letter of September 12, which
was delivered to me by Foreign Minister Shevard-
nadze at the White House on September 27. The
discussions that Secretary Shultz and I had with
the Foreign Minister were frank and useful. In my
view they demonstrated that we both are working
seriously on the problems which divide us as we
near our meeting in Geneva. As I told Foreign
Minister Shevardnadze, I look forward to the
meeting and to the prospect of more constructive
relations. I am considering carefully the arms
control proposals contained in your letter and
will be in touch with you on these questions in
the near future.

This week I will address the UN General Assembly
at the commemoration of the Fortieth Anniversary
of the establishment of the United Nations. This
anniversary is a valuable opportunity to reflect
on the importance of the UN to world peace and
security, as well as its unrealized potential. I
think we both agree that the UN can and must be
more effective in dealing with regional conflicts.
In this connection, I noted Foreign Minister
Shevardnadze's statement to the United Nations
General Assembly that the Soviet Union viewed with
alarm the fact that "it has not been possible to
settle a single regional conflict or to extinguish
a single hotbed of military tension."”

We both recognize that the UN cannot by itself
prevent such conflicts. All nations, particularly
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those directly involved, must devote their best
efforts to reducing tensions and pursuing
negotiated solutions to the most dangerous
regional conflicts. Certainly our two nations
have a major responsibility to encourage such
efforts.

As I told Foreign Minister Shevardnadze, we have
found our regional experts' discussions useful and
propose to hold them on a regular basis. It is
also desirable to try to build on this start by
moving beyond the clarification of viewpoints to
the search for concrete solutions to real prob-
lems. I hope that you and I can discuss this
larger question in detail when we meet at Geneva.
Even before then, however, I will put before the
UN General Assembly an initiative to deal with an
important groups of conflicts in Asia, Africa and
Central America. I want you to be aware in
advance of the proposal I will make.

Through our regional exchanges we have made clear
our views on the nature of these problems and
their impact on our overall relationship.
Although our wiews on many aspects of these
problems vary greatly, we believe that these
disputes require political, not military
solutions, and we are prepared, if the Soviet
Union is willing, to seek ways to help resolve
conflicts through negotiation.

Because I believe in promoting a search for
political solutions, I propose that we concentrate
our efforts on those conflicts that did most to
erode our relationship in the past. This would
include Afghanistan, Cambodia, Nicaragua, Angola
and Ethiopia. Of course, each of these conflicts
has its own character and requirements, and we
approach them with this fact in mind; other
conflicts will need separate treatment altogether.



The peace program that I will put before the
General Assembly seeks progress at three levels:
internal reconciliation, superpower restraint, and
economic reconstruction.

Because these conflicts are rooted in local
disputes and problems, the starting point must be
negotiations between the warring parties in each
conflict; in the case of Afghanistan, this would
obviously mean your own government. These talks
may take different forms, but we believe that,
together with improvement of internal political
conditions, they are essential to achieving an end
to violence, the withdrawal of foreign troops, and
national reconciliation.

Once the parties to the conflicts make real
progress, a second level of the process would be
useful: separate U.S.-Soviet discussions, aimed at
supporting the negotiating process between the
warring parties. These talks would not be formal
peace negotiations; needless to say, it is not for
us to impose solutions. In some cases, however,
it would be appropriate to consider guarantees for
agreements reached. 1In every case the primary
U.S.-Soviet role would be to support regional
efforts to reduce and eliminate outside military
involvement, including withdrawal of foreign
troops and restraint on the flow of outside arms.

If the first two stages are successful, a third
would then become possible: the reintegration of
these countries into the world economy. The
United State is prepared to contribute generously
at this stage.

Foreign Minister Shevardnadze noted in his remarks
at the United Nations General Assembly that in
many cases mechanisms for mediation were already
in place. We want to strengthen these existing



mechanisms, and believe that this proposal will
complement and reinforce them.

I feel that if we are unable to resolve these
problems through negotiation among the real
parties and through mutual restraint, they will
only grow more difficult to resolve. This could
lead to increased tensions - a situation that
neither of us should welcome. I hope the Soviet
Union is prepared to work constructively to help
promote solutions to these conflicts, and will
offer early support for my proposal. If so, you
will find us willing to do our part, and to make
the most of opportunities thereby opened for
progress on other critical issues.

Sincerely,

His Excellency
Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev
General Secretary of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
The Kremlin
Moscow

s,
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

October 31, 1985

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

As I told Foreign Minister Shevardnadze in New
York October 24, I have been giving careful
consideration to your letter dated September 12.
The issues you raise are important ones, the ideas
you have put forward are in many ways interesting,
and I have wanted to study them thoroughly before
replying.

Many of the specific points you addressed in your
letter have been or will be dealt with by our
delegations in the Geneva arms control negotia-

- tions or by our Foreign Ministers. 1In this letter - -
I will therefore focus on what I consider the most
significant issues you have raised.

You suggested in your letter that we might reach
an understanding on the inadmissibility of nuclear
war and other general principles which should
guide us. Foreign Minister Shevardnadze has since
proposed specific language for our consideration.
As I have repeatedly made clear, it is indeed my
view that a nuclear war cannot be won and must
never be fought. I therefore have instructed
Secretary Shultz to discuss this matter with
Foreign Minister Shevardnadze in their meetings
next week.

As we address this and other elements which may
figure in any document we may issue in Geneva, I
believe it is important to give the most careful
consideration to our words. The experience of the
past has been that overly vague or rhetorical
language has led to expectations which, given the
competitive aspect 0f our relationship to which
you referred in your letter, cannot be sustained.

nﬁkﬁf@;og /gj%i (6 /4 /6%



If we are to avoid subsequent misunderstandings
and disillusionment, our own statements should be
clear and based on concrete achievements. I am
convinced that there is substantial common ground
on the range of areas we have been discussing in
connection with our forthcoming meeting, and I
would hope that this common ground can be expanded
during our meeting in Geneva.

You raised several specific areas in the security
field where this might be possible. Secretary
Shultz will be prepared to discuss all your ideas
in concrete terms while he is in Moscow. I
believe you will find that we are indeed prepared
to go our fair share of the way to ensure our meet-
ing is a productive one.

I do, however, want to address your response to
the proposals we had previously made in the Geneva
arms control talks, which was foreshadowed in your
letter and which your delegation subsequently
tabled in Geneva.

We have been carefully assessing your counter-
proposal over the last month. As I stated in my
address to the United Nations on October 24, I
believe that within it there are seeds which we
should nurture and that in the coming weeks we
should seek to establish a genuine process of give-
and-take.

In order to foster such a process, I have approved
a new and comprehensive proposal designed to build
upon the positive elements of your counterproposal
and bridge the positions of our two sides. I have
asked our negotiators to extend the current round
to permit your experts to achieve a full understan-
ding of our approach. This new proposal deals
with all three areas under discussion in the
Geneva negotiations. 1Its essence is a proposal
for radical and stabilizing reductions in
strategic offensive arms and a separate agreement
on intermediate-range nuclear missile systems,
both of which bridge US and Soviet ideas. We also
propose that both sides provide assurances that
their strategic defense programs are and will
remain in full accord with the ABM Treaty.



Such assurances assume a resolution of our current
differences over compliance with the Treaty.

In the area of strategic arms, the United States
agrees with the objective of a fifty percent
reduction in strategic offensive forces. Our
proposal builds on this, applying the fifty
percent principle in a manner that is both
equitable and can enhance stability. In the area
of intermediate-range nuclear forces, we have also
looked for elements we find in common. While I
continue to firmly believe that the best outcome
would be the complete elimination of intermediate-
range nuclear missiles on both sides, in our new
proposal, we have also moved in your direction.

In defense and space we must begin now to
establish a framework for a cooperative transition
to more reliance on defenses and we would like to
see a more developed dialogue on how such a tran-
sition could be jointly undertaken.

We have designed our approach to provide for a o
mutually acceptable resolution of the range of
nuclear and space arms issues; to take account of
the interrelationship between the offense and the
defense; and to address those concerns that you
and your negotiators have described as being of
great importance to you. I am convinced that this
new proposal can provide the basis for immediate
and genuine progress on the numerous and complex
issues facing us in the nuclear and space area,
and I look forward to discussing it with you in
Geneva later this month.

We will also have the opportunity in Geneva to
discuss the other areas which make up our rela-
tionship. Much work remains to be done if we are
to be able to announce specific progress on
regional and bilateral issues. I hope that
Secretary Shultz's Moscow visit will be a stimulus
to rapid progress in the weeks ahead.



In conclusion, may I say once more that I am look-
ing forward to our meeting and that I sincerely
hope we will be able to set our countries on a
less confrontational and more cooperative course
in the years ahead. I will personally spare no
effort to help bring this about.

Sincerely,

v

His Excellency
Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev
General Secretary of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union

Moscow
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

November 1, 1985

Dear Mr. General Secretary:

This is in reply to your letter of October 12,
1985, concerning the possibility of a confidential
exchange of opinions on a non-official basis. My
reasons for mentioning this possibility to Foreign
Minister Shevardnadze were twofold.

First, it seemed that there could be some
intrinsic value in exchanging opinions informally
and privately without the constraints imposed by
official formality. But I also wished to resolve
certain ambigquities in how we communicate. From
time to time in recent months Soviet officials
have approached American officials or private
citizens who are in touch with senior officials in
our government and have offered comments which,
they suggest, represent your views. Naturally, I
have paid close attention to these comments since
I take your opinions very seriously and wish to do
the utmost to understand them with full clarity.
However, the comments received in this manner have
not always been consistent and thus I have dif-
ficulty determining to what degree they in fact
represent your views. It therefore seemed worth-
while to seek a clarification.

I judge from your reply that you consider established
channels adequate for communication between us.

v That is agreeable to me. Consequently Secretary
Shultz will continue to look forward to receiving
Ambassador Dobrynin at the State Department.
Similarly, we will expect that Ambassador Hartmann
will enjoy corresponding access to you in Moscow.
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I hope that the
Moscow will lay
meeting between
looking forward
to hope that we
between our two
course.

His Excellency

meetings Secretary Shultz has in
the groundwork for a productive
us in Geneva. I am very much

to meeting you there and continue
will succeed in setting relations
contries on a more constructive

Sincerely yours,

(R oomsa

Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev
General Secretary of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union

The Kremlin
Mosocw



