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June 14, 1984

SECRET/SENSITIVE
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: George P. Shultz “(&6
SUBJECT: Chernenko's June 6 Letter and Dobrynin's

Talking Points: Analysis

I would like to share with you my analysis of Chernenko's
reply to your last letter and to the points Dobrynin handed over
in my meeting last Tuesday.

These communications basically contain nothing new, and
confirm my impression that the Soviets are currently uncertain
about how to handle us. Since the letter was signed June 6, it
does not respond to your Dublin speech. But your last letter
already contained your offer to negotiate on non-use of force if
they would negotiate on confidence-building measures at
Stockholm. Meanwhile, we have put down two other new arms
control negotiating proposals, on chemical weapons and in MBFR.
The Soviet reaction has been to pull out of the Olympics and to
ratchet up their propaganda campaign, while claiming privately
that they are willing to move forward (and agreeing to another
round of talks on minor consular issues). In this letter and
these points, Chernenko repeats the general argument that they
want to move forward and we do not, but offers practically
nothing to back it up.

Chernenko's language is correct and non-polemical. 1In
response to your effort to explain why we see a threat in many
Soviet actions, he goes on at length with a familiar rendition
of Soviet complaints about us (encirclement with bases, INF
missiles at their doorstep, etc.). The core theme is that we
refuse to treat the USSR as an "equal."

On the security side, Chernenko basically reiterates the
same tired agenda of one-sided arms control proposals as the
solution to the problems in the relationship. On regional
issues, he calls for restraint and says Dobrynin will present
some "specific considerations" on our proposals for talks, but
all Dobrynin had to say was that they are willing to listen to
our views on southern Africa and the Middle East/Persian Gulf
before deciding whether they will sit down for actual exchanges
of views.
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As in previous letters, Chernenko leaves bilateral issues to
others, i.e. Gromyko and the Foreign Ministry, but even here
Dobrynin had mainly complaints that we are not moving on the
things they care about, like fishing allocations and Aeroflot
flights to the U.S. However, he also promised to get back to us
soon on our proposals for new rounds of talks on hotline upgrade
and the Pacific maritime boundary and for talks on search and
rescue operations in the northern Pacific.

Finally, Chernenko closes with a complaint that you keep
injecting Soviet internal affairs -- meaning human rights --
into your letters.

On the arms control side, there are a few items of detail
worth pointing out:

-- In terms of the emphasis given to various arms control
items, the "Chernenko agenda" as it now stands is: negotiations
on outer space arms control; renouncing construction of
large-scale anti-ballistic missile defense systems; limitations
on naval activities and naval armaments (a recent Gromyko
"initiative"); non-use of force; and nuclear testing.

-— On non-use of force, Chernenko is careful: he touts
their proposal for a Warsaw Pact-NATO treaty on non-use of
force, which they propose to discuss separately from the
Stockholm conference; he next talks about chemical weapons and
MBFR, and only then turns to Stockholm, where he expresses the
hope that "the United States will take a position that would
make possible agreement on mutually acceptable solutions."
Dobrynin's points do not mention non-use of force at all. This
suggests there may be some unresolved differences between
Chernenko and Gromyko on how to handle your offer to discuss
non-use of force together with our confidence-building measures
in Stockholm. (Their negotiator in Stockholm is being almost
totally non-committal at this point.)

-- Finally, both communications promise to negotiate on
chemical weapons in Geneva and MBFR in Vienna, even though they
are very skeptical of our offers, but Dobrynin's points turn
down our offer of private discussions here on either issue "in
view of the character of the latest American proposals." 1In
other words, they accept bilateral discussions, but only at the
negotiating sites.
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In sum, then, the Soviets have given us a mixed but, on
balance, a poor showing. The tone is defensive, and so is the
content. This is not surprising: they are on the defensive
because we have the initiative in most aspects of our
relationship. I found it interesting that Dobrynin -- in his
remarks -- insisted so strongly that they "are not afraid to be
seen negotiating with this Administration,”" and that they can do
business even this year. But there may be some daylight between
him and Moscow, where they continue to appear unwilling to
negotiate on the basis of the substantial agenda you have put
forward. So, despite Dobrynin's complaint about accusations
that they are "hibernating,"”™ I think that remains a fairly
accurate description of what they are doing.

To sustain our initiative, I think you should respond fairly
quickly to Chernenko's message, and I will be sending you a
draft in the next week or so. Overall, our response should be
to keep pressing them both privately and publicly, as you did so
successfully in your Dublin speech.

SEERET/SENSITIVE
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His Excellency

Ronald W. Reagan

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

Dear Mr. President,

In connection with your letter I would like to express some

thoughts in continuation of our exchange of views with you.

I, of course, took note of the pledge of commitment to the
lessening of tensions between our countries made by you in the
handwritten addition to your letter. 1In turn, I can affirm once
again what I wrote in my first letter to you -- namely, that it
has been and continues to be our wish that there be a turn toward
steady, good relations between the USSR and the USA. As a
matter of fact, the numerous specific proposals submitted by our
side, including those proposals put forward in my letters to
you, have been aimed at reaching that very objective.

As regards interpreting a certain period in the history of
our relations, about which you had already written once before,
here our views differ. We have presented our point of view in
this regard, so I will not repeat myself. I will note, however,
that one side's having military superiority or seeking such
superiority cannot be perceived by the other side as an
indication of good intentions. There can be only one indication
-- a willingness to conduct affairs as equals, a willingness
reflected in practical policies. The position of the Soviet
Union in this regard is clear and precise: we are not seeking
superiority, but we will not allow superiority over us. I do
not see anything here that should be unacceptable to the United
States, if one wants stability and a lessening of tensions. It
is from a position of equality that it is possible to agree on
really mutually-acceptable solutions, when neither side can have

reason to believe that it is making unilateral concessions.

DECL: OADR
F97-0s7 # 220
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I thought it necessary to point this out, having in mind the
way in which the intentions of the Soviet Union are interpreted
in your letter. I cannot agree with this. This has already
been stated on our side in the past. But since you return again
to the question of intentions and how they can be perceived, I
will express a few opinions, illustrating them with specific
examples.

If one is to sum up what on many occasions has been publicly
stated by you and other representatives of the Administration,
one concludes that the only situation that would be acceptable
to the United States would be one in which it was militarily
ahead of the USSR. The fact of the matter, however, is that
such a situation has not been and is not acceptable to us. 1In
this respect we have experience -- bitter experience. The
history of our relations, especially in the postwar period, has
seen quite a few complications too. Quite a few attempts have
been made to exert political, economic, and even military
pressure on us.

Let us take the current situation. There is, it seems, an
American idiom "to turn the table."™ Try to look at the realities
of the international situation from our end. And at once one
will see distinctly that the Soviet Union is encircled by a
chain of American military bases. These bases are full of
nuclear weapons. Their mission is well known -- they are
targeted on us. Nothing like it can be found around your
country.

And what about the fact that entire regions of the globe
have been proclaimed spheres of American vital interests? And
not only proclaimed, but made the object of a U.S. military
presence. And this is done, among other places, at our very
doorstep. And again we, for our part, are not doing anything

~SEEREEAGBNSITEY B
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like it. What conclusions should we draw from this as to the
intentions of the U.S.? 1I believe the conclusions readily
present themselves. Such an approach is nothing other then a
hypertrophied idea of one's interests in which the legitimate
interests of others are completely ignored, an effort to gain,
to put it mildly, positions of privilege at the expense of the
other side. This approach is not compatible with the objective
of ensuring stability. On the contrary, such an approach as a
matter of policy objectively helps to create and sustain
tensions.

Or let us take strategic arms. Here, too, no claims can be
directed toward the Soviet Union. The fact that there is rough
parity between the USSR and the USA and, in a wider sense,
between the Warsaw Pact and NATO, can be disputed by no expert
familiar with the situation. The SALT-2 Treaty was a reflection
of this fact. It was not the end of the road, and we did not
consider it as such., But the merit of the treaty was, among
other things, that it established, I would say, with
mathematical precision the strategic balance that has evolved.

Your military experts can tell you that the Soviet Union has
done nothing to upset this balance, At the same time we see
what kind of attitude is displayed toward the Treaty by the
other side. 1Is it not the criterion by which to judge its
intentions?

The same applies as well to medium-range nuclear forces in
Europe. I will recall only that it was we who offered to reduce
their number to the minimum on the side of the USSR and NATO.

In response, "Pershings" and cruise missiles are appearing near
our borders. How would you regard it, Mr. President, had
something similar happened with respect to the U.S.? I believe

SBCRETASENSEPIVE~
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that your assesment of the intentions of the other side under
the circumstances could only be one -- as regards both the other
side's approach to negotiations and the essence of its
intentions.

But even under these circumstances we have displayed and
continue to display utmost restraint. The response we were
forced to take, in terms of its scope and character, has not
gone beyond the limits necessary to neutralize the threat posed
to us and our allies. Moreover, we propose to return to the
initial situation and, instead of further unleashing an arms
race, to address ourselves in a decisive fashion to curbing the
arms race, and to radically limiting and reducing nuclear arms.
This is far from imposing conditions. As a matter of fact, what
is unfair about the two sides cancelling those measures whose
effect was to heighten the level of nuclear confrontation and,
conversely, to lessen global security? There can be nothing
unfair or damaging for either side in this. A return to the
previous situation in the present circumstances would constitute
forward movement by both sides toward stabilizing the situation,
toward the practical renewal of the entire process of limiting
nuclear weapons that is of decisive importance for the future of
international relations and for peace as such.

So far, however, we see no indication that the American side
proceeds from such an assumption. Regrettably, nothing new on
this major issue of the day can be found in your letter either.
I say this not for the sake of polemics, but rather in the hope
that you will still find it possible to appreciate the way out
of the extremely grave situation that we are suggesting.
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From my correspondence with you, Mr. President, as well as
from previous correspondence, one can conclude that, in general
terms there seems to be an understanding on your part that there
are a number of important questions concerning the problem of
security which require solutions and where joint efforts by our
two countries are necessary.

For my part, in my last message I specifically mentioned
several of these questions. Let me remind you that these
included renouncing the construction of large-scale anti-
ballistic missile defense systems, entering into negotiations on
preventing the militarization of outer space and on banning
anti-sattelite weapons, a freeze on nuclear weapons, resuming
talks on a complete and comprehensive ban on nuclear tests, and
some other measures. In other words, we are not for dialogue in
a general sense between our two countries, but propose to fill
it with concrete, weighty substance. We are convinced that
practical movement in these and other directions and mutual
determination to achieve practical results would fundamentally
ease the situation in our relations and throughout the world in
general. The degree of trust would increase significantly.

But we have not received a response to these proposals that
would enable us to say that the United States is prepared for
such concrete actions. I will not make a judgment as to what is
the problem here, but I am convinced that, seriously speaking,
there is no good reason and, moreover, no justification for
avoiding the solution of problems that can play a decisive role
in determining the road the world will take in the near future.
Awareness of this is growing on the part of the public and the
leaders of many states. Graphic evidence of this is the recent
appeal by the leaders of six countries from four continents to
the governments of the nuclear powers. Mr. President, this

SRCRETASENSITLIVES
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appeal is a very serious reminder, to our countries as well, of
the enormous responsibility they bear for the destinies of the
world and mankind. Our common duty is to respond to this appeal
honestly, without delay, and through concrete actions. For its
part, the Soviet Union is prepared for it.

In addition to those of our proposals already mentioned, I
would also like to draw your attention to additional areas of
possible cooperation in the interests of strengthening peace.
One of these is the limitation of naval activity and naval
armaments. This problem is very urgent; it is no coincidence
that the United Nations has attached such importance to it as
well. We have specific ideas on what could be done to reduce
the growing tensions on the high seas, to ensure freedom of
navigation and the safety of international sea communications.
We have spoken in favor of discussing this problem within the
framework of the Geneva Conference on Disarmament or in separate
multilateral negotiations. Taking into account the role of our
countries, we also propose to discuss this set of questions on a
bilateral basis. We would like to know your opinion on this
score.

Furthermore, the Warsaw Pact countries recently made a
proposal to NATO countries to begin multilateral consultations
on the subject of concluding a Treaty on mutual non-use of
military force and the maintenance of peaceful relations. The
essence and the importance of the idea of such a Treaty are well
known. Attention to this proposal has been growing from the
moment of its introduction. And here our two countries could
also play an important part. We are ready to study any ideas
the American side might have on this question.

SBCRET/ SENGSTEIVE—
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The Soviet Union will, furthermore, do everything in its
power to promote agreements on the problem of banning chemical
weapons and on the reduction of armed forces and armaments in
Central Europe. Our delegations in Geneva and Vienna will be
prepared to cooperate with American representatives. It goes
without saying that, within the framework of these fora, we
shall also express in detail our views on recent positions
advanced by the American side. However, I have to note that the
overall impression -- and not only ours -- is that these
positions do not constitute a constructive contribution to the
work already done in these fora.

Recently the Soviet Union introduced at the Stockholm
conference a concrete and carefully balanced document directed
at attaining a really significant agreement, which would
fundamentally strengthen security on the European continent. 1In
preparing this document, we took into account the opinions
expressed at the first round of the conference as well as in the
course of bilateral consultations, including those with American
representatives. We would like to expect that in Stockholm the
United States will take a position that would make possible
agreement on mutually acceptable solutions.

As it has already been pointed out on our part in corres-
pondence with you, we favor a bilateral exchange of opinions on
regional matters. Our Ambassador is instructed to present to
the Secretary of State more specific considerations on these and
some other matters. Here I find it necessary to stress the main
point: the need for restraint, for refraining from actions -- no
matter what their motives -- which could only intensify dangerous
tensions in various regions and make difficult the achievement of
a just political settlement. The world has proven more than once
that it is a hundred times more difficult to extinguish a fire
than to prevent it. To remember this is in everyone's interests.
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I do not want to conclude this letter on a negative note,
but in view of some of the remarks in your letter, I must point
out that introduction into relations between states of questions
concerning solely domestic affairs of our country or yours does
not serve the task of improving these relations -- if this is
our goal. I wish questions of such a nature did not burden our
correspondence, which both of us, as I understand it, value.

Sincerely,

K. Chernenko

Moscow
June 6, 1984

0934M
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Ero IIpeBOCXOLUTE ILCTBY
Ponaneny ¥.Peiirany,
lipe3mueHTy CoenuHeHHHX [ITaT0oB AME DHKM

BamnHrToH

YpaxaeMuii rocrnopuH IpesuumexT,

B cBa3M ¢ BaumM IHCBEMONM XOTeJ OH BHCKa3aTh HEKOTODHE CO0G0-
PaxeHus B OpOLO/LEGHME Hamero ¢ Bamm OoOMeHa MHEeHHAMH.

fl, KOHeuHO, OOpaTH/ BHUMAHHNE Ha 3aBepeHWe B IPHBEPREHHOCTH
IeJly CHUREHUS HaOpTKERHOCTH MEELY HaiAMXA CTpaHaMi, O 4eM I'0BO—
pUTCA B CIHeZAHHOM BaMM DYKODMCHOM L0OaBjieHAMX K TEKCTYy NHCEMa. B
CBOK 0OYepejlb MOI'y BHOBBH IOATBEDLUTH TO, O dYeM f mUcaj elje B mep—
BOM ImucekMe BaM, a HM@HHO — IOBOPOT K POBHHM, JNOCDHM OTHOMEHHUAM
mexny CCCP m CLiA Own m ocTaeTcsa HauuM XxejigHueM, CoOCTBEHHO, 3Ty
IeJb X NpecaeiyowT Te MHOI'OYACJEHHHE KOHKDETHHE NDeLJOKEeHHs, KO-
TOpDHE BHIBUI'GJIUCH C Hale¥ GTOPOHH, B TOM 4YHCJie B MOMX IMCEMax
Bam.

YTo ke KacaeTCAd HHTepIpeTandy OIpexsjieHHOI'0 aTama B HCTODUM
HamMX OTHOMEHMii, 0 YeM BH OIHa®IH yXe Iuca/m, TO 3168CH HalM OIeH-
KN pacXopsaTcsd. Mu H3j7ara/M CBON TOUKy 3pEHMA HA STOT CYET M LOB-
TOPATHCA HE CcTaHy. OTMedy, OIHEKO, YTO Ha/M4ue BOSHHOI'0 HpEEMY-
LecTBa y OIHO# CTOPOHH M/ CTPEMJIeHM8 K TaKOBOMYy He MOXET BOCIpH-
EMMaThCA IPYyI'oil CTOPOHOH# Kak ImOKa3aTejlb Ha/M4uMs AOCDHX HaMepeHui,
3mech MOxeT OHTH /UMb OIWH IOKa3aTe/b — I'OTOBHOCTH BECTH Iejia HA
pPaBHHX, I'OTOBHOCTH, BHpDaXeHHAd B IpPAKTU4Y8CKO# mo/mTuke. Taxosa
sicHasg W deTKad nos3mimdA CoBeTckoro Con3a: MH He CTpPESMEMCSA K Ipe-
AMyUeCTBy, HO X He MHONYCTUM €ro Han co0oii. He BHUXy, UYTO 3L8CH MO-
KeT OHTH HeIpmeMjeMwM njii CoeluHeHHHX liTaTos, eC/mM XxejaTh cTa-
ORJIBHOCTH, CHHXEHHA HANDAKEHHOCTH. C IO3MIME paBeHCTBA MOXHO
IOroBapuBaThCA O NeLCTBHTe/IbHO B3aMMONDHEMJ/IBMHX DemeHMAX, KoIZa
HY y OnHOX M3 CTOPOH HE MOKET OHWTH NpPAYHH CUMTaTh, 4TO OHa HAET
Ha OIHOCTODOHHHE YCTYIIKH.

f1 cue/1 HeoOXOOUMHM OTMETUTH 9TO, MMESA B BULY M TO, KaK B
BalileM mMChEME HHTepIpPeTHpPyWTcsa HaMmepeHusa CoseTckoro Cobsa. fl HE
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MOI'y C ®TUM COIJACHTHCA. B mpomjoM ¢ Hawei CTOPOHH 00 STOM YHE
IroBOpPUIOCE., HO KOJb CKOpPO BH OILATH BO3BpAlasTeCh K BOIPOCY O HaMme-
PEHHAX M KaK OHKM MOI'yT IpEeLCTaBAAThCHA, BHCKaXy HEKOTODHE CYRIGHAA,
NPOMJJIOCTPUPOBAB MX KOHKDPETHHMU IIDHME paMy.

Ecym oGoCuuTh TO, 4YTO He pa3 OyO/JW4YHO 3asABAAJOCH Bamm, Ipy-
TEMI IpenCTaBATEIAMN QIMUHHACTpALM4, TO OojayvaeTcs, 4uro CIIA ycTpa-
MBaJI0 TOJ/IBKO Tak0e IHO0JIOReHWe, KOI'Ia B BOBHHOM OTHOmMEHMN OHE ORI
Brnepenm CCCP. Ho gmeno B TOM, UWTO HaC-TO T4KOE€ IOJIOKXEHWE HE YCTpa—
NBajJI0 ¥ He ycTpauBaeT. Ha 9TOT CueT y Hac 6CTH OIINT B OINHT Tsxe-
JHii. HeMajio OHJIO OCJIOKHEHME ¥ B HCTODUM OTHOWeEHMI HAWUX CTpaH,
OCOO8HHO B IIOCJ6BOEHHHA mepuoj., Hemajo OwjI0 NIOIHTOK OKa3aTh Ha
Hac II0JMTHYECKOE, SKOHOMMUYECKOE, LA X BOGHHOE IaBJIEHME.

A BO3BMHTE HHMEMHee HOJIDKEHNE, ECTh, KaxeTcs, TaK08 amepUKaH-
CKO8 BHpameHue "pasBepHyTH cToA". IlocTapaiiTechk B3IJIAHYTH Ha pe-
aJbHOCTH MeRIYyHapPOILHOW OOCTAHOBKK C Hawero KoHia. JM cpasy cTaHeT
OTYeT/MBO BUIHO, 4TO CopeTcHuil CoN3 OKDyweH LENBD amepUKaHCKHX
BOEGHHHX 0Oa3, Ha 9TiX Gas3ax IOJHO sANEpHOrO Opyrusd. llpanHasHayeHus
eI'0 U3BBCTHO — OHO HAle/leHO IpPOTWB Hac. HUuero HOLOCHOI'0 BOKDPYT
Bameili cTpaHH HeT.

A To, UTO lLiesHE DpAailoHH 36MHOI'0 mapa OCBLABJIOTCA Cgepoi
aMe PAKAHCKAX XKN3HEHHHX MHTepecoBT [l He IpocTO OOLABJANTCH, a
CTaHOBATCA OOHEKTOM BOGHHOI'O IpucyTrcTsBhA ClA. ¥ 5TO HPOECXOIMUT B
TOM UHUCje y camoro Hawero mopora. OmATh-TakM MH CO CBO8¥ CTODOHH !}
qero nojoCHOI'O0 He msjaeM., Kakme U3 5TOI'0 BHBOILH LO/ORHH MH IeJaTh
OTHOCUTEBHO HamepeHuil CLA? Ilojaraw, OHU HampauMBaOTCA camu CoOCOii.
Tagad /mMEWA eCTh He uTO MHOe, KaK I'MIEDTPOJMPOBAHHO8 IPEICTaB/Ie Hilt
0 CBOMX MHTepecaX, KOoIfla HOJHOCTBHI0 MIHODUDYWTCA 3aKOHHHE MHTEDECH
IpyI'uX, Kak CTpeMjeHue IOJyuduTh, MAIKO BHDAXAACH, NDPUBUJEIAPOBaHH!
[O3UIMAA 33 cyeT Ipyro¥ CTOpPOHH. He coBMeumaeTcs 3TO0 C IeJIAMH JIOCTH-
KEHNUS CTACU/IBHOCTV,» HaOpOTUB, Takad JMHUA B IOJITHKE OCBLEKTUBHO
BEIET K CO3TAaHW® M IOJJIe PRAHWKD HaIDSTAe HHOCTH.,.

1 B2ATH CTpaTeIMUYeCKHE BOODYx6HUA. J 378CH H8 MOXET OHTH
HEKaKuX mpeTeH3nit ¥ CoBerckoMmy Conzy. To, uro Mmexny CCCP m CLA,
a B IMPOKOM CMHCJE MexNy cTpaHamiu Bapmuasckoro Joroeopa m HATO
8CTH IpUMEDHHI IapuTeT, He CTaHeT OCHApMBATE HU OIMH 3Hawouuil
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NoJIokeHNe LeJl cleimacT, OTpaxeHueM 3TOrO fABMJCA ROorosop 0CB-2.
Ja, 9T0 OWI He KOHel OyTH. il MH TaK He CunMTa/M, HO ero IOCTORHCT-
BO, IIOMKAMO IIpouero, B TOM, UYTO B HeM Owj0, A OH CKa3aj, C MaTena-
THYECKOY TOUHOCTHD 33JMKCKDPOBAHO C0KABLIEBCS CTDPATEI'MYBCKOE paB-—
HoBecHue.

Bamm BO@HHHE 9KCIEPTH MOI'yT cKas3aThb, uT0 CoreTcKHi Con3 Ha
CcIesajl HAuero, uYTOOH HApymHTE DaBHOBECHE. B TO X8 BpeMd MH BHIUNM,
KaKoe OTHOmEeHNEe IpoAB/AETCA K 5TOMY LOI'OBOPY C APyI'oit CTODOHH.
PasBe sT0 He KpuTepuii, 4TOOHW CYLUTEH O €€ HaMmepeHHAX?

To #xe caMoe OTHOCHATCA M K SIEDHHM CpPELCTBaM CpenHeil majap—
HocTZ B KEBpone, Hanmomso jmmb, 4TO AMEHHO MH Ipejjara/M COKPATATEH
BX 10 Mm:uMyMa Ha cTopoHe CCCP u HATO. B oTBeT BO/M3M Hamux rpa-—
HUL noasjioTeA "llepuuArz" B KpHJIATHE pPaKeTH. Kak On B, LocnoiuH
Ilpe suzeHT, OTHEC/MChH, CJIyYdCh IOZOCHO8 NIPAMEHMTEIBHO K CLIAT lymaw
Baila oLgHKA HaMepeHMi Ipyroil CTOPOHH B STOM Ciyuae OHIa OH OIHO-
3HQUHOL - KaK B OTHOUIGHWM €6 IOLX0Ia K IeperosopaM, Tak ¥ B TOM,
YTO KacaeTCsd 68 HaMepeHHY IO CyuecTsy.

Ho nmawxe B 5THX YCJIOBHAX MH NPOABU/IM K IPOABJLAEM MAKCHEMYM
BHIGD#KA., Hama BHHyXIeHHAA OTBETHAA DEAKIUA IO CBOEMY O00BEMY U
XapaKTepy He BHXOLWT 34 DaMKW HeiiTpa/m3aiii CO3LaBaeMoyl HaM M Ha-
HZM CON3HUKaM yrpo3H. bojee TOro, MH Iperjaraem BeDHYTHCH K U3-
Haua/IbHOMY IOJIOXEHHD ¥ BMECTO Da3BEDTHBAHUA I'OHKM BOODyHeHAl
peLINTe IbHO 3aHATHCA 68 CBEPTHBAHMEM, pAIUKaBHHM OI'DAHMUYEHHEM R
COKpaileHlleM AfepHHX BOODyxeEKii, JTO OTHIOLL HE BHIBUXEHHUE KAKHX-TC
ycaoBRrii, COOCTBEGHHO I'0OBODA, 4YTO HeCIpaBeiXBOI'0 B TOM, 4TO 006
CTOPOHH OTMEHA/M OH CBORX MEDOIDHATHAA, B De3y/bTaTé KOTODHX YDPOBE!
ALepPHOI'0 HOPOTUBOCTOAHMS HOBHCH/ICH, & CTeINeH:L BCEOOuel 0e30IaCHOC:
HanpoTuB, NOHU3WJACh? HnMuero HecnpaBei/MEOI'0 WU YyilepOHOI'O HH IJU
OIHOL CTODOHH B 5TOM OHThH He MO#€T., B0O3BpaT K HpexHEMY IIOJIOKEHMUD
B JIaHHOM CJiy4yas Owl OH LBHXEEMEN 006MX CTOPOH BIEpel B HaOpPaBJEH]
CTabuIM3aituy NoJA0KeHUd, K IPAKTUYECKOMY BO30CHOBJEHUK KCeI0 Ipo-
1I6CCa OI'DaHMUEHUS AAeDHHX BOODYAGHMU, MMERIEI0 pemawlee 3HaUeHUE
oA CyIoyuero MesIyHAapOIHHX OTHOWeHWil, L4 Mupa KaK TaKOBOID.

[loka, OODH&KO, MH He BHUIUM IIDX3HAKOB TOI'0, UYTO &MepHAKaHCKaA
CTODOHa MCXOIUT U3 T&KOL IpPeylocH/KM. K comajeHu:o, B 5TOM IVIABHO!
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ceifdac BOIPOCe He OCHapyxMBaeTCH HOBOI'O X B Bawem muciMe. I'oBopio
00 9TOM He painM NOJIEMAKM, 2 B HAUEKIEe, YTO BH Bce Ke CMORETe ole-
HUTPH NpejjaraeMuii Hamy BHXOL M3 Kpailie Cephe3HOI'0 II0JI0KEHHS,

U3 nameil ¢ Bamu, rocmomvi LpesmusHT, Ia ¥ OpeIHIyLeidl Iepe—
[IMCKY MNKHO CLEMATH BHBOXL, 4YTO C Bameii CTOPOHH B oCueM IJIaHEe Bpo-
Ie OH 8CThH IIOHiIMaHue, YTO MMEETCA I8/l DAL KPYIHHX BOIDOCOB,
OTHOCALMXCS K IIpoGjieMeé Oe30IacHOCTH, KOTODHE TpeOylT pelleHusd X
Tle HeOOXOIMMH COBMECTHHE YCH/MA HaWXX IBYX CTpaH.

Co cBoeii CTODOHH B IpeNHAYWEM NOC/AAHMA A KOHKpETHO Has3Baj
HECKOJIbKO TaKWUX BOIIPOCOB. HalloMHI, pedb wjaa 006 OTKa3e 0T CO3IaHudA
IIMPOKOMACHTAOHHX CHCTEM IIPOTilBODAKeTHOIl OCODOHH, O BCTYIJIEHHW B
e peroBoOpPH OTHOCHTEJIBHO HELONyueHMA MU/MTapA3alMy KocMmoca X
3alpeL8HUM IPOT: BOCIYTHUKOBO'O OPy#Usi, O 38MODpax¥MBaHUM fAJePHOI'O
Opy%®#si, BO30OCHOB/IGHNM NEPEr0OBODPOB O BCeOOLEM M IIOJHOM 3allpelieHHH
HCIHTAHWI fAlepHOr0 OPYyXMA M O HEKOTODHX ADPYyI'MX MepaX. UHHMH CjI0-—
BaMH, MH He BoOOue 3a LM&JIOI' Mexly HauMM: CTpaHaMmil, a Ipenjarasm
HamoOJHLTL er'0 KOHKDP8THHM BECOMHM COJEpHKaHmeM. M yOeiueHH, YTO
[IpAKTAY8CKOE8 IDOLBMXEHYE IO STUM K LPYyI'MM HaIpaBjieHAAM, B3auMmHad
Halle/le HHOCTEH Ha IPAKTHUYECKHe pe3y/bTaTH KODeHHHEM 00pa30oM pas-
pAIMJM OH 00CCTaHOBKY X B HalwiX OTHOMEHNAX, ¥ B MexIyHapOIHOM
IjlaHe B 1ig/i0M. OSHAQUWTEIbHO HOBHCHK/JAACH OH M CTeNeHb LOBEDUA.

Ho MH He IOmy4w/ml Ha STW HalW IP6IJIOAEHUS OTKJMKA, KOTODHI
II03BOJUI)I OH I'OBOPUTH, uT0 CoguuieHHWe IITaTH I'OTOBH K TakKWM KOHKDe’
HHM nelicTBHAM. He cTaHy CyImuTh, B YeM 316Ch lieJlo, HO yOexueH,
yTp IO OOJIBLOMY CU8TYy HLYeM Hejb3sa 0COCHOB&THL M TeM Cojiee OlpaB-—
IaTh yXOL OT pelleHHA IOpOGJieM, KOTODHE MOI'yT CHI'PATH OIpele jIALyn
poJib B TOli, II0 KAQKOMy IyTH IOILET MUD yxe B OjM<aiiueM OymyLeM.
Oco3HaHie 5TOr'0 BCe DJIyOxe BHELpPAETCHA B yMaX OOw8CTBEHHOCTH M
DYKOBO1Teief MHOI'MX IOCyLApPCTB, HarjglHoe IOATBEPHIEHUE TONYy —
HeIaBHXI IDPU3HB K IIpDaBUTe/IbCTBAM ALEPHEX lleD#aB DYKOBOLUTEJieii
meCTH I'0CYLapcTB, NPELCTEB LSIOLMX YeTHpPe KOHTUHeHTa. I'ocnoruH
Ipe3UIEHT, 9TOT IpPL3HB - CUeHb CephesHOe HalOMMHaHus, B TOM
uncse HamuM cTpaHam, O TOil OI'DOMHOI OTBE TCTBEHHOCTH, KoTopad Jjie-—
FUT HaA HUX 3a CyubOH MHpa, uejioBeuecTBa. Hama olmas 00A3aHHOCTE —
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OTK/MKHYTBCA H&a 5TOT IPH3HB UY8CTHO, HE3aMEL/UTEeJIbHO, KOHKDETHHMHU
zeicreusavu. Co cBoelt cTopoHn ComeTckuil Con3 K 3TOMYy I'0OTOB.

loMmrio ywe HM3jlaraBLUXCA HaMi IpPELAO#eHHii, XOTes OHW O0OPaTATH
Bame BHLMaHile M Ha OOMNOJH.T8JbHHE OGJAACTH BO3MOXHOI'O B3aMMOLEiCT—
BAA B HHTepecaX YKpeljieHnda Mupa. OmHa U3 HUX -~ OUDAHUUYEHHE BOEHHO-
MODCKOZ [8ATe/BHOCTA ¥ MODCKHUX BOODy#ermil., IIpoGjeMa 5Ta BeCHMa aK-
TyajbHa, He Cjyvailio el mpuuajia Takoe 3HaueHme M OpraHu3anus
O6veznHeHHHX Hammii, ¥ Hac eCTh KOHKpeTHHE Muem, Y4TO MOXHO GOHJIO
OH CL8JAaTh IJIf CHMKEHUA pacTyuell HampaAeHHOCTXA Ha MOpAX, IJI
Haze:xHoro oOecnedesud CBOCOILH MODeliaBaHuA, Oe30IaCHOCTH MeRoy-
HapoOLHHEX MODCKMX KOMMYHMKali. [MH BHCKa3a/uCh 38 BO3MORHOCTL 00—
CYXJIeHVS yKa3aHHOI HPOGJEMH B paMKaX #KeHeBCKOL KOH(epeHLMW IO
Pa30DyXeHN0 KUJI1 Ha OTHEIbHHX MHOI'OCTODOHHUX OeperoBopaXx. C yueTor
PO HaumX CTpaH MH IpenjaraevM OCCYLUTH KOMIJIEKC 9TUX BOIPOCOB
% B IBYCTODOHHeM IJjiaHe. X0TeJOCE OH y3HATh Bame MHeHie Ha 3TOT
CuerT.

danee. HeipaBHO CTpaHH BapuwaBCKOI'0 LOIOBOpa NpeXJIOxu/il CTpaHal
HATO npucTynUThE K MHOI'OCTODOHH.M KOHCY/BTAQLIMAM Ha NpeIMET 3aK/jmue-
HHA [OI'0BODaA O B3aUMHOM HeIpuUMeHeHWY BOEHHOW CHUJIH U IOJLEDXEAHMA 01
HolleHUM Mupa. CyLlecTBO X 3HaueHKUe HMLEM TAKOI'0 JOr0BODA W3BECTHH.
C moMeHTa BHIBUZEHUA OTOIO IPeiJOXEHHA BEHMAHNE K HEMy pacTeT. U
3I8Ch HalM JBe CTPaHH Takie MO/ OH CHI'PATH OOJIBUYN pOJ/ibe MH
TOTOBH M3YUUTh COOOpaiEeHuWsaA, KOTODHE MOI'yT OHTH y ame pUKaHCKO
CTODPOHH IO LAaHHOMY BOIIPOCY.

CoBeTcKkni Cow3 OyLeT U majblie JejaTh BCE OT Hero 3aBUCALEE
IJlA LPOIBUxEeHHMsI K ILOI'0OBOPEHHOCTSM IIO0 NIpPOGjIEME BallpeijeHnd XuMHuue-—
CKOI'0 OpyiHMsd, a Taxkxe OTHOCUTEbHO COKpalleHus BOODYEEHHHX CUJA H
BOODy#eHuil B Li@HTpanbpHOY kBpome. Haum jpejerainay B XeHeBe ¥ BeHe
OyAyT I'OTOBK COTDyLHMYaTh C &aMepUKAHCKUMA IIpelcTaBrTe/AMH., Pasy-
MeeTcd, B paMKaX 9THX (ODYMOB MH IETajlbHO BHCKaXeMCA H II0 HeLaBHUL
OO 3AINAM, M3JI0XeHHHM C aMepHKaHCKOR CTOpOHH. lOMxeH, OLHAKO, OT-
METATH, 4TO 0Ciee BIEYAQTJIEHHWE — L He TOJIBKO Halle - TaKO0BO, UYTO
9TH NO3KLNY HE NpenCcTaB/AnT COO0L KOHCTDYKTHBHOI'O BKJAZa B YyX8
IpoJeIaHHYR Ha yRas3aHHHX @opyMaX pacoTy.

CopeTckm¥ Con3 HeJaBHO BHCTYIM/JI HAa CTOKIOJIBMCKOIi KOHWwepeHIMY
C KOHKDETHH ¥ TulaTeJBbHO CO&/BHCHDPOBaHHHM HOKYMEHTONM, HaIlpasjieHHHN
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Ha LOCTUXEHME NEeHCTBHTEJIBHO 3HQUMMOL NOI'0BOPEHHOCTH, KOTOpad Ko-
DeHHHM 00pa30M yKpemmja OH 0e30IaCHOCTH Ha 6BPONEHCKOM KOHTHMHEETE.
Upy moproTosre 5TOr0 IOKYMEHTa MH YUMTHBA/M MHEHAS, BHCKA3HBABLNG—
CA Ha IIeDBOM payHIe KOHYEeDeHIMN, & TaKike B X0Le LBYCTODOHHHX KOH-
cy/abTauuii, B TOM 4YWACJIE C aM8PUKAHCKUMHA OpelcTaBuTeAMH. MH XOTenm
OH paccuuTHBaTh, 4To0 CoexuHeHHHe llTaTH 3aiMyT B CTOKI'OJIEME IIO3MILHD
KOTODas II03BO/MT AOrOBODPUTHECA O B3aUMOIDUEMJIEMHX pelleHHAX.

Kax yxe yKas3HBa/IOCh C Halie¥ CTODPOHH B IIBPEICKE C Bamu, Mu 3a
LBYCTOPOHHKI OOMEH MHeHHWsAMK IO peruoHa/IbHHM IpodjeMmaN. Hamemy noc-
JIy mopy4aeTcd U3JIORUTH ['OCCeKpeTapl O0jiee KOHKDEe THHE CO00pameHud
IO STWM N HEKOTODHM LDYyLHM BOIpocaM. OL4€Ch ®8 S CUUTAKn HeoOXouu-
MEM IIOLYEDKHYTH IJiaBHOE — HEOOXOLMMOCTH CLEDEHAHHOCTA K HENOMYyLeHHs
LelicTBMii, KaKuMy OH MOTZBaMl OHM HM JMKTOBaJUCH, KOTODHE MO Ou
JILE yCH/MBaTh OIlACHYyX HaOpa#eHHOCTHh B TeX M/ MHHX paiioHax, 3a-
TPYLHATH LOCTHREHME CIpPaBeL/MBOI0O IIOJMTAYECKOI'0 ypery/IMpPOBaHHA.
Mup He pas3 yOexnajcd, 4WTO0 racUTh BCIOHXHYBUWiI IOXap BO CTO KpaT
TpyAHee, 4eM IOpeNOTBpaTUTh ero. I[IOMHUTH 00 3TOM — B MHTepecax BCE:

Y MeHA HeT kKeJiaHWA 3aKaHuuMBaTh 5TO II0C/2HME Ha HeraTHUBHOU
HOTE, HO C Y4Y48TOM HEKOTODHX BHCKa3uWBAHMWii, COLBDpXALMXCA B Balem
IIMCEME, BHHYXLEH 3aM8TUTH, 4TO NpUBHECEHNME B MexI'oCyJlapCTBEHHHE
OTHOMEKUA BONDPOCOB, KacamiMXCH CyYLyCo BHYTDPEHHWX Hejl Haweil nm
Balleil cTpaHH, He OTBEYAET 3alade BHIPABJEHUA STEX OTHOWEHMi, 8C/mM
TaK0B&a Halia Lejbe. A0TeJIOCh OH, YTOOH BOIIPOCH T8KOI'0 pPOZa HE OTALD
a/y B Hawy ¢ Bamm I@peNncKy, KOTopyl MH 00a, Kak f IOHUMA0, LEH:

C yBaxennem, B e
K. YEPHLGI

[0CKBa
6 unHAg 1984 rouna
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First. I would like to draw your attention to the fact that
the soluvion of major questions, incluaing new ones, set forth
in the message of K.U.Chernenko would be of principal importance
from the point of view of improving the Soviet-American relations
and the internationesl situation in general, Thus we again confirm
in the practical way the line toward conducting a businesslike
exchange of views with the Government of the United States with
the aim of achieving constructive agreements on a wide range of
issues in the Soviet-American relations. It concerns both the
questions of strengthening security and ending the arms race as
well as the area of bilateral relations.

Up till now, however, the American side acts in such a way
that we do not see its readiness to go forward in practice to
improving our relations, though quite a few words about such
readiness have been said recently. The repeated promises to do
something positive are not followed by anything tangible as yet.

At the same time it is often said that the American side
allegedly introduces some concrete proposals, but the Soviet
side reacts to them negatively. It is stated even as if we
consciously counteract to some constuctive efforts by the
Administration and do not want progress in our relations. It is
obvious for us tnat the situation is Jjust the opposite., It is not
clear, however, why a deliberately false impression is created,
if, indeed, there is a desire to find a common language.

It is known, by whose initiative the Soviet-American relation:
were brought to such a mediocre snape. If an unbiased approach
is usea, there cannot be two opinions. Nevertheless, not once
we proposed to revive our relations and to fill them with
concrete contents. These questions have been discussed with the
Secretary of State many times.

If businesslike views in this regard were expressed by the
American side,—and promises of such nature were given many times,—
then, by all means, we would consider them with due attention.

We wish only that it could be something specific and not
simply symbolics presented as something positive in the way
of formal extention of some agreements which are in fact not
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working. For example, we are told for some time already that a
question of allocating fishing quotas for us is being considered.
But at the same time, as we find out, measures of the opposite
nature are being taken. Is it not the decision on limiting the
activity of the joint Soviet-American fishing company on the
Pacific coast that speakes about it?

There are attempts to attribute to us the desire to curtail
the contacts and ties, including the area of scientific and
cultural exchanzes. However, the situation here as well rests on
the position and acts of the American side. It rests on its
unreadiness to solve the question of providing security for
Soviet participants in such exchanges and normal conditions for
their presence in the US., It is a question of principle and it
cannot be avoided. It is again proven by recent hostile acts
against Soviet people in the US. The American side also avoids
the solution of the question concerning the practical side of
such exchanges, connected with the resumption of the flights
by the Aeroflot to the United States.

Now the American side keeps some kind of rosters of
questions, replies to which should be given by this or that side.
But even if to approach the situation with this formal point of
view, it still turns out that we constructively develop our
position and introduce concrete proposals, while the American side
limits itself to promises to think about something and to
consider something.

On the Soviet side there is no lack of desire and efforts
to really improve the situation in our relations. It is up to
the American side.

Second. Questions of security.

The Soviet position on the gquestion of preventing the
militarization of outer space has been already presented quite
clearly to the Secretary of State. We proceed from the idea that
formal negotiations on this matter should start between especial-
ly appointed delegations. The organizational side of such




3.

negotiations should be discussed through the diplomatic channels.,
In other words now the question is this: is the American side
prepared to solve this urgent problem, which long ago has already
gone because of its importance beyond the framework of the Soviet-
Anerican relations only?

A proposal has been introduced by the Soviet side that both
sides should reject the very idea of developing and deploying
large-scale antiballistic missile defense systems. We would be
ready to discuss the means of realization of this proposal - for
example to discuss the substance and the form of appropriate
statements, the order of making them public, etc.

Our position with regard to the question of the treaties of
1974 and 1976 on the limitation of underground nuclear explosions
is also cleare. The treaties were carefully worked out including
the part concerning control. They were signed and should be put
in force. There is no necessity in any additional interpretation
of any provisions of the treaties. The questions, should the sides
have them in the future as the treaties are in force, could be
considered and solved in accordance with relevant provisions of
those treaties themselves. The issue now is only whether the
American side 1s or is not willing to ratify these treaties,

We favor doing this and aé far as possible without further delay.

The Soviet side attributes great significance to_the banning
of chemical weapons, to the reduction of the armed forces and
the armaments in Central Furope. These questions must by solved.
Our specific considerations in connection with the latest
proposals of the United States conéerning these questions will
by stated by the Soviet representatives at the appropriate forums.

However, it may be said even now that the American position,
unfortunately, does not give hope., We woula like to think that the
American side will properly take into account those observations
and remarks which we and not only we shall express in Geneva and
Vienna. There the Soviet delegations will be ready to maintain
contact with the American side as before. ‘




As for discussing these questions in some other manner,
now there is no basis for that in view of the character of the
latest American proposals.

Third. Regional problems. We repeatedly expressed our
readiness to discuss with the American side regional problems
named by it and other ones.

In this connection we are prepared to listen to the possible
considerations of the American side in response to what has
already been said by us on the South of Africa, and also on the
situation in the Middle East and on the conflict between Iran and
Irag. In the future, depending on the progress made, we could
agree to hold certain special meetings of our representatives
as well. we do not exclude this.

As we have already pointed out, it is especially important
that restraint be shown, no actions which could exacerbate the
situation be taken. This conceras the gbove mentioned as well
as other regions.

Fourth. The Soviet side intends in the nearest future to
propose the date of the next round of negotiations on the
convention line in the Bering sea. Ve expect that the American

side has analized the results of the previous round and could
talze the position which would enable us to come to a Jjust and
mutually acceptable solution of this question.

We also intend to convey in the near future our views
concerning the negotiations on cooperation in the search and

rescue operations in the Nothern vart of the Pacific ocean.
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SUBJECT: Chernenko's June 6 Letter and Dobrynin's
Talking Points: Analysis
I would like to share with you my analysis of Chernenko's
reply to your last letter and to the points Dobrynin handed over
in my meeting last Tuesday.

These comnunications basically contain nothing new, and
confirm my impression that the Soviets are currently uncertain
about how to handle us. Since the letter was signed June 6, it
does not respond to your Dublin speech. .But your last letter
already contained your offer to negotiate on non-use of force if
they would negotiate on confidence-building measures at
Stockholm. Meanwhile, we have put down two other new arms
control negotiating proposals, on chemical weapons and in MBFR.
The Soviet reaction has been to pull out-of the Olympics and- to
ratchet up their propaganda campaign, while claiming privately
that they are willing to move forward (and agreeing to another
round of talks on minor consular issues). In this lettet and
these points, Chernenko repeats the general argument that they
want to move forward and we do not, but offers practically
nothing to back it up.

Chernenko's language is correct and non-polemical. 1In
response to your effort to explain why we see a threat in many
Soviet actions, he goes on at length with a familiar rendition
of Soviet complaints about us (encirclement with bases, INF
missiles at their doorstep, etc.). The core theme is that we
refuse to treat the USSR as an "equal."

On the security side, Chernenko basically reiterates the
same tired agenda of one-sided arms control proposals as the
solution to the problems in the relationship. On regional
issues, he calls for restraint and says Dobrynin will present
some "specific considerations" on our proposals for talks, but
all Dobrynin had to say was that they are willing to listen to
our views on southern Africa and the Middle East/Persian Gulf
before deciding whether they will sit down for actual exchanges
of views.

-SECRET/SENSITIVE
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As in previous letters, Chernenko leaves bilateral issues to
others, i.e. Gromyko and the Foreign Ministry, but even here
Dobrynin had mainly complaints that we are not moving on the
things they care about, like fishing allocations and Aeroflot
flights to the U.S. However, he also promised to get back to us
soon on our proposals for new rounds of talks on hotline upgrade
and the Pacific maritime boundary and for talks on search and
rescue operations in the northern Pacific.

Finally, Chernenko closes with a complaint that you keep
injecting Soviet internal affairs -- meaning human rights --
into your letters.

On the arms control side, there are a few items of detail
worth pointing out:

-— In terms of the emphasis given to various arms control
items, the "Chernenko agenda” as it now stands is: negotiations
on outer space arms control; renouncing construction of
large-scale anti-ballistic missile defense systems; limitations
on naval activities and naval armaments (a recent Gromyko N
"initiative"); non-use of force; and nuclear testing. i

-~ On non-use of force, Chernenko is careful: he touts
their proposal for a Warsaw Pact-NATO treaty on non-use of
force, which they propose to discuss separately from the -
Stockholm conference; he next talks about chemical weapons and
MBFR, and only then turns to Stockholm, where he expresses the
hope that "the United States will take a position that would
make possible agreement on mutually acceptable solutions."
Dobrynin's points do not mention non-use of force at all. This
suggests there may be some unresolved differences between
Chernenko and Gromyko on how to handle your offer to discuss
non-use of force together with our confidence-building measures
in Stockholm. (Their negotiator in Stockholm is being almost
totally non-committal at this point.) :

-= Finally, both communications promise to negotiate on
chemical weapons in Geneva and MBFR in Vienna, even though they
are very skeptical of our offers, but Dobrynin's points turn
down our offer of private discussions here on either issue "in
view of the character of the latest American proposals." 1In
other words, they accept bilateral discussions, but only at the
negotiating sites.
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In sum, then, the Soviets have given us a mixed but, on
balance, a poor showing. The tone is defensive, and so is the
content. This is not surprising: they are on the defensive
because we have the initiative in most aspects of our
relationship. I found it interesting that Dobrynin -- in his
remarks -- insisted so strongly that they "are not afraid to be
seen negotiating with this Administration," and that they can do
business even this year. But there may be some daylight between
him and Moscow, where they continue to appear unwilling to
negotiate on the basis of the substantial agenda you have put
forward. So, despite Dobrynin's complaint about accusations
that they are "hibernating,"” I think that remains a fairly
accurate description of what they are doing.

To sustain our initiative, I think you should respond fairly
quickly to Chernenko's message, and I will be sending you a
draft in the next week or so. Overall, our response should be
to keep pressing them both privately and publicly, as you did so
successfully in your Dublin speech.
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His Excellency
Ronald W. Reagan Po_
The President of the United States of America - oS/ #£ 224

Washington, D.C. ﬁ;é /4/_& (&

Dear Mr. President,

In connection with your letter I would like to express some
thoughts in continuation of our exchange of views with you.

I, of course, took note of the pledge of commitment to the
lessening of tensions between our countries made by you in the
handwritten addition to your letter. 1In turn, I can affirm once
again what I wrote in my first letter to you -- namely, that it
has been and continues to be our wish that there be a turn toward
steady, good relations between the USSR and the USA. As a
matter of fact, the numerous specific proposals submitted by our
side, including those proposals put forward in my letters to-
you, have been aimed at reaching that very objective. .

As regards interpreting a certain period in the history of
our relations, about which you had already written once before,
here our views differ. We have presented our point of view in
this regard, so I will not repeat myself. I will note, however,
that one side's haVing military superiority or seeking such
superiority cannot be pérceived by thé other side as an
indication of good intentions. There can be only one indication
-- a willingness to conduct affairs as equals; a willingness
reflected in practical policies. The poéition of the Soviet
Union in this regard is clear and precise: we are not seeking
superiority, but we will not allow superiority over us. I do
not see anything here that should be unacceptable to the United
States, if one wants stability and a lessening of tensions. It
is from a position of equality that it is possible to agree on
really mutually-acceptable solutions, when neither side can have
reason to believe that it is making unilateral concessions.

~SECRET/SENSITIVE.
DECL: OADR




I thought it necessary to point this out, having in mind the
way in which the intentions of the Soviet Union are interpreted
in your letter. I cannot agree with this. This has already
been stated on our side in the past. But since you return again
to the question of intentions and how they can be perceived, I
will express a few opinions, illustrating them with specific

examples.

-If one is to sum up what on many occasions has been publicly
stated by you and other representatives of the Administration,
one concludes that the only situation that would be acceptable
to the United States would be one in which it was militarily
ahead of the USSR. The fact of the matter, however, is that
such a situation has not been and is not acceptable to us. 1In
this respect we have experience -- bitteffexperience. The *
history of our relations, especially in the postwar period, has
seen quite a few complications too. Quite a few attempts have
been made to exert political, economic, and even military =
pressure on us.

Let us take the current situation. There is, it seems, an
American idiom "to turn the table.®” Try to look at the realities
of the international situation from our end. And at once one
will see distinctly that the Soviet Union is encircled by a
chain of American military bases. These bases are full of
nuclear weapons. Their mission is well known -- they are
targeted on us. Nothing like it can be found around your
country.

And what about the fact that entire regions of the globe
have been proclaimed spheres of American vital interests? And
not only proclaimed, but made the object of a U.S. military
presence. And this is done, among other places, at our very
doorstep. And again we, for our part, are not doing anything
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like it. What conclusions should we draw from this as to the
intentions of the U.S.? I believe the conclusions readily
present themselves. Such an approach is nothing other then a
hypertrophied idea of one's interests in which the legitimate
interests of others are completely ignored, an effort to gain,
to put it mildly, positions of privilege at the expense of the
other side. This approach is not compatible with the objective
of ensuring stability. On the contrary, such an approach as a
matter of policy objectively helps to create and sustain
tensions.

Or let us take strategic arms. Here, too, no claims can be
directed towérd the Soviet Union. The fact that thére is rough
parity between the USSR and the USA and, in a wider sense,
between the Warsaw Pact and NATO, can be’disputed by no expeft
familiar with the situation. The SALT-2 Treaty was a reflection
of this fact. It was not the end of the road, and we did not
consider it as such. But the merit of the treaty was, among-
other things, that it established, I would say, with
mathematical precision the strategic balance that has evolved.

Your military experts can tell you that the Soviet Union has
done nothing to upset this balance. At the same time we see
what kind of attitude is displayed toward the Treaty by the
other side. 1Is it not the criterion by which to judge its

intentions?

The same applies as well to medium-range nuclear forces in
Europe. I will recall only that it was we who offered to reduce
their number to the minimum on the side of the USSR and NATO.

In response, "Pershings" and cruise missiles are appearing near
our borders. How would you regard it, Mr. President, had
something similar happened with respect to the U.S.? I believe
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that your assesment of the intentions of the other side under
the circumstances could only be one -- as regards both the other
side's approach to negotiations and the essence of its
intentions. ’

But even under these circumstances we have displayed and
continue to display utmost restraint. The response we were
forced to take, in terms of its scope and character, has not
gone beyond the limits necessary to neutralize the threat posed
to us and our allies. Moreover, we propose to return to the
initial situation and, instead of further unleashing an arms
race, to address ourselves in a decisive fashion to curbing the
arms race, ahd to radically limiting and reducing nuclear arms.
This is far from imposing conditions. As a matter of fact, what
is unfair about the two sides cancelling’those measures whosé
effect was to heighten the level of nuclear confrontation andg,
conversely, to lessen global security? There can be nothing
unfair or damaging for either side in this. A return to the-
previous situation in the present circumstances would constitute
forward movement by both sides toward stabilizing the situation,
toward the practical renewal of the entire process of limiting
nuclear weapons that is of decisive importance for the future of
international relations and for peace as such.

So far, however, we see no indication that the American side
proceeds from such an assumption. Regrettably, nothing new on
this major issue of the day can be found in your letter either.
I say this not for the sake of polemics, but rather in the hope
that you will still find it possible to appreciate the way out
of the extremely grave situation that we are suggesting.
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From my correspondence with you, Mr. President, as well as
from previous correspondence, one can conclude that, in general
terms there seems to be an understanding on your part that there
are a number of important questions concerning the problem of
security which require solutions and where joint efforts by our

two countries are necessary.

For my part, in my last message I specifically mentioned
several of these questions. Let me remind you that these
included renouncing the construction of large-scale anti-
ballistic missile defense systems, entering into negotiations on
preventing the militarization of outer space and on banning
anti—sattelite weapons, a freeze on nuclear weapons, resuming
talks on a complete and comprehensive ban on nuclear tests, and
some other measures. In other words, we._are not for dialogu2 in
a general sense between our two countries, but propose to fill
it with concrete, weighty substance. We are convinced that
practical movement in these and other directions and mutual -
determination to achieve practical results would fundamentally
ease the situation in our relations and throughout the world in
general. The degree of trust would increase significantly.

But we have not received a response to these proposals that
would enable us to say that the United States is prepared for
such concrete actions. I will not make a judgment as to what is
the problem here, but I am convinced that, seriously speaking,
there is no good reason and, moreover, no justification for
avoiding the solution of problems that can play a decisive role
in determining the road the world will take in the near future,
Awareness of this is growing on the part of the public and the
leaders of many states. Graphic evidence of this is the recent
appeal by the leaders of six countries from four continents to
the governments of the nuclear powers. Mr. President, this
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appeal is a very serious reminder, to our countries as well, of
the enormous responsibility they bear for the destinies of the
world and mankind. Our common duty is to respond to this appeal
honestly, without delay, and through concrete actions. For its
part, the Soviet Union is prepared for it.

In addition to those of our proposals already mentioned, I
would also like to draw your attention to additional areas of
possible cooperation in the interests of strengthening peace.
One of these is the limitation of naval activity and naval
armaments. This problem is very urgent; it is no coincidence
that the United Nations has attached such importance to it as
well. We have specific ideas on what could be done to reduce
the growing tensions on the high seas, to ensure freedom of
navigation and the safety of internatiorial sea communications.
We have spoken in favor of discussing this problem within the
framework of the Geneva Conference on Disarmament or in separate
multilateral negotiations. Taking into account the role of -our
countries, we also propose to discuss this set of questions on a
bilateral basis. We would like to know your opinion on this
score.

Furthermore, the Warsaw Pact countries recently made a
proposal to NATO countries to begin multilateral consultations
on the subject of concluding a Treaty on mutual non-use of
military force and the maintenance of peaceful relations. The
essence and the importance of the idea of such a Treaty are weli
known. Attention to this proposal has been growing from the
moment of its introduction. And here our two countries could
also play an important part. We are ready to study any ideas
the American side might have on this question.




The Soviet Union will, furthermore, do everything in its
power to promote agreements on the problem of banning chemical
weapons and on the reduction of armed forces and armaments in
Central Europe. Our delegations in Geneva and Vienna will be
prepared to cooperate with American representatives. It goes
without saying that, within the framework of these fora, we
shall also express in detail our views on recent positions
advanced by the American side. However, I have to note that the
overall impression -- and not only ours -- is that these
positions do not constitute a constructive contribution to the
work already done in these fora.

Recentlylthe Soviet Union introduced at the Stdckholm
conference a concrete and carefully balanced document directed
at attaining a really significant agreemént, which would :
fundamentally strengthen security on the European continent.- In
preparing this document, we took into account the opinions
expressed at the first round of the conference as well as in-the
course of bilateral consultations, including those with American
representatives. We would like to expect that in Stockholm the .
United States will take a position that would make possible

agreement on mutually acceptable solutions.

As it has already been pointed out on our part in corres-
pondence with you, we favor a bilateral exchahge of opinions on
regional matters. Our Ambassador is instructed to present to
the Secretary of State more specific considerations on these and
some other matters. Here I find it necessary to stress the main
point: the need for restraint, for refraining from actions -- no
matter what their motives —- which could only intensify dangerous
tensions in various regions and make difficult the achievement of
a2 just political settlement. The world has proven more than once
that it is a hundred times more difficult to extinguish a fire
than to prevent it. To remember this is in everyone's interests.
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I do not want to conclude this letter on a negative note,
but in view of some of the remarks in your letter, I must point
out that introduction into relations between states of questions
concerning solely domestic affairs of our country or yours does
not serve the task of improving these relations -- if this is
our goal. I wish questions of such a nature did not burden our
correspondence, which both of us, as I understand it, value.

. Sincerely,

K. Chernenko

Moscow
June 6, 1984
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