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• 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

WASHINGTON 

June 14, 1984 

THE PRESIDENT 

George P. Shultz 
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Chernenko's June 6 Letter and Dobrynin's 
Talking Points: Analysis 

I ~ould 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. In 
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. 

SJl?RST/SENSITIVE 
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--SE~/SENSITIVE 

- 2 -

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 conplaint 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 e~phasis given to various arns 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 armanents (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 of fer 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." In 
other words, they accept bilateral discussions, but only at the 
negotiating sites. 

SECRE'l' /SENSITIVE 
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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. 

S)ieltET/SENSITIVE 
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His Excellency 
Ronald W. Reagan 
The President of the United States of America 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. President, 

SYSTEM II 
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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. In 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 mutua lly-acceptable solutions, when neither side can have 

reason to believe that it is making unila teral conce ssions. 

&BE!RE'ff 6BN6I'fI'Ji3 
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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. In 

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. 
targeted on us. 

country. 

Their mission is well known -- they are 
Nothing like it can be found around your 

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 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. Is 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 

"8B<URB'!'/GBNSI'PI\lB· 
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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. 

BB6RB'i'/6BNSI'i'IV~· 
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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 

to 
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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. 

·~ECRi'I'/BB~SI'i'Il!E · 
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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. 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 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. 

'SBCRfl'Pf SBN SI 'l'IVB 
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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 IlpeBocxo]f.liTe)lbcTBY 

PoHaJU>AY Y.Pa:tdraHy, 
Ilpes~eHTy Coa,IUllieHHWC illTaTOB AMapBIG1 

BafilliUU'TOH 

YBaJKa.aMI:ili rocno,IU1H Ilpas~aHT, 
B CBR3H c BallWM IIHC.bMOM XOTe)l 6u BliCKa3aTD H0KOTOpli0 coo6-

pa~eHHH B npO)J.OJDK6HB0 Hamero c BaMl1 o6MaHa MHeHH.RMB. 

1;-

H, KOHetIBO, o6paTB)1 BH.HMaHBe Ha saBepe.HEe B llPHB6pEe.HHOCTR 
)J.0Jry CHH~eHHH Hallp.f.CK0HHOCTB Me1K,Ily HaWHMB CTpaHaMH, 0 ~eM rOBO­
PMTCH B CAer.iaHHOM BaMM pyKOiillCHOM )J.06aBJ1eHBH K T6KCTy IillC.bMa. B 
CBOID o~epe~D Mory BHOBD llOATBep,IJ.HTD TO, 0 ~eM H IlMC8)1 e~e B nep­
BOM IlMC:OMe BaM, a MM0HHO - llOBOpOT K pOBHI:&t, )J.06p~ OTHOmeHH.flM 
Mew- CCCP B CillA 6l:lJl B ocTaaTca HalllHM nte.naHMeM. Co6CTBeHHo, aTy 
neJU> M npecna.nyroT Ta MROrO~CJ10HHJ.le KO.HRpeTHli0 npe)J.}102Kelil!H, KO­
TOplle Bwr.Blil'8JmC:O c Hama~ CTOpOHli, B TOM tUlC)le B MOBX llHC~tax 
.BaM. 

~TO ~e KacaeTCH BHTapnpeTaIUiM OllP0A0J1eHHOro aTana B BCTOPHR 
HalllliX OTHOmeHHli, 0 ~eM Bu o,IJ,Ha)KJJ.ll YiK0 IlliCaJlH, TO 3)J.6CD Hawz oneH­
KM pacXO)JJITCH. Mll H3Jiara;m CBOID TO'tll<y 3p0HBH Ha 3TOT cqeT B llOB­
TOp.ffTDCR He CTaHy. OTMe~y. O,Il,H8KO, ~TO HaJm~e B00HHOro npeBMy­
~eCTBa y O,II,HOH CTOpOHll RJm CTpeMJIEUma K TaKOBOMY He M02K0T BOCllpB­
liHM8T:OCH APyrOli CTOpOBOM KaK noxasaTenD Ha;m~H )J.06pwc HaMepeH.Hli. 
3)J.eCD MO~eT 6HTD }ll1IIID O,IU1H IlOKa3aTeJll> - rOTOBHOCTD BeCTH )J.eJia Ha 
paBHux, roTOBHOcT:o, BHpaEeHHaH B npaKTH~ecKOH noJmTHKe. TaxoBa 
HCH8H R ~eTKaH Il03.'llll;.HH CoBeTCROro Corosa: Mll He CTpeMBMCH K npe­
HMymeCTBy, HO H He )J.OilyCTRM ero Ba,!( co6oli. He BH)Ky, ~TO 3AeCD MO­
iiteT 6liTD HenpB6.MJ10MblM )J.JI.ff Coe,II,llH0HHWC lilTaTOB' ecJIH ateJiaTD CTa-
6HnDHOCT1'1, cruuKeHBH Hanp.IDKeHHOCTH. c ll03lill;BH paBeHCTBa MOHW.O 
)J.OroBapBB8T:OCH 0 )J.0EOTBBTeJll>HO B3a.PJ.MonpneM)10MWC pemeHRHX, KOrAa 
RE y O,II,HOH M3 CTOPOB He M0)K6T 6UTD npMtmH C'l!ET8TD~ ~TO OBa Jln0T 
Ha O,IUiOCTOpOHHBe ycTymcB. 

fl c~e)l He06XO,IU1Mllw1 OTMeTllTD aTo, .HMeH B Bl1,Icy' B TO, RaK B 
BaweM IlBC:DMe RHTepnpeTBPYIOTCR HaMepeHHH COB0TCKOro Corosa. H Ra 

I 



2. 

Mory c 8T:11M corllam1T.OCH. B npOUIJIOM c Hallleii CTOpOHl:l 06 8TOM y-A\6 

l10BOP11JIOC:&. Ho KO}Il) CKOpO Bu OIDIT.b B03Bpa~aeT6Cb K BOIIpocy 0 Ha~rn­

peliHRX 11 KaK OHU MOr~y-T npe;.a.cTaB)l.fITbCH, BhlCKa;Ky HeKOTOpl:le c~elillH, 

npOHJ!}llOCTpl1pOBaB llX ROID\peTHWU1 npm~epar.m. 

Ec1II1 o6o61$1TI> To, 'tlTo He pas ny6ID111Ho saHBMJIOCE> Ba.Ml!, .u.py­

rBMM npe.n.cTaBMT6)lfIMJ1 a,JJJiU1HHCTpaIU1li, TO IlOJiyqaeTCH, 'tlTO CillA ycTpa-

11.BaJIO TOJII:iRO TaR08 Il0)101K81Ul8' Kor.n.a B B08HHOM OTHOID81Ul:.0 ORB 6Wli1 

Bnepe,rm CGCP. Ho .n.eJio B TOM, ~To Hae-To TaKoe noJio~e!ill.e He ycTpa­

EBaJio E He ycTpai1BaeT. Ha STOT C'tl8T y Hae eCTb Oilbl'l' E Oll.l:lT TIDi\e­

Jil:fn. HeMaJIO 6uJIO OCJIOIK.H61Ulk 11 B l'1CTOp.m1 OTHOllieJIBfi Hal.lillX CTpaH, 

oco6eHHo B rrocJieBoeHHWi napno.n.. HeMaJio 6uJio rronUToK OKa3aT:& Ha 

Hae IIOJil1TJ1116C.KOe, 8KOHOMM'tleCK06, .n;a .I1 B06HH08 .n.aBJI6Hlle. 

A B03:hM.I1Te HW:iemHee no}IO~eHne. EcT:o, Ka~eTcH, TaKoe aMepnKaH­

cKoe Blll)aJKeH:ae "pa3BepHyTb CTOJI". IlocTapaiiTec:o B3rJUiliyT.O Ha pe­

aJil>HOCTtt M8JK,II,yliapo,Il,HO}i 060 TaHOBKli c Haruero KOHna. 11 cpasy CTaHe T 

OT"tleTJil1BO BM.II.HO, ~To CoBeTCKBH Coro3 OKpymeH uerr.010 aMepmmHcK:ax 

BOeHHux 6a3. Ha STllX 6a3ax rro)l.Ho H,ll,epnoro opyiK11H. Ilpe.u,Has.aa"tle.lliie 

ero l13B8CTHO - oHo HaueJieHo npoT~B Hae. Irn11ero no.n.o6noro BOKpyr 

Bame ii CTpaHll He T. 

A TO I ~TO ll;8ml8 paiIOHll 30MHoro mapa 06'hJIBJIHIOTCH cwepoii 

aMepHKaHcRHX Hrn3HeHHlIX HHTepecoB? M He npocTo o6'i:.HB.IDIIOTCH, a 

cTaHOBHTCH o6'heKTOM BoeHHoro np1rnyTc'rBHH CiLA. 11 aTo npo.iacxoMT B 

TOM 'tlllCJie y caMoro Hawero nopora. 0IT.HT:&-TaKt1 Mll co CBOei1 cTopoHu 1 

~ero no,IJ;06Horo He .n.eJiaeMo KaKHe ns sToro BlIBO)J.11 .II.O}DKHl:l MH .II.6)18.Tb 

OTHOCl.1T6JIOHO HaMepeHHll CiliA? Ilo;:rara10' Olill Han1)alfil1BaIOTCH CaMli co6oL 

TaRaH ID1HMH ecT:& Be 'tlTO BHoe, RaK rnnepTpolj;J11poBaHH.oe npe.n.cTaBJieH;l( 

0 CBOMX l1HTepecax, Ror.n.a llOllliOCTbIO MrHOpMpyIDTCH 3aROHHlle llHTepecu 

;rr.pyrnx, KaK CTpeMJl8lli18 IlOJIY1U1T1>' MHrKO Blll)a r:\8HCb' Ilp.!1.BM}ler.zpoBaHHl 

II03MI.UU1 38 C'tieT ,ll.pyroli CTOpOHI:I. He COBM6ll\a8TCH 8TO c U6J1RMI1 ,IJ,OCT11-

Ti\eHHH c Ta611}lbHOCT.Mo HarrpoT:aB, TaRaH JrnHllH B rrom1TnRe o6'1eRTllBHO 

B8)J.e T K c 0 3,!I,alli1K> l1 IlO,IlJ_~e piKaH:vlIO Harrpme HliOC Tl1. 

Hm1 B3nTb CTpaTer~"tleCRR8 BOOpy;~eHllHo il 3~80:& HS MO~eT 6ll'l'b 

HHKaR11x npeTeH3Hii K CoBe'l1CKOMy Corosy. To, 'tlTO Me1101.y CCCP .li CL.iA, 

a B llll1POROM CMl:lCJie Me}L,TI.y cTpaHaM11 BapmaBcKoro ,lloroBopa B HATO 
eCT:O rrpaMepHJ:Ii.1 napnTeT, He CTaHeT ocnap:aBaT.b HD O,Il,llH 3Ha10J.lUiii 
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noJ101KeI:il1e .n.e}! cneW1aJmcT. 0Tpat.\elli1eM aToro .HBl1111C.ff )l.oroBO.P OCB-2. 

~a. STO OI:VI He ROHeu IlyTM. M MH TaR He C'tll1Talll1o Ho ero ,II.OCTOHHCT­

BO t Il0Ml1MO npo1:rnro. B TOU. tITO B HeM 6h!JIO. JI 6u CRa3a}1, c MaTeMa­

Tl!'tl8CROli TO'lliOCTI>IO 3a:lMRCM.POBaHO C}IOiimBW66Cli CTpaTer:aqecKoe paB­

HOBec:ae. 

Baum B08HHU8 3RcnepTu MoryT CRa3aT1, tITO COEOTCRliH COID3 He 

C,D.8JiaJI Biltiero, qTQO~ HapynrnT1 paBHOB6Clie. B TO ~e Bp0M.ff MU BlUI.HM, 

KaRoe OTHOlli8HI10 npOH.B)lll8TCR K 3TOMY .rr.oroBopy c .zwyroli CTO.POHU. 

Pa3B8 STO He RpHTepMli, tITOOU cy,II.llT1 0 ee liaMepeH.liFIX? 

To ~e caMoe OTHOCliTC.ff B K .fI,il.8.PHW~ cpe,D.CTBaM cpe,n,Heil .n.a;n,­

HOCTE B EBpone. HanoMHIO }l]i.llll.h. 'tiTO RM6HHO MU npe,rr,Jrara;m COR,PaTl1T:O 

:ax .ri;o MMl-:MMyMa Ha cTopoHe CCGP 11 HATO. B OTBeT B0Jll13l1 HamMx rpa­

.a11u no.HBnmoTcJI "IIeplllM.Ell"li" :a R.PUJlaTue paKeTu. KaK 6u Bu, rocno,l.U1H 

Ilpe3l1,D.8HT, OTH80Jll1C.L, C)ly'mC1 no,rr.o6aoe npEM8Hl1T8Jl.LHO K CWA? .llyMaKi 

Balila ou;eHKa HaMepe!rnii .n.pyro.ti CTOpOHU B 3TOM c.nyqae OUJ!a 6u O,Il.H0-

3Hatll10h - RaR B OTHOlli8lli1l1 ea no.n.xo.n.a R neperOBOpaM, TaR M B TOM, 

tITO KacaeTCR ee HaMepeHHli no Cyu(SCTBy. 

Ho ,D.a/1\8 B 3T:VlX ycJIOBltf.Ll{ Mhf npO.HBI1Jll1 H IlpD.HBMSM MaRcHMyM 

Bli;JJ.0,Pa\.RB. Hama BHH.yJK,II,eBBaR OTB8THa.ff peaRII,HR no CBOeMy 06beMy H 

xapaRTepy Be BUXO,Il.ijT sa paMKH H6HTpa;rn3au;l1H 003,D.aBaeMOH HaM li Ha­

llll1M COID3HliRaM yrposu. Eo}!ee Toro, MU npe.n.JiaraeM B8pHyT.LCR R H3-

Ha"Ga}I.bHOMy Il0}101K8H1110 l1 BMSCTO .P83B8.PTimaHl1R I'OHRli BOO.PY-JKeHilH 

.P8illllT8lU>HO 3alli1T:OCR ea CBepTIIDalmeM, .Pa.n.HK8Jll>Rllv1 orpaHH1l8Hll8M B 

COKpamem1eM M8PHHX BOOpyEeJrnii. 3TO OTEIO.D.1 He Bu,rr,.BHJKeH.ae KaK0X-TC 

yc}!OBBil. Cooc·rBeHHO roBOpJI, 'tlTO aecnpaBe,JJ;;rnBoro B TOM, tITo o6e 
CTOpOHU OTM8lliVIl1 du CBOH MeponpruITB.ff, B pe 3Y.fil:>TaTe KOTO.PUX ypoBeI 

R,D.epHoro Il.POTMBOCTOHHliR IlOBUCl111CR, a CT8ll8Hb BCeo6meil 6e30llaCHOC~ 

HanpOTllB, noHnsnnacb? fflil-qero HecnpaBeA;mBoro H.Jlll y~ep6Horo lil1 .nN 

O,I.UiOi~ c TOpOHU B 3TOM Ol:lTb He MO:Ke T. Bo 3BpaT R npelitHeMy IlOJIOiK8Hlil'.:l 

B ,naHHOM C)ly-q88 ObVI 6u ,TI,BH~8}il'1er.: 008EX CTOpOH Bnepe)J. B HanpaB}18Hl 

CTa6Jd}!B38I.J;lU1 llOJIOiK81U1R. K npaKTli'tl8CROMY EO 300HOB)18H11ID roero npo­

uecca orpalliitie1rnn .ff,11,epBux Boop~rtKelll1ii, MMeIOmero pema1011.lee saa~enue 

)J.}IR 6y,IJyll.!ero Me iIQJ;yHapO).J.HUX OTHOille ffitn, .D.M MHpa KaR TaROBOrO. 

IlORa. O,IUlaRO. MU He B.H,IU1M npZ3HaROB Toro t ~TO aMep:aRaHCI<a.ff 

CTOpOHa 11.CXO,D.MT 113 TaKo:il.. npe.wrocI:VIIDi. K COiK.aJieHI1Kl' B 3TOM rJiaBHO: 
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ceH"tlac Borrpoce He o6HapyJKJ1BaeTo.FI HOBoro 11 B BarueM IlliChMe. ToBopro 

06 8TOM He pa)J.li IlOJI8MIDU1 t a B Ba)J.61KJ];6' "t!TO Bu Boe JK8 OMOiiteTe oue­

lrnTb npe~JiaraeMI:lli: HaMn BUXO)J. B3 Kpaiilie oepb83HOro IlO}IO~eHHH. 

l1s Harrreii c BaMM, rocIIO.IU1H llpe san.eHT, .rr.a E npaJI.imYmeii nape­
Ill1CKH MOiitHO CA8JlaT.b Bill30)1., "t!TO c Bameli CTOpOHU B o6meM IIJiaHe Bpo­

)1.8 6hl ecTI:i nom1MaH11e, "t!TO HMee TC.FI n;emni PHJJ. KpyIIHux BonpocoB, 

OTHOC.FILJmXC.FI K npo6JieMe 6esonacHOCT~, KOTOpue Tpe6yroT pemeHH.FI 11 

r,IJ;e Heo6XO)U1Mhl COBM8CTHhl8 YCI1)Il'1H Hawnx )J..ByX CTpaH. 

Co CBOeii CTOpOHU B npe)J.WJ,ymeM nocnaBI1li H KOHKpeTHO Ha3Ba}l 

HeCKOJIDKO TaKliX BOilpOCOB. Hanor.mro, pe-q.b WJia 06 OTK836 OT C03)1.8ID1.H 

IDliPOKOMacmTa6HUX CHCT8M npOTilBOpaReTHOii o6opoHu, 0 BCTynJieH1rn B 

neperoBopu OTHOCI1T8}l])HO He~OilY'~em1.H Ml1Jll1Tap.a3aIJ.l111 KOCMOCa 11 

sanpeqemu1 npoT1_BocnyTHl1KOBoro opyawn, o saMopa:mBamrn MepHoro 

OpJ1iirn:.H, B0306HOB}l8fmli neperOBOpOB 0 Bceo6meM I1 IIOJIHOM 3anpe14emu1 

ncnJ.:ITaB.1111 ,HAepHoro opy1:-m.H li o HeKoTopwc .n.pyr11x Mepax. :VlHw.iH CJIO­

Ba!\m, Mu He Boo6~e sa ;LU1aJior MeJK.llY Halill1Mli cTpaHar .. 111, a npe.rr.mraeM 

HaIIOJIHETb ero KOHKpeTHb!M B8COMW'!1 CO,IJ,8PiK8HI16M. Iviu y6et:\li,8HU, "<iTO 

npaKTl1"<16CK08 npO,Il.Bli/K81E18 no 8Tl1M 11 )J.pyr11M HanpaBl18HllHM' B3al1MHaH 

HaueJIBBHOCTh Ha npaKTli"<i8CRll8 pe3yJlliTaTH KOpeHHW~ o6pa30M pa3-

PJW1lli1 611 o6cTaHOBKY l1 B HaillliX OTHOIIl81ill.HX, li B M8nJI,yHapO)J.HOM 

IVIaHe B D,8}10!.~. 3Ha1ll'.1T8Jllili0 IIOBHCllllaCh 6u l1 CT8II8H.b ).l.OB8pl1H. 

Ho MU He IIO;rytrnJIH Ha 3Tll Hanrn Ilp8,TI)I0ii\8 H.Id.FI OTKllllRa, KOTOpllli 

no 3BO JIH.JI 6H roBo pliT.b, "t!TO Coe.IUtdeHHue IllTaTli roToBu I< TaKMM KOH.Rpe ~ 

HHM .n.eiiCTBliflM. He CTaHy cy,I.f,11Th, B "<18M 3)1.80.b A8JIO, HO y6e;K,TI.eH, 

'YTO no 60JII:illIOMy C"<ieTy Hl~'qeJ,: H8Jlh3.H o6oc.HOBaT.h l1 T8M 60}188 onpaB­

)J.aTI:i yxo,n. OT perueHTIH npo6JieM, KOTopue MoryT curpaTb onpeAe}lfllOmy.rJ 

pori.0 B TO!{i, no KaKOMy IIyTll noH,Ii,8T Mlip Jni{8 B 6Jll1if.8Mill6M 6y:rzy~eMo 

0C03HaH¥18 3TOro Bee r.ny6r.te BH8,TI.p.H8TC.H B yMaX o6~eCTBE!HHOCTil li 

PYKOBO).I,HTe }18I~ MHOrnx rocy,1.i.apc•rB. Harw •.. li,H.08 ll0)1.TB8 pFJJ,8Hl18 TOMY -

He,naBBI1:E npli3htB K npaBMTSJII:iCTBaM H:,1LepHllX ,1.i.8pii:8.B J!YROBO,IU1T8,7I8h 

wecTH rocy~apcTB, npe,JJ;CTaDMIIOl.lll1X 118Tl:lpe KOHTliH8HTa. rocnO,IT,Y.ili 

npe 3li,Il,8HT, 3TOT npY.3b!B - 011.eH:O cep.be 3HOe HanoMIU-Iafille, B TOM 

'tillC}le HaIIIliM CTpaHaM t 0 TO:iii orpOMHOti OTES TCTB8HHOCT11, KOTOpa.FI }l8-

WJ1T .Ha B11 x sa cy.IU>6hl MY.lpa, 118llOBe"<iecTBa. Hama oc>maR o6.H3aHHocT.b -
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OTRJillRHyT:be.rr Ha 3TOT Il,Pl13W3 'ieeTliO' He 3aM8,L.)ill T8JI.bHO. ROHR.P8THW.~l 

,II.elie'l'BI1JTh'ill. Co CBOei1 eTO.POHl:l COB8TeKH}i COI03 R 8TO.My rOTOB. 

II01vu1Mo YJi:e li3naraB/.W1Xc.rr HaMz npe,DJIDiKe1rni1, xoTe JI 6u o6paTE. Tb 

Bame BH1;Mam~e 11 Ha ,II.DITO Jlffi·; Te Jll>Hl:le 0 6Jiae Tli BO 3MOi!'"JiOro B 38.EMO,II.eiieT­

B:wi l3 liHT8pe eax YR.P6Il}18ffi1R MMya. 0,n.Ha :03 HMX - orpalli1'18HB0 BOeHHo­

MO.PCROll ;r.:.eHT8 JIOHOeTM l1 MOpeRliX BOO,PyJKefillil. Ilpo6JieMa 8Ta B6ChMa aK­

Tya}l])Ha, He eJiy'iailiiO err Il,PM,11,aJia TaRoe 3Ha'ieHl18 l1 0pralill3alUtfI 

06'he,IUU-:ieHBWC Hal.Uito y Hae eeT.b ROHR.Pe THhle H.IT.8H' 'iTO MO/KHO 6HJIO 

6l:l e.J].eJiaT.b ,II.JifI eHl·lir~eHl1.TI paeTyu~eii H8Il,PJDK8HHOeT11 Ha MDp.qx, )1.JifI 

Ha,IJ.e::uwro o6eene'ieE:a.rr eBo60.IJ.l:i MoperrJJaBaill1H, 6e 3onacHoc TM MeiEJI.Y­

Hapo,TI,Hwc MOperu1X ROMMyHHRar.mh. lw'.ihI BHeRa3aMe:b 38 BO 3MOXU!OeT:b o6-
CynQJ.8Hl1H yI\838HHOli npo6JieMl:l B paMRaX ~eHeBeROh ROHwepeHrurn no 

pa3opyr.cemuo n;m Ha OT,II.eJibHHX MHoroeTopoHm,1x rreperoBopax. C yqeTot'. 

p0}ll1 Ha!IDlX eTpaH Mhl npe,IJ,;:raraeM o6ey-,4HT:O ROMIIJieRe 3T.k:lX BOII~JOeOB 

l1 B )J.ByeTo poHHeM nnaHe. XoTeJioei, 6H y3HaT:o Barne M HeH~rn Ha 8TOT 

e-qeT • 

.Iranee. He.n,aBHO cTpaHu BapruaBeKoro .UoroBopa npe,IJ.JIOJi\.MJill. eTpaaar. 

HATO np:aeTyn.UT:b R MHOrOeTOpOHH.lM ROHey}ll)TaIU1RM Ha npe~eT 3aRmo'ie­

HMH .rr.orOBOpa 0 B3aUMHOM HeIIpl1MeH8Hl1l1 B08HHOii eli}ll:l l1 IlO)JJl.epJKaI-ll'lil O'l 

HOllleH.vtH Milpa. Cy-weeTBO li 3Ha'ieH.v.te Il)J.0l1 TaRoro .n.orOBOpa ¥13BeeTHhl. 

c MOM8HTa BH,Il..Bli/!\8Hl1H 8TOro npe,II.JIOiK81illH BEMMaH11e R HeMy paeTeT. 11 
3,II,ee:b Hallll1 ,ll.BB e·rpaJlhl Taro~e MDrM 6u CI:ll'paT:o 6o)lbmyID po)lb. lvlu 

roTDBl:l l13ytll1T.b eoo6pa1irnm.m, ROTDPHB MOryT 611T.O y aMepHRaHeRoil 

eTOpOHU no ,II.aHHOW.y Bonpoey. 

CoBeTeRHli Co103 6y)1.eT 11 ,II.aJibwe ~eJiaT:b nee OT Hero saBHe.flii.lee 

.TI.Jill ripO)l.BMr.~enn.n K )I,OrOBOpeHHOeT.HM no np06JieMe sanpe~eHMH Xl1Ml1'i8-

eKoro opy:;rnH, a TaRiK6 OTHoe:aTeJll>HO C0Rpal.U8Hl1.ff BOOpy,KeliHUX Cli}l 11 

BOO PY'Ate HHiI B UeHTpa}ll)HOz EB pone. Hal.!lid ,II.e)lerali,ill1 B iKeHeBe B Be He 

6Y-AYT roToB~ eoTpy.rr,1ll1'iaTL e aMepRRaHeKMMR npeAeTaBZTeJL9MI1. Pasy­
Mee TeH, B par.max 3Tl1X iiJOpyMOB MU ,II.eTaJibHO BbleRa:ReMeR: li1 no He).1.aBHI1l•'. 

II03MD;1.HM, l13JIOZ eHHblM e aMep11KaHCKOll eTopoHu. ~OJDReH, 0,II.HaKD, OT­

M8TllTb, 'iTO o6~ee BIIe'iaTJI8Hli8 - li He TO)lhRO Hallie - TaKOBO, ~TO 

3TB Il03.ZI.UiI1 He npe,ILeTaB)lffiOT eo6ot ROHeTpyKTUBHOro BRJ.IaAa B Y"iK6 

npo.n;ena.HB.yio Ba yita3aHH1lX 9.JOpyMax pa6oTy. 

CoBeTeK0:ti COI03 He)I.aBHO BHeTyrill)l Ha. eTORrOJihMeRoii ROH~epe.Hl.U1M 

c ROHRp e TB.lJ,1 l1 TJ.UaTe}lbHO e6a JEHenpoBaHHWr1 ,II.ORyMeHTOM' HanpaB}l8illihl.f. 
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Ha ,II.OCTI1~8lille ~eliCTBHT8JIDHO 3Ha1U1Moii .noroBopeHHOCTI1, KOTO,Pa.fi RO­

pellli~ o6pa30M J1Rpemura 6u 6e30IIaCHOCT.b Ha 8Bponei1.CROM ROHTJ1B8HTe 0 

IlpH no.rr,.roTOBK8 8Toro ,IJ,OIQ'M8HTa MN ~TW3a;m MReHER, BHCRa3ImaB!ll16-

C.ff Ha nepEOM payH,n,e ROH~pe.1-ru;rn, a Tami\e B xo.ne ,II.BycToporumx ROH­

cyJI.:oTalU1t' B T01~ "tll1C}Ie c aMepnKaHCRliMll npe.ucTaB:t1T8JI.IDvrn.. MH XOTe}lli 

61:l paccllli'rhIBaT.:o, t!TO Coe,n;11HeHBl:le liITaTN sailiAyT B CToRrOJlbMa II03¥1IUUJ 

ROTOpall: Il03BOJfilT )J.OrOBOpl1T.bC.fi 0 B3a.HMOI!pl18MJI8Mh!X pememrn:x. 

Kal\ ytt:.e yRa3l:IB8.JIOC.1 c Halllell CTOpORh! B neperrncRe c BsMI1 t MH 32. 

.nBYCTOpORHl:lE o6MeH MH8HI1HMI1 no per.HDHa}IJ)HJ::lv1 npo6neMaM. HarneMy noc­

IIY nopytIBeTcH 11snor.J1T.:O rocceKpeTapro 6onee ROHKpeTHHe ooo6pa~eill1H 

no 8TI1M :a HeKoTopa.1 JS..Pyr:aM BorrpocaM. 3,necI> 1Re H ci:rnTaro Heo6xo,ll,l1-

Mw.1 no.n.qepKHyT.:o r)laBHOe - Heo6XO,IU1MOCT.b C)J.8pX\aHHOC'm li H6)..l.OIIymemu 

.nei1CTBI1ii' Ka:IU1MI1 6u MOT.k1BaMR OHH H.H ).U1KTOBaJ.J1Ch' KOTOpI:Ia Morm1 6E 

Jil1ll11:> yc11m1BaT.:o onacHyro HanpHiKeHHOcT.:o B Tex i1m1 MHWC pa~ioHax, sa­

T.PYMHT.:O ,Il,OCTHIK61ll1e onpaB6)J,JlliBOro IlOJ.IHTlP18CROro yperyJil1pOBaHI1H. 

~mp He pa3 y6eiK,II.aJICE, "qTO racUT.b BCill:l.XHJBllll1ll noacap BO CTO KpaT 

Tpy,n.Hee, qeM npe.noTBpaTI1Th ero. IloMHI!T.:O 06 8TOM - B I1HTepecax Bee: 

y M8HH HeT JK8llaHI1H 3aRaH1ll!BaTl> 3TO IlOCJJB.HI18 Ha HeraTI1BHO}i 

HOTe, HO c yqeTOM H8KOTO.PIXX Bh!CKa3hI.BaH:v.ti1, CO,IJ,epiKallLiilXCH B BsrueM 

ID1C.1M8' Bl:lHyJIT,IT.eH 3aM6 TI1 T.b' 11TO npMBH8C8lli18 B M8/Krocy,n,apcTB8RH1i8 

OTH0Ill8lli1H BOilpOCOB' KaCaIOllWXCH cyry6o BHyTp8HHHX .naJI Hameti I1JII1 

Ballleii CTpaHI:I, H8 OTB811aeT sa;:r,atle BhlilpaBl18Hl:1R 3TliX OTHOlli6ID1ll, 6C)Il1 

TaKOBa Barna ~eJffi • .XOTeJIOD~ 6H, 11T06U BOilpOCli TaROro po~a He OTJII'O 

li.\aJlli 11 Haury c BaMI1 nepeIDICRy, ROTOpyro Mh! o6a, KaK H IIO!illMalO, uem: 

C y'Ba IK8 B.3 6Ivt , 

rv:oc1rna 

6 1110BR 1984 ro.LJ,a 
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First. I ·would like to draw your attention to the fact that 
the solution of major questions, including 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 international 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 rap,ge 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 wey 

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 anythin~ 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 that the situation is just the opposite. It is not 
clear, however, wby 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 shape. If an unbiased approach 
is useu, 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 wa:y 

of formal extention of some agreements which are in fact not 
I ~l~PS~)J 
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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 sa.rae 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 a..'1.d ties, including the area of scientific and 
cultural excha..'1.ges. 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 a.voids 
the solution of the question concerning the practical s·ide 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 
vie·w, it still turns out that we constructively develop our 
position and introduce concrete proposals, while the .American side 
limits itself to promises to think a.bout 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 .America..'1. side. 

Second. Questions of security. 
The Soviet position on the question of E.f:~venting 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 



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
.American 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 antiballl.stic 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 undergound nuclear explosions 
is also clear. The treaties were carefully worked out including 
the part concerning contro 1. They were signed and should be put 
in force. There is no necessity in an;r additional interpretation 
of any provisions 9f 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 is or i~ not willing to ratify these treaties. 

. . - · J 

We favor doing this and as 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 Europe. These questions must by solved. 
Our specific considerations in connection with the latest 
proposals of the United States concerning these questions will 
by stated by the Soviet representatives at the appropriate forums. 

However, i~ . may- be said even now that the .American position, 
unfortunately, does not give hope. We woulu 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 ~~eg~tions wi.11 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 Jl.merican side regional problems 
named by it and other ones. 

4. 

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 
Iraq. In the future, depending on the progress made, we could 
agree to hold certain special meetings of our representatives 
as r1ell. ,ie 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 concer~s the above mentioned as well 
as other regions. 

Fourth. The Soviet side intends in the nearest future to 
pro)ose the date of the next round of negotiations on the 
convention line in the Bering sea. '1'ie ex.:;:>ect that the Ar::terican 
side has analized the results of the previous round and could 
tal~e the position which would enable us to come to a just and 
mutually acceptable solution of this question. 

We also intend to convey in the near future our views 
concerning the negotiations on cooneration in the search and 
rescue onerations in the ~otl::.ern nart of the Pacific ocean. 

/ 
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THE PRESIDENT 

George P. Shultz 
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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 coJIU:lunications 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 fore~ 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. In 
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 conplaint 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 enphasis given to various aros control 
items, the "Chernenko agenda 11 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 armanents (~ 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 sepa.cately 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." In 
other words, they accept bilateral discussions, but only at the 
negotiating sites. 

S!!SR&T/SEUSITIVE 
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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 
recarks -- 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 
The President of the United States of America 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. President, 

SYSTEM II 
90695 

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. In turn, I can affirm once 

~gain 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 forwird in my letters to~ 
you, have been aimed at reaching that very objective. 

As regards interpreting a certain pe~iod in the history bf 

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 t .o 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. 
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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. In 

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 procla imed sphe res of Amer i can vital i nteres ts? 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, ar e 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 orie'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 expett 

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. Is 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 

SiCRET/SENSI~IV~-
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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 

gon~ 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 anrl, 

conversely, to lessen global security? There can be nothing 

unfair or damaging for either side in this. A return to th~~ 

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 futu r e 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 s ituation 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 

se~eral 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 fiil 

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 

~ECRB'i'/SENSI~IVB 
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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 

pos9ible 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 ~ccount the role of -~ur 

countries, we also propose to discuss this set of questions on a 

bilateral basis. We would like to know your opinion on chis 

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 que stion. 
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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 

ove(.all impression -- and not oniy 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.- In 

preparing this document, we took into account the opinions 

expressed at the first round of the conference as weil 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 var ious r egions and make diff icult t he achi evement 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 i s 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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