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THE WHITE HOUSE VIA LDX (D/Lms»v-

WASHINGTON

June 26, 1984
~CONFEDENTIAL

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE GEORGE P. SHULTZ
The Secretary of State

THE HONORABLE DONALD T. REGAN
Secretary of the Treasury

THE HONORABLE MALCOLM BALDRIGE
The Secretary of Commerce

SUBJECT: Joint U.S.-Soviet Joint Commercial Commission T[Wo

As you are aware, we have proposed to the Soviet Union that the
Long Term Agreement to Facilitate Economic, Industrial, and
Technical Cooperation be extended for another ten-year period.

Tk

In 1981 the President decided that the Secretary of Commerce
would act as the U.S. Co-Chairman of the Joint Commercial
Commission for which this agreement provides. Therefore, if the
agreement is extended, the Department of Commerce should take the
lead in preparing the U.S. position for a joint meeting of
experts to prepare for a possible session of the Joint Commercial
Commission. Preparations should be cleared through the normal
interagency process and policy issues should be reviewed in the
Senior Interdepartmental Group on International Economic Policy
as appropriate. Y&

Coordinated negotiating positions should be submitted for NSC
review before presentation to the Soviets. T&\

FOR THE PRESIDENT:

) ECLACITIND / FELEASED
NLS ??5’0?4;/7«‘13/'
AL e
Declassify on: R BY..ﬁﬁl:_,aniﬂ,DAIE.l%gﬁé;
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MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

SESRET June 21, 1984

ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE SIGNED
X o
FROM: JACK MATLOC
SUBJECT: U.S.-USSR Joint Commercial Commission

I have prepared a memorandum for your signature to the Secretaries
of Commerce, Treasury and State (Tab I) designating Baldrige as
the U.S. Co-Chairman of the Joint Commercial Commission, and
instructing them to staff policy issues through the SIG/IEP.

The Soviets have not yet replied to our proposal to renew the
Long-Term Agreement, but we expect them to do so next week. My
understanding is that renewal would be effected by an exchange of
diplomatic notes, so there may be nothing for Mac to sign.

Roge binson concurs.

Recommendation:

That you sign the memorandum at TAB I.

Approve 4// Disapprove
Attachments:
Tab I . Proposed memo for your signature
Tab II Your memorandum of June 20

DECLASSHWEDIRELEASED
150 2732
NLS __[95 072

= BY /2, NARA, DATE on{/oo
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

S ET June 20, 1984

V4

MEMORANDUM FOR JACK MATLOCK

FROM: ROBERT C. MCFARLAN;%EL¢¢/

SUBJECT: Joint US-Soviet Trade Council

As you know, we have agreed to extend the US-Soviet Economic and
Industrial Cooperation Agreement as a consequence of the Sushkov
visit. Mac Baldridge called me today to note a possible
bureaucratic hitch. When first established in 1974, Commerce
chaired it on the US side. Then when George Shultz became
Treasury Secretary he took it over. Now Treasury (staff level)
is saying that they should remain in the chair. Mac says that he
told the Russians that he was the US Chairman back in 1981. As a
near term matter, the Soviets are about to sign the agreement (it
was initialed when Sushkov was here) and we need someone to sign
for the US. Mac also says that back in 1981, Ed Meese approved
Commerce's resuming the chair although that was never put in
writing. I think Commerce ought to be the US chair and believe
we should put that in writing designating Secretary of Commerce
as the US Chairman. Mac is willing for the policy issues to be
taken up in the SIG-IEP. Please think about this and get
together a directive, "In 1981 the President decided that the
Secretary of Commerce would chair the US side of the US-Soviet
etc etc etc..." Please coordinate with Roger Robinson.

Many thanks.

cc: Admiral Poindexter
Bob Kimmitt
Roger Robinson

Don Fortier

DECLA&SHWEQ/HELEASED

NLS __F95-p74/2+#33
BY _HT  NARA, DATE _&zf’g@
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MSG FROM: NSRCM  --CPUA TO: NSGVE
To: NSWGH --CPUA

NOTE FROM:~ROBERT MCFARLANE

SUBJEQT: Note to Jack Matlock
Subject: Joint US'-M Council

--CPUA

06/20/84 17:01:24

- EXPEDITE

As you know we have agreed to extend the US-Soviet Economic and Industrial
Cooperation agreement as a consequence of the Sushkov visit. Mac Baldridge
called me today to note a possible bureaucratic hitch. When first established
in 1974, Commerce chaired it on the US side. Then when George Shultz become
Treasury Secretary he took it over. Now Treasury (staff level) is saying that
they should remain in the chair. Mac says that he told the Russians that he
was the US Chairman back in 81. As a near term matter, the Soviet are about to
sign the agreement (it was initialed when Sushkov was here) and we need
someone to sign for the US. Mac also says that back in 81, Ed Meese approved
Commerce's resuming the chair although that was never put in writing. I think
Commerce ought to be the US chair and believe we should put that in writing
designating Sec Commerce as the US chairman. Mac is willing for the policy
issues to be taken up in the SIG-IEP. Please think about this and get together
a directive "In 1981 the President decided that the Sec of Commerce would
chair the US side of the US-Soviet etc etc etc...'Plese coordinate with Roger

Robinson

Many thanks

copy to Roger Robinson, Don Fortier

cc: NSJIMP --CPUA
NSGVE --CPUA
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MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
CONAPENTIAL June 26, 1984
ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE
FROM: JACK MATLOC

SUBJECT: U.S.-USSR Fishing Relationship

You will recall that State and Commerce recommended in April that
the Soviets be granted a directed fishing allocation in the range
of 50,000 tons and that expanded joint ventures be permitted if
there are no overriding security problems. State was requested
to examine the question of timing in view of the current overall
U.S.-Soviet relationship (TAB III).

On the timing question, State now recommends that we proceed at
this time since the steps recommended are beneficial to U.S.
firms and have strong Congressional support (TAB II).

Since this is a very limited step, is responsive to domestic
interests and consistent with our policy of trying to establish a
better working relationship with the USSR, I believe the State/
Commerce recommendation is justified. It is, however, a close

call
%Cﬁ&fmd\ *@ Ji dows uu,'f“ L yy-
ntins for DON For%//;f Chrz§7 hman, Rich Levine and John Lenczowski
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wﬁﬁ Y That you approve the Kimmitt-Hill Memorandum at Tab I approving w¢© '/}
the State/Commerce recommendation. A to pny
P"’;‘ av¢e (57
Lowld wi? Approve - Disapprove __ dearly ot simg
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w Attachments:
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,,,.\mww Tab I Proposed Kimmitt to Hill memorandum
amiW*h‘ Tab II State's memorandum, June 18, 1984
) Q)Haf Tab III Memorandum on this subject, May 21, 1984
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

CONFIEENTIAL

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CHARLES HILL
Executive Secretary
Department of State

SUBJECT: U.S.-USSR Fishing Relationship W&}

The recommendations of the Departments of State and Commerce in

the memorandum from Mr. Hill to Mr. McFarlane of April 28, 1984,

have been approved. These steps are:

j I Restoration of a directed allocation of 50,000 metric tons,
conditioned on a Soviet commitment to increase the existing
joint venture with an American firm commensurately; and

25 Permission for further joint ventures providing there are no
overriding security problems.

Any steps taken should be coordinated in normal fashion with the
appropriate internal security agencies. S}

The proposed press release should be submitted to the NSC for
approval. ¥Q)

Robert M. Kimmitt
Executive Secretary

DECLASSIFIED / RELEASED

NLS___F 43— 071///}#3{
BY_A27 | NARA, DATE 19/ D ﬁﬂ’e

CONFIDENTIAL
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United States Department of State

Washington, D.C. 20520

i N. June 18, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROBERT C. McFARLANE
THE WHITE HOUSE ‘

SUBJECT: Review of US-USSR Fishing Relationship

On May 23, the NSC requested the views of the Department of
State on the question of the timing of the President's decision
on partial restoration of the bilateral fisheries relationship
with the USSR and, if such a step is to be taken now, on how we
would explain a favorable decision in light of current strains
on the bilateral relationship.

The Department of State recommends that the President
decide now on whether to grant the Soviets a directed fishing
allocation in the range of 50,000 tons and permit expanded
joint ventures, if requested, provided there are no overriding
security problems. We do not believe that the President's
decision should be delayed by the factors mentioned in your
memo of May 23 because:

1) The war in Afghanistan will continue for years and our
sanctions have made their point. While our sanctions policy as
such remains in place, therefore, we should be willing to make
specific exceptions that are in our interest, such as these.

2) The Olympic boycott is largely an example of the Soviet
tendency to retreat into self-isolation and our policy purpose
is to encourage the Soviets to constructive engagement with us
through steps that are mutually advantageous, like these.

3) We are attempting to persuade the Soviets to take
action in the Sakharov case through quiet diplomacy and
international pressure rather than through bilateral economic
sanctions. Implementation of steps to activate four bilateral

agreements will be affected by developments in the Sakharov
case. But in our view this logic does not extend to the whole

agenda of relations such as arms control and economic
relations. 1In particular, it does not extend to economic steps
of clear benefit to us, like these.

DL (,‘_'.\,‘ ITIE

mm\mm‘ NLs F25-0 7¢/z# 20
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CONRIGENTA
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In their original recommendation of April 28, State and
Commerce noted that this would be a carefully modulated step,
which excluded renegotiation of a bilateral fisheries agreement
at this time. Our recommendation was based on the fact that
the proposed steps would be of direct economic benefit to the
currently depressed US fishing industry and were strongly
supported by relevant Congressional delegations. This
continues to be the case as we recently confirmed with contacts
on the Hill. In addition, our recommendation was based on our
belief that we should maintain the structure of economic
relations between the United States and the Soviet Union,
expanding it those areas in which it is appropriate from a
security and economic standpoint to do so.

If the President decides to go forward, we recommend that
we inform the Soviets here and in Moscow and do a low key
public announcement. We believe that this course would enable
us to present this action publicly as an example of the US
policy of taking steps to increase exchanges of non-strategic
goods as enunciated by the President in his June 4 speech. Our
press guidance would underscore the benefits to the US fishing
industry, noting US willingness to build upon existing
structure in the US-USSR economic relationship where

appropriate.

b Charles H{ill
Executive Secretary
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

CONF\DENTIAL Mayad, 1984

N\

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCHRARLANE

WA

FROM: JACK MATLOC

SUBJECT: Review of U.S.-USSR Fishing Relationship

The interagency review of measures proposed last year by
Congressman Breaux regarding the fisheries relationship with the
USSR has been completed. You will recall that Breaux had
proposed removing the Afghanistan sanction and restoring our
bilateral fisheries relationship with the Soviets. Recently, we
agreed with the Soviets to extend the existing fisheries
agreement to December 31, 1985, but no allocation of fish was
made to the USSR.

Following the interagency review, State and Commerce recommend
that two steps be taken:

— restore a directed allocation of 50,000 metric tons,
conditioned on a Soviet commitment to increase the existing
joint venture with an American firm commensurately; and

i permit further joint ventures providing there are no over-
riding security problems.

- The IG considered a third step -- to seek renegotiation of the
bilateral fisheries agreement at this time -- but concluded that
this step should not be taken now, but should be kept under
review with regard to the future development of political
conditions.

Discussion:

The reasons given by the IG for restoring a small fisheries
allocation to the Soviets (50,000 metric tons would be one tenth
of the allocation they had before Afghanistan) and allowing
further joint ventures are based on a judgment that these moves
would be of benefit to the American fishing industry, which is
currently depressed.

Given the strong Congressional interest (from the Pacific
Northwest and Alaska) in restoring the bilateral fisheries
relationship and the desirability of maintaining a minimal
framework for non-strategic economic interaction with the
Soviets, I believe that the IG's recommendations should be
approved eventually.

o



CON;}QENTIAL 2

However, I believe that at the moment the timing is bad. The
Soviets are still engaged in a major offensive in Afghanistan,
and we face a possible tragedy in the Soviet handling of the
Sakharov's hunger strike. I recommend, therefore, that State be
requested to review its recommendation in light of the present
political situation, and provide its views on whether a decision
on this issue should be made now, or should be deferred in light
of current addi;;onal strains in the U.S.-Soviet relationship.
> 12,

D

. 20 .
Lenczowski, LeVime and Sestanovich concur.

Recommendation:

That you authorize transmittal of the attached Kimmitt-Hill
memorandum, which requests State to review its recommendation in
respect to timing.

Approve Disapprove
Attachments:

Tab I Proposed Kimmitt to Hill memorandum

Tab II Hill to McFarlane memorandum, April 28, 1984
CONINIDENTIAL

N
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3447
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506
CONFIDENTIAL
T

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. CHARLES HILL

Executive Secretary

Department of State
SUBJECT: Review of U.S.-USSR Fishing Relationship “t&:

Since your memorandum of April 28, 1984, on this subject was
sent, a number of additional strains have developed in the
U.S.-Soviet relationship. These include the Soviet boycott of
the Olympics, the intensification of the war in Afghanistan, and
the steps taken against Mrs. Bonner and Academician Sakharov. t€)

In view of the above, the Department's views are requested on the
question of timing the President's decision on the fisheries
matter. Specifically, should such a step be taken now, and if
so, how should we explain a favorable decision on this matter in
light of present circumstances? 3

Upon receipt of the Department's views on the timing question,
the matter will be forwarded to the President for decision. 6L

Robert M. Kimmitt
Executive Secretary

DECLASSIFIED / RELEASED
NLs__F25-oz4/2# 3
BY_SI1 _, NARA, DATE .Lo/zﬁzo

CONRIDENTIAL
Declagbiéx\?n: OADR
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8412440 XR 8412439 73L
United States Department of State

G . ¥ ’ i -~ Washington, D.C. 20520

April 28, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROBERT C. McFARLANE
THE WHITE HOUSE

SUBJECT: Review of US - USSR Fishing Relationship

The NSC on March 21, 1983, requested an interagency review
of measures proposed by Congressman Breaux regarding the
fisheries relationship with the USSR. Breaux's proposals would
remove an Afghanistan sanction and restore our bilateral
fisheries relationship. They are strongly supported by the
fishing industry and other Senators and Congressmen from the
Pacific Northwest and Alaska. We and the Soviets just agreed to
extend the existing fisheries agreement for eighteen months,
through December 31, 1985.

The interagency review, interrupted by the KAL incident, has
been completed. The concerned agencies (State and Commerce; NSC
unable to attend) considered the following three steps:

-—granting the Soviets a directed fish allocation of
approximately 50,000 metric tons to permit expansion of the
existing joint venture based in Seattle. Prior to the
Afghanistan invasion, the Soviets had a 500,000-ton
allocation. A directed allocation would permit Soviet
vessels to remain on station fishing when weather conditions
reguire the smaller U.S. fishing boats to seek shelter.
This would permit an expanded Soviet processing capability
to remain in place for longer periods of time, which would
benefit the joint venture. At present, Soviet vessels can
only process U.S.-caught fish;

—-allow further joint ventures in other areas of the U.S.
fishing zone as they are proposed, assuming there are no
overriding security problems;

—-inform the Soviets we are prepared to renegotiate the
US-Soviet fisheries agreement, with the possibility of
negotiating an agreement to allow US fishermen access to
Soviet fisheries. This would almost certainly require a
large directed allocation to the Soviets in return.

The IG determined that there are strong economic reasons to
restore the fisheries relationship and that the current
sanctions are imposing economic hardships on the U.S. fishing
industry:

—— The US firm currently involved in the existing joint

NLS F?f’07,£//z*t58’
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CONRIDBNTIAL
> oaen-Sae

venture has stated that it expects to increase the joint venture
operations by the amount of the direct allocation given to the
USSR. The joint venture currently processes about 160,000 MT of
US-caught fish annually, valued at $30 million, and involving 40
US vessels which otherwise would not be employed. An additional
50,000 MT caught by the joint venture would result in an
estimated $8 million increase in proceeds to participating US
fishermen.

—-— Establishment of new joint ventures with the Soviets in
US waters would increase our leverage with other countries now
fishing off the US coast (Japan and Korea) to expand cooperation
with the US fishing industry. -

—— The US fishing industry is depressed and the impact from
the joint ventures is substantial; the multiplier effect on
local fish-related industries from each dollar earned by the
present joint venture is estimated at four to one.

—— There has been a significant reverse flow of technology
and expertise to the US fishing industry from the Soviets as the
result of the joint venture and our cooperative fisheries
research programs. Restoration of Soviet fishing privileges
would enhance our opportunities to take greater advantage of
these benefits.

The IG also concluded that forward movement would be
consistent with the President's January 16 speech calling for a
constructive dialogue with the Soviets. The fishing sanction on
Poland has been removed and the restoration of Soviet privileges
would underscore our commitment to review sanctions to ensure
that US business interests are not unfairly penalized. Finally
this action parallels negotiation of the the new LTA.

The Departments of State and Commerce have concluded that we
should now take the first two steps: restoring a directed
allocation of 50,000 MT, conditioned on a Soviet commitment to
increase the existing joint venture commensurately:; and,
permitting further joint ventures providing there are no
overriding security problems. We would not publicly encourage
new joint ventures, however. The allocation would be granted in
at least two stages to permit observation of Soviet
per formance.

It was deemed inappropriate to seek renegotiation of the
bilateral fisheries agreement at this time. We will keep this
step under review should political conditions permit our moving
in that direction in the future.

CONFSRQENTIAL
S <
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We now request NSC concurrence with the recommendations of
the interagency review and that the matter be forwarded to the
President for his review of all the options and decision.

b""Charles Hi
Executive Se



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

June 26, 1984

Dear Charlie:

Thank you very much for your letter of June 18, and for the copy
of your article.

I found it full of insights which are useful indeed. Your
observations on the limitations and pitfalls of summitry are
pretty well understood around this building. Would that they
were understood better on Capitol Hill and among the public at
large!

It happens that the President will be delivering a speech on some
of the topics you deal with tomorrow. I'll send a text along in
case you miss it.

On the point about the utility of having a special assistant to
the Secretary on Soviet affairs, I am not totally convinced that
this is the best way to proceed. There is always a potential
problem when there is no "line" responsibility. But maybe my
attitude is unduly influenced by my present position: my work is
easier not having to compete with a specialist of comparable rank
in State -- and I have no problem getting my views either to the
Secretary or the President. If I were in State, the latter
contact would inevitably be more indirect.

These are, of course, minor points. Thanks for your thoughtful-
ness in thinking of me and our very best wishes to you and Gaby
for your upcoming trip to Moscow. Give everyone at the Embassy

our best regards.
Sincere y,f

Ja . Matlock

The Honorable Charles G. Stefan
8012 S.wW. Fifth Avenue
Gainesville, Florida 32607
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MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

ACTION
June 26, 1984
MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. McFARLANE
FROM: JACK F. MATLOCK, JR.
SUBJECT: Presidential Meeting Memo for U.S.-Soviet
Exchanges, June 27, 1984
Attached at Tab I is the Presidential Meeting Memorandum for

the Conference on U.S.-Soviet Exchanges, June 27, 1984.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the memorandum at Tab I.
Approve Disapprove

S C
565 fBob Sims, Kark% Small, Ron Sable, Ty Cobb and Steve Steiner

concur.

Attachments

Tab I Presidential Meeting Memo
Tab A List of Participants

Tab B Remarks
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEETING WITH PARTICIPANTS IN CONFERENCE
ON U.S.-SOVIET EXCHANGES
DATE: June 27, 1984
LOCATION: East Room
TIME: 1:30 p.m. - 1:45 p.m.

FROM: ROBERT C. McFARLANE

I. PURPOSE
To demonstrate our efforts to improve the U.S.-Soviet
working relationship and to expand contacts with the
peoples of the USSR.

ILXs BACKGROUND
A conference of representatives of private foundations
and universities involved in U.S.-Soviet exchanges is
being held at the Smithsonian, June 26-27. This is an
excellent forum for a statement describing your efforts
to improve the bilateral working relationship with the
USSR and to expand exchanges. This is the third broad
policy area laid out in your January speech on
U.S.-Soviet relations and follows your recent
statements on the first two areas, namely arms control
and regional issues.

¥ i i PARTICIPANTS
List of participants is at Tab A.

IV. PRESS PLAN
Open press coverage.

V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS
At 1:20 p.m. you go to Green Room to welcome leaders of
the Conference on U.S.-Soviet Exchanges, Professor
Billington, Dr. Hamburg, Dr. Ellison and Mr. Brad
Johnson. Senator Dick Lugar, who has been a key player
in this area, may also be with this group. You proceed
with them to East Room at 1:30 p.m. and address
approximately 100 Conference attendees, as well as
selected Members of Congress and senior Administration
officials.

Prepared by:
Jack Matlock
Attachment

Tab A List of Participants
Tab B Remarks



PARTICIPANTS

The President
Secretary of State George Shultz

Robert C. McFarlane
Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs

Ambassador Jack Matlock
Special Assistant to the President
National Security Council

Professor James Billington
Director, Wilson Center

Dr. David Hamburg
President
Carnegie Corporation of New York

Dr. Herbert Ellison
Secretary of Kennan Institute

Mr. Brad Johnson
Research Associate
Kennan Institute

and approximately 100 members of
the Conference, and selected
members of Congress and senior
Administration officials



REMARKS ARE BEING COORDINATED

BY AMBASSADOR MATLOCK AND SPEECHWRITERS



REQUEST FOR APPOINTMENTS

To: Officer-in-charge
Appointments Center
Room 060, OEOB

‘ _ Wednesday, June 27, 84
Please admit the following appointments on ,19
for The President of
(NAME OF PERSON TO BE VISITED) (AGENCY)

See attached list.

MEETING LOCATION

Building___White House Requested by __Francesca Lapinski
Room No.__East Room Room No.368  Telephone_x5646
Time of Meeting 1:00 p.m. Date of request June 26, 1984

Additions and/or changes made by telephone should be limited to five (6) names or less.

APPOINTMENTS CENTER: SIG/OEOB — 395-6046 or WHITE HOUSE — 456-6742

UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE SSF 2037 (03-81)



LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

Dan Amstutz

Michael H. Armacost

Diana Arsenian
Jeremy Azrael

Harley Balzer
William Barlow

REDACTEL

William J. Baroody, Jr.

Irving Becker
VACTED

James Billington

Michael Brainerd

Stephanie Bursenos

John A. Busterud

Maura Cantrill

Alan Campbell

REDACTE

Jerome M. Clubb

Tyrus Cobb

JACTED

Walter Connor

Paul Cook
Harriet Crosby

Karla Cruise

Barbara Dash

Dan E. Davidson

REDAC.

George Demko

Mark Dillon

Douglas Doan

Paula Dobriansky

JACTED
Alla Dombrowsky

11/8/32
4/15/37
10/31/58
3/23/35
3/25/48
6/5/21

11/5/37
8/1/27
6/1/29
4/15/43
7/15/37

3/7/21
9/18/64
10/19/39
12/7/28

4/20/42
5/14/25
8/30/45
10/30/63
12/21/52

9/18/44
4/10/33
7/11/51
1/21/57

10/7/41

Honorable Thomas Downey, U.S. House of Representatives

Herbert J. Ellison

Cynthia Ely

Erick Erickson

Amy Evans
Ralph T. Fisher, Jr.

REDACT

Wesley A. Fisher

Michael Flack

John Geraghty

Robert H. Getz JACTED

Christine Glenday

Nancy Graham

Damon Gray

10/3/29
6/28/31
12/28/48

8/19/56
4/5/20
10/23/44
9/12/20
7/1/43

3/30/62
6/6/51
5/10/26
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Bernard Gwertzman, The New York Times

Jeffrey Hahn

REDAC?

David Hamburg

Alan Hart

Stephen Hayes

Alan Hecht )

Ruth Hegyeli

Kurt F. J. Heinrich

Peter Henry

Michael Hurley

Micnela Iovine

William James
Brad Johnson

—
REDAC

Robert Juwghans

Madeleine Kalb D

Allen Kassof -

Edward Keenan s ==
John Kiser, Kiser Research, Inc.

Genevieve Knezo

Helen Kodman

Christopher Lehman

John Lenczowski

REDA

Alice LeMaistre

Robert Litwak

Edward Luck

Julian MacDonald [ED

5/22/44
10/1/25
6/16/44
5/27/47

7/23/44
8/14/31
/31721
5/10/43

4/20/50
6/29/48
10/5/45
10/13/55
7/16/25

11/4/36
12/17/30
5/13/35
8/8/42

12/13/48

7/3/45

4/5/53
10/17/48
5/17/26

Gifford Malone, Acting Directo;, Office of Programs, USIA

Suzanne Massie
Ambassador Jack Matlock

Rebecca B. Matlock

David Maxwell

1/8/31

12/7/28
12/2/44

Honorable James McNulty, U.S. House of Representatives

Jacquie McNulty

REDACT

John Mercer
John Metzler

Laurence Mitchell

William Moody DACTED

REDACi

TN pve——

8/18/29
7/25/59
9/19/47
6/25/23
2/4/39



Frederick A. Mosher ED : 12/20/32
Lewis Murray

Sherry Mueller Norton ' 8/17/43
Michael Oja . X 11/20/59
Ned Ostenso = 6/22/30
R. Mark Palmer 7/14/41
B. Lynn Pascoe —— RED/  7/7/43
Honorable Claiborne Pell, U. S Senate

Grant Pendill 1 12/3/28
Pierre Perrolle " 4/29/44
Honorable Thomas Petri, U.S. House of Representatlves
Vladimir Petrov —{ 11/15/15

Michael Pillsbury, National Securlty Advisor, Senate Steering
Committee, U.S. Senate

Louise Platt : | 4/15/40
.Alexander Rabinowitch . 8/30/34
Victor Rabinowitch TED - 8/30/34
Bermard Ramundo 6/12/25
Susan Rasky, The New York Times

Peter Reddaway, British Passport: - 9/18/39
Marlin Remick e — 4/2/27
Robert Robertson 3/5/29
Erik Ronhovde 5/13/37
Sophie Sa 11/16/43
William Salmon Rl 9/3/35
Jack Schmidt 7/23/26
Laurie Schultz 1/30/57
Alex M. Shane 7/16/33
Secretary of State George Pl Shultz -y

Thomas W. Simons = 9/4/38
John Skillman 10/8/27
Damon Smith 11/26/34
Parker Snowe ED 8/20/57
Jed Snyder : 3/24/55
Edward Snyder 3/24/55
Linwood Starbird 5/16/47
Steven Steiner

Phillip Stewart 1/16/38
John Stremlau REL 1/25/44
Peter R. Summer

Meredith Taylor | 3/30/62
John Thomas i 3/6/28
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Vladimir Toumanoff 4/11/23
Catherine Torgerson 4/26/61
Donald Treadgold 11/24/22
Ronald Trowbridge - 12/4/37
RED,

Charles Trumbull 5/17/43
Janice Tuten 5/29/56
Leon Twarog _ . 5/20/19
Paul Von Ward cTED 9/11/39 or 34
Gary Waxmonsky 9/28/50
James Wertsch 5/16/47

Charles E. Wick, Director, U.S. Information Agency
Honorable Tlmothy Wirth, U.S. House of Representatives
John Zimmerman o 10/12/47
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THE WHITE HOUSE blo o tulaig -

WASHINGTON

84 JUN?é‘ g |4 26/ 4997 add-on
MEMORANDUM -
TO: ROBERT MCFARLANE/WILLIAM HENKEL
FROM: FREDERICK J. RYAN, JR. 49”4/
SUBJ: APPROVED PRESIDENTIAL ACTIVITY
MEETING: The meeting with participants in Conference on

US-Soviet Exchanges is now scheduled for 1:30 pm
on June 27 rather than 1:00 pm as previously
DATE: notified.

The location will now be the East Room rather
TIME: than Rose Garden with Indian Treaty Room as backup.

DURATION:
LOCATICN:
REMARKS REQUIRED:
MEDIA COVERAGE:
FIRST LADY

PARTICIPATION:

NOTE: PROJECT OFFICER, SEE ATTACHED CHECKLIST

cc: R. Darman J. Rosebush R. Kimmitt
R. Deprospero R. Scouten J. Matlock
B. Elliott B. Shaddix
D. Fischer W. Sittmann
C. Fulier L. Speakes
W. Henkel WHCA Audio/Visual
E. Hickey WHCA Operations
G. Hodges A. Wrobleski
C. McCain Nell Yates
B. Oglesby



LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

Dan Amstutz, Under Secretary, USDA

Michael H. Armacost, Under Secretary Political Affairs, State
Diana Arsenian, The Carnegie Corporation of New York

Harley Balzer, Department of History, Georgetown University
William Barlow, East-West Trade Development

Irving Becker, The William and Mary Greve Foundation

Diana Bieliauskas, Office of International Affairs, National
Academy of Science

James Billington, Director, The Wilson Center

Michael Brainerd, Director, Citizen Exchange Council

Stephanie Bursenos, Fogarty International Center, National
Institutes of Health

John A. Busterud, Attorney at Law, Palo Alto

Maura Cantrill, The Kennan Institute

Alan Campbell, The Wilson Center

Jerome M. Clubb, Inter-university Consortium for Political and
Social Research, Ann Arbor

Tyrus Cobb, National Security Council

Walter Connor, Foreign Service Institute

Paul Cook, Department of State

Harriet Crosby, President, Institute for Soviet-American Relations
Karla Cruise, The Kennan Institute

Barbara Dash, The Kennan Institute

Dan E. Davidson, Executive Director, American Council of Teachers
of Russian

George Demko, Office of Research, U.S. Department of State

Mark Dillon, Office of the Director, U.S. Information Agency

Douglas Doan, NSC

Paula Dobriansky, NSC

Alla Dombrowsky, U.S. Information Agency

Honorable Thomas Downey, U.S. House of Representatives
Herbert J. Ellison, Secretary, The Kennan Institute
Cynthia Ely, The Wilson Center

Erick Erickson, U.S. Department of Agriculture

Amy Evans, Environmental Protection Agency

Ralph T. Fisher, Jr., Russian and East European Center,
University of Illinois

Wesley A. Fisher, International Research and Exchanges Board

Michael Flack, Washington, D.C.

John Geraghty, International Affairs, U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development

v
Robert H. Getz, The Kennan Institute
Prosser Gifford, Deputy Director, The Wilson Center
Christine Glenday, National Academy of Sciences
Nancy Graham, Chief Executive Officer, Institute for Soviet-
American Relations
Damon Gray, Washington, D.C.
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Bernard Gwertzman, The New York Times

Jeffrey Hahn, Short-Term Visiting Grantee, Kennan Institute

David Hamburg, President, The Carnegie Corporation of New York

Alan Hart, Journalist, Smithsonian Institution

Stephen Hayes, Director, AFS International/Intercultural
Programs, Inc.

Allen Hecht, Director, National Climate Program Office, National
Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration

Ruth Hegyeli, National Institutes of Health

Kurt F. J. Heinrich, Office of International Relations, National
Bureau of Standards

Peter Henry, Office of International Health, U.S. House of
Representatives

John Holmfield, Science Policy Staff, U.S. House of Representatives

Michael Hurley, Visitor Program Service

Micnela Iozine, National Academy of Sciences

William James, Jackson School of International Studies,
University of Washington

Brad Johnson, Research Associate, The Kennan Institute

Robert Junghaus, Chief, International Activities Group, National
Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration

Madeleine Kalb

Allen Kassof, Executive Director, International Research and
Exchanges Board

Edward Keenan, Russian Research Center, Harvard University

John Kiser, Kiser Research, Inc.

Genevieve Knezo, Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service

Helen Kodman, National Institutes of Health
Chris Kojm, Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle East, U.S.
House of Representatives
Christopher Lehman, NSC
John Lenczowski, NSC
Alice LeMaistre, Office of European Affairs, U.S. Information Agency

Tod Leventhal, Voice of America
Robert Litwak, The Wilson Center
Edward Luck, UN Association
Julian MacDonald The Council for International Exchange of Scholars
Gifford Malone, Actlng Director, Office of Programs, U.S.
Information Agency

Suzanne Massie, Irvington, New York

Ambassador Jack Matlock, National Security Council

Rebecca B. Matlock, Washington, D.C.

David Maxwell, Dean, Undergraduate Studies, Tufts University
Honorable James McNulty, U.S. House of Representatives
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Jacquie McNulty, Washington, D.C.

John Mercer, International Policy Studies

John Metzler, U.S. Department of Energy
Laurence Mitchell, Natinal Academy of Sciences
William Moody, The Rockefeller Brothers Fund

Frederick P. Mosher, The Carnegie Corporation of New York
International Education

Lewis Murray, Bureau of Legislative/Intergovernmental Affairs, State

Sherry Mueller Norton, Institute for Intergovernmental Education

Michael Oja, Washington, D.C.

Ned Ostenso, National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration

R. Mark Palmer, Deputy Assistant Secretary for European Affairs,
U.S. Department of State

B. Lynn Pascoe, Deputy Director, Office of Soviet Affairs, State

Honorable Claiborne Pell, U.S. Senate

Grant Pendill, American Committee on East-West Accord

Jan Perkowski, Chair, CIEE Russian Language Program Consortium

Pierre Perrolle, National Science Foundation

Honorable Thomas Petri, U.S. House of Representatives

Vladimir Petrov, George Washington University

Michael Pillsbury, National Security Advisor, Senate Steering
Committee, U.S. Senate

Louise Platt, The Wilson Center

Cassandra A. Pyle, Director, The Council for International
Exchange of Scholars

Alexander Rabinowitch, Executive Director, Russian and East
European Institute, Indiana University

Victor Rabinowitch, National Academy of Sciences

Bermard Ramundo, U.S. Department of Transportation

Susan Rasky, The New York Times

Peter Reddaway, Kennan Institute; British Passport: 660933C
Marlin Remick, Deputy Director, Office of European Affairs, USIA
Yale Richmond, National Endowment for Democracy

Robert Robertson, Occidental International

Erik Ronho de, Institute of International Education

Sophie Sa, Social Science Research Council

William Salmon, Senior Advisor for Science and Technology, U.S.
Department of State

Jack Schmidt, Fogarty International Center, National Institutes
of Health

Laurie Schultz, Office of Representative James Jeffords

Alex M. Shane, Director of International Programs, State
University of New York, Albany
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Gerson Sher, National Science Foundation
Secretary of State George P. Shultz
Thomas W. Simons, Deputy Asst Secretary European/Soviet Affairs, State
John Skillman, Deputy Director, Council on International
Education Exchange
Damon Smith, Washington, D.C.

Parker Snowe, Friends Committee on National Legislation
Jed Snyder, Research Associate, The Wilson Center

Edward Snyder, Friends Committee on National Legislation
Linwood Starbird, Department of State

Steven Steiner, National Security Council

Phillip Stewart, Associate, The Kettering Foundation

John Stremlau, Associate Director, International Relations, The
Rockefeller Foundation

Peter R. Summer, NSC

Meredith Taylor, The Kennan Institute

John Thomas, U.S. Department of State

Richard Thompson, Deputy Director, Center for International
Education, Department of Education

Vladimir Toumanoff, Executive Director, National Council for
Soviet and East European Research

Catherine Torgerson, NSC

Donald Treadgold, Russian and East European Studies, University
of Washington

Ronald Trowbridge, USIA

Charles Trumbull, Science Applications, Inc.

Janice Tuten, The Wilson Center

Leon Twarog, Director, Center for Slavic and East European
Studies, Ohio State University

Paul Von Ward, President, Delphi Research Associates, Inc.

Gary Waxmonsky, Environmental Protection Agency

James Wertsch, Northwestern University

Charles E. Wick, Director, U.S.Information Agency
Honorable Timothy Wirth, U.S. House of Representatives
John Zimmerman, Office of Soviet Union Affairs, State



SUGGESTED INVITEES TO ROSE GARDEN CEREMONY

Wednesday, June 27, 1984 -- 1:00 P.M.

HOUSE

Si\

Wirth, Timothy E. (D-Colo)

owney, Thomas J. (D-NY)

etri, Thomas E. (R-Wis)

cNaulty, James E., Jr. (D-Ariz)

‘//%amilton, Lee (D-Ind)

— Bereuter, Doug (R-Nebr)

— Glickman, Dan (D-Kan)

oley, Thomas S. (D-Wash)

Leach, Jim (R-Iowa)
Fascell, Dante (D-Fla)

« Simon, Paul (D-I11)

S

Optional

~— Smith, Neal (D-Iowa)

— O'Brien, George M. (R-I11)
— Schroeder, Patricia (D-Colo)
— Kemp, Jack (R-NY)

— Oakar, Mary Rose (D-0Ohio)

State Invitees

— Secretary of State George Shultz

SENATE

Q(ggll, Claiborne (D-RI)

v Hatfield, Mark O. (R-Ore)

— Evans, Daniel J. (R-Wash)

.~ Biden, Joseph R., Jr. (D-Del)
v Mathias, Charles McC., (R-Md)
~~ Leahy, Patrick J. (D-Vt)
v~Lugar, Richard G. (R-Ind)

— Percy, Charles H. (R-I1l1)

— Cohen, William S. (R-Maine)
— Dole, Robert (R-Kansas)

Optional

— Laxalt, Paul (R-Nev)

— DeConcini, Dennis (D-Ariz)

— Inouye, Daniel K. (D-Haw)

— Bradley, Bill (D-NJ)

— Glenn, John (D-Ohio)

;2/Levin, Carl (D-Mich)
Hatch, Orin (R-Utah)

— Tower, John (R-Tex)

— Goldwater, Barry (R-Ariz)

— Michael H. Armacost, UnderSec/Political Affairs
— Richard R. Burt, Asst.Sec/European & Canadian Affairs
— W. Tapley Bennett, Jr. Asst.Sec/Bur. of Legis.& Intergovernmental Affairs
ark Palmer, Dep.Asst.Sec/European & Canadian Affairs
Thomas W. Simons, Jr., Dir./Office of Soviet Union Affairs
. Lynn Pascoe, Dep.Dir./Office of Soviet Union Affairs
John Zimmerman, Office of Soviet Union Affairs
— Lewis Murray, Bureau of Legislative & Intergovernmental Affairs

Technical Agency Invitees

Undersecretary Dan Amstutz, USDA

I I

Ambassador Theodore Britton, Dir., Office-International Affairs, HUD

Fitzhugh Green, Dep. Adminis., EPA, or his Designate
C. Everett Koop, Surgeon General, DHHS
Alvin Trivelpiece, Asst. Secretary, DOE

S Y - T
o' Ad
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MEMORANDUM
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

June 29, 1984

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. McFARLANE

FROM: JACK MATLOCK

SUBJECT: Letter to Mr.)\ Giffen of U.S.-USSR Trade and

Economic Council

Attached at Tab I is a letter of acknowledgement to James Giffen,
who wrote to thank you for meeting with Bill Verity and Vladimir
Sushkov last month.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the letter at Tab I.

Approve Disapprove

Attachments:

Tab I Proposed response
Tab II Incoming letter, June 15, 1984



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Mr. Giffen:

Thank you for your letter of June 15. I am
pleased that the recent meeting of the
U.S.-USSR Trade and Economic Council went
so well.

I am also pleased that the long-term
agreement will be renewed and that
preparations will begin to reactivate the
Joint Commercial Commission.

Sincerely,

Robert C. McFarlane

Mr. James H. Giffen

U.S.-USSR Trade and Economic
Council, Inc.

805 Third Avenue

New York, New York 10022
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V\/\ US-USSR
radd gnd Economic Council, Inc.

June 15, 1984

Dear Mr. McFarlane,

Before any further time passes I want to express to you my
profound appreciation for taking the time out of your busy
schedule to meet with Mr. Vladimir N. Sushkov and C.
William Verity, Jr. the Soviet and American Co-Chairmen of
the US-USSR Trade & Economic Council when they were in
Washington last month.

You will recall that Mr. Sushkov headed a delegation who
were in the U.S. in connection with the Annual Meetings of
the Council in New York. He found the opportunity to meet
with you very worthwhile and enlightening and expressed the
hope that we could continue to maintain open communications
with people such as yourself.

You may be interested in knowing that the meetings in New
York were considered by the membership to be extremely
successful. Over 140 American member firms were
represented and there were over 300 participants from both
the American and Soviet sides.

Again, my sincere thanks and if I may be of any help,
please let me know.

Sincerely,

ALy

James H. Giffen

Mr. Robert C. McFarlane
Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs

The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20500

805 Third Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10022 212/644-4550
3 Shevchenko Embankment, Moscow 121248, USSR
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June 29, 1984

Is there much chance for a summit meeting with the Soviet
Union?

I'm sure that when our dialogue reaches the point that
a meeting will be useful, one will be arranged. But we
haven't reached that point yet, and I can't predict when it

will happen. As far as I'm concerned, I'm ready and

willing.



MEMORANDUM

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

ACTION June 28, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR JACK MATLOCK
FROM: KARNA SMALL }< S

SUBJECT: Presidential Interviews

On Monday, the President is scheduled to be interviewed by local
TV stations in Florida and Texas. They have submitted a few
questions in advance. May I have your answers to these questions

no later than opening of business, tomorrow morning, Friday, June
29.

I appreciate your help on this.

Q: Is there much chance for a summit meeting with the Soviet
Union?
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ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: ROBERT C, MCFARLANE

SUBJECT: Conversation with Dobrynin at Barbeque Today

You will presumably have the opportunity to speak to Soviet
Ambassador Dobrynin at the barbeque this evening for the
diplomatic corps. (Since he is Dean of the Corps, it will be
normal for you to exchange some words with him.)

I would recommend that you take the opportunity to encourage a
favorable Soviet response to our proposal for talks in Vienna
this September. We cannot be sure that the Soviets will
respond positively. If they are determined to deal only on
their own terms, they will reject our reply and claim that it
does not respond to their proposal for negotiations on space
weapons. In fact, however, it offers them a face-saving way
out of the box they have put themselves in regarding START and
INF.

The best approach, I believe, would be to treat the matter in
an up-beat fashion, assuming that we have been totally
responsive. This would also provide an opportunity to
reiterate your desire to get the dialogue into a
problem-solving mode.

The attached talking points may be useful.

Attachment:

TAB A - Suggested Talking Points with Dobrynin

DECLASSIFIED / RELEASED
NLS _FA5-074/2 * 39

BY _A2T__ NARA, DATE 40-2'.105_

Prepared by:
Jack F. Matlock

SECR VE




SUGGESTED TALKING POINTS
Ambassador Dobrynin at Barbeque for Diplomatic Corps
July 1, 6:30 P.M.

-~ I understand you are going back to Moscow Tuesday and want
you to carry a personal message from me to Mr. Chernenko.

-- I recognize that the proposal you gave us Friday was an
important move on your part. Our response is serious and
positive.

-- We accept your invitation to meet in Vienna September 18.

We will be ready at that time to talk about both anti-satellite
weapons and nuclear arms reductions -- and of course other arms
control concerns if you wish,

-- In particular, tell Mr. Chernenko that I am eager to make
some real progress. Your proposal and our favorable response
can provide a valuable opportunity that we must take advantage
of. I am confident that if we both take a problem-solving
approach, we can work out together arms control arrangements
that meet both our countries' needs and concerns.

== I will be telling George Shultz and Art Hartman to get
moving with your people in working out the necessary
preparations so that these talks can be successful.

-- And tell Chairman Chernenko that I will reply to his last
letter soon. Frankly, I was discouraged when I got it, because
the correspondence didn't seem to be getting anywhere. I hope
these latest developments will change that.

If Dobrynin says that our reply was not responsive to their
proposal, you might want to express surprise and say that when
they spoke of all weapons using space, you naturally assumed
that they included ballistic missiles.

If Dobrynin should complain about our rapid release of our
statement, you could remind him that we were merely following
their example. Of course, it will be easier in the future to

discuss matters confidentially before we go public, but both
sides have to follow this practice if it is to work.

DECLASSIFIED / RELEASED
NS Mpa-oll 25

BY K NARA, DATE_MZ/Qf
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SYSTEM II

90695
' . THE SECRETARY OF STATE
" . ) 4
— 3 WASHINGTON
gdJuinld P2
June 14, 1984

snchm/s}usx'rxvn

~ u
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: George P. Shultz
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. 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 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.
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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.
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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
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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. 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, 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.

SECRE ENSITIVE
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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
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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.
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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
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YBaxaeMuil rocrnomut Ipe3uuesT,

B cBaA3M ¢ BaumM IUCEMOM XOTeJ OH BHCKa3aTh HEKOTODHE COOC-
PaxeHns B IPONOJIEEHME Hamero ¢ Bamm oOMeHa MHEHUAMH.

fl, XKoHeYHO, OoOpaTH/i BHAMAHNE Ha 32BEDPEHME B IIPHBEDPREHHOCTH
IieJIy CHUXEHUS HaODAXEHHOCTM MexIy HaumM{ CTpaHaMu, O 4eM I'0BO-
pUTCA B CLEJIaHHOM BaMM DYKOIMCHOM 10CaBjieHMM K TEKCTYy HUCHEMA. B
CBOK 0Yepe)b MOI'y BHOBBL IOINTBEDIUTE TO, O 4WeM f IMcaj elie B mep-—
BOM IMCEMe Bam, & HMEHHO — NOBOPOT K DPOBHEM, LOODHM OTHOMEHHUSM
mexny CCCP m CLA Owa B ocTasTcs HauuM xejaHveM. CoOCTBEHHO, STY
IIeJib ¥ NpecyenylnT Te MHOI'OYMC/8HHHE KOHKDETHHE IpPeLJOXeHHs, KO-
TOpDHE BHIBUIajuUCh C Hamef CTOPOHH, B TOM YHCJie B MOUX IMCEMAX
Bawm.

Yro xe KacaeTcsa MHTepIpeTaldy OIpeLeJIeHHOI'O0 2Tana B HCTOPUM
HammMX OTHOMEHHii, 0 ueM BH OIHAXKIH yXe IIMca/i, TO 3L6CH HAlM OIEH-
K pacXOonLfATCi. MH u3jara/M CBOK TOUKY 3peHMA Ha 5TOT CUYET M IOB-—
TOPATECH He cTaHy. OTMedy, OIHAKO, UTO Ha/Muue BOGHHOI'0 IIpBEMY-
llecTBa y OOHO¥ CTOPOHH M/ CTPEMJEHVME K TaKOBOMYy HE MOX6T BOCIDH-
EUMaThCs IPYyI'oél CTOPOHOH# Kak IOKas3aTejb Ha/muudg JOODHX HamepeHHii.
3mechk MoxeT OWTH JIMUb ONUH IIOKa3aTe/lb — I'OTOBHOCTH BECTH JEJa Ha
paBHHX, I'OTOBHOCTH, BHpa®eHHAA B IpPaKTUYECKO# IOJUTHKE. TaKoBa
ficHaa ¥ dYeTKasa nosmuud CoBeTcKOro Coo3a: MH He CTpeMEMCA K Ipe-
AMyLuEeCTBY, HO ¥ He JIOOyCTUM eI0 Hap coOoii. He BuUXYy, 4TO 31€CEH MO-
®eT OHTH HempuemjemwM 11 CoenuHeHHHX liTaToB, €c/M XejJaTh CTa-
ORJIBHOCTM, CHUXEHHA HanpageHHOCTH. C IO3MIML paBEHCTBA MOKHO
IorosapuBaThCA O MeliCTBUTE/IBHO B3aMMOIIPHEMJIEMHX PpelleHMAX, KoIza
HY y OXHO¥ U3 CTOPOH HE MOXET OHTh IDHYMH CUMTaTh, UWTO OHA HAST
Ha OJHOCTODOHHHE YCTYIIKA.

i cuey HEeOOXOOMMHM OTMETUTH 5TO, MMES B BULY ¥ TO, KaK B
Bauey IACEME HHTEpPIpeTUDYyRTCA HamepeHus CoeTcxoro Consa. f He
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MOI'y C ®TUM COIlJAaCHThCS. B mpomjoM ¢ Haweii CTOPOHH 006 9TOM YXe
ropopusock., Ho Xojib ckopo BH OmATH BO3BpamaeTech K BOIPOCY O HaMme-—
PEHHAX M KaK OHM MOI'yT IpEICTaBAATHCH, BHCKaXy HEKOTODHE CYXIEHHA,
NPOMJIOCTPAPOBAB MX KOHKDETHHMM IIDEME PaMi.

Ec/m o0G0OIMTH TO, UTO He pa3 OyG/MuHO 3afdBjAJ0Ch Bamm, Ipy-
TEMY IPENCTABUTEAMY aIMUHMCTpaIMu, TO IojydasTcs, 4uro CHA ycTpa-
MBajio TOJBKO TAK0E IIOJIOKEHWe, KOIJla B BOBHHOM OTHOmMEHWM OHE ORI
Bneperm CCCP. Ho mes0 B TOM, YWTO Hac-TO Tak0e INOJIOKEHME He yYCTpa-
mBEJI0 ¥ He ycTpauBaeT., Ha oTOT CY8T Yy Hac €CTh ONNT B OIHT TsKe-
Juii. HeMmajo OH/IO OCJOKHEHUE M B MCTOpDMM OTHOmeHW# HauwXx cTpaH,
0CO0EHHO B IIOC/I8BOEHHHI mepuoz. HeMajio OH/IO IOOHTOK OKa3aTh Ha
Hac IO/MMTUYECKOE, SKOHOMMUYECKOE, A M BOEGHHOE NaBJIGHHUE.

A BO3EMHTE HHHEIIHEEe NOoJIOXeHNe., ECTh, KaxeTCs, TaK08 amepUKaH-
CKO8 BHpaxeHus8 "pasBepHYTH cToja". IlocTapaliTech B3IJAHYTH Ha pe-
ajIbHOCTH MeRIyHapOIHOZ OOCTAQHOBKM C Hamero KoHia. M cpa3y CTaHET
OTYeT/MMBO BHIHO, 49TO CoBeTcKHil C0l03 OKpy#eH 1eIbD amepUKaHCKHX
BOGHHHX Oa3, Ha 3TiX GasaxX IOJIHO fAlepHOro Oopyxud. lIpenHaszHaveHHe
e'0 U3BECTHO — OHO HalejIeHO IPOTHB Hac. Huuero mofoOCHOI'0 BOKDYIL
Bameil cTpaHH HeT.

A TO, uTO IesHe pailDHH 368MHOI'0 mMapa 0O0BLABJINTCA Cepoil
aMe PIKaQHCKAX KU3HEHHHX HMHTepecoBY J He mpocTo OOBABJANTICH, &
CTaHOBATCA OOBEKTOM BOEHHOI'0 npucyrcesmsa ClA. M 9To HPOMCXOIAT B
TOM YHCJie Yy camMoro Hawero nopora. OmATh-Taku MH CO CBOe¥ CTODOHH !
Yero noI0CHOI'® He nejiaeM., Kakme M3 3TOr0 BHBOIH MLOJ/IRHH MH JigJIaTh
OTHOCUTE/IBHO Hameperuil CUA? Ilojiarapn, OHU HaIpaimBaioTCHA CaMmé COODi,
Taras /mHMS eCTh He UTO MHOE, KaK I'MIeDPTPOQUPOBaHHOE IIPEICTaB/IeHuf
0 CBOMX MHTEpecax, KoIja NOJHOCTHI MUIHODUDPYWTCH BaKOHHHE MHTEDECH
IpyI¥X, KaKk CTpeMjeHyue IOJy4uTh, MAMKO BHpAZasdch, IIPUBNJEIAPOBEHH
[Io3KULMA 3a cYeT Ipyr'o# cTOpoHH., He cCOBMeuaeTCsa 3TO C IigJIAMH JIOCTH
KEHHSA CTAOUJIBHOCTV., HampoTHB, Takas jMHUA B IO/MTHKE OOBEKTHBHO
BEJET K CO3JAHMO X IOJIE DKaHWK HaIpsoxe HHOCTH.

)m B3sATH CTPaTEMYECKHe BOODYx6HUA. /] 3718CH HE MOXKET OHTh
HPKaxux npeTeHszmit ¥ CoseTckoMy Con3y. To, uTo Mexny CCCP m CLA,
a B IMPOKOM CMHCJE Mexny cTpaHamu Bapmasckoro Jlorosopa m HATO
eCTh IpPUMEDHHI IapuTeT, He CTAHET OCIapmBaThk HY OXMH 3HAaIMi
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[oJIoXeHrWe Jej cneima/mcT, OTpaxeHneM 5TOro sBmjacA Aorosop 0CB-2.
Ja, 9T0 OWI He KOHel NyTH. M MH TaK He cumTa/M. HO ero JOCTORHCT-
BO, IIOMMMO IIDOYEro, B TOM, 4YTO B HeM Ow/I0, A OH cKasaj, C MaTema-
TA96CKO¥ TOUHOCTHD 3a(MRKCHAPOBAHO CJORABILEECS CTpPATeIM368CKO8 DaB-
HOBECHE.

Bamm BoeHHRE DKCIEPTH MOI'yT CKa3aTh, uTO0 CoeeTcKH#l Con3 He
CIeJajl Hn4Yero, YTOOH HapymMTh paBHOBECHE. B TO Xe BpeMs MH BHLUM,
KaKoe OTHOmEHWe IpPOAB/AETCA K 3TOMy IOIOBODPY C XApyI'oil CTODOHH.
PasBe 5To0 He KpuTepuii, 4TOOH CYOUTH O €e HaMepeHUAX?

To xe camoe OTHOCHTCA B K SIEPHHM CpPeICTBAM CpelHeil jajb-
HocT# B EBpone. Hamomin jmmb, uTO MMEHHO MH Ipejjara/M COKPaTATh
BX 0 mpeuMyma Ha cropoHe CCCP m HATO. B oTBeT BO/M3KM HamUX I'pa—
Hun noasjanTea "lepuuErm" ¥ KpHAATHE DakeTH. Kak Ow Bu, I'ocnojiuH
Ilpe3nueHT, OTHEC/MCH, CJHAy4YHCh HONOCHOE IpUMeHMTeIbHO K ClIA? lymaw
Bama oneHKa HaMepeHmii IPyroil CTOPOHH B 3TOM cjydae Owla OH OLHO-
BHQUHO¥ — KaKk B OTHOWEHWM €6 IOLXOZ2 K IeperosopaM, Tak X B TOM,
YTO0 KacaeTCHA €6 HaMmepeHHWil IO CYyLeCTBY.

Ho paxe B oTHX YCJOBHAX MH IPOSBHA/M M IIPOABJIAEM MaKCHMYM
BHIEDAKA. Hama BHHyXIeHHas OTBETHaS DEaKIUA IO CBOEMY O00BEMYy X
XapakTepy He BHXOIUT 3a DaMKH HeiiTpajms3aimyd CO3LaBaeMoi Ham M Ha-
MM COD3HNMKaM yI'pO3H., bojiee TOI'0, MH IIpeljarasM BEPDHYTHCA K U3—
HauAa/IbHOMY IOJIOXEHUD X BMECTO DPa3BEPTHBAHMSA I'OHKH BOODYXeHud
pelNTe IbHO 3aHATHCA €68 CBepPTHBaHMEM, DaluKajbHHM OIDaHHYeENEeM X
COKpaleHneM ANepHHX BOOpy=eRnii, JTO OTHIOLEP HE BHIBHKEHHE KaKAX-TC
ycaoBmili. Co6CcTBEHHO I'OBODA, UTO HECIDPABEL/BOI'O B TOM, UTO 00e
CTOPOHH OTMEHM/M OH CBOM MEDOIDHATHS, B pe3y/bTaTe KOTOPHX YDOBE!
AJePHOI'0 IPOTUBOCTOSHMA IOBHCHJACS, & CTeNeHb BCeOOuei 0e30IacHOC!
HaOpoTuB, HNOHU3MJACch? Huuero HecnpaBen/MBOI0 K/ yuepOHOI'O HE IJU
OIIHO¥ CTODOHH B STOM OHTH HE MOXET. BO3BpaT K IpPEXHEMY IIOJIOKEHHUIO
B JQHHOM cjyvyae Owjl OH LBHEBENEM OC8HX CTODOH BIEDE) B HaOpaB/iEH
CTaluM/im3anuy NoJIOKeHUA, K IpaKTU4eCKOMY BO30CHOBJIEHUK B0 IIPO-
uecca or'paHMuYeRHMs f7epPHHX BOODYKeHMH, MMenmero pemapiee 3Ha4eHUS
LA OyILyuero MexIyHapOIHHX OTHOWEHWii, IJ/A MHpa KaK TaKOBOI'D.

Iloka, OIHE&KO, MH He BUIUM IDU3HAKOB TOI'0, 4YTO aM8pHKAHCKad
CTODOHA MCXOIMUT M3 TaKOil mpelnocH/Kd. K corajneHmo, B 5TOM I'JIABHO



4,

ceiluac BOIPOCE He OCHapy#MBaeTCH HOBOrO X B BameM muciMs. I'0BODN
00 ©TOM He pajy IOJIEMEKM, 8 B HAUERIE, 4TO Bw BCE Xe CMORETE OI[6—
HATPH NpenjiaraeMHii Hamy BHXOL M3 Kpailie cephbe3HOI'0 IIOJI0KEeHHS,

U3 nameii ¢ Bamu, rocmomua lpesmuenT, ma » mpenwmyueil mepe—
IMCKY MOZHO CLEJATh BHBOX, 4TO C Bameli CTOPOHH B oCueM IIaHE BpO-
Ie OH ecTh NOHUMAHWE, UYTO HMEETCH Le/Hli Pl KPYHHHX BOIDOCOB,
OTHOCAUMXCA K IpoCjeme Oe30IacHOCTH, KOTODHE TpeCyoT pelleHus X
I'ze HeOOXOZMMH COBMECTHHE YCW/MA HalXX IBYX CTPaH.

Co cBoeil CTOPOHH B IpeIHIymWeM IOCJAHMA s KOHKDETHO HasBaj
HECKOJIBKO TaKWX BOIPOCOB. HamnoMHO, pedb Wwjaa 06 OTKas3e OT CO3LaHNA
MY POKOMACHTaOHHX CHCT8M IIPOTiBOpaKeTHOHl OGODPOHH, O BCTYIJIEHAM B
IepPEr0BOPH OTHOCHTEJIbHO HEIONYLEeHUs MUJMTapul3alyid KocMoca H
3aUpELBHAN IPOT.BOCIHYTHAKOBOI'O OPYy#UA, O 3aMODaXUMBAHUH SJEPHOI'D
ODYyX®¥f, BO30CHOB/IGHMM IIEPErOBODPOB O BCEOOCLIEM ¥ IOJHOM 3anpelieHun
HCIHTaHWil ANepHOr0 Opy#Us X O HEKOTODHX ADPYyIMX MepaX. MHHMHE CJIO-
BaMM, MH He BOOOue 3a nuajiol’ Mexly HalliMl CcTpaHaMi, a IpensarasM
HaOOJHLTH er0 KOHKP8THHM BECOMHM COLEpKaHmeM. MH yOeXI8HH, YTO
IIPAaKTHYECKO68 IIPOLBMxEHNE II0 5TUM M LDYI'MM HalpaBjeHHAM, B3auMHaA
HaleJIeHHOCTh Ha NIPaKTHUYECKHE pe3yjAbTaTH KODeHHHM 00pa3oM pa3-
pAmumM OH OOCTaHOBKY M B HaliX OTHOWEHMAX, W B MeRIyHapOIHOM
IjlaHe B Iig/I0M. OHA4NTE/IbHO NOBHCUJACH OH ¥ CTeIeHb J0OBEDHA.

Ho My He mojyun/m Ha 5TU HalWl IPenjIoReHUA OTK/HMKA, KOTODH
1038011 O I'OBODUTE, uTO0 CoenuiieRHHe TaTH IPOTOBH K TaKMM KOHKDe!
HHM JelicTBusM., He cTaHy CymuTh, B 4eM 3168Ch JieJio, HO yOexueH,
uTO IO OOJIBIUOMY CueTy HKUYeM Hejb3sd 0COCHOBaTh M TeM 00jiee OIpaB—
ZaTh yXOL OT pelleHHd IpoGjieM, KOTODHE MOI'YyT CHI'DATh OIpele jAllyw
poJib B TOM, IO KaQKOMy IyTHM HOIiieT MUD yxe B OjmxaiimeM OymyLEM.
Oco3HaHue 5TOr'0 Bce I'JIyCxe BHELpAETCA B yMaX OOCLSCTBEHHOCTH M
PYKOBOAATE el MHOIMX I'OCYLapCcTB. HarjyanHoe IOATBEDKIEGHUE TOMY —
HeIaBHU}I OPU3HB K IIPaBATE/IbCTBAM ALEDHHX ll@PHaB DYKOBOLUTEjeii
mecTy® I'OCYyLapeTB, IPELCTaB/LANLAX YETHPE KOHTHHeHTa. I'oclomuH
Ipe 3UIEHT, BTOT IPY3HB — OWEHDb Cephe3HOEe HalOMHHaHWE, B TOM
uncje HammM cTpaHaMm, O TOil OI'DOMHOII OTBe TCTBEHHOCTH, KOTOpad je-
¥UT Ha HUX 3a cynbOW MEpa, dYej0BEYeCcTBa., Hama o0mas 00CA3aHHOCTE —
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OTK/MKHYTBCA Ha BTOT IPA3HB 4Y6CTHO, He3aMeL/MTejJbHO, KOHKPETHHMH
neicrusMn. Co cBoeii cTopoHn ComeTckuii Cows K 5TOMYy I'OTOB.

llovmrio yxe M3j/araBUMXCA HaMy IpeL/IOX6HHI, X0Tey OH 06PaTATh
Bame BHIMaHie ¥ Ha IONIOJHLTEJBHHE 06/ACTH BO3MOXHOIO B3amMOZeiicT—
BAA B MHTeDecaX yKpemjeHmsa Mupa. OfHa M3 HUX — OrpalMyYeHHe BOEHHO-
MODCKOX [8sT8/bHOCTA X MODCKHX BOODyxermil. IIpoGaeMa 2Ta BBCEHMA aK-
TyajibHa, He cjyvailHo eil mpuuaja Takoe 3Hauenme M Opraxmsauus
O0bennHeHHEX Hamuil. ¥ Hac eCTh KOHKDETHHE MIEH, UTO MOEHO GHJO
OH CIeJaTh IJiA CHUXEHHMS pacTyueil HaIpsEeHHOCTH HA MOpHAX, M
HaJZexHOro 00eClnedYeHuUsa CBOOONH MOpeNjaBaHuUd, Oe30IacCHOCTH MeELy-
HapOJNHHEX MODCKAX KOMMYHMKALMi, MH BHCKa3ajuCh 32 BO3MOXHOCTE 00—
CY®IEHNSA yKa3aHHOIi IpOGJEMH B paMKaX KeHeBCKOIL KOH(fepeHIM: IO
Pa30pyxeHr U1 Ha OTIEIbBHHX MHOI'OCTOPOHHHX ImeperoBopax. C yueToM
PO HalMX CTpaH MH IpenjaraeM OOCYLUTH KOMIJEKC STHX BOIIPOCOB
¥ B IBYCTODOHHeM IjiaHe., X0Tejock OH y3HATH Balie MHeHue Ha 3TOT
cuerT.

Janee. HenaBHO cTpaHH BapuaBCKOI'o LoroBopa HOpPeLJIOXWA/I CTpaHan
HATO npucTyInTh K MHOI'OCTOPOHH.M KOHCY/IbTQlMAM Ha IpeiMeT 3aKjImue-
HIA ZOT0BOpPa 0 B3aUMHOM HeIpPUMEHEHUM BOEHHOW CHUJIH W IIONIEDHAHMHA 0T
HolleHuil mMmpa. CyuwecTBO ¥ 3HaueHNe HieHM TAKOI'0 IOI'0BOpa N3BECTHH.
C MoMeHTa BHIBUKEHHUS STOI0 IpeljoxeHNA BEUMaHMe K HeMy pacTeT. U
316CH Halll IBE CTPaHH TaKikeé MOIJIM OH CHI'PATh OO/IBUYD POJb. MH
TOTOBH M3YYUTH COOOpakeHHT, KOTODHE MOIYT CHTE y ame PUKaHCKOi
CTOPOHH II0O JAHHOMY BOIIPOCY.

CoBeTcknii Con3 OyLeT ¥ lajblie LejaTh BCe OT HErO 3aBUCHLEE
IJi7 NPOILBUREHAS K JIOI'OBOPEHHOCTAM IO NpoGjeMe 3alpeileHnd XuMuue-—
CKOI'0 ODy#HA, a TaK#e OTHOCUTEbHO COKpaligHUs BOODYXEEHHHX CHUJI H
BOODpyxeHMil B lgHTpanbHoil EBpone., Haim nejeranuy B XeHeBe B BeHe
OyAyT I'OTOBH COTPYIHMYATH C aMepHKAHCKAMA IpelCTaBHTe MU, Pasy-
MeeTcsa, B paMKax 95TUX (OPYMOB MH JIeTa/IbHO BHCKakeMCA XM IO HeJaBHUM
IO 3WIMAM, M3JI0KEHHHM C aMepUKaHCKO# CTOpDOHH. JO/XeH, OIHaKo, OT-
MeTHTh, 4TO oCuee BIeYaT/eHUEe — JM He TOJIBKO Hame - TakKoBO, 4TO
9TH IO3KIWHA HE IpeIcTaB/LINT CO00Y KOHCTPYKTHBHOI'0 BKJAZJA B YX6
IpoJielaHHYl Ha YKa3aHHHX (opymMax pacoTy.

CoBeTcKkui Con3 HeIaBHO BHCTYMMJ HAa CTOKIOJIBMCKOM KOHWEDeHIMU
C KOHKDETHHM M TUATEJIBHO cO&/BHCHUPOBAHHHM IOKYMEHTOM, HalpaBjeHHEM
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Ha LOoCTUXeHMe JeHCTBHTEJbHO 3HAUMMO JOI'OBODPEHHOCTH, KOTODPAd KO-
PeHHHM 00pa30M YKpemmjJa On 6e30IacHOCTH Ha 6BpONEMCKOM KOHTHMHEHTE.
lipy mozroToBke STOIO NOKYMEHTA MH YYATHBA/M MHEHWS, BHCKA3HBABINE—
CA Ha IepBOM DayHIE KOHEPEHIMH, & TaKike B XOLe IBYCTODOHHHX KOH-
Cy/bTauuii, B TOM YNCJie C aMEPUKAHCKUMH IpeICTaBHTE/IAMH. MH X0Te m
OH pacCuuTHBaTh, 49T0 CoenureHHHe llTaTH 3aiMyT B CTOKIOJBEME IIO 3MIMD
KOTOpasd IN03BOJMT NOI'OBOPUTHCH O B3aUMOIPUEMJIEMHX peleHMAX.

Kak y®e yraswBa2j0Ch C HalWeil CTOPOHH B IepemucKke ¢ Bamu, MH 32
IBYCTOPORHUY OOMeH MHEHMAMN IO pPerMOBa/IbHHM IpoGjeMaM. Hamemy Ioc-
JIy IopydYaeTcHA M3JIOXKUTH I'OCCEKpeTapl O0jee KOHKpe THHE COO0Opa®eHns
II0 STHM X HEKOTODHM IpyILMM BOIpocaM. SMeCh Xe f£ CuuTan HeoOXoiu-
MEM IOLYEPKHYTH I'JIaBHOE — HEOOXOLAMOCTH CLEPHAHHOCTA R HeUOIyueHHs
LelicTBMil, KaKUMH OH MOTXBAMI OHN HU LUKTOBa/MUCH, KOTODHE MO OH
JUIIb yCH/MBATh ONACHYHW HaIpa#eHHOCTh B TeX W/IA MHHX pailoHax, 3a-
TPYLHATEH ILOCTHXEHNE CIpaBelUBOI0 IIO/MTAYECKOI'O ypery/mMpoBaHHA,
Mnp He pa3s yOexnanics, 4YTO IaCUTh BCIOHXHYBUMiI IOXap BO CTO KpaT
TpyiHee, YeM IpenOTBPaTUThH ero. IIOMHUTH 00 9TOM — B MHTepecaX BCE:

Y MeHs HeT ®eJiaHUA 3aKaH4uBaTh 5TO IIOCJQHWE Ha HeraTMBHOI
HOTEe, HO C y4eTOM HEKOTODHX BHCKa3HWBaHHil, coLepxalExcA B Bawmem
IINCEME , BHHYRMIEH 3aMeTUTh, 4YTO IpUBHECEHHE B MeXIOCYIapCTBEHHHE
OTHOMEHUA BOIPOCOB, KACARIMXCH CYLyO0 BHYTDPEeHHMX Iej Hamei ujm
Balweil cTpaHH, HE OTBEYAET 3alaué BHIPABJEHHA 3TUX OTHOMEHUM, 6CjM
TaKOBa Halla 118/ib. XO0TejIoCh OH, YTOOH BOIIPOCH TaKOI'0 poza He OTArD
lia/1 ¥ Hamy ¢ BaMm IepenncKy, KOTOpyW MH 00a, Kak f IOHMMan, 1I8HN

C yBaxeHmaM, N
K.4YEPHEHRO

MoCcKBa
6 nioHa 1984 roua
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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 internationzl 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 that 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 shape. If an unbiased approach
is used, 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 régard 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 exchanges. 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 principlé 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 guestion 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 question 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
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negotiations should be discussed through the diplomatic channels.
In other words now the gquestion 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 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 clear. 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 is or is not willing to ratify these treaties.

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 Burope. These gquestions must by solved.
Our specific considerations in connection with the latest
proposals of the United States coﬁéerning 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 would 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 concerns the above 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
taze the position which would enzble 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 cooperation in the search and
rescue operations in the Nothern pvart of the Pacific ocean.
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