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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
SE T WASHINGTON, D C. 20506

ACTION November 11, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. McFARLANE

FROM: TYRUS W. COBB / JACK F. MATLOCK
SUBJECT: NSC Meeting on Regional/Bilateral Issues,
Wednesday, November 13, 1985 -- 1:00 p.m.

Attached at Tab I is a memorandum from you to the President

providing background on the NSC meeting scheduled for November e
13, 1985, at 1:00 p.m. in the Cabinet Room. The memorandum

includes a proposed agenda at Tab A. The list of participants

and the talking points for your use will be provided in a

separate package.

Per your instruction, this NSC meeting is designed to serve

as a final review of the major issues between the U.S. and the
U.S.S.R. in the bilateral, regional and human rights areas.

We would anticipate that you would begin this session with an
introduction highlighting to the President that the focus of this
session will on bilateral, human rights and regional issues in
our relationship with the Soviet Union. You might then turn to
Secretary Shultz, who .will follow with a review of the key
Soviet-American issues in these areas and delineate our
objectives for the meetings with Gorbachev.

Recommendation

\

That you sign and forward the memorandum at Tab I.

Approve Disapprove

Attachments

Tab I Memorandum for the President
Tab A Proposed Agenda
Tab B List of Participants

SEERET—
Declassify on: OADR

+ DECLASSIFIE
. NLRREDG- pyf3¥ U
By RS NARA DATE 3(8(]
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MEETING WITH THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

DATE: November 13, 1985
LOCATION: Cabinet Room
TIME: 1:00 p.m. - 2:00 p.m.

FROM: ROBERT C. McFARLANE

I. PURPOSE

To review bilateral and regional issues for your Geneva
meeting with General-Secretary Gorbachev.

II. BACKGROUND

Today's session will focus on the bilateral, regional and
human rights issues between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. We
will hold the remaining arms control issues for a future
session.

-- Regional Issues

While publidé attention has focused on the arms control
aspects of our relationship, the Soviet use of force
outside Soviet borders lies at the root of our
problems. We are particularly concerned with the
Soviet tendency to employ military force, directly or
through surrogates, in their conduct of foreign policy.
In the 1970s our efforts to develop an understanding
with the U.S.S.R. was severely impaired by Moscow's
unrelenting pursuit of unilateral advantage. Your
proposal in your UNGA Address was directed at this
problem.

We will look to our own strength, as well as closer
cooperation with our Allies and friends, to defend our
interests. We will make it clear to Gorbachev that we
will continue to pursue such policy as necessary--in
Central America, the Middle East, Africa or elsewhere.
Further, we will not foreswear the right the lend
assistance to democratic elements when they appeal to
us to resist aggression. At the same time we are
seeking to expand our dialogue with the Soviet Union on
regional issues. As you know, this year we have had
discussions on the Middle East, Southern Africa,
Afghanistan and Asia.

-SBERET- , DECLASSIFIED
Declassify on: OADR NLRRFOL-1 | -ﬁ:,mc_'t

BY_RW _ NaRA DATE 3{all/ /
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-- Bilateral Issues

It may be possible to complete several negotiations on
issues such as exchanges and consulates in time for our
November meeting. If the Soviets are not forthcoming
on these issues, we are prepared to continue our
discussions in the future. The important thing is to
get agreements which can stand up to the test of time
and are firmly grounded on each side's interests.

In addition to the negotiations on an exchanges

agreement, resumption of air service and opening

consulates in Kiev and New York, you proposed to
Shevardnadze that we undertake a series of more

ambitious projects. The Soviets have indicated that <
they will respond favorably to some of these, and have
propcsed that we co-sponsor a major international

project to build a prototype thermo-nuclear power

plant.

Human Rights

The Human Rights situation in the Soviet Union has, if
anything, deteriorated since Gorbachev took power.
However, there have been recent indications that the
Soviets may be prepared to move on some of the
outstanding cases. We understand, for example, that
Mrs. Bonner=Sakharov has been given permission to leave
the Soviet Union for medicel treatment.

We want to emphasize to Gorbachev that we consider
human rights an integral part of our relationship and
an area where the Soviets can do much to improve
relations at a low cost to themselves. Some of these
points are best made privately with Soviet inter-
locutors, to give them the opportunity to adjust their
practices without being seen zs backing down under U.S.
pressure.

ITI. PARTICIPANTS

Attached &t Tab B.

sEerfr
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IV. PRESS PLAN

Photo opportunity in the Cabinet room prior to the meeting.

V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS

I will introduce the subject highlighting the main issues,
followed by George, who will provide a review of the key
Soviet-American bilateral and regional issues. Following a
40-minute discussion, I will make some concluding remarks.

Prepared by:
Tyrus W. Cobb/Jack Matlock

Attachment
Tab A Agenda
Tab B List of Participants

SECKET
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National Security Council Meeting
November 13, 1985, 1:00 p.m.-2:00 p.m., Cabinet Room

SUBJECT: National Security Meeting -- Regional/Bilateral Issues
PARTICIPANTS:

The President

The Vice President

Secretary of State Shultz
Secretary of Treasury Baker
Secretary of Defense Weinberger
Attorney General Edwin Meese
Mr. Donald T. Regan

Mr. Robert C. McFarlane

Dr. Alton Keel, OMB

Director Willam J. Casey, CIA
Admiral William J. Crowe, CJCS
Mr. David L. Chew

Mr Craig L. Fuller

Admiral John M. Poindexter
Ambassador Jack F. Matlock

Dr. Tyrus C. Cobb
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WESHINGTON D.C 20506

UNCLASSIFIED WITH
CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENTS

ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM F. MZRTIN
FROM: TYRUS C. COBB

SUBJECT: Agenda for NSC Meeting on November 13, 1985

Attached at Tab I is a memo from vou to pertinent agencies,
forwarding an agenda for the NSC meeting on Regional and
Bilateral issues for Geneva. The meeting is scheduled for
Wedneséayv, November 13, at 1:00 p.m. in the Cabinet Room.

Jack Matloeck.

RECOMMENDATION

Thet you sigr the Memoc at Tab I.

Lpprove Disapprove

Kenco tc the Agencies

Tek E hgendea

UNCLASSIFIED WITH "
CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENTS UNCLASSIFIED UPON REM # {
A \

Declassify on: OADR OF CLASSIFIED ENCLOSURE(S) "
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CONEIBENTTAL
MEMORANDUM FOR:
MR. DONALD GREGG MR. ALTON KEEL
Assistant to the Vice President Associate Director for
for National Security Affairs National Security and

International Affairs
Office of Manacement and Budget

MR. NICHOLAS PLATT MR. JOHN H. RIXSE

Executive Secretary Executive Secretary

Department of State Central Intelligence Agency s
COL. DAVID R. BROWN CAPTAIN JOEN BITOFF

Executive Secretary Executive Zssistant to the

Department of Defense Chairman

Joint Chiefs of Staff
SUBJECT: National Security Council Meeting -- Ekegiocnal/Bilateral
Issues (C)

There will be & National Security Council mseting in the Cabinet
Room on Wednesdey, November 13, at 1:00 p.m., on Recional and
Bilateral issuves for @Geneva. (C)
The focus of this meeting will be on bilesterel ieccsuec, regional
concerns, and human richts. (C)
_ . Martin

Udtive Secretary
Attachment:

Tab & Agende

CONEIDEN It
Declacssify on: OZDK

, DECLASSIFIED
NLRR Fo[p«uqh#ﬂb(
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CONEFDENTIAL

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL MEETING
Wednesday, November 13, 1985 —
1:00 p.m. = 2:00 p.m.
Cabinet Room

-
AGENDA
I. Introduction Robert C. McFarlane
(5 minutes)
II. Regional/Bilatera] Issues Secretary Shultz
(10 minutes)
III. Discussion . All Participants
(40 minutes)
IV. Conclusion Robert C. McFarlane
(5 minutes)
- DECLASSIFIED
CONFLPENTTAD— 1 BR e 1T 74P
LN i

Declassify on: OADR AT
BY &w _NARADAlE dﬂ
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

SECRET

ACTION

November 12, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFA E
FROM: JACK F. MATLO =
SUBJECT: Memorandum to /the President from Kenneth Adelman

Attached at Tab I is a memorandum to you from Ken Adelman
forwarding a paper to the President setting forth responses we
have used to counter Soviet claims about our arms control
positions. I have read the paper and think it largely duplicates
much of what the President has been reviewing in connection with
his recent interviews and other public statements. Under the
circumstances, I see no need to forward it to the President.

It may, however, provide useful input for the public diplomacy
effort.

6(
Sve%KKraemer, Bob fﬁnhard, and Doh Fortier concur.

RECOMMENDATION

That you not forward the paper to the President at Tab II.

Approve Disapprove
Tab I Memorandum to Robert McFarlane from Kenneth Adelman
Tab II Paper for the President from Kenneth Adelman

=Ll

 DECLASSIFIED
Declassify on: OADR | NLRRFDQ)’IH}%’#7M
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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY
Washington, D.C. 20451

OFFICE OF
THE DIRECTOR
October 29, 1985

MEMORANDUM TO THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT
FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS

SUBJECT: Soviet Themes and US Counters on Geneva Talks

Attached is a paper on the above subject for the President's

do

Kenneth L. Adelman

weekend reading.

Attachment
As stated
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SOVIET THEMES -- AND US COUNTERS -- ON THE GENEVA TALKS

The Soviets are concentrating on certain major themes in
support of their positions. This paper outlines responses we
have used. A Many of the Soviet themes (e.g., SDI program aims at
a first strike capability and will lead to Soviet responses and
further arms race) parallel Soviet themes used earlier against
the United States INF deployments.

1. Soviet Charge: The United States is violating the
January Shultz-Gromyko accord on interlinking of the three
negotiations--space, nuclear strategic weapons, and medium-range
nuclear weapons in Europe.

This includes the charge that we are refusing to discuss
"preventing an arms race in space" despite the January agreement
on discussing space and nuclear issues "in their interrelation-
ship."™ The Soviets have asserted that agreement on START would
be impossible without a ban on "space-strike arms."™ Gorbachev
reiterated this linkage in his Time magazine interview.

Background: The Soviets appear no longer to insist that
there can be no progress on START or INF unless space issues are
resolved. However, they are still linking agreement on
reductions in strategic offensive arms to United States agreement
to abandon its SDI and ASAT programs. They are no longer tying
an INF agreement to SDI, which is positive from our point of
view. It should be noted that the January agreements used words
designed to "paper over" substantive differences.

Response: The interrelationship of nuclear and space arms,
including the offense-defense relationship, is a key element of
our position in the Geneva negotiations. For example, we have
asked the Soviet Union to begin even now to discuss how we would
jointly manage a transition to a more defense reliant posture,
should effective defenses prove out. Moreover, we are open to
ASAT limits that are verifiable and in the United States
interest, but have found none. The January agreement does not
mean that agreements, in the interest of both nations, in some
areas should be held hostage to agreement in other areas.
Secretary Shultz refuted this linkage at the time and we have
done soO consistently ever since.

2. Soviet Charge: The intent of SDI violates the ABM
Treaty. Such a program, once started, would not, or could not,
be stopped.

In Time, Gorbachev charged, "...if billions and billions of
dollars had already been spent on research, then nobody is going
to stop because all that money had been invested in SDI."

SECRET
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Response: The ABM Treaty in no way limits research; it
doesn't even mention it. Our research program is tailored to be
fully consistent with the Treaty. If the research proves
effective defenses feasible, cost effective and survivable, we
would consult and negotiate with the Soviets on how the security
of both sides might be strengthened by phased introduction of
defenses.

We will judge defensive technologies by demanding criteria:

-- A defensive system must at a minimum be able to destroy
a sufficient portion of an aggressor's attacking forces
to deny him confidence in achieving his objectives;

-- It must be sufficiently survivable to fulfill its
missions even with determined attacks against it;
and,

-— It must be able to maintain its effectiveness at
less cost than it would take to develop offensive
counter-measures to overcome it.

If the research is successful in meeting these criteria we
could move forward toward strengthening deterrence and enhancing
stability by reducing the role of ballistic missiles and by
placing greater reliance on defenses which threaten no one. Our
ultimate objective is a world free of nuclear arms--an objective
to which all can agree.- If the research is not successful we
would not proceed with defenses, and, with close Congressional
scrutiny and broad public debate certain, could not proceed.

The United States has terminated many defense systems which
proved ineffective, such as the Skybolt Stand-off Air-to-Surface
Missile and the DIVAD anti-aircraft gun, as well as major
national non-military programs such as the supersonic transport.
(The Soviet Union has also terminated programs such as the SS-10
heavy ballistic missile and the BOUNDER intercontinental bomber.)

3. Soviet Charge: SDI prepares the way for a United States
first strike capability and for space weapons to strike
terrestrial targets.

Response: The United States does not seek a first-strike
capability. The research program as presently structured could
not result in one. Finally, while one cannot envision all
potential future technology developments, it is unrealistic to
believe that the United States could obtain one through SDI.

Technologies being studied under the SDI program have, even
in theory, little or no potential to attack targets on the
ground. Space-based technologies selected specifically take
advantage of the absence of atmosphere in space; most systems
based on them could not penetrate the atmosphere to hit ground-
based targets.
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Soviet treatment of the "first strike" issue is misleading.
In their lexicon, any United States weapon, new to their force
planning is defined as destabilizing and a "first strike" system.
They have even applied this to the space shuttle.

4. Soviet Charge: SDI will require Soviet responses and
thus accelerate the arms race and preclude offensive reductions.

In Time Gorbachev said "In the opinion of our experts (and,
to my knowledge, many of yours), this (elimination of nuclear
weapons) is sheer fantasy. However even on a much more modest
scale, in which the Strategic Defense Initiative can be
implemented as an antimissile defense system of limited
capabilities, the SDI is very dangerous. This project will, no
doubt, whip up the arms race in all areas, which means that the
threat of war will increase.”

Response: If defenses were sufficiently cost-effective,
i.e., if it were less expensive to augment defenses than to take
counter measures (such as increasing offensive forces) against
them, there would be no incentive to increase offensive forces.

Since such cost effectiveness is a key United States
criterion for SDI, the United States would proceed with defenses
only if they prevented, rather than produced, an arms race.

If effective defenses prove feasible, we would hope for a
jointly managed transition to a more defense-reliant world.
Both sides would obviously wish for a regime in which each could
assure its own survival and not depend on the forebearance of the
other.

Reducing offensive weapons is in the interest of both sides
today and for the future, independent of whether effective
defenses prove feasible. Such reductions were the centerpiece of
our position before SDI, and are still the first priority.

5. Soviet Charge: United States Allies oppose SDI.

Background: Most Allies support SDI research. Even those
Allied governments that have not explicitly supported research
have moved to facilitate it, by authorizing participation of
their industrial sectors. This does not mean that they
necessarily "hope" for its success. Allies have expressed
reservations on possible deployments because:

—- for the British and French, it impacts on their
deterrents;

-- United States commitment to Allied defense could be
seen as lessening, even though this is not the case;
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-— the likelihood of conventional war could increase if
the Soviets have defenses against nuclear weapons,
unless Allies substantially increased their conventional
forces which they are not inclined to do.

Response: Our Allies understand the military context of
SDI. They support both the long-term goal of finding a more
effective alternative for preventing war and the near-term goal
of hedging against similar Soviet programs. Our common
understanding was reflected in the statement issued following the
meeting with Prime Minister Thatcher in December, 1984 (and in
similar statements by other Allies since):

-- First, the United States and Western aim is not to
achieve superiority but to maintain the balance, taking account
of Soviet deployments;

-- Second, SDI-related deployment would, in view of treaty
obligations, have to be a matter for consultations and
negotiations;

-- Third, the overall aim is to enhance, and not to
undermine, deterrence; and

-- Fourth, East-West negotiations should aim to achieve
security with reduced levels of offensive systems on both sides.



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506
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ACTION November 12, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE

wh

FROM: JACK F. MATLOC
SUBJECT: Memorandum from Secretary Weinberger

Attached at Tab I is a memo to you from Secretary Weinberger
asking that you forward the memorandum at Tab II to the
President. I have reviewed the memorandum, which was prepared
for Secretary Weinberger by General Perroots of DIA. It focuses
on probable Soviet initiatives at Geneva, and largely duplicates
material which has already been presented to the President.
Under the circumstances I see no need to forward it.

01 AVAILABLE w . ,%/
udy@ Man ei, WafifRaymond, Stégé’Steiner, Bud Ko eggbld, and

Johnathan Miller concur.
rPOT AVAILADLY

RECOMMENDATION

That you not forward the memorandum at Tab II to the President.

Approve Disapprove
attachments:
Tab I Memorandum from Secretary Weinberger
Tab II Memorandum from Perroots to Weinberger

In view of the fact that Cap Weinberger will not be in Geneva,
I think as a courtesy we should probably forward his memorandum.

Of course it could be caveated by the NSC.

SEERET .
Declassify on: OADR ‘ ricD

NLRR oLt TS
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ‘V

N mber 6, 1985

Memo For__Bud McFarlane

Bud--

I believe you will find interesting
the attached DIA memo. I would appreciate
it if you would forward it to the President.

\\

3
’

%
Cap Wdinlperger

S

UPON REMOVAL OF ATTACHMENTS THIS
DOCUMENT BECOMES UNCLASﬁ

X37329

SEC DEF CONTR No,. cesesennes

-SECRET
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

4 NOV 1985

SUBJECT: Expected Soviet proposals/issues at the summit - INFORMATION
MEMORANDUM gu}/’

,487/’0ur intelligence holdings and analyses indicate that the Soviets can be
expected to raise at or just prior to the summit a variety of proposals and
issues which at first glance may not seem related. These proposals and
issues, which are listed in the enclosure, are all designed to pressure the
US into concessions on arms control, notably on SDI. At the summit itself
Moscow can be expected to focus almost exclusively on arms control.

/uﬁ’/&n these presummit days the Soviets are trying to project the image
that the summit will only be successfufL??’??—7¥EEHTETTTFTRWETWSEi? of arms
COHE[QI agreement OF presidential commitment to conclude such an agreement.
The Soviets can be expected to adopt the same posture at the summit. If the
Soviets do not succeed in getting a US arms control commitment, they will
portray the summit as a failure because of US intransigence and US
determination to gain strategic superiority.

Laﬁ’/Possib]y through repackaging an all encompassing arms control proposal
that ostensibly provides for deep cuts in nuclear arms, Moscow will seek at
the summit, if not an outright US pledge to abandon SDI,—at Teast a US
concesSion that—romd—lran—to Such an abandonment,  several Soviet tactics,
moreover, such as getting the US to reaffirm the ABM Treaty or getting the
US to accept additional "principles" to guide superpower relations or
prevent nuciear war, would be aimed at this goal. Moscow's overriding
objective at the summit, although by no means the only one, is to eliminate
US SDI efforts. Soviet suggestions to increase Jewish emigration, to
release some Soviet dissidents, or to resume grain purchases from the US,
are similarly designed to create a climate conducive to US concessions on
arms control.

A& DIA is, of course, already providing intelligence support on several of

the above issues to ISP. My staff is now preparing background material for
your use before the summit that will elaborate with appropriate intelligence
data and analysis on each of these Soviet gambits.

7 Coordination within 0SD is not required.

Enclosure:
Expected Soviet Proposals/ LEONARD H. PERROOTS
Issues at.the Summit (&7 1 Cy . Lieutenant General, USAF

Director

7

CLASSIFIED BY MULTIPLE SOURCES
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EXPECTED SOVIET PROPOSALS/ISSUES AT THE SUMMIT ,(«u')/

1. Arms Control

A. "Agreement in principle" on future of nuclear and space talks
B. 50% cut in "strategic" weapons delivery vehicles

C. Phased reduction of INF missiles

D. Extension of SALT Interim Restraint arrangement

E. Allegations of US arms control violations

F. Verification measures beyond national technical means (possibly
along lines of proposal by non-aligned states)

G. Reiteration of moratoria and freeze proposals

- Moratorium on research development, testing, and deployment of
"space-strike arms"

Freeze "strategic" offensive arms at current levels

Halt US INF and Soviet "countermeasures" deployments

Ban on cruise missiles

Moratorium on nuclear testing
H. Agreement on no-first use of nuclear weapons
I. Nuclear and chemical weapon free zones

2. Basic Principles Agreements

A. For gquiding superpower relations
B. For prevention of nuclear war

3. Soviet Human Rights "Concessions"

A. Offer of increased Jewish ehigration

B. Greater flexibiity in treatment of dissidents (possibly
relaxation of Sakharov exile)

4. Soviet “cooperation" on regional and other issues

- Nicaragua

Middle East
Counter-terrorism

Grain purchases from US

__SEGREF—
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DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

DECLASSIFIED INPART

- 4 7‘77//
g “F 06 < NOV 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Expected Soviet proposals/issues at the summit - INFORMATION
MEMORANDUM (J)/

Our intelligence holdings and analyses indicate that the Soviets can be
expected to raise at or just prior to the summit a variety of proposals and
issues which at first glance may not seem related. These proposals and
issues, which are listed in the enclosure, are all designed to pressure the
US into concessions on arms control, notably on SDI. At the summit itself
Moscow can be expected to focus almost exclusively on arms control.

In these presummit days the Sovi,et;s are trying to project the image
that the summit will only be successful if it results 1n some Typ€ of arms
control agreement or presidential commitment to conclude such an agreement.

The Soviets can be expected to adopt the same posture at the summit. If the
Soviets do not succeed in getting a US arms control commitment, they will
portray the summit as a failure because of US intransigence and US
determination to gain strategic superiority.

(87 Possibly through repackaging an all encompassing arms control proposal
that ostensibly provides for deep cuts in nuclear arms, Moscow will seek at
the summit, if not an outright US pledge to abandon SDI;—at Teast a US
concession That—rmmd—Yean—to Such an abandonment,  several soviet tactics,
moreover, such as getting the US to reaffirm the ABM Treaty or getting the
US to accept additional "principles" to guide superpower relations or
prevent nuciear war, would be aimed at this goal. Moscow's overriding
objective at the summit, although by no means the only one, is to eliminate
US SDI efforts. Soviet suggestions to increase Jewish emigration, to
release some Soviet dissidents, or to resume grain purchases from the US,
are similarly designed to create a climate conducive to US concessions on
arms control.

A& DIA is, of course, already providing intelh’gence support on several of
the above issues to ISP. My staff is now preparing background material for
your use before the summit that will elaborate with approprlate intelligence
data and analysis on each of these Soviet gambits. -

/(,Uﬁ/'toordination within 0SD is not required.

Enclosure: _
Expected Soviet Proposals/ ' LEONARD H. PERROOTS
Issues at.the Summit (&7 1 Cy -. Lieutenant General, USAF

Director

e NFC1 ASSTFY 0ADR
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EXPECTED SOVIET PROPOSALS/ISSUES AT THE SUMHIT,L”T///

1. "Arms Control

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

F

"Agreement in principle" on future of nuclear and space talks

50% cut in "strategic" weapons delivery vehicles
Phased reduction of INF missiles

Extension of SALT Interim Restraint arrangement
Allegations of US arms control violations

Verification measures beyond national technical means (possibly

along lines of proposal by non-aligned states)

G.

Reiteration of moratoria and freeze proposals

- Moratorium on research development, testing, and deployment of

“"space-strike arms"

H.
I.

Freeze "strategic" offensive arms at current levels

Halt US INF and Soviet "countermeasures" deployments

- Ban on cruise missiles

Moratorium on nuclear testing

Agreement on no-first use of nuclear weapons

Nuclear and chemical weapon free zones

2. Basic Principles Agreements

A.
B.

For guiding superpower relations

For prevention of nuclear war

3. Soviet Human Rights "Concessions"”

A.

B.

Offer of increased Jewish emigration

Greater flexibiity in treatment of dissidents (possibly

relaxation of Sakharov exile)

4. Soviet “cooperation" on regional and other issues

Nicaragua

Middle East
Counter-terrorism

Grain purchases from US

__SEGREF—
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506 : |E :
SECRET

ACTION November 12, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE

FROM: JACK F. MATLOC wh

SUBJECT: Memorandum from Secretary Weinberger
Attached at Tab I is a memo to you from Secretary Weinberger

asking that you forward the memorandum at Tab II to the
President. I have reviewed the memorandum, which was prepared

for Secretary Weinberger by General Perroots of DIA. It focuses
on probable Soviet initiatives at Geneva, and largely duplicates

material which has already been presented to the President.
Under the circumstances I see no need to forward 1t.

L
J&gyévﬁgégli WafifRaymond St§é$'8te1ner, Bud KE%/;gold and

Johnathan Miller concur.
rPOT AVAILADLYE

RECOMMENDATION

That you not forward the memorandum at Tab II to the President.

Approve Disapprove
attachments:
Tab I . Memorandum from Secretary Weinberger
Tab II Memorandum from Perroots to Weinberger

In view of the fact that Cap Weinberger will not be in Geneva,
T think as a courtesy we should probably forward his memorandum.

Of course it could be caveated by the NSC.

—SEERET™
Declassify on: OADR

PNl
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

SECBET

ACTION

November 12, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE
FROM: JACK F. MATLOCK
SUBJECT: Memorandum to the President from Kenneth Adelman

Attached at Tab I is a memorandum to you from Ken Adelman
forwarding a paper to the President setting forth responses we
have used to counter Soviet claims about our arms control
positions. I have read the paper and think it largely duplicates
much of what the President has been reviewing in connection with
his recent interviews and other public statements. Under the
circumstances, I see no need to forward it to the President.

Sven Kraemer, Bob Linhard, and Don Fortier concur.

RECOMMENDATION

That you not forward the paper to the President at Tab II.

Approve Disapprove
Tab I Memorandum to Robert McFarlane from Kenneth Adelman
Tab II Paper for the President from Kenneth Adelman
s _ DECLASSIFIED

Declassify on: OADR

\LRR F ot~ 5 117
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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY
Washington, D.C. 20451

OFFICE OF
THE DIRECTOR
' October 29, 1985

MEMORANDUM TO THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT
FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS

SUBJECT: Soviet Themes and US Counters on Geneva Talks

Attached is a paper on the above subject for the President's

YA

Kenneth L. Adelman

weekend reading.

Attachment
As stated

' d

4007
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SOVIET THEMES -- AND US COUNTERS -- ON THE GENEVA TALKS

The Soviets are concentrating on certain major themes in
support of their positions. This paper outlines responses we
have used. Many of the Soviet themes (e.g., SDI program aims at
a first strike capability and will lead to Soviet responses and
further arms race) parallel Soviet themes used earlier against
the United States INF deployments.

1. Soviet Charge: The United States is violating the
January Shultz-Gromyko accord on interlinking of the three
negotiations--space, nuclear strategic weapons, and medium-range
nuclear weapons in Europe.

This includes the charge that we are refusing to discuss
"preventing an arms race in space" despite the January agreement
on discussing space and nuclear issues "in their interrelation-
ship."™ The Soviets have asserted that agreement on START would
be impossible without a ban on "space-strike arms."™ Gorbachev
reiterated this linkage in his Time magazine interview.

Background: The Soviets appear no longer to insist that
there can be no progress on START or INF unless space issues are
resolved. However, they are still linking agreement on
reductions in strategic offensive arms to United States agreement
to abandon its SDI and ASAT programs. They are no longer tying
an INF agreement to SDI, which is positive from our point of
view. It should be noted that the January agreements used words
designed to "paper over" substantive differences.

Response: The interrelationship of nuclear and space arms,
including the offense-defense relationship, is a key element of
our position in the Geneva negotiations. For example, we have
asked the Soviet Union to begin even now to discuss how we would
jointly manage a transition to a more defense reliant posture,
should effective defenses prove out. Moreover, we are open to
ASAT limits that are verifiable and in the United States
interest, but have found none. The January agreement does not
mean that agreements, in the interest of both nations, in some
areas should be held hostage to agreement in other areas.
Secretary Shultz refuted this linkage at the time and we have
done so consistently ever since.

2. Soviet Charge: The intent of SDI violates the ABM
Treaty. Such a program, once started, would not, or could not,
be stopped.

In Time, Gorbachev charged, "...if billions and billions of
dollars had already been spent on research, then nobody is going
to stop because all that money had been invested in SDI."

SECREL
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Response: The ABM Treaty in no way limits research; it
doesn't even mention it. Our research program is tailored to be
fully consistent with the Treaty. 1If the research proves
effective defenses feasible, cost effective and survivable, we
would consult and negotiate with the Soviets on how the security
of both sides might be strengthened by phased introduction of
defenses.

We will judge defensive technologies by demanding criteria:

-—- A defensive system must at a minimum be able to destroy
a sufficient portion of an aggressor's attacking forces
to deny him confidence in achieving his objectives;

-- It must be sufficiently survivable to fulfill its
missions even with determined attacks against it;
and,

-— It must be able to maintain its effectiveness at
less cost than it would take to develop offensive
counter-measures to overcome it.

If the research is successful in meeting these criteria we
could move forward toward strengthening deterrence and enhancing
stability by reducing the role of ballistic missiles and by
placing greater reliance on defenses which threaten no one. Our
ultimate objective is a world free of nuclear arms--an objective
to which all can agree. If the research is not successful we
would not proceed with defenses, and, with close Congressional
scrutiny and broad public debate certain, could not proceed.

The United States has terminated many defense systems which
proved ineffective, such as the Skybolt Stand-off Air-to-Surface
Missile and the DIVAD anti-aircraft gun, as well as major
national non-military programs such as the supersonic transport.
(The Soviet Union has also terminated programs such as the SS-10
heavy ballistic missile and the BOUNDER intercontinental bomber.)

3. Soviet Charge: SDI prepares the way for a United States
first strike capability and for space weapons to strike
terrestrial targets.

Response: The United States does not seek a first-strike
capability. The research program as presently structured could
not result in one. Finally, while one cannot envision all
potential future technology developments, it is unrealistic to
believe that the United States could obtain one through SDI.

Technologies being studied under the SDI program have, even
in theory, little or no potential to attack targets on the
ground. Space-based technologies selected specifically take
advantage of the absence of atmosphere in space; most systems
based on them could not penetrate the atmosphere to hit ground-
based targets.
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Soviet treatment of the "first strike" issue is misleading.
In their lexicon, any United States weapon, new to their force
planning is defined as destabilizing and a "first strike" system.
They have even applied this to the space shuttle.

4. Soviet Charge: SDI will require Soviet responses and
thus accelerate the arms race and preclude offensive reductions.

In Time Gorbachev said "In the opinion of our experts (and,
to my knowledge, many of yours), this (elimination of nuclear
weapons) is sheer fantasy. However even on a much more modest
scale, in which the Strategic Defense Initiative can be
implemented as an antimissile defense system of limited
capabilities, the SDI is very dangerous. This project will, no
doubt, whip up the arms race in all areas, which means that the
threat of war will increase."

Response: If defenses were sufficiently cost-effective,
i.e., if it were less expensive to augment defenses than to take
counter measures (such as increasing offensive forces) against
them, there would be no incentive to increase offensive forces.

Since such cost effectiveness is a key United States
criterion for SDI, the United States would proceed with defenses
only if they prevented, rather than produced, an arms race.

If effective defenses prove feasible, we would hope for a
jointly managed transition to a more defense-reliant world.
Both sides would obviously wish for a regime in which each could
assure its own survival and not depend on the forebearance of the
other.

Reducing offensive weapons is in the interest of both sides
today and for the future, independent of whether effective
defenses prove feasible. Such reductions were the centerpiece of
our position before SDI, and are still the first priority.

5. Soviet Charge: United States Allies oppose SDI.

Background: Most Allies support SDI research. Even those
Allied governments that have not explicitly supported research
have moved to facilitate it, by authorizing participation of
their industrial sectors. This does not mean that they
necessarily "hope" for its success. Allies have expressed
reservations on possible deployments because:

-- for the British and French, it impacts on their
deterrents;

-- United States commitment to Allied defense could be
seen as lessening, even though this is not the case;
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-- the likelihood of conventional war could increase if
the Soviets have defenses against nuclear weapons,
unless Allies substantially increased their conventional
forces which they are not inclined to do.

Response: Our Allies understand the military context of
SDI. They support both the long-term goal of finding a more
effective alternative for preventing war and the near-term goal
of hedging against similar Soviet programs. Our common
understanding was reflected in the statement issued following the
meeting with Prime Minister Thatcher in December, 1984 (and in
similar statements by other Allies since):

-- First, the United States and Western aim is not to
achieve superiority but to maintain the balance, taking account
of Soviet deployments;

-—- Second, SDI-related deployment would, in view of treaty
obligations, have to be a matter for consultations and
negotiations;

-- Third, the overall aim is to enhance, and not to
undermine, deterrence; and

-- Fourth, East-West negotiations should aim to achieve
security with reduced levels of offensive systems on both sides.
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 91169
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20508

November 12, 1985
SECKET/SENSITIVE

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE
FROM: JACK F. MATLOCé%éVJ\
SUBJECT: Soviet Draft Communigue

This is the draft Sokolov gave Palmer yvesterday.

As I noted in Profs, it might be well to discuss our tactics in
this regard with Secretary Shultz.

As I see it, the options are:

1. Sit on their draft and not reply in general, but continue to
iscuss these items of interest to us.

.) Tell the Soviets that we consider an overall document
nlikely, and therefore will be discussing in future only those
items which seem possible to agree upon separately.

3. Exchange further language.

I would recommend the first option.

RECOMMENDATION

That you discuss the matter with Secretary Shultz so that clear
instructions can be given as to how we should proceed.

Approve f‘gﬁ Disapprove

Attachments:

Tab 2 Soviet Draft Commurigue

SEERET/SENSITIVE
Declassify on: OADR
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SOVIET DRAFT

JOINT US-USSR COMMUNIQUE

By mutual agreement, President of the United States of
America Ronald Reacan and General éecretary of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Mikhail
€. Gorbachev held meetings in Geneva on November 192 and 20,
1985. Attending the peetings wete:

On‘}he tmerican side: George P. Shultz, US Secretary of

tate:

On the Soviet side: E. A. Shevardnadze, Member of the
Politbureau of the Central Committee of the CPSU, Minister of

Foreign Affairs Oof the USSR; . ¢« «¢ ¢ &+ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o s o =

President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev had a
useful, cozpreheneive and frank exchance of views on the
fundemental issues of US-Soviet reletions and the current
international esituation. Agreement wac rezched on some issues

rore precisely. In this

(a8

and remeinin: ciff{erences were cdeiine
connection both sides rezaffirmed the icrortance of & sustazined
dizlogue based upon goodwill and exprecscsed their readiness to
bolster such & cdizlogue thréugh practiccz) deeds aimed &t

improving their relestionship.

DECLASSIFIED 2/ &
NLRR_[Ub 714/3 7976
BY_( _ NARADATE_(29/7
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Acknowledging differences in the socic-political systems of
the United States and the Soviet Union and in their aPproaches
to international problems, both sides recognize their
over-riding mutual concern and obligation to preserve peace.

The President of the United States and the General
Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU declared that
the US and USSR will strive to overcome the present tension in
their relatioship, to reduce the cdanger of conflict and to move
toward & more constructive international environment in which
2ll countries are free to prosper and to compete peacefully.

The two eides confirmed the need to adhere to universally
recognized norms of international law, interna£5onal
commitrents and agreerents, incluéing the UK Charter and the
Final Act of the Hels#nki Conference on Security and

Cooperation in Europe.

-

r*

oviet Union recognize their

|dal

es eng the

The Unitec Sta

special responsibilities for rieintaining peace anc avoiding

confrontation. They discussed ell aspecte of the key security

167}

tecs &znc the

[sl)

issues. The two sides acreel trhzt the United St

Soviet Urion will base their reletions on the fact that nuclear
___________.———‘
war cannot be won and must never be fought. Recognizing that

—

any U.S.-Soviet conflict could have catastrophic conseguences,

£

4

§

4

.
]

{



-
oK™
-39

they underlined the importance of preventing any war between

them, conventional or nuclear. Conseguently, they will not

seek military superiority or infringe in any other waf upon the
legitimate security interests of each other.

To demonstrate their ‘resolve to‘do everything possible to
prevent nuclear war and, uvltimately, to eliminate all nuclear
arms everywhere, both sides agreed to take practical measures
to reach agreements zimed at preventing an arms race in space
and terminating it on Earth, at limiting and reducing nuclear
arms and”at strenghthening strategic stability which is the
agreed objective of the US-Soviet negotiations on nuclear and
Epace arcs.

[NST cuidelines language here]

Each e£ide noted its policy of refraining from undercutting

ng strategic offensive arms agreerments to the extent that

[

exist
the other eside exercises comparable restraint and provided that
the ciher side actively pursues arms reductiocn agreement in the
RNuclezr ené Space Wezpons Telks. This policy serves the

interest of maintaining stretegic stebility. In this

conr.c:..crn, each side errnecized the need fcr stirict compliance
with errs control agreerente in eall areacs.
Tne two sides reaffirred their commitment to strictly abide

ovieions of the 1¢72 Treaty on the Limitation of

v
/<
+
e
r

o
v

[}

knti-Ezllistic Missile Systexs.



=l
The sides agreed to study the cuestion of establishing A
centers to reduce the risk of nuclear confrontation [in the
context of resolving the issues under consideration at the

Geneva talks, within the framework of the talks themselves, or

in the SCCJ]. They took‘Satisfaction in such recent steps in
this direction as the modernization of the US-Soviet hotline.

President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev and
President Reagan reaffirmed the commitmeﬁt of the USA and the
USSR to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Wezpons
and the;r interest in strencthening together with other

countries the non-proliferztion recime, and in further

enhancing the effectiveness of the Treaty, inter alia by

enlarging its membership.

They riote with satisfaction the overall positive results of
the recent Review Conf;rence of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear VWeazpons.

Tne USZ and the USSE reeffirr their commitment, &ssumed by
ther. under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons, to pursue rneootietions in cood faitrn on matters of
nuclear arms limitation &nd disarrerment in eccordance with

Erticle VI of the Trezty.

The twe £idecs plarn tc continuve to prorote the strengthening
¢ the Internationzl Atoric Energy Lcency en¢ to support the

activities of the Agency in implementing safeguards as well &as

in promoting the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.



They view positively the practice of recular US-Soviet
consultations on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons which
have been businesslike and constructive and express their
intent to continue this practice in the future.

In the context of digcussing security problems the two
sides reaffirmed that théy are in favor of & general and
complete prohibition of chemical weapons and the destruction of
existing stockpiles of such weepons. They agreed to accelerate
efforts to conclude an international convention on this matter.

The two Sides agreed to intensify bilateral discussions on
the level of experts on all the zspects cf a chexical weapons
ban, includinc the guestion of verificetion. They also agreed
to initiate & dialogue on preventing the proliferation of
chericz) veepons.

Tre tvwo eides emphasized the importance they attach to the

[}EFR] negotiations [on the mutuzl reduction of armed

|
L

Vienne

forces ¢nc erczrentes in Centrel Lurope) and expressed their

n

willincress to work for positive resultes at the negotiations.

htteching great importence tc the Stockholm Conference on
Confiderce end Security Evilcdino Meesures and Disarmament in
Eurcpe, &nc noting the procrecs nede there, the two siades

expressel their intentiorn to fecilitate, tocether with the
other pié:iicirsting states, zr early ané successful completion
cf the Cinfcrence. To thies end, they reaffirmed the need for a

concluding daocument which would both give specific expression
and maximum effect to the principle of the non-use of force and

include mutually acceptable confidence-building measures in the

military field.
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In reviewing the key problems of the contemporary

international situation President Reagan and General Secretary

Gorbachev, proceeding frém the recognition of the vital
importance of the developments in Europe to international peace
and stability, reaffirmed the importance of achieving the goals
established in the Helsinki Final Act, and enhancing the
process of building security anéd cooperation in Europe.

The two sides exprecsed their concern over the continued
existence of tencsion and military conflict in certein areas of

between

J
0
L]
n

the world. &Eearinc in mind the existing differe
them in the approaches. to regional problems ané also

recognizing the fact that the continued exictence of tension

pose & threat to their interests and the irntereste of
J‘ international security, the USX and the USSK ccnsicder it
N L irpcrteant to act in such & wenner so as to exercise rutual
DY , _ N o , .
¥l wh g rersreliny end contribute to pesceful poiiticel eettlement oOF

-

\ conflict sitvetione on the besis of strict respect for the

Y [ | . | o

right of countries and peoples to free independent development.

The sicec discussed the circurstances in which acts of
A \,’R
,qi violence and terrorism arise. The two leaders condemned
gJ‘ terrorism and agreed to seek ways to reduce this growing threat

to the international community.
v}y, Recognizing that exchanges of views on regional issues on
1}\ ﬁthe expert level have proven useful, they agreed to hold such

‘p* exchanges on a regular basis. They also agreed that regional

59
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The President and General Secretary discussed the state and

prospects for bilateral tooperation between the United States

and the Soviet Union in various areas. The two sides expressed

their intention to expand cultural, educational, scientific and
technical exchange programs and people-to-people contacts and
to develop trade and economic ties between the two countries.

The two leaders also noted with satisfaction thet, in
cooperation with the Government of Japan, the United States &nd
the Scviet Union have agreed to a set of measures toc pronote
szfety on &ir routes in the North Pacific and ere working [have
workec out] out steps.ﬁo implement therm.

Triey acknowledoced that delegations from the Urited States

, ;
et Union h

|

ve becun negotietions cn {[heve

(¥H

ancé the Sov

-

} @ civil evietion agreement. Tne twc lezders

0
0
o]
0N
¢
O
()

de

exprecssed their desire to reach a mutually beneficieal agreement
et zr ecarly €zte. 1In thie recerd, an ecreerzsni ivats reached on
the sirultaneouvs openinc of Consulates Gene;al in New York and
Kiev, respectively.

Trne Precgicdent ©f the United States anc tre Generel

i)

Secretery of the Centrel Committee of the CiIlU ettencec the

O
m

signing of the Agreement on Contacts and Exchanges in the
Scientific, Educational and Cultural fields. (If the signing

takes place.)
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The two sides noted with satisfaction the growing number of
useful exchanges between the two countries. They agreed on the
utility of recent visits by heads of ministries and departments
€.g., in the fields of agriculture, housing and environmental
protection.

Both sides agreed to contribute to the preservation of the
environment -- a global task -- through joint research and
practical measures. In accordance with the existing US-Soviet
agreement in thies area, consultations will be held next year in
Moscow and Washington on specific programs of cooperation.

The two leaders agreed on the advisability of new
cooperative initiatives &s follows: a joint program of cancer
research, ... [Soviet side will provide additional initiatives
from U.S. list]. They Gecided to instruct appropriate

representatives anc-oroznizetions in each country to examine

these initistives firer & practicel standpoint.
President Feecir anc Generel Secretery Gorbachev agreed to
initiate & nev procrer of interrationzl cooperation to builé &

pilot thermo-nuclear reactor. Other countries are being

r i ed o e e - - e 5
C FelvaClZxle LI, RIIE

inviteo t
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The President of the United States and the General
Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU set.forth their
respective viewes of prigciple on the issues of ensuring the
exercise of human rights and fundamental freedoms. Mindful of
the fundamental differences in their social systems and
ideologies, and also of the fact that théir ideological ' -
competition will continue, both sides nonetheless will conduct
their affairs so as not to zllow this to be an obstacle to
improved relations.

Both sides agree that the cuestions involving individual

citizens can &nd will be considered and resolved in the spirit

CJQ

cf cooserctloﬂ and without interference in the internal affeirs

o o

\c; either of the two sides.
\7Q

Precident Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev believe
1.2+ the undercieniing on & number of decisive problems reached
¢t & result ci the telks in Geneve will give & constructive

political impetus to the development of steble relatiocns

JE anc the USSR.
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The President of the United States and the General
Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU expressed their
resolve to achieve in the shortest possible time concrete
results in all of the areas discussed. This will contribute to
the improvement of bilat;ral relations, to the strengthening of
international security and to the betterment of the world

{situation as & whole. The two leaders intend to facilitate

F{\:\W bilateral contact at various levels, inter alia, by <

regularizing the practice of meetings between the Secretary of

State znd Soviet Foreign Minister.

]
The Presgident and General Secretary Gorbachev agreed to

meet acain in the nearest future to review progress and
coordinate the follow-up meacsures aimed at reaching the szid
goale.

Tne Frecident of thg United States thus accepted &n

invitetiorn by the General Secretary of the Central Cecrmrmittee of

)

Generel

h

o

it the Soviet Union. For his part,

m

Secretery ¢l the Central Committee of the CPSU acceptec &an

invitation by the President of the United States to visit the

Ur.itel Sieies ¢f America. A emente for &nd timingc of the

I'ch

M
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

ACTION

November 12, 1985
MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARRANE
FROM: JACK F. MATLOCKJAW

SUBJECT: Presidential Gift for Geneva

Attached at Tab I is a letter from Lyn Nofziger to Kathleen
Osborne forwarding a copy of Classic Russian Idylls, a book of
photographs taken in the Soviet Union by Proctor Jones. As
Nofziger notes, the President has seen the book and telephoned
the author to say how much he enjoyed it. In addition, Nofziger
forwards a letter from Proctor Jones to the President (Tab II)
suggesting the book may be appropriate as a gift for Gorbachev in
Geneva.

The book is indeed excellent and would demonstrate to Gorbachev
that sensitive, non-political books about the Soviet Union are
published in the United States. Although gifts have long since
been chosen for the President and First Lady formally to present
to the Gorbachevs, I think this would be an excellent item for
the First Lady to present informally to Mrs. Gorbachev at tea.

Steéézgéstanov1ch and Judyt/Mandel concur.

RECOMMENDATION

That you approve the memorandum at Tab III to Bill Martin
forwarding the book and a suggested letter of acknowledgment to
James Rosebush.

Approve Disaprove

That you sign the letter to Lyn Nofziger at Tab IV advising him
of our recommendation on the book.

Approve Disapprove

attachments:

Tab I Letter from Lyn Nofziger to Kathleen Osborne
Tab II Letter from Proctor Jones to the President
Tab III Memorandum - Martin to Rosebush

Tab A Classic Russian Idylls

Tab B Draft letter of acknowledgment
Tab IV Letter to Lyn Nofziger




LYN NOFZIGER

17 October, 1985

Ms. Kathleen Osborne
Personal Secretary

to the President

The White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Kathy:

Several months ago I sent you a copy of the enclosed
book for the President. He was kind enough to call
Proctor Jones personally to tell him how much he'd
enjoyed the book.

Mr. Jones has since sent another copy of the book
with the thought in mind that the President take
it with him to the summit to present to Mr. Gorbachev.

There is also a letter in the book from Proctor Jones
to the President.

As far as sending the book to the sumit is concerned,
I will trust your good judgment.

si 1y,
—
LYN NOFZIGER

1526 Eighteenth Street, N.W. Washington, D.C. 20036 (202) 332-4030



Proctor Jones
3401 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94118 U.S.A.
(415) 9229222

August 21, 1985

!

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

You honored me with a telephone call relative
to my book Classic Russian Idylls.

I am forwarding some copies of this book to
you, thinking that you may find this an appropriate

gift for Mr. Gorbachev at Geneva.
/}/M.z., '

Respectfully,
P.S. I wanted to tell you that the elevator which you
use in the White House was constructed in my grandfather's
factory in Cleveland, the W. S. Tyler Co. The last time
I saw it I noticed that Mrs. Kennedy had lined it with
same sort of combed plywood. I think if the plywood is
removed you will find a beautiful ornamental bronze
elevator enclosure, which may add greater pleasure to
your ups and downs.

Proctor Jones

9
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

MEMORANDUM TO JAMES G. ROSEBUSH

FROM: WILLIAM F. MARTIN

SUBJECT: Gift for Mrs. Gorbachev

Attached at Tab A is Classic Russian Idylls, a book of
photographs taken in the Soviet Union by Proctor Jones.

Jones sent the President a copy of the book several months ago,
and the President telephoned him to say how much he enjoyed it.

Jones has recently written to the President suggesting the book
as a gift for Gorbachev at the Geneva meeting. NSC considers
this an excellent idea, since such a gift would demonstrate to
the Gorbachevs that sensitive, non-political books on the Soviet
Union are produced in the United States.

Formal gifts for the Gorbachevs have long since been chosen, but
we think the book would be an excellent item for the First Lady
to present to Mrs. Gorbachev at tea.

Should the First Lady decide to present the book, we have
attached at Tab B a draft letter of acknowledgment to the author.
attachments:

Tab A Classic Russian Idylls
Tab B Draft letter of acknowledgment
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DRAFT LETTER TO PROCTOR JONES

Dear Mr. Jones:

Thank you for your recent letter to the President. We both

thought your idea of presenting a copy of Classic Russian idylls

to General Secretary Gorbachev was excellent. Your sensitive
treatment of their country demonstrates first hand to the
Soviets that Americans can and do appreciate the beauty of the

Soviet Union, regardless of our political differences.

Although a formal gift for the General Secretary has already been
prepared, I look forward to presenting a copy of your book

personally to Mrs. Gorbachev.

With best wishes.

Mr. Proctor Jones
3401 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94118



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Dear Lyn:

Many thanks for forwarding Proctor Jones'
book and his letter to the President.

We all think that presenting the book to
Gorbachev is an excellent idea. Although
formal gifts for the General Secretary and
his wife have already been selected, we

are recommending that the First Lady

present the book informally to Mrs. Gorbachev.
at tea.

With best wishes.

Sincerely,

Mr. Lyn Nofziger
1526 18th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
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SYSTEM 1I
91170
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506
SEZRET November 13, 1985
ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. M RLANE
FROM: JACK MATLOC M
SUBJECT: What to Expect from Gorbachev in Geneva

Secretary Shultz has sent a Memorandum to the President which
analyzes Gorbachev's typical approach to many of the general
questions which may come up at the Geneva Meeting, and provides
suggested talking points for countering them.

I think this is an excellent analysis and consider the suggested
responses pertinent and effective.

RECOMMENDATION:

That you forward the Memorandum at Tab I to the President.

Approve . Disapprove
Attachments:
Tab I Memorandum to the President
Tab a Shultz Memorandum to the President

)
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91170
THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

SECRET

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ROBERT C. MCFARLANE

SUBJECT: What to Expect from Gorbachev in Geneva

George Shultz has forwarded the memorandum at Tab A which
analyzes Gorbachev's typical approach to a number of the
questions which may arise during your meetings with him and
suggests appropriate responses.

I believe that this is an excellent treatment of this subject and
recommend that you read it. We will work the talking points into

the material for your meetings.

Recommendation

OK No
T That you read the Memorandum from Secretary
Shultz at Tab A.
Attachment:
Tab A Memorandum from Secretary George P. Shultz

Prepared by:
Jack F. Matlock

Declassify on: OADR (S Y ¥ 7[/&
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' SYSTEM 1I
91170
THE SECRETARY OF STATE
WASHINGTON
//
SECRE'Q/S{NSITIVL
// November 12, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

~
FROM: George P. Shultz ((/63
SUBJECT: What to Expect from Gorbachev in Geneva

My meeting last week in the Kremlin with Gorbachev provided
us with our most detailed look yet at the new Soviet leader. 1
was struck in our conversation by the curious blend of new and
old in Gorbachev. He displayed the intellectual quickness and
articulate debating skill which have impressed other western
leaders. At the same time he showed us the blunt, sometimes
browbeating style characteristic of so many of the older
generation of Soviet leaders.

Substantively, he trotted out many of the old Soviet
negotiating ploys and fell back repeatedly on many of the old
stereotypes about the United States which we heard so often
from the older leaders. While some of this undoubtedly
represented a tactical approach to put me on the defensive,
there is no question that Gorbachev and his younger colleagues
really share much of this old “collective wisdom." It is also
clear that however much Gorbachev represents the “new Soviet
man," he and his colleagues are not about to squander the
legacy of Soviet power and influence begqueathed to them by
Brezhnev, Andropov and the old guard. The question is whether
they are ready to deal with us on the basis of real equality.

Since Gorbachev will undoubtedly put forward many of these
same points in your conversations in Geneva, I have had my
Soviet experts examine parts of our conversation to give you a
flavor of what to expect. They have extracted key statements
Gorbachev made to me and prepared points which you might draw
on in responding to Gorbachev. In every case, I think the best
response is to rebut his point forcefully and then reiterate
our concrete proposals for addressing the problem in question.
If Gorbachev rejects our ideas, you should press him to put
forward a practical means of resolving our differences.

DECLASSIFIED

NLRR f0b-// }‘/3 ¥3577 SEmIVE
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NEW SOVIET PROPOSALS/OLD U.S. PROPOSALS

Gorbachev Statements

Our side has tried to signal a desire to improve relations
and the only response we get from you is that you call this
"propaganda." If we do something and make suggestions, you
say it is propaganda and we are weak. If we don't, you say
we are intransigent.

The Administration is sticking with old positions. This
will not lead to an improvement in Soviet-American
relations on the basic issues.... The U.S. should think of
making new proposals and not sticking with old policies.
You should understand that the Republican Administration
can't leave office with only old proposals. You can't
continue to wrap these up as if they were new.

Analysis

It is a standard Soviet negotiating tactic to disparage
U.S. arms control ideas as nothing new. At the same time they
will repeatedly call on the U.S. to explore the so-called "new
ideas" embodied in their proposals when there is in fact little
if anything novel. The approach is designed to put pressure on
the U.S. to come forward with further concessions, before the
Soviets reveal any further compromises. The best way to get
beyond such a semantic debate is to call a spade a spade and

agree to probe those elements in which both sides have some
interest.

Response

-- There's some question about just how "new" your
proposals are; for example, Soviet calls for a moratorium on
nuclear testing have been around for years. Back in the 1960s,
we accepted one of those proposals, and you took advantage of

it to prepare the ground for the most concentrated nuclear test
series in history.

== I have to be candid. A lot of your proposals look
pretty empty to us. We cannot accept declarations of benign
intent or calls for freezes which give you unilateral
advantages.

-— You and I should get beyond these declarations and
secondary matters, and get to work on the heart of the problem
—=— deep reductions in real systems that are dangerous to

stability.
DECLA
EEERE@#SE§§ITIVE SSIFIED
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—- When we have found positive elements in your proposals,
we have said so. I stated in my UN speech last month that we
found seeds worth nurturing in your Geneva counterproposal. We
responded within a month. Have you said anything similar about
our latest offer? When will we see a new move from you?

-- And as for new ideas, we're still waiting for a positive
response from you on the many ideas we've put forward in arms
control and other areas -- to name a few, confidence-building
measures, people-to-people exchanges, resolution of regional
conflicts, human rights.

-- We don't expect you to take all of these ideas as

proposed, but we do expect a fair hearing and a constructive
response.

\\\»
SECRET/SENSITIVE
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SALT II AND THE DECLINE OF DETENTE

Gorbachev Statement

We know full well that SALT II had been buried and was long
dead before the events of Afghanistan. ... There was a
process at work in U.S. society, a deep distrust. The SALT
II Treaty was buried because scientific achievements had
come along which required that the U.S. drop the restraints
in the Treaty ... the invasion of Afghanistan was used as
the excuse. ... The Administration should not be so tied to
the military-industrial complex, which just chews up money
and programs by the billions. ... The Soviet Union wishes
to know the desires of the Reagan Administration: does it
wish to improve relations ... or complete its eight years
in office with no change and therefore not disappoint the
military-industrial complex.

Analysis

At several points in the meeting Gorbachev referred to the
influence of the political right in the Republican party. He
cited what he called the Administration's ties to the
military-industrial complex and its support for American
military superiority ovér the Soviet Union. Like other Soviet
leaders he took pride in what he saw as his insight into our
political life. To demonstrate his "knowledge" of the U.S.
political scene, for example, Gorbachev cited the Hoover
Institute study "America in the Eighties"” whose conservative
defense and social programs he alleged have been totally
adopted by the Administration. 1In fact, Gorbachev's knowledge,
undoubtedly based on material from Ambassador Dobrynin,
reflected a shallow perception of the dynamic of American
politics. You will want in your comments about your domestic
agenda to give Gorbachev a more sophisticated appreciation of
our political process.

Resgonse

-- As you acknowledged to Secretary Shultz, both our
countries have sectors of society that are concerned with
national defense. They push us in that direction. Within
limits, I welcome their concern with our national security. 1In
any case, that's a fact of life.

-- But to say these sectors are the arbiters of public
views toward the Soviet Union is far off the mark. The American
people have no animosity towards the Soviet people. They want
nothing more than peaceful relations with your country, and
relief from the defense burden. They have no desire for
endless confrontation and competition.

\-—\
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-- But they also have a deep-seated mistrust of the Soviet
government's objectives and purposes —-- and that's the result

of Soviet actions, not plots by American defense contractors or
political currents.

-- The fact is, we hoped detente would bring about a new
period of restraint on your part. It did not.

—-—- Beginning in the mid-1970s, we saw a string of Soviet
military interventions in the Third World. You kept building
up your military forces against the U.S. and our Allies. It
was these events, not defense contractors or American political
factions, that damaged our relations.

== Everything that caused so much harm to our relations in
the 1970s is still happening. You are still building up your
nuclear arms. You or your allies are still engaged in the
conflicts of the 1970s.

== You and I have an opportunity to make a new start.
Frankly, that's going to require some very concrete steps on
your part. We're willing to do our share.

-== I have made specific proposals to deal with all these
problems. If you don't like them, I'd be glad to hear some
fresh, concrete thinking from you.

SECRE ITIVE
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SOVIET RESPONSE TO SDI

Gorbachev Statement

If you want superiority through your SDI, we will not help
you. We will let you bankrupt yourselves. But we also
will not reduce our offensive missiles. We will engage in
a build-up that will break your shield. We don't want war,
but neither are we going to allow unilateral advantage.
Therefore, we will increase nuclear arms. But we are
patient and we still have hope.

Analysis

Stopping the SDI program was Gorbachev's primary theme in
his conversation in Moscow. At several points during the
conversation he attacked your recent decision on ABM
reinterpretation. He and his colleagues are undoubtedly
motivated by fear of U.S. technological capability and by the
threat they perceive SDI eventually posing to the massive
Soviet offensive strategic arsenal assembled at great cost
during the 1970's and 1980's. Your meeting provides an
opportunity to explain the potential benefits of SDI, if it
proves feasible, and to determine where Gorbachev draws his
bottom line on strategic defense.

ResEonse

-- You are very aware of political developments in the U.S.
and Europe, so you should know that SDI has strong public
support, not just in my country but in others as well.

-- The reason it has this support is that people believe,
as do I, that if there is a better way to preserve peace and
maintain security than by making each other nuclear hostages,
we have a duty to look into it.

-- It's hard to understand why you object so strenuously to
our research program, when you know very well that you are
doing the same kind of research, and when you have long placed
a very high military premium on strategic defense.

-- There is nothing obscure about our research program and
our objectives. Both have been well publicized. 1It's a
different case with the Soviet strategic defense program. You
have acknowledged that the Soviet Union is also engaged in
fundamental research. But what are your objectives? What do
you plan to do with the knowledge gained?

SECRET/SENSITIVE
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-- We have made no secret of the potential difficulties of
a transition to greater reliance on defenses. We have tried
hard to engage you on this in Geneva. Let me ask you what you
plan to do if your own research proves that you can develop and
deploy an effective strategic defense. Are you planning to
discuss a joint, cooperative transition with us?

-- In the last analysis, we have an historic opportunity
here; a chance to get a grip on the technology at an early date
and see if can turn it to the task of securing peace and
stability. That's going to require hard thinking by both our
countries. We're willing to engage in this process. What
about you?

SECRET/SENSITIVE
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U.S. ILLUSIONS ABOUT THE SOVIET UNION

Gorbachev Statement

Gorbachev said that the U.S. was full of illusions. First,
that the U.S. believed the Soviet Union was less
economically powerful and therefore would be weakened by an
arms race. Second, that the U.S. had higher technology
and, therefore, the SDI would give the U.S. superiority
over the Soviet Union in weapons. Third, the Soviet Union
was more interested in negotiations in Geneva than the

U.S. These are all illusions ... the U.S. apparently fails
to draw lessons from history.

Analysis

It was ironic that Gorbachev lectured me on our illusions
about the Soviet Union even as he reiterated many standard old
Soviet misconceptions about the United States. His comments
reflected a standard Soviet view that no one understands the
security threat which is posed by adversaries on every side.
As you have said, one of the benefits of your meeting with
Gorbachev will be the opportunity to air the suspicions and
misconceptions which have arisen between our two countries over
the years. You will want to recognize legitimate Soviet
security concerns, but ‘insist that Gorbachev must take into
account the concerns of the U.S. and our allies.

Resgonse

== 1 have no doubts that you or any other Soviet leader
will take the steps necessary to assure your security, whatever
the cost. You can be assured that I, and my successors, will
ao what's necessary for the defense of America and its allies.

-=- We're not trying to bankrupt you. I have never
considered that an option.

-=- We are proud of our technological prowess, but we know
full well that the Soviet Union has a formidable ability to
produce advanced arms. Indeed, that's one of the major causes
of tension between us —- from our standpoint, you produce many
powerful weapons that far exceed legitimate needs.

-- If all we wanted to do was bleed you in arms race, we

wouldn't be negotiating in Geneva and elsewhere to lower force
levels.

-- We're not seeking unilateral advantage in these talks,
but rather equality. We see fair agreements as profiting both
sides, not just one partner.

—

~——
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THE SOVIETS AND THE THIRD WORLD

Gorbachev Statement

Because of our belief in our principles, we will continue
to support national liberation movements. The U.S. wants
us to give up but we cannot. It is a matter of principle
with us. You on the other hand should give up your
illusions and then we can move along together even on such
qguestions as human rights.

Analysis

The Soviets make much of the clause in their constitution

calling for support for national liberation movements. They
use it to justify ideologically and pragmatically their
activities in the Third World. While we do not deny the
Soviets legitimate interests in the developing world -- we
would like them to provide their share of economic aid -- they
cannot use “their principled position" to justify intervention
in the affairs of less developed counties or the use of force
in unstable Third World regions. This issue goes to the heart
of American disillusionment with the Soviet policy of detente,
which attempted to exclude Soviet activities in the Third World
from its legitimate place in our overall relationship.

Resgonse

-- We don't accept your claim to a right either to
intervene in the affairs of others or to use force to impose
your system on others.

-- We don't have any obligation to accept or respect what
you claim is a constitutional right to foist wars of national
liberation on other peoples.

-=- Your efforts to carry out your so-called principles have
cost thousands of lives, driven millions of people into refugee
camps, and wrecked the economies of the countries involved.

-- No other factor has done more to make the American
people deeply suspicious of your ultimate objectives and
worried about their own security. I can tell you that so long
as you operationalize this "right" or "duty", there will never
be "normal" relations between our two peoples in any meaningful
sense.

-- We are not going to sit by idly. Our sympathies lie
with peoples who are fighting for genuine self-determination.
They are the real movements of national liberation. We are
going to help them.

SECREE)SENSITIVE
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-- But 1 want to stress this is not the way we prefer to
go. It is not the way to reduce tensions between us.

-- The question is, how do_the U.S. and Soviet Union go
about correcting the situation?

-- 1 gave you my ideas about how we can clear up the five

most pressing active conflicts. I've gotten no positive
reaction from you, which is disappointing.

-- Perhaps you have your own ideas; if so, 1'd be glad to
hear them.

-— But if you don't have any fresh thoughts of your own,
you should reconsider what I offered in New York.

_S_ECRETXENSITIVE
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U.S. SEEKING MILITARY SUPERIORITY

Gorbachev Statement

Does the United States consider that its present policies
of force -- exercising pressure, strength -- that these
policies have brought the Soviet Union back to the
negotiating table? If that is the type of thinking which
seems to motivate people who surround the President, then
no success is possible

Analysis

The Soviets continually attack us for seeking military
superiority. At the same time they insist that our
relationship must be based on the principles of "equality and
equal security." It is wrong in their view for the U.S. to
seek any form of military advantage, but they reserve the right
to maintain military force equivalent to that of all their
adversaries put together. The question of what constitutes
genuine equality in military forces goes to the heart of your
discussions with Gorbachev on the geopolitical balance. It
affects not only the NST negotiations in Geneva but other arms
control negotiations such as MBFR and CDE. You will want to
put our views on this core issue on the record forcefully early
in your meeting with Gorbachev.

Response

-— Whenever I hear these kinds of complaints, I'm reminded
of the story told to me by an American who was once in your
country.

-- The American was watching your annual military parade.
As the missiles and tanks rolled by, a Soviet woman turned to
her, after realizing there was an American present, and said,
“There, you see how much we want peace."

—- That woman recognized that strength is a necessary
ingredient of peace. Anyone familiar with your media, or who
followed your treatment of this year's 40th anniversary of the
end of world war II, knows that in the Soviet Union this
principle is axiomatic. That's no less true for the United
States than it is for the Soviet Union.

-=- We think you've been trying to establish nuclear
superiority for years. Now you say we are trying to get the
edge. The gquestion is what you and I are going to do about

this situation.
SECRET/SENSITIVE
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-- 1 have said many times that we do not seek military
superiority. We do want a stable balance of forces at
radically lower levels. That's what we've been trying to
negotiate with you for years.

-- Our experience is that negotiations work only when both
sides have incentives to reach an agreement, and that means
that one side cannot outweigh the other.

-- More important, the ultimate objective must be equality:;
anything less will be inherently unstable.

-- Look at our negotiating proposals and you'll see that
when we propose limits on Soviet systems, we put our own
comparable systems on the table as well. Can you say that
about the Soviet negotiating positions at Geneva?

SECRET/SE IVE

T~y




SECBEnggNSITIVE
/..13-

LINKAGE

Gorbachev Statement

Gorbachev went on to say that it had been an idea of
Nixon's to call for linkage. He said this was old hat and
should be put in mothballs.

Analysis

The Soviets have repeatedly rejected the concept of linkage
in principle, but have in fact practiced it to the present
day. For example, they have linked the opening of new
Consulates in Kiev and Moscow to our agreement to a resumption
of Aeroflot air service to New York. While we should expect
them to continue to criticize linkage, particularly in regard
to making progress on human rights, we should have no illusions
that linkage will remain a political fact of life in our
relationship.

Resgonse

-- My Administration has never dwelled on linkages, and you
know that.

—=- But you should also recognize that linkages are a fact
of political life. It is naive to think that what happens in
one area of our relationship won't have an impact, for better
or worse, on the others.

== Actions by the Soviet Union in violation of
international agreements -- whether that means repression of
the Helsinki monitors, or building of the Krasnoyarsk radar --
inevitably affect our relations.

=— When the Soviet Union invades Afghanistan, suppresses
freedom in Poland or fuels conflicts in other regions of the
world, Americans very naturally begin to worry about your
purposes in the world, and about their own security.

—— I have never said that nothing will be solved until
everything is solved. I am ready to make as much progress in
all areas as possible, but I recognize that some matters will
have to proceed at their own pace. The important thing is to
get to work to start narrowing the differences between us. If
we succeed, the linkage question will take care of itself.

DECLASSIFIED
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HUMAN RIGHTS

Gorbachev Statement

[Although Gorbachev did not directly rebut our position on
human rights in Moscow, he has in the past responded by
‘attacking U.S. practices along the following lines:] You
talk about human rights in the Soviet Union but you ignore
the terrible injustices of American society =-- poverty,
hunger, unemployment, crime, racial discrimination,
maltreatment of your Indians. We don't have these problems
in the Soviet Union.

Analysis

While the older Soviet leadership responded to our human
rights complaints by rejecting them as illegal intrusions on
Soviet internal affairs, Gorbachev and Shevardnadze have
respondea by actively rebuting our points and trying to turn
the tables on us. You should be ready in Geneva to respond to
an aggressive attack on our human rights record and refocus the
discussion on Soviet violations.

Resgonse

—- The United States isn't perfect. We have never made any
secret that many of our citizens haven't been able to share in
the prosperity enjoyed by the majority of Americans.

—-- But we're working hard to change that -- and I'm proud
of the record of my Administration. We've created some eight
million jobs since I came into office. Our health services are
making stunning improvements in such things as higher life
expectancies, lower infant mortality rates, and pioneering new
techniques for curing diseases.

== I could cite figures to demonstrate how much we are
spending on social programs and the considerable progress we
are making. Perhaps the best demonstration, however, of the
attraction of the American dream of prosperity and freedom is
to point to the thousands of immigrants who want to come to our
shores, sometimes at great risk when they leave their native
countries.

-- We are working hard to eradicate poverty, feed the
hungry, house the homeless, to find jobs for the unemployed.
We will never be satisfied that we've done enough.

-- Pointing to our shortcomings, though, doesn't relieve
you of yours. Human rights is a central aspect of our
relationship, a matter of deep concern to all Americans. You
have international obligations which you've freely assumed. In
the end, there can never be much trust and confidence between
our peoples when the Soviet Union ignores fundamental
humanitarian principles.
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