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Princeton University, Mudd Manuscript Library, Don Oberdorfer Papers, Series 3,
Research Documents Files, 1983-1989, "Chapter 3. Gromyko Trip, 1984", Box 4, Folder 3.
-Contributed by Nathan Jones.

Contributed by James Graham Wilson. RRPL, J. Matlock Files, 1983-86:
Series 1, Chronological file, 80-86, Box 42.

Source: RRPL, J. Matlock Coll., Series II,
USSR Sub. Files, Box 42, U.S.-USSR Rels.
January 1984.
-Contributed by
Elizabeth Charles.

RRPL, J. Matlock Files, 1983-1986, Series 1, Chronological File, 1980-86, Box 42.
-Contributed by James Graham Wilson.

RRPL, J. Matlock Files, 1983-86, Series 1, Chronological File, 1980-86, Box 42.
-Contributed by James Graham Wilson.

RRPL, J. Matlock Files, 1983-1986, Series 1, Chronological File 1980-86, Box 3.
-Contributed by James Graham Wilson.

Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 223.
Monday, March 5 [1984]
A typical Mon. – no breathing room & a stack of memos plus
things to sign – which I didn’t get to until later afternoon. Helmut Kohl
arrived (W. Ger. Chancellor). We had a good meeting thru lunch. He
confirmed my belief that Soviets are motivated, as least in part by
insecurity & suspicion that we & our allies mean them harm. They still
preserve the tank traps & barbed wire that show how close the
Germans got to Moscow before they were stopped. He too thinks I
should meet Chernenko.

RRPL., J. Matlock Coll., Series II, USSR Sub. File
Box 42, March 1984. -Contributed by E. Charles.

RRPL, J. Matlock Files, 1980-1986, Series 2, USSR Subject File, 1981-86, Box 42.
-Contributed by James Graham Wilson.

-Contributed by Giordana Pulcini and Leopoldo Nuti.
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8. Promemoria Dialogo Est-Ovest

[1984]

ABSTRACT – This memo expresses the regrets of the Italian government
for the failure of the INF negotiation. According to the memo, Italy
“committed itself to the normalization of the East – West dialogue” and
proposed a resume of MBFR talks.

RRPL., J. Matlock Coll. USSR Sub. Files
Box 42, April 1984. -Contributed by
Elizabeth Charles.

Sezione II: Attività istituzionale
Serie 2: Presidenza del Consiglio dei ministri
Sottoserie 3: Relazioni internazionali
Sottosottoserie 1: Incontri e visite ufficiali

UA 27: "Incontro del presidente del Consiglio con il primo ministro del Regno dei
Paesi Bassi, Ruud Lubbers (Roma, 4 aprile 1984)"
•

1. Promemoria Linee di politica estera dei Paesi Bassi [04/1984]

ABSTRACT – An interesting memo from Badini to Craxi about the domestic
constraints on Dutch foreign policy

[Central State Archive, Sofia, Fond 378-B, File 996, available in the Cold War
International History Project’s Virtual Archive, www.cwihp.org. Translated for
CWIHP by Kristina N. Terzieva.]

BON, 12 June 1984

TO
HIS EXCELLENCY
THE CHAIRMAN OF THE STATE COUNCIL
OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF BULGARIA
AND SECRETARY GENERAL OF THE CC OF
THE BULGARIAN COMMUNIST PARTY
Mr. TODOR ZHIVKOV

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN,
I read with great interest and attention your letter of the 9th of May 1984,
delivered to me by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of People’s Republic of Bulgaria,
Petur Mladenov.
I share your opinion that the Federal Republic of Germany and Bulgaria have
developed good and fruitful relations following the establishment of diplomatic relations
in 1973.
We see possibilities for strengthening and furthering these relations, which, in the
interest of the populations of our countries, we should not leave unrealized. The recent
talks between the foreign ministers of our countries revealed new prospects in that
direction. Even now, dear Mr. Chairman, I am glad that I will be able to continue this
dialog with you in Bon on the 20th of September 1984.
-2The international situation continues to be worrisome; the peace in Europe and in
the world continues to be exposed to great dangers. The differences in understanding the
reasons that have led to the current situation, in my view, should not prevent the
responsible and impartial search for solutions to the pressing issues. In the past, there
have been situations in the relations between the East and the West, when, despite the

different assessment of the relevant conditions, solutions have been reached through
negotiations – a way to which there is no other alternative. Our countries can contribute
to the creation of a climate, which will enable the resolution of even central political
issues, by means of a broad bi-lateral political dialogue that we wish to continue by
mutual consent.
The Federal Government has always stood for an active policy of disarmament
and control over armament and has mainstreamed its efforts in offering assistance in that
direction through concrete proposals in the current negotiations. Recently Western
countries have made constructive propositions. In connection to that, I will shift your
attention to the packet of proposals, presented in Stockholm in January of this year, for
complementary, concrete measures for the strengthening of trust and security. Further, I
would like to point you[r attention] to President Reagan’s readiness - expressed in his
speech in front of the Parliament in Dublin on the 5th of June 1984 - to lead negotiations
in Stockholm for asserting the principle of the non-use of force.
-3This initiative aligns with the views of the Federal Government and has its full
support. Another example is the new proposal made by Western countries at the
negotiations in Vienna on the 19th of April of this year, in which the West points to new
ways of solving some of the key issues subject of these negotiations and emphasizes its
readiness to contribute to making headway by maintaining a flexible approach during the
negotiations. I very much hope that the Warsaw Pact member countries will study
carefully these proposals and will move towards a constructive dialogue with us on these
issues.
The Federal Government, led by me, is of the opinion that despite the great
significance, which we attribute to the political discussion on the control over armament,
the East-West dialogue should not be confined to the missile issue. The Final Act of the
conference on security and cooperation in Europe, held in Helsinki, and the Final
Agreement of the conference in Madrid contain the broader basis of the program for
building East-West relations.
The process that began in Helsinki, based on which it was possible to reach
important agreements, despite the existing tensions, turned out to be a firm support for
continuing the multilateral East-West dialogue at a difficult stage.
-4We attribute to the Helsinki process the main significance for the further peaceful
and constructive development of East-West relations.
Please allow me, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion to touch upon some particular
issues addressed by you.

The Federal Government, along with its allies, has carefully examined the
Warsaw Pact member countries’ proposal of January 10th 1984 for creation of a free of
chemical weapons zone in Europe. The Federal Government places a priority on the
negotiations, led at the Geneva Convention on disarmament, for a universal and reliably
enforced ban on all types of chemical weapons throughout the world. At present, these
negotiations have reached an advanced stage. It is important not to question again what
has been achieved so far and not to prolong the negotiations. We see such a danger in
starting parallel negotiations concerning the region of Europe. These discussions would
not only stumble across the same problems encountered in the negotiations at the Geneva
Convention, but would even be burdened by the necessity to [create measures of] control
[over] the non-storage of chemical weapons outside the zones free of chemical weapons.
By the way, the Third World countries represented at the Geneva Convention on
disarmament would hardly show understanding, should this important topic slip away
from their hands by means of special regional negotiations. The Federal Government
supports the proposal for a universal agreement on banning chemical weapons, set forth
by the U.S. on the 15th of April 1984.
-5The [Federal] Government sees in this initiative one important political step and
associates it with the expectation that the U.S. proposal will contribute to the
considerable progress of the Geneva negotiations. The U.S. clearly made it known that
this proposal is a contribution that lays the foundation for negotiations, and offered to
conduct consultations on it with all delegations in Geneva and, first and foremost, with
the Soviet one. Until now there has been no response to this offer on the part of the
Soviet Union. The Federal Government appeals to the People’s Republic of Bulgaria to
defend, at the Geneva Convention on disarmament, the prompt and permanent removal of
the category chemical weapons on a world scale.
As far as the mid-range missiles are concerned, we welcome and support the
readiness of the U.S. to renew negotiations at any time without preconditions and to
examine every serious Soviet proposal. The Federal Government is very sorry that the
Soviet Union still persistently declines to continue the negotiations. How could the Soviet
Union consider the start of positioning of U.S. mid-range missiles a reason to halt the
negotiations, given that it had continuously positioned [Soviet] SS-20 missiles during the
negotiations and is still positioning them?
Regarding your remark, Mr. Chairman, that the U.S. is developing “Programs for
the Militarization of Space,” I would like to point out that the U.S. is ready to hold talks
at the government level on this matter.
-6As much as it is within my ability, I will stand for measured and reasonable solutions in
that sphere.

The Federal Government took a stand, regarding the renewed Warsaw Pact
countries’ proposal on freezing and reducing military expenditures, in front of the
Romanian Government, which made the proposal on behalf of the Warsaw Pact; and
brought attention to two aspects: the Federal Government, as well as the governments of
our Western allies, shares the concern with the size of the military expenditures world
wide. 1 The Federal Government also hopes that [military] defense expenditures can be
reduced as a result of balanced agreements on the control over armament and
disarmament. With this goal in mind, the Federal Government supports the efforts of the
United Nations for making public military expenditures based on a standardized
accounting system, and releases the respective numbers for its country. A system that
makes military expenditures of various countries comparable and subject to control is a
prerequisite for fruitful negotiations on the issue. We would welcome participation on the
part of Warsaw Pact countries in these efforts within the framework of the United
Nations. Such a move would be appropriate to underline the importance of the proposals
of the Warsaw Pact on matters of military expenditures.
-7Mr. Chairman, you also address the proposal for a treaty on the mutual restraint from the
use of force. With regard to that, I would like to emphasize one more time that the
observance of the ban on the use of force, underlying the United Nations Charter and the
Helsinki Final Act, has always been a constitutive ingredient of the foreign policy of the
Federal Republic of Germany and the Atlantic Alliance. In and of itself, a renewed
confirmation of the good will not to use force, when not proven by concrete, tangible
actions, would not lead to progress.
During my visit to Moscow in July of 1983, I paid attention to the fact that a new
binding confirmation of the ban on the use of force may contribute to the improvement of
the international situation, if it could, in reality, alleviate the threat of the use of force and
if the use of force can be stopped where it is ongoing.

Yours respectfully,
HELMUT KOHL
CHANCELLOR OF THE
FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

1

The translation suffers due to the cumbersome sentence structure in both Bulgarian and German. The
FRG has responded to the Romanian Government regarding a renewed proposal by the Warsaw Pact for
freezing and reduction of military expenditures.
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Saturday December 22-Sunday, December 23 [1984]
Sat. dawned clear & bright which was fine because P.M.
Margaret Thatcher was coming in for a visit. I met her in a golf cart &
took her to Aspen where she & I had a brief visit in which I got a
report on her visit with Gorbachev of the Soviet U. In an amazing
coincidence I learned she had said virtually the same things to him I
had said to Gromyko. In addition, she had made it clear there was no
way the Soviet U. could split Eng. away from the U.S.
Then we joined the others – Ambassadors, Shultz, MacFarlane,
Bush, et al at Laurel for a plenary meeting & working lunch. Main
topic was our Strategic Defense Research (“Starwars”) I believe was
eased some concerns she had. Then she was on her way to Eng.
Sunday was also a bright, beautiful day – like Spring & we
returned to the W.H.
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Tuesday, January 8 [1985]
Word from Geneva continues to be good. George B. & I were
presented with the new Inaugural medals. This morning I went to the
Press Room with Don Regan & Jim Baker & announced they were
exchanging jobs. The press was really astounded. They thought I
was coming in to talk about Geneva or something of the kind. This
was one story that didn’t leak.
I was in the family theatre briefing for tomorrow nite’s press
conf. when I was called upstairs to take a call from George S. on the
secure phone. The meetings in Geneva are over & the Soviets have
agreed to enter negotiations on nuclear weapons, etc. Within the
month a time & place will be agreed upon. Did a brief interview with 2
men from Dallas Morning News – a friendly paper. Then a reception
in the East room celebrating “Human Events” 40th anniversary.

RRPL, J. Matlock Files, 1983-1986, Series IV, Meetings with USSR Officials, 1983-86, Box 60.
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Monday, March 4 [1985]
Our 33rd Anniversary. Other than that it was another Monday
morning. Why to they always seem different than other days?
Met with the new Sec. Gen. of OECD – Jean-Claude Paye. It
was a brief but pleasant meeting. He is all for urging European
members of OECD to take steps to free up their economics, etc. so
as to catch up with our ec. recovery.
We had an N.S.C. meeting with our Arms Talks Leaders
looking at various options for how we wanted to deal with the Soviets.
It’s a very complicated business. I urged one decision on them – that
we open talks with a concession – surprise! Since they have publicly
stated they want to see nuclear weapons eliminated entirely, I told
our people to open by saying we would accept their goal.
Nancy came to the oval office for lunch & we cut anniversary
cake & had a few of the immediate staff share in it. That was the
extent of our celebration except that at dinner we opened a bottle of
Chateau Margeaux 1911.
Right after lunch I addressed the N.A.C.O. – Nat. Assn. of
County Officials. I wasn’t sure how I’d be received since they’ve taken
positions opposing some of our budget cuts & that was what I talked
to them about. But they were very cordial.
Fred Fielding, Don Regan & Mike D. came in to see me about
the Arabian Horses that Kind Fahd wanted to give me. I had stated I
couldn’t accept them as a gift – due to our stupid regulations. As it
stands they are now in Prince Bandar’s (Ambas.) name & he has
asked Bill Clark to take care of them for him. Now what happens 4 yrs.
from now is anyone’s guess.
Had Sens. Dave Boren & Sam Nunn over for cocktails & to talk
about the MX. I believe we’ll have their support. In fact they talked of
how wrong it was for Congress to interfere with a President in Foreign
affairs & how both parties must come together at the water’s edge.

Willy Brandt Archive, A3, 992, Rede Brandt vor Council on Foreign Relations, Also published in
Willy Brandt, Berliner Ausgabe, Bonn (Dietz), Vol. 10, 2009.
-Contributed by Bernd Rother.
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-Contributed by Bernd Rother.
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Friday, September 27 [1985]
Woke up to a surprise – the twin doors that open into the living
room from the bedroom were wide open (and they open in).
Apparently when “Gloria” blew through Wash. before dawn it did that.
A brief meeting with P.M. Gonzalez of Spain then into a jam
session on upcoming Shevardnadze meeting. He arrived at 10 A.M. –
a 2 hr. meeting, then I had 10 min’s alone with him & then lunch (St.
Dining Room) until 1:30. He’s a personable fellow but we had our
differences. My goal was to send him back to Gorbachev with a
message that I really meant “arms reductions” & I wasn’t interested in
any détente nonsense. For the 1st time they talked of real verification
procedures.
After lunch George S., Bud & I met preparing now for King
Hussein’s visit Monday.
Afternoon, hurricane Gloria blew away, the sky is blue, the sun
is shining & Nancy will be home at 6:40. That’s the answer to a
prayer & I mean it. Gloria shifted course a little & the threatened
disaster melted away. There was some coastal damage but no
deaths, few if any injuries & all’s well with the world.

WBA, A 19, 240, Also published in Willy Brandt, Berliner Ausgabe, Bonn (Dietz) Vol. 10, 2009. Contributed by Bernd Rother.
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Friday, October 18 [1985]
A huddle on the speech to the U.N. next week. Some wanted it
more harsh toward the Soviets than I think it should be. I won. NSC
meeting – wide disagreement on whether to make a new presentation
on the M.B.F.R. talks in Vienna. They’ve been going on for 10 yrs.
Kohl &Thatcher want a new proposal – D.O.D. opposes. I’m inclined
to go with K & T. For one thing they hang their proposal on a strict,
intrusive verification procedure. If the USSR doesn’t agree – no
reduction in forces. If they do agree it will be the 1st time ever.
The Egyptian Amabs. came by with a lengthy letter from
Mubarak. Pres. M. is pleading for understanding but still charging us
with humiliating him, etc. The Ambas. almost in a whisper said – “put
yourself in our place.” I said “that should be mutual.”

Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
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Saturday, November 2-Sunday, November 3 [1985]
A good ride under gray & threatening skies. Nancy didn’t go,
her cold is still hanging on. Our defector in Kabul can’t make up his
mind. He’s 19 yrs. old. The Soviet Ambas. visited him in our embassy
& gave him a fatherly pitch as to how he could go back to Russia – no
punishment etc. Now the lad wants to see him again. That will take
place about 11 P.M. Sunday our time. We in turn have offered him
asylum here in the U.S. (on my orders).
Over the weekend I called Nixon & Ford to get any suggestions
they might have on the Summit. Dick had a h--l of a good idea on the
arms negotiations. We probably won’t have them settled by the time
the Summit ends. His suggestion is that we state what we have
agreed on, that we will continue negotiating on the other points & as a
token of our resolve to achieve results we each take 1000 missiles
out of the silos & store them for a set time. If we can’t come to a
reduction agreement we put them back in the silos. Back to the W.H.

Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
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Tuesday, November 5 [1985]
N.S.C. meeting was a movie. We saw a demonstration of our
new Bomber, one of the greatest advances in aircraft in years &
years. It is of course most hush hush – I should call it what it is – a
fighter bomber.
Geo. S. called from Moscow on scramble phone – 7 more
hours of talks – 4 of them with Gorbachev. Apparently not much
progress. Gorbachev is adamant we must cave in our S.D.I. – well
this will be a case of an irresistible force meeting an unmovable
object. Met with Edmund Morris who is going to do my official
biography. I’m pleased – his book on Teddy Roosevelt was wonderful.
Of course I can’t charge up San Juan Hill. Had an Ec. briefing – our
recovery is continuing – or by now I should say our expansion &
growth is progressing at a slow but steady rate & on employment
we’re doing extremely well. A higher percentage of the potential work
force (all between 16 &65) is employed than ever in our history.

Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
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Wednesday, November 6 [1985]
Briefing not the way to start the day – what with news of the
games Cong. is playing with regard to the debt ceiling, deficit & tax
reform. And yes that goes for Repubs. as well as Dems.
Then George S. & Bud came upstairs with Don R. & George B.
to report on their Gorbachev meeting. It seems Mr. G. is filled with a
lot of false info about the U.S. and believes it all. For example,
Americans hate the Russians because our arms manufacturers stir
them up with propaganda so they can keep selling us weapons.
Nancy & Maureen arrived.
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Monday, February 3 [1986]
Staff meeting & NSC as usual. This time I had an issue I
wanted looked into. Last nite on “60 min’s.” they had a segment on
homeless welfare recipients in N.Y. being put up in hotels. In one
case a women & three children in a 10 x 12 room for which the govt.
was paying $2000 a month. They were blaming it on the Federal govt.
I thought I knew the answer but wanted it checked out. I was right –
that was a practice of N.Y. City not us. Another question had to do
with Scharansky. We have a deal to get him out of Russia. Last nite &
this morning it was all over the news. I feared the publicity might
queer the deal. Turns out the leak was from Moscow.
Then it was N.S.P.G. time in the situation room re Gorbachev’s
proposal to eliminate nuclear arms. Some wanted to tag it a publicity
stunt. I said no. Let’s say we share their overall goals & now want to
work out the details. If it is a publicity stunt this will be revealed by
them. I also propose that we announce we are going forward with SDI
but if research reveals a defense against missiles is possible we’ll
work out how it can be used to protect the whole world not just us.

Willy Brandt Archive, A9,10, Schreiben Brandt an Gorbatschow, 11.6.1986,
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Saturday, October 11 [1986]
A.M. a briefing session then a 5 minute drive to the meeting
place – a waterfront home. I was host for the 1st session. Gorbachev
& I met 1st with interpreters & note takers. Then he proposed we bring
in Geo. S. & Shevardnadze. That’s the way it went for all the
meetings. We got into Human Rts, Regional things & bipartisan
agreements on our exchange programs etc. I told him I couldn’t go
home if I didn’t bring up why they reneged on their commitment to
buy 6 million tons of grain. He claimed lower oil prices – they didn’t
have the money.
Then it was plain they wanted to get to arms control – so we did.
In the afternoon we had at it looked like some progress as he
went along with willingness to reduce nuc. weapons.
At the end of a long day Geo. S. suggested we take all the
notes & give them to our teams to put together so we could see what
had been agreed & where were sticking points. They worked until 2
A.M.
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Sunday, October 12 [1986]
Final day & it turned into an all day one even though we’d been
scheduled to fly out in early afternoon. Our team had given us an
agreement to eliminate entirely all nuc. devices over a 10 yr. period.
We would research & develop DSI during 10 yrs. then deploy & I
offered to share with Soviets the system. Then began the showdown.
He wanted language that would have killed SDI. They price was high
but I wouldn’t sell & that’s how the day ended. All our people though
I’d done exactly right. I’d pledged I wouldn’t give away SDI & I didn’t
but that meant no deal on any of the arms reductions. I was mad – he
tried to act jovial but I acted mad & it showed. Well the ball is in his
court and I’m convinced he’ll come around when he sees how the
world is reacting. On way out I addressed our mil. forces & families at
Air Base. They were enthused & cheered my decision.

-Contributed by Elizabeth
Charles.
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Monday, October 27 [1986]
An NSPG meeting on the Iceland arms proposals. The Join
Chiefs wanted reassurances that were aware of the imbalance with
Soviets in conventional arms & how threat would be aggravated by
reduction in nuclear weapons. We were able to assure them we were
very much aware & that this matter would have to be negotiated with
the Soviets in any nuclear arms reduction negotiations. Signed a bill
for freshman Colorado Congressmen Mike Strang having to do with
water conveyance in National Forests. Then over to the East Room
for a big signing of the Drug Bill. Some Olympic athletes were on
hand & some kids – members of the “Just Say No” Club. Charles
Price – Carol & their son & daughter came by – they’re also coming
to dinner tonite for Angus & Princess Alexandra. Just a small, private
dinner. Cap W. & John Poindexter for more talk re the arms
negotiations. We have a problem with Cong. & its cuts in the defense
budget. Conventional arms are more expensive then missiles. If we
have to rev up that part of the mil. the Cong. is going to have to
recognize it & raise the ante. I feel however the Soviets if faced with
an arms race would have to negotiate – they can’t squeeze their
people any more to try & stay even with us. A long taping session &
then upstairs for dinner.
I’ll host it alone for a while – Nancy’s hairdresser was late.

Source:RRPL Exec.
Secretariat, NSC, NSDDs
Records, 1981-87, Box
91293 (010R-NSDDs)
NSDD 250-Post Reykjavik
Follow up (Folders 1-9)
-Contributed by Elizabeth Charles.
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Saturday, November 15 [1986]
Margaret Thatcher arrived. I met the helicopter in a golf cart &
brought her back to Aspen were we had a good one-on-one re our
Iceland meetings & what we ware trying to achieve in arms
reductions. She had some legitimate concerns. I was able to reassure
her. Then we went down to Laurel where I did the radio cast then
lunch – a working lunch with her sec. & Ambas. in attendance plus
Don. R., Geo. S., John P., & some W. H. staff. We covered the Iran
setup etc. She & the others left. Later in Wash. she did a press conf.
& went to bat for us. Most helpful.
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Tuesday, November 25 [1986]
John P. came in this morning & announced he was leaving the
NSC & returning to the Navy. I told him I wouldn’t refuse his
resignation but regretted it. I explained that I know the press would
crucify him if he stayed & he didn’t deserve that. What it was all about
was that Ed Meese learned several months ago the Israelis delivered
some of our arms to Iran but expected a higher price than we had
asked. They sent us our price then past the balance in a Swiss bank
account belonging to the Contras – their way of helping the Contras
at a time when Congress was refusing aid to the Contras. John
resigned because he had gotten wind of this game but didn’t look into
it or tell me. In the old Navy tradition he accepted the responsibility as
Captain of the ship. We broke the story – I told the press what we’d
learned. This headed them off from finding out about it & accusing us
of a cover up. I’ve asked Ed Meese to continue digging in case there
is anything we missed & I’m appointing a commission to review the
whole matter of how NSC Staff works. Ed Meese stayed with the
press & took their Q’s. They were like a circle of sharks.
Lunch was at the W. H. with returning Justices of the Supreme
Court. It was a fun time. Then an NSC meeting to see how we’d
handle the rollout of the 131st B2 bomber equipped for nuclear cruise
missiles. It puts us 1 plane above the restraints of SALT II which the
Soviets & us had agreed to observe even though the treaty had never
been ratified. The Soviets have regularly violated the agreement. My
decision is to h--l with them we roll out the plane. Upstairs to the
lonely W.H. Mommie left for the West today. I join her tomorrow.
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Record of Conversation
of Chief of General Staff of the USSR Armed Forces Marshal of the Soviet Union
S.F. Akhromeev and H. Brown, C. Vance, H. Kissinger, and D. Jones.
February 4, 1987
Akhromeev. Allow me to welcome you to Moscow. We welcome you, prominent
statesmen of the United States, who have made a great contribution to the development of
Soviet-American relations and to reaching agreements on arms limitations in the 1970s.
Regrettably, since then, during the 1980s, we have made almost no progress.
Perhaps your visit to Moscow will to some extent help us to sort through the heaps that
we have piled up around us in the 1980s, especially the U.S. administration. But since
negotiations are a bilateral process it seems we have also played a part in stacking up
these heaps. We are prepared to talk with you.
Brown. Mr. Marshal, I want to specify right away that we are not expressing the
views of the current U.S. administration here and therefore we cannot hope to resolve the
problems that have been stacking up because of our government. We do not intend to
resolve questions of arms limitations for the U.S. administration. We are here as private
persons. But whatever interests we represent, I must say that we are deeply interested in
issues of mutual security.
I think that it is in the interest of the U.S. and the Soviet Union right now to
participate in an intensive dialogue with the aim of reaching mutually acceptable, fair
agreements and providing strategic stability. It is clear to all of us that the issues of
strategic offensive weapons and strategic defensive weapons are closely related. We also
know that the USSR included medium-range weapons in the single package of its
proposals in Reykjavik. Without question, the negotiations going on in Geneva aimed at
significantly reducing nuclear weapons in every category are useful. However, I cannot
say whether these negotiations will be successful in the last two years of Reagan’s
administration. Hopefully, the achievements in Geneva over the next couple of years will
positively influence the next U.S. administration’s work in the sphere of arms control.
Vance. I fully agree with Mr. Brown’s observations. I would also like to draw
your attention to the objective necessity of conducting the negotiations in Geneva during
the remaining two years of Reagan’s term. We have already been asked numerous times
in Moscow whether we believe in the possibility of success for the negotiations in the
near future. And although the short-term outlook for the negotiations is uncertain, I think
it would be a mistake to expect no progress from the Geneva negotiations and to take
them less seriously as a result of this pessimistic viewpoint. I do not know whether
anything can be achieved in Geneva during the next couple of years, but I am absolutely
convinced that the failure or cessation of the negotiations would be a grave mistake.
Regardless of who will be president of the United States in 1988, the situation would be
most unfavorable if the progress of the negotiations were stopped at some period during
these two years.
Kissinger. I agree with my colleagues. Progress in the next two years is possible.
The disagreements between our delegations are not so significant. Should the

negotiations fail over the next two years it would mean stagnation on the question of the
limitation and reduction of strategic nuclear weapons for at least three or four years.
I would like to use this opportunity to state my personal position on the issue of
the negotiations. As you know, I was against the U.S. position stated by President Reagan
in Reykjavik on strategic weapons. I was opposed because as I thought then and think
now, the goal of our negotiations should be not only the reduction or liquidation of
strategic weapons, but the search for an agreement that would provide strategic stability
for both sides. The negotiations taking place in Geneva right now stipulate the
preservation of existing trends in weapons development. I think it is necessary to work
out a different approach to the negotiations.
But whatever the case may be, the negotiations in Geneva are taking place and I
would not want them to fail. As for my publications on this matter, I doubt that they will
be translated into Russian. But I repeat that I am not against the negotiations.
Akhromeev. We read a great deal on these issues, including your publications, so
we have the appropriate information.
Jones. I am glad to have the opportunity to meet with you once again Mr.
Marshal. With great satisfaction I recall our meeting last year. I was impressed then by
your deep interest in questions of arms control.
When I represented the U.S. armed forces, I spoke in favor of the SALT I and
SALT II agreements. I, myself, and my colleagues from the Heads of State Committee
currently speak in favor of arms control. We are in favor of reducing not only strategic
but also conventional weapons.
I also agree with Dr. Kissinger and I think that in Reykjavik our side’s approach
to the limitation and reduction of strategic weapons was too narrow. In my opinion, the
total liquidation of strategic ballistic missiles will not promote the establishment of
strategic stability between our countries. Major reductions of strategic weapons will
without question yield positive results. But for real stability it is necessary to foresee the
reduction of conventional forces and arms. I would like to hear your opinion on this
question, Mr. Marshal.
Vance. In addition to what has been stated by General Jones, I would like to
express my concern in relation to the liquidation of strategic nuclear weapons and midrange nuclear weapons. Even if such an agreement were developed between our two
sides, it would have little chance of being approved by the U.S. Congress. But the U.S.
Congress would approve an agreement on major reductions in strategic weapons. If we
speak realistically, nuclear missiles will be in our arsenals for many years to come.
Akhromeev. Allow me to state my point of view.
Firstly, concerning the desire to continue negotiations and understanding the fact
that the Soviet Union will have to work with any U.S. administration that comes to
power. We understand quite clearly that whoever has power in the United States, the
USSR will have to work and negotiate with that administration. We cannot influence who
comes to power in the U.S., just as the United States cannot influence who comes to

power in the Soviet Union. Since this is the case, we understand very well that we have to
work with the Reagan administration while he is in power for two more years.
We view the negotiations on nuclear and space weapons with full responsibility
and would like to reach an agreement. You should have no doubts about this.
In my opinion there is one fundamental question that right now is the primary one
which hinders us from reaching an agreement. This is the question Mr. Brown
mentioned—about the relationship between strategic offensive and strategic defensive
weapons. At one time the American side also did not deny this relationship and with your
active participation, Mr. Kissinger, we signed agreements in which this relationship was
emphasized in many ways. That was in 1972. Now the Reagan administration is telling
us: “Let us reduce strategic offensive weapons.” It was proposed to reduce them by 50%,
and in Reykjavik President Reagan even proposed to reduce land- and sea-based ballistic
missiles by 100%. But the relationship mentioned earlier is denied by the American
administration—they talk about reducing strategic offensive weapons and at the same
time of the possibility of developing a national anti-missile defense system, including the
development of an ABM space combat echelon. I think I do not have to explain this to
you at great length: it is impossible to radically reduce strategic offensive weapons and at
the same time develop a country’s anti-missile defense system.
For example, C[aspar] Weinberger is saying that the country’s first echelon of its
anti-missile defense system should be developed as soon as possible. My opinion is that
as soon as the first combat space systems capable of striking satellites and warheads of
ballistic missiles appear in space every hope for any reductions or even limitations of
strategic offensive weapons will be made null and void. Then a real arms race will start,
the likes of which none of us has ever seen before.
Is it possible to reach any agreement during the last two years of Reagan’s term?
It is. We have similar positions on limiting strategic offensive weapons and mid-range
missiles, but they are tied up by the question of space, and by the question of creating an
anti-missile defense system with a space echelon. If we could agree on not creating
combat systems in space, I think we could agree on the rest of the questions as well.
On the question of arms control, which General Jones spoke about—I think the
time has come when this question is becoming irrelevant because the Soviet Union is
prepared to enforce every kind of verification. This concerns all types of weapons and it
seems that everybody can see this progress from our side.
And now on the question of the total liquidation of strategic offensive weapons.
You say that the U.S. Congress will not ratify such an agreement. This proposal did not
initiate with the Soviet Union but with President Reagan. You know the packet that we
came to Reykjavik with, and we presented it to your delegation. More precisely, this was
during the talks between the U.S. President and the CC CPSU General Secretary. At the
conclusion of talks on the second day President Reagan proposed that we completely
liquidate intercontinental ballistic missiles and submarine-based ballistic missiles over
the next 10 years.
The Soviet delegation considered this proposal during a short recess. The question
arose of accepting these proposals emanating from the American side, but of accepting
them fairly, which would mean not excluding bombers—we would need to liquidate all
three components of the “triad.” The CC CPSU General Secretary M.S. Gorbachev
presented this proposal to the President.

The President took a break, collected his delegation and discussed this proposal
with his advisers for an hour and fifteen minutes. Afterwards he announced that he
agreed with the CC CPSU General Secretary’s proposal. This is what happened. I have
not added anything.
If we proceed consecutively and gradually, then we could settle on 50%
reductions as the space question is being resolved.
Now on conventional weapons. We agree with reducing armed forces and
conventional weapons. The West maintains that the Warsaw Treaty and the USSR have
surpassed NATO and the U.S. in conventional weapons. I think that all four of you have
comprehensive information on this issue. You all were in positions in which you had all
the data right in front of you.
The armed forces of NATO and the WTO are about the same in numbers; we
could argue forever about the differences in amounts and quality of weapons. Once,
chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff said that when a correspondent asked him
whether he would like to exchange his armed forces for the armed forces of the Soviet
Union he answered flatly: no, he would not like to do that. We also would not like to do
that. I am saying that a balance in the military is an objective reality. It exists not only in
the strategic sphere, but also in the general forces and conventional weapons.
Conventional armed forces have one serious feature. This feature is that we do not
allow a global approach in evaluating them. We speak of reducing the armed forces and
armaments in Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals. Here a military balance exists. We
are ready to start negotiations and we have concrete proposals—to reduce the armed
forces of the two alliances in Europe by 25%. This proposal was offered in June of last
year in Budapest. Regrettably, we have not even started an exchange of opinions on this
question, although it is no fault of ours. But the WTO Budapest proposal remains valid
and we are prepared to work persistently to realize it in negotiations.
An issue arises in resolving the problem of conventional weapons—and here I
would like to mention that this is not an official proposal but my personal opinion—the
time is coming when a global approach is necessary for conventional armed forces. We
consider strategic weapons globally; following the suggestion of the U.S. we consider
medium-range missiles globally. Right now the U.S. is working on making missiles with
less than a 1000-km range a global issue also. Your delegation produced this proposal at
the negotiations in Geneva. The question arises: why are conventional armed forces not a
global issue? But I repeat that this is only my personal opinion. The heads of the Warsaw
Treaty states presented an official proposal in Budapest—to reduce the armed forces and
conventional weapons in Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals by 25 percent. This
proposal is ready for discussion.
Jones. I would like to comment on the correlation of conventional weapons. Such
factors as population and industrial capacity influence this correlation. In this sense, the
Western countries surpass the Warsaw Treaty countries. But we are worried by your
40,000 tanks in the countries of Eastern Europe.
The time has come when we have to discuss questions related to conventional
weapons, which could be a prelude to serious negotiations on the reduction of
conventional troops and weapons.

Brown. I also think that reducing conventional forces and weapons is a very
important issue. The opinion in the West is that the current correlation of conventional
troops and weapons is not favorable to the West in case of a short-term war. Although in
a 3-year war, for example, the outcome might not be in favor of the Warsaw Treaty. But
very differing opinions on this issue exist.
Your idea of a global approach to reducing conventional troops and weapons is
undoubtedly very interesting, Mr. Marshal. But certain questions would inevitably come
up: how to take into account the armed forces of Iran, the PRC, India?
Akhromeev. I would like to mention once again that the conversation about a
global approach during the consideration of conventional weapons is my personal
opinion. In my opinion this issue is truly serious. I think General Jones understands very
well that there are peacetime armies with a certain quantity of weapons and there are
wartime armies. There is such a concept as troop mobilization in case of war. There is
nothing you can do: life is such that we have to take into consideration the possibility of
war. The Soviet Union’s mobilization resources are in Europe and they are included
within the scope of weapons and forces that need to be reduced, while the U.S. territory
with all of its mobilization resources is outside the scope of reductions. This means that
such a question exists for the Soviet Union.
Kissinger. I agree with you, Mr. Marshal. But is it possible to engage third
countries in the process of reducing armed forces?
Akhromeev. Right now, probably not. That is why we propose to start
negotiations on reducing armed forces and conventional weapons in Europe. But the
global issue does not disappear; we will have to deal with it.
Incidentally, when I mentioned this for the first time last September in Stockholm,
the U.S. representative even took offense at me. He said that I had stepped outside the
limits of the Stockholm requirements in my statement. But for my part this question was
presented as a problem for the future.
Vance. If we reach an agreement on full liquidation of strategic nuclear weapons,
the issue of reducing conventional armed forces for the provision of strategic stability
will arise. In this situation the military force of the PRC would cause more worry to you
than it would to us.
Akhromeev. If we achieve a sharp reduction in strategic nuclear weapons and
begin reducing conventional weapons, then all countries will have to reduce their military
forces. There was a reason why some of your allies were up in arms against President
Reagan for what he proposed in Reykjavik. It is nice to reduce somebody else’s weapons,
much less pleasant to reduce your own. Global-scale reductions of conventional weapons
and military forces are only possible with the participation of all countries, including
China.
But I only raise this question to show you that the very process of reductions in
Europe has, for the Soviet Union, problematic links with the fact that U.S. territory is not
encompassed by these negotiations. It works out that the U.S. does not mind reducing

Soviet weapons while the weapons on their territory remain inviolable. Such a question
exists for us. There is also this question: we are always dealing with ground forces and
tactical aviation. Meanwhile, the fleet remains on the sidelines, as if 15 American aircraft
carriers are nothing, weapons that do not mean anything. This is also a question for the
future if we wish for greater security, as Mr. Brown said.
Kissinger. Let us move on to the question of SDI. Allow me to start with a
question. When at the start of our conversation you spoke of SDI you used the term
“combat space means.” What is your interpretation of this term?
Akhromeev. The SDI program includes a land part, a space part, and a combat
control system. As far as I know, the “combat space system” (I hesitate to give it a
precise designation; this is done at negotiations) is at the same time a carrier with
weapons, whether it is kinetic or laser.
Vance. What do you consider space noncombat means, for example surveillance
and intelligence, navigation, research, etc?
Akhromeev. We and you both have such means deployed right now. These are
systems of intelligence, navigation, communications, meteorology, topography, and
geodesy.
To speak frankly, we still do not understand the American side’s position on
space. It is not stated during negotiations. There is a clear position on START and
medium-range missiles. There is a very clear position on nuclear testing—to continue
nuclear explosions, which the U.S. does. But it is not clear to us what the U.S. wants in
relation to space.
Chervov. The American side does not have a position on this in negotiations. Mr.
Kampelman, who heads this group, cannot state the Americans’ position on space to us.
And negotiations on this issue have been going on for three years.
Brown. The problem is that our position on space is still being discussed in the
U.S. We are not in a position of sufficient confidence with either Mr. Kampelman or
President Reagan for them to trust us with thorough information on the official position
on space defense. We are aware that the U.S. position on space presented in the press is
unacceptable for the USSR. Our position is that the ABM Treaty should be complied
with by both sides for the next 10 years and that during this period the sides would have
the right to make developments and conduct experiments in space of space-based
elements using the principally new achievements of science and technology.
Akhromeev. But the ABM Treaty prohibits this.
Brown. Even in the U.S. we are dealing with different interpretations of the ABM
Treaty. The official interpretation of the ABM Treaty in the U.S. assumes that if there is
no agreement on the deployment of space-based means of strategic defense within the

next 10 years, each side has the right to withdraw from the Treaty and to begin deploying
space-based elements upon the expiration of this 10-year period.
Akhromeev. Our position is different.
Brown. I know that. You interpret the ABM Treaty in the “narrow” sense. Such
an interpretation excludes any testing of space-based elements outside of laboratories.
As you can see, the differences between these two interpretations of the Treaty are
vast. On the one hand, these differences can be understood as the absence of any kind of
foundation for an agreement on the space question. On the other hand, we can set a goal
of immediately bringing together the two sides’ positions on the question of space means.
Personally I am in favor of the second path toward solving this problem, in favor of the
effort to bring the positions of the USSR and the U.S. closer together.
Our lack of trust in each other on issues of space can be explained by the fact that
some U.S. experts believe that the current scientific-technological and industrial potential
of the USSR could allow it to get ahead and achieve a kind of supremacy over the U.S. It
seems the USSR has similar concerns about the possibilities and intentions of the U.S. As
a result, each side interprets the Treaty to its benefit.
Vance. I adhere to a “narrow” understanding of the ABM Treaty. Both sides must
discuss in detail what is allowed according to the Treaty and what is not; what type of
developments and tests can be allowed under what conditions, and which cannot be.
Akhromeev. In our opinion, space combat systems or their components cannot be
tested in space, the ABM Treaty prohibits it. And not only the Treaty. As soon as space
combat apparatus appear in space, capable of destroying satellites and another country’s
warheads, it will become impossible to reduce strategic offensive weapons in any way.
The arms race process will escape any possible kind of control by the governments, any
possibility of agreeing on limitations and reductions of strategic offensive weapons will
disappear.
As the question stands, according to SDI work is permitted only on the ground, in
laboratories. The sides have not yet clearly established what this means. It seems this
concept of what the sides are allowed should be clarified and mutually acceptable
resolutions and agreements should be found along these lines. There can be no agreement
on testing these systems in space.
Kissinger. From talks with our scientists I found out that they are preparing an
experiment in space with the use of laser technology in order to study Mars. Under your
interpretation of the Treaty, would such an experiment be possible? If the laser
installation is used to study Mars, then it can be supposed that it can also be aimed at a
satellite of a potential enemy.
Akhromeev. I think that such an experiment can be conducted. After all, lasertechnology is already being used for intelligence gathering, in communications systems,
in other satellites. The main issue is that it should not be used as a military means, as a
means for destruction, as a weapon mounted on a special apparatus (a satellite).

Kissinger. Mr. Marshal, is it possible to draw a distinction between laser
installations used for scientific purposes, or even intelligence, and military installations?
Akhromeev. We need to seek such distinctions.
Kissinger. Could such questions of a technical nature become the subject of
negotiations?
Akhromeev. I think that they can.
Brown. You believe that testing any element of a space-based combat device
should be prohibited. But what should be done about space-based means of surveillance
and intelligence, which use laser or in-beam technology? Where do we draw the line
between a combat and noncombat designation for these devices? How do we tell them
apart in space?
Akhromeev. We could agree on the power level of these systems and on other
technical factors that determine the designation of this or that system.
Brown. In the U.S. even the experts who do not view the SDI program as
stabilizing have doubts whether it would be possible to resolve technical problems in the
process of negotiations with the USSR. These questions are already arising now, when it
is still a long while before real space combat devices appear.
Akhromeev. It is true that right now the question is not specifically being
discussed at the negotiations on space-based devices. But if it comes to that then of
course the technical specialists from both sides will discuss all these technical details. We
are urging that these negotiations be started, [that we] begin discussing the problem of a
space combat echelon. But because of the American side we are not discussing these
issues right now.
Did we not have difficult issues to deal with in the 1970s? Dr. Kissinger must still
remember the problem of how to count a missile with a MIRVed warhead. We argued for
three years over this question and found a solution. The fact of the matter was that at that
time both sides wanted to find a solution. Now we are under the impression that the U.S.
administration does not want to find a solution to this problem. But we will continue to
negotiate, even though we are getting the impression that the American administration
does not take the negotiations seriously.
Brown. Speaking of the technological aspects of these questions, we could use the
positive experience we obtained during the development of the ABM Treaty. I remember
my work together with P[aul] Nitze. He thinks of you very positively and sends you his
best regards.
Akhromeev. Thank you.

Brown. As I understand it, you are not against discussing technical questions
related to space systems such as the characteristics of aircraft sensors, data processing
systems, surveillance and intelligence systems, power units on satellites. All of these
would be topics for negotiation?
Akhromeev. That is correct, Mr. Brown. Still, first we have to discuss the
positions of the [two] sides, and then we can discuss the details. Right now, regrettably,
the American side does not have a position on the questions of space. For our part, we
will be ready to discuss all questions in detail.
Chervov. Mr. Brown, the American side does not want to discuss the details you
mentioned at the negotiations.
Brown. I can understand why those details are not being discussed right now.
First and foremost it is because the U.S. administration does not have a position on space.
Therefore, my question was hypothetical in nature.
Akhromeev. Nevertheless, practical work is being conducted on SDI, while the
negotiations are at a standstill and treading water. There is movement in creating systems
for SDI. This is where the danger is right now.
I am afraid that I might leave you without lunch. As far as I know you will be
meeting with the CC CPSU General Secretary Comrade M.S. Gorbachev shortly. I do not
mean to be impolite, I am just thinking of your situation. Thank you.
Brown, Vance, Kissinger, and Jones thank Akhromeev for the conversation.
Present from the Soviet side were: Colonel-General Chervov N.F., Major-General
Lebedev Yu. V. The conversation was translated by Colonel Popov, F.F. (General Staff
of the GRU).
[Source: Obtained from a participant by the author in 1996
Translated by Anna Melyakova for the National Security Archive.]
Contributed by Elizabeth Charles.

Alexander Yakovlev, Memorandum for Gorbachev
“Toward an Analysis of the Fact of the Visit of Prominent American Political
Leaders to the USSR (Kissinger, Vance, Kirkpatrick, Brown, and others), February
25, 1987
To Comrade Gorbachev M. S.

I.
What does the fact of the visit signify?
The main purpose of this group’s visit is, to a minor degree, to analyze the state of
current relations in the sphere of Soviet-American relations. The strategic basis rationale
is to form an assessment of the prospects of our country’s future development on the
basis of “original sources” in the light of the probable election in the United States in
1988 of a president who would represent the next generation of the U.S. governing elite.
From here [the next step] is to study the possibility of [establishing] new substance and
forms of relations with the Soviet Union.
By the beginning of the 1980s, the grave miscalculation of American Sovietology, in all
its divisions, became obvious. Two dominant “scenarios” of the future development of
the USSR existed before the start of the current decade.
According to the first one, the Soviet economy was approaching the brink of an
avalanche-like crisis, which would lead to an open expression of social discontent
(approximately following the “Polish version”). Open phases of such a crisis were
predicted by the proponents of that concept for 1983-1984. It is precisely on the basis of
these assessments that the Reagan policy in particular was built immediately after his
coming to power in January 1981.
According to the second one, the crisis in Soviet society would not assume open forms, at
least in the current decade, due to a very high level of patience among the population,
[the occurrence of] historical tragedies, and a powerful control apparatus. However, the
Soviet economy’s development would slow down, and most importantly, the USSR’s
economic, scientific-technological, and social backwardness (lagging behind)—not only
in comparison to the West but also to the socialist countries of Eastern Europe and in the
future even to China—would grow. As a result, some time after 1993-1995, the Soviet
Union would lose material prospects for development as a world power and its moral and
political authority, and it would cease to represent a military, political and social threat to
the West.
In essence, beginning from 1975 after the signing of the Helsinki Act, all versions of U.S.
long-term strategy—both those that constituted the basis of the administration’s official
course and those proposed as alternatives to that course—started from the assumption of
the USSR’s downward socio-economic development in the long-term perspective.
In this case, such an approach is not simply a class-based denial that communism has a
future. Such perceptions are not just “routine” exercises in propaganda. The actual
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assessments were based on data from the CIA, the Department of Commerce, and
academic, financial and industrial research centers, supported by information from
émigrés arriving from the USSR and the countries of Eastern Europe.
The latter source deserves special consideration.
When a substantial wave of emigration started arriving from our country in the beginning
of the 1970s, and when the émigrés attributed quite negative characteristics to the internal
processes in the USSR, such information was initially received in the United States with
considerable qualification, even with mistrust. In essence, nothing but negative opinions
about all things Soviet was expected from the émigrés.
However, when by the end of the last decade and at the turn of the 1980s Soviet official
statistics and our own public assessments started, in the American view, to confirm the
information provided by the émigrés, the latter were given special credence. In a way, a
certain mutual strengthening of the traditional negative perception of our country and the
current intelligence took place. That resulted in [certain] evaluations of our country’s
development prospects for the future up to the XXI century.
That is why the shift in the development of Soviet society after the April (1985) Plenum
of the Central Committee had a shocking effect on the American political elite.
Events in the USSR shed bright light on the strategic mistakes of American Sovietology
and policy, because the theoretical recommendations of the last decade did not even
consider the abstract possibility of change in the USSR—not even as a hypothesis.
It is precisely in this context that one should consider the “intelligence-gathering”
political mission of the above-mentioned group, which consists of representatives of the
highest echelon of the political elite. In the discussions, which they held after their
conversations in Moscow, the following main directions could be identified.
1. Do developments in the USSR represent an “explosion of idealism” or are they a
thought-out and conscious policy?
Members of the group devoted special attention to trying to discover to what extent
people in the USSR see the interconnectedness between economic, social and other
aspects of the current course, and how they assess the essence of the problems and the
prospects for development “at the intersections” of the social and economic, and social
and political, and economic and military spheres.
What they heard in Moscow led them to conclude that the policy of perestroika was
based on a thought-out conception. They see the “conflict between the demands for
economic efficiency and the demands of the social sphere” as the main contradiction in
the development of Soviet society. Members of the group noted that judging by the
discussions that had taken place, people in the USSR see and understand this
contradiction (Peterson, Vance, Kirkpatrick, Jones, Kissinger). Diminishing the
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sharpness of this contradiction would change the face of the country, and would raise its
social prestige.
2. How realistic are the plans of the Soviet leadership?
Only one member of the group—Hyland—called these plans “unrealistic.” At the same
time, one could clearly see in the reaction of this professional Sovietologist (a liberal one
by American standards) deep irritation with the fact that the prognoses of Sovietology
turned out to be completely overturned. He took part in developing those prognoses
himself.
The rest of the [participants] described the plans for socio-economic development in the
USSR with varying degrees of optimism. Not one of them allowed for the possibility of
fully realizing those plans. But at the same time, in their general assessments, there has
been a shift toward greater optimism and a greater willingness to believe in the success of
our initiatives. Such a reaction was especially noticeable in Vance and Peterson.
3. Is it good or bad for the USA if the USSR experiences upward development? Only
Hyland expressed himself to the effect that strengthening the Soviet Union could be
accompanied with problems for the USA, mainly from the perspective of foreign policy
and relations with Western Europe. The rest of them think that a developing USSR
would be more beneficial for U.S. interests than a possible [source] of any sort of shock
in their country. (Jones said directly—“we wish [them] luck.”)
Some members of the group expressed concern that both countries’ focus on competition
with each other would lead to a mutual weakening, and thus simultaneously to a relative
strengthening of third countries, above all Japan. In this connection, Kirkpatrick and
certain others spoke in favor of reducing military expenditures in the light of domestic
interest in the USSR and the USA.
4. To what extent has the new political thinking become a part of the Soviet Union’s
foreign policy? The spectrum of judgments played out as follows. Kirkpatrick, who
believes that it was only a matter of Gorbachev’s personal style, was at one pole. In her
assessment, she “did not expect that the Soviet Union could have such an open and
democratically inclined leader.” As far the content of USSR foreign policy, in her words,
“there were only limited new expressions with the old background.”
Vance represented the opposite pole within the group. In his opinion, a lot of new things
had already been introduced as part of the content of USSR foreign policy, and it was
especially important that the principal elements of that new [content] be confirmed in the
decisions of the XXVII Congress, such as for example the concept of an interdependent
world. One cannot fail to see, he noted, that the actions of the Soviet leadership are
coordinated with those general principles; we are not just talking about propaganda.
The subject of Afghanistan was in the very center of the discussion about new thinking
among the group’s members.
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Proponents of the point of view that “the new thinking is nothing but words” shared the
position that “there is no reason for the United States to help the Soviet Union get out of
Afghanistan.” At most, U.S. “neutrality” toward a political settlement in Afghanistan
would be possible “in exchange for cutting all USSR assistance to Nicaragua, including
economic [assistance]” (Hyland).
Vance, Tarnoff, and Swing spoke to the effect that now the USA does not gain any real
benefit from the war in Afghanistan, but more and more they are risking the likely
collapse of Pakistan and the possibility of an American-Indian confrontation. Taking that
into account, in their view, the USA should not interfere with a political settlement in
Afghanistan, if the USSR finds a formula of such a settlement.
5. About joint venture enterprises. This concept drew a lot of interest both from the
practical (Peterson) and the ideological (Kissinger) points of view. The main issue,
which is still unresolved, in the opinion of the Americans, and which constrains the
practical implementation of such projects, is how the contradiction between western
companies’ focus on extracting profit, on purely business criteria, and the need to abide
by the requirements of Soviet law would be resolved. All the practical issues, first of all
those having to do with the share of joint venture enterprises in the USSR’s domestic
market, and those regarding procedures for repatriating the profit—require more
explanations.
6. What does the sphere of common Soviet and U.S. interests consist of today? All
members of the group were united in the opinion that the principal sphere of common
interests lies in preventing nuclear war, and creating and strengthening guarantees against
its outbreak.
Members of the group also considered the two countries’ reduction of military
expenditures as a sphere of growing common interest. Peterson emphasized that in the
last two or three years in U.S. business circles a serious concern has arisen about the
consequences of the growth of military spending and the corresponding U.S. national
budget deficit. He mentioned that fears of a deficit were very strong in business circles,
especially because its impact could affect literally everything—U.S. internal life,
relations with allies and with the “third world,” and so on.
As a result of conversations in Moscow, the belief in the idea of “exhausting the USSR
with the arms race” was undermined. Members of the group noted that in the face of the
USSR, the way it is imaginable in the future, the USA would not be able to allow itself
excessive military spending (Peterson, Tarnoff, Jones, Vance); otherwise, they would
exhaust themselves.
At the same time, members of the group essentially do not see any other spheres of
common interest between the USSR and the USA. The idea of complete elimination of
nuclear armaments is being received with alarm. There are three groups of arguments
against this idea.
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—the belief that nuclear weapons alone have preserved the peace for the last forty years,
and would be capable of preserving it in the future.
—the concern that if nuclear weapons were eliminated, the USSR would attain great
superiority in conventional weapons.
—that whereas thinking within the “nuclear” framework is sufficiently well developed,
the liquidation of nuclear weapons would return foreign policy thinking in the U.S. to the
level and concepts of the 1940s-1950s.
Concerns about the prospect of eliminating nuclear weapons are so strong that according
to the statements of some members of the group (Kissinger, Brown), the proponents of
arms control in the U.S. have “quieted down;” they are frightened of both Soviet
superiority in conventional armaments and of the possibility of an unprecedented arms
race in this sphere on the basis of new technologies.
The conclusion of the group’s members: nuclear armaments should be considerably
reduced on the basis of strategic stability, but not eliminated completely.
7. The prospects for Soviet-American relations, especially for the immediate future.
This is the main [subject] that was analyzed and discussed. On this, members of the
group expressed two opinions, which, strictly speaking, did not contradict each other.
First: in principle, there exists an opportunity to achieve agreement on disarmament
during this period, but only if we “untie” the Reykjavik package. In this case, an
agreement on INF could be the easiest to achieve. An agreement on SDI/ABM is not
impossible either, but it would require great effort.
Second: even if Reagan “wakes up” in the remaining two years and wants to achieve
agreement on something, nothing would come out of it due to the balance of forces in the
administration and the power of the extreme right to counter such agreements with
allegations to the effect that they would contradict the provisions officially accepted
previously by the administration.
It is telling that both the first and the second assessments were expressed by the same
people (Kissinger, Vance, Brown, Tarnoff). However, they all emphasized the need in
any case not to stop conducting an “intensive policy” toward the U.S., which would by
virtue of its existence neutralize the threat of the extreme right. And this threat, according
to the general assessment of the group, is real, and its scope is increasing along with the
growing difficulties of the administration and with national elections in 1988 drawing
closer.
II.

Conclusions and Suggestions.

The trip to Moscow, of course, did not lead the members of the group to change their
general views—nobody would have expected that anyway. The principal concepts of
goals remained the same as well. One thing has changed noticeably, however—the
opinion was confirmed that the USSR has started and will continue in the future the kinds
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of domestic reforms that might require deep corrections in American prognoses of the
future development of Soviet society—corrections of a political, economic and
international nature.
Perestroika is not seen as threatening to the U.S. interests, apparently mainly because
they are waiting to see how things progress here. U.S. Sovietologists obviously need
more time for a deeper analysis of the interconnections between the USSR’s domestic
and foreign policies in the future. Judging by everything, members of the group have in
mind to work out some kind of alternative to the Reagan course, but at this point they are
still unable to present it convincingly to public opinion and to the political elite of the
United States. There remains a certain lack of clarity after the mistakes [that have been
made] in their theoretical blueprints and practical actions.
Therefore, [we are facing] the task of [applying] incessant and effective political pressure
on the United States with the objective of countering Reagan’s course and of providing
support for those forces within the U.S. ruling class who stand against this course.
It appears that the most effective step here in the present circumstances could be to “untie
the package” that was proposed at the summit in Reykjavik, and to redefine the
relationships between its constituent parts. Tactically, such “untying” could be either a
one-time event, presented in some “dramatic” form, or more extended in time; either
instantly and fully open and public, or containing both public and diplomatic forms. It
would be most preferable to do it as a transformation of the “package” into a concept for
a “framework agreement” on the 1974 Vladivostok model.
A) The presentation of the “package” in Reykjavik was precise, right, and necessary. We
needed a powerful initiative, which would have captured public opinion, conducted an
assertive “reconnaissance by fighting” of the administration’s positions, would have
illuminated those positions, and would become a means of putting pressure on them.
And a powerful initiative should have had reliable insurance. Our initiatives have
fulfilled all those functions with distinction:
a) Reagan’s positions as a proponent of a military-force approach were exposed
to the maximum extent;
b) In terms of domestic support, the SDI is now weaker in the U.S. than it was
before Reykjavik—it is not an accident that Weinberger and the far right are
rushing with the decision to deploy [SDI]; in the Congress, the mood is
predominantly against a full-scale SDI, because of financial considerations as
well;
c) The administration is weaker in terms of foreign policy: Irangate became
possible only after and due to Reykjavik, it is a form of retribution against
Reagan for Reykjavik (simultaneously from several sides);
d) A deep split has occurred in public opinion in the West as a whole, which now
is using multiple channels of access to all aspects of relations between East
and West, as well as within NATO. This split is even more effective due to
the fact that it came as a complete surprise to the West;
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e) The ideas expressed in the “package” are still at work now, almost half a year
after Reykjavik, as a factor in mobilizing the elements of new political
thinking worldwide, and in counteracting the line of the Reagan
administration. But it is precisely the ideas [themselves], not the “package” as
such.
In short, we have created an extremely important and effective beachhead for our
offensive against Reagan. Today, without losing any time, we should expand it,
turn it into a beachhead for an offensive against the positions of the forces of the
far right, and of the active proponents of the arms race in general, while at the
same time ensuring opportunities for cooperation in this sphere with moderately
conservative and liberal groups in the U.S. and Western Europe.
Objective opportunities for this do exist. The Reagan administration stumbled backwards
after Reykjavik. Having [now] taken positions on SDI that are even more aggressive
than [those presented] during the summit itself, Washington, judging by everything, is
now trying to exclude any possibility of a positive shift on any of the issues of our
“package” beforehand, even as they state just the opposite publicly. It turns the
“package” into a dead end.
The White House, it seems, is deeply convinced that the “package” represents our
final position. The responses to your latest statements show that they were waiting for
new proposals or concessions from us. Not having received them, they must be thinking
now in Washington that any serious progress on the Soviet position is unlikely. In these
conditions, “untying the package” would become one more action that finally unmasks
the genuine essence of the U.S. position on the issues of limitation and reduction of
armaments.
B) We should not let the next U.S. trick go unanswered. For us, the “package” as
such is not a goal, but a means. The Soviet side should not allow Washington to sow
doubts about our intentions, shift responsibility for the lack of progress in the
negotiations to the USSR, [or] capture the political initiative by painting a prospect for
“fully realistic” 50% cuts for public opinion, and so on.
There is no guarantee that if we untie the “package,” the U.S. side would assent to
balanced agreements with us. The facts suggest a completely different tendency in the
development of Reagan’s position. But another point is equally true—in the atmosphere
of stagnation, one notices a dilution of borders in Western European public opinion, and
partially even in American [public opinion]: both superpowers are being perceived as
incapable of responding positively to the aspirations of the masses.
In politics, maximum freedom of maneuver is always valuable. The “package” in
its present form only ties our hands. We don’t have likely grounds to expect that
everything will work out on its own, that Reagan will have an epiphany—in Reykjavik,
he missed his best change to go down in history not as a clown (litsedei), but as a
statesman. For that, Reagan is not intelligent enough, and too limited in his freedom of
choice.
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In [our] analysis of the situation, we should take one more aspect into account.
Under the current correlation of forces, the USSR is confronting the USA not only in the
international arena, but also inside the U.S. itself. Of course, we cannot elect a “good”
President for ourselves, we cannot persuade him to make “good” policy for us. However,
we can protect ourselves from the worst. Today this would mean: increasing pressure on
Reagan and the circles standing behind him. Adding more flexibility and dynamism to
the Soviet approach would strengthen such pressure.
C) Are agreements on separate issues in our interest? I think yes. We never
formulated the issue as “all or nothing.” We are not presenting it in such a form now
either: we are not linking the “package” with nuclear testing, [or] chemical weapons.
What kind of agreements are possible in principle?
1. INF, with a simultaneous discussion about tactical missiles. For us this would
be tantamount to removal of a very serious threat. [It] would boost our reputation in
Europe. In the end, [it] would make our relations with China easier.
In any case, it is unlikely that we would have to penetrate SDI, if it is ever built,
with intermediate-range missiles. Untying the “package” makes this agreement
attainable; preserving the “package” blocks it. Here the benefit of untying is obvious.
2. A 50% reduction in strategic weapons, with a simultaneous emphasis on our
readiness to proceed to full nuclear disarmament. If it were possible, the benefit of such a
reduction would be unquestionable in all respects: political, economic, moral, and
military. Building up strategic offensive weapons would make sense only in order to
penetrate SDI, but we still have to undertake a comprehensive analysis of this issue.
3. The following model of a settlement also deserves consideration—a 50%
reduction in strategic weapons (the number of delivery vehicles and the number of
warheads would be decreased by half in real terms, while each side would have the right
to decide the relative proportion of ICBMs, SLBMs and heavy bombers); a simultaneous
decrease by 50% in U.S. and Soviet intermediate-range missiles in the European zone;
and a reduction in U.S. forward-based systems by 50%. If the U.S. agrees to adequately
reduce its forward-based systems in Japan and South Korea, [we should agree] to bring
the number of [our] intermediate-range missiles in Asia (and respectively in the U.S.
territory) down to 100 (warheads).
At the same time, we take into account that the United States links the
implementation of measures on INF in Europe with strict verification. Consequently,
U.S. territory as such would be left outside of the verification regime, while inspections
in England, the FRG, and other countries would require complicated coordinating
procedures with the national governments.
Will the U.S. go for such decisions? It is already clear—not under Reagan!
Under these conditions, our readiness for an agreement outside the “package” would have
the following pluses for us:
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—[it would] uncover the true positions of the U.S., and become a powerful and long-term
instrument of pressure on the Americans and their course;
—[it would] play the role of a stimulus to limit appropriations for SDI in the American
Congress; the stimulus [would be] even more effective if we could preserve existing
limits and cut at least some armaments, at least the INF. The political and psychological
effect of such a step would be very significant, especially taking into account U.S.
growing financial difficulties.
4. SDI proper. At this point, the Soviet Union stands by its position of a
complete rejection of all military technologies that constitute the basis of this American
program. If we want to be logical and persuasive in our struggle with SDI on this
platform, we have to be ready to put forth the idea of not just limitation but full
renunciation of ABM systems, i.e. of a toughening of the requirements of the 1972 ABM
treaty. Any limitation is always misleading, it leaves loopholes for circumvention and
misunderstandings.
A ban on ABM [systems] would mean very little real change for us, because
during the last decade systems have emerged against which there exist no effective
counter-systems so far; and the quantitative limitations under the treaty are very poorly
linked with the actual scale of possible massive strikes. Consequently, the Moscow
ABM district has significance only as a research and testing ground for the contingency
in the event the question arises about deploying a system of defense for the national
territory.
It appears that the U.S.—at least up to the point of actual testing of the developing
technologies on real targets—is not going to engage in negotiations with us on the subject
of turning the ABM treaty into a treaty banning ABM [systems]. The latter would
become possible only in case testing within the framework of SDI returns disappointing
results, or if the systems themselves turn out to be so complicated and expensive that
Washington would prefer to cut back the system. However, testing outside the
framework of the existing treaty would mean the end of its existence, unless,
understandably, the sides agree to something else before such testing.
The issue of making a concession to the Americans in terms of a “broad
interpretation” of the ABM Treaty could be raised in practical terms only if there was
appropriate compensation on Washington’s part—for example, finding an agreed upon
modus on the legal status of space; [or,] further, developing regulations on certain kinds
of activities in space, or even better—in relation to objects in space; and finally,
formulating objective criteria to distinguish between the defensive and non-defensive
character of systems allowed to be deployed in space, and the methodology for verifying
implementation of the agreed-upon obligations.
What is the point of putting forth this kind of consideration? First of all, it would
not be expedient retrospectively to give our opponents a pretext for alleging that the
USSR made success in Reykjavik impossible by linking nuclear disarmament to SDI.
Secondly, by providing details of our approach (explaining terms, such as laboratory
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research, and so on.) we would demonstrate that a development of this kind was already
possible at Reykjavik, had the United States wanted to bring our positions closer
together. Thirdly, raising a number of questions for discussion would allow us to weaken
the link between the ABM and SDI without any damage to our reputation, and to accept
the principle of parallel negotiations.
In general, partial agreements—on SDI and on all other issues—are in our interest in
terms of their potential content and by virtue of the fact that their existence as such would
expand and strengthen the political and legal basis of Soviet-American relations. We
need to clear the way for such agreements as much as possible.
D. The initiative is in our hands now. We put forward far-reaching proposals, and took
steps to make their implementation a reality. The U.S. and the West responded with all
kinds of “buts” and “ifs,” [both] artificial and genuine doubts. The task now is to remove
artificial obstacles and to present for the judgment of world public opinion the genuine,
deep motives of American policy. For this we need a new breakthrough—with the
understanding, however, that the reaction to such a breakthrough in the United States
would follow the familiar pattern (which is more than plausible), and that some time later
we might need to further develop our proposals in the interests of maintaining constant
pressure on the U.S. (the matryoshka principle in formulating our initiatives).
From the perspective of the USSR’s national security, the “untying of the package” does
not present any real “minuses:” the content of the proposals essentially remains the same.
The fact of untying in itself does not in any way signify the automatic conclusion of
agreements on conditions that are unfavorable to us. We also preserve the possibility of
proposing other linkages and packages should such a need arise.
There could be a difficulty of a propaganda nature on the issue of why in Reykjavik we
thought it necessary specifically to present a package and not a set of proposals. It seems
to me that this difficulty could be overcome by suggesting that we abandoned the
“package” principle in response to the initiatives of the West European states, and that
this represents a concession [on our part]. Such a step would also expose the positions of
West European conservatives, and would show how much their “desire to achieve
agreements with the USSR” is really worth.
Would the untying of the “package” be interpreted as an expression of our excessive
interest in [reaching] agreements? Of course it would. But this is how everything is
interpreted now anyway. The Reagan administration cannot raise the level of their
demands to us—it has already been raised to the limit, and the general political
atmosphere and the positions of the administration are not at all what they were in 19811982. At the same time, it is still a long while before a new administration comes to
power.
However, taking into account [the possibility] that with a new administration coming to
power more favorable conditions could develop for achieving agreements, including on
SDI, it appears most expedient to prepare [our] positions in advance. “Untying the
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package” would now be seen as precisely that kind of preparation, beyond everything
else. To the contrary, taking this [step] closer to the time of achieving future agreements
would give the U.S. further grounds to draw conclusions about our excessive interest in
agreements.
A public speech announcing the untying of the package, if it were to take place in the
immediate future, could compensate, in the eyes of the world public, for the fact of our
reciprocal resumption of nuclear testing. This consideration is not decisive here, but it
also needs to be taken into account.
E. It is extremely important now not to lose the tempo we have developed, and not to
lose time. If we want to untie the package, we need to do it right now, because later the
effect of it will be much weaker:
—at present, nobody expects a step like this from us; on the contrary, it looks as though
in the West and in the United States the impression is growing that we have “written off
the Reagan administration;”
—the U.S. elections are still a long way away. Closer to the start of the electoral
campaign many people would inevitably interpret such a step as an effort to influence the
outcome of the elections;
—objectively, we still have several months to complete the agreements before the
electoral campaign starts, and under these conditions our approach would be perceived as
a natural one;
—for these and many other reasons, we should not create the impression that we are
providing any kind of “advance” to a future U.S. administration;
— “Irangate” will conclude in some way. Depending on its resolution, our approach
could be interpreted either as “dealing the final blow” to Reagan or, on the contrary, as a
concession to the President, who has emerged from the crisis in a “strengthened”
position;
—finally, informed people will see this as our positive response to what many prominent
foreigners have said in Moscow.
Therefore, if we undertake the untying of the package in the immediate future, it will
look objectively as one more expression of our good will and common sense, and a
practical expression of our new thinking, the unity of words and deeds.
And one more consideration. This experience demonstrates that the U.S. concludes
significant agreements when they sense the strength of our position. The advent of this
moment will be connected, beyond everything else, to the demonstration of our
unquestionable achievements in the material sphere. Such a time will come, obviously,
in several years. It will be at that point that a “breakthrough” of some kind in SovietAmerican relations will become possible. Therefore, it is expedient to view the actions
we undertake now as an “accumulation” of authority and positions in anticipation of that
sort of moment in the future, and as a long-term political investment.
F. Of course, untying the package would present us with new tasks.

11

We need a profound study of the full spectrum of positions and arguments for
contingencies involving both a U.S. refusal to reach agreement with us (in general or on
separate issues), and an expression, now or in the future, of readiness for agreement on
their part.
In particular, we need to study the entire set of issues regarding the possibility of carrying
out joint programs in space (including verifying that certain kinds of military activities do
not take place there), as well as cooperative programs in the arena of “high technology.”
In effect, we did not even touch on the possibility of [developing] programs in the
military sphere, starting with direct contacts between defense agencies up to, possibly,
certain “unified” systems of command and control.
The legal aspects of overflights of national territories by space weapon systems if and
when such systems start to be deployed (whether or not they should be shot down in
peacetime) should be studied too.
Another big theme for analysis is the possibility of using international procedures and the
services of third countries on matters of verification, arbitration, etc., on a mutual basis.
At the same time, it should be emphasized that the issues listed above as well as other
problems demand careful analysis on our part in any case, regardless of the “package,”
the untying of which might only necessitate a certain acceleration of such work.
However, again, an acceleration of that kind would be desirable in any case.
[Source: State Archive of the Russian Federation, Fond 10063, Opis 1 Delo 388
Translated by Svetlana Savranskaya for the National Security Archive.]
Contributed by Elizabeth Charles.
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Politburo February 26, 1987
On Soviet-American Relations and Negotiations on Nuclear and Space Armaments

National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book
"The INF Treaty and the Washington Summit 20 Years Later," translated for
the NSA by Svetlana Savranskaya.

Gorbachev. Geneva is coming to a dead end. And we need to move to a new
level of conversation. We should invite Shultz to come here. First of all, to cut off the
broad interpretation of the ABM [treaty]. By continuing the Geneva negotiations in their
present form, we are pretending that nothing has happened and that we are willing to
tolerate all the American insolence. This borders on a betrayal of principles. And if they
keep dragging it out, [we should] shut down rounds 7 and 8 and begin new negotiations
on [the basis of] our proposals.
Gromyko. Maybe we should tear the SS-20s from the package? Of course, it
would be a step backwards but it [will be undertaken] under new conditions. And to
achieve a partial agreement. It would take a lot of brains for America to agree to a
comprehensive settlement.
Dobrynin. We weren’t counting on that either.
Ligachev. What if we employ our reserves at once—the medium-range missiles?
Dobrynin. The main aspect here is political, but also [matters for] propaganda.
Gorbachev. Reagan’s political game is very clear to us—to give political sanction
to SDI after he leaves office, and at the same time to preserve some impression that they
are searching for something, for some resolution. We could respond with two actions at
once—give them a sharp rebuke, and negotiations. But that would satisfy them. They
will tangle our reins and at the same time pretend that they are in favor of an agreement
but we are the ones undermining it. Meanwhile, they will win time for developing their
SDI.
The biggest step that would make an impression on the outside world, on public
opinion, would be if we untie the package and agree to cut 1,000 of our most powerful
missiles.
Ligachev. If we agree to cut medium-range missiles right now, we will win right
now. And our defense will not be weaker as a result. We would win a lot in public
opinion.
Gorbachev. Yes, we need to smooth out the negative consequences of
withdrawing from the moratorium. I support Yegor Kuzmich’s proposal plus a 1,000unit cut. Without that, Western Europe will not agree to remove the American
intermediate-range missiles (the Pershings). In the arena of public opinion, we will put
pressure on the United States by showing that we are in favor of mutual trust. And do it
after the 7th round, go straight to the administration, above the heads of the negotiators.
Or invite Shultz to Moscow.
Ligachev. What losses do we incur if we take the SS-20s out of the package?
Gorbachev. We need SS-20s to delay the deployment of SDI.
Ligachev defends his position.
Marshal Sokolov reminds about the French and British missiles.
Gorbachev. Here you are losing the political perspective? There will be no war
with Britain or France. It is not possible. And the mid-range missiles, if we remove
them, would change absolutely nothing here.
Shevardnadze. I am also in favor of making a decision on the mid-range missiles
because after the French test explosion and our [explosion] we have to compensate with

something … Regardless of how we justify our explosions, they weaken trust. And we
should not delay this decision.
Ryzhkov. But the Europeans supported it … (the renewal of testing).
Shevardnadze. France—yes … And one more thing: we still do not have a final
position on weapons in space: what is permitted and what is not.
Gorbachev. Could we sell the medium-range missiles for an agreement on
Afghanistan?
Dobrynin. No, this will not work. The Americans do not want either one.
Shevardnadze. We should continue the course respectfully, patiently. When
Armacost comes, we will talk to him.
Gorbachev (concludes). This was a useful discussion. We start from the
assumption that as difficult as it is to conduct business with the United States, we are
doomed to it. We have no choice. Our main problem is to remove the confrontation.
This is the central issue of our entire foreign policy. But we should not build our policy
on illusions. We should not count on capitalism suffering an economic crisis. It will find
a way out, as it has done before. We should not think that we would have a militarily
weaker opponent if arms reductions succeed because the sole interest of that state (USA)
is power. Thus, competition will continue in any case. And it is a very serious
[competition]. However, modifications will be taking place in all directions in the world
arena, and we should not feel doomed. The process is underway in the United States as
well. But we should not work only in the direction of America. We need to carefully
select other main directions besides the American one.
The renewal of tests is working against us. There will be major [negative] impact
… Therefore, let’s untie the package. Let the comrades prepare [materials]—when and
at what level this should be done. But we have to do it before the 8th round of
negotiations begins and before Shultz comes to Moscow.
Maybe a statement by me? … Before the whole world? … It was difficult to go
for the test …
Let’s make the statement regarding untying the package some time in mid-March.
This will be our response to public opinion. And this would ameliorate the negative
reaction to the renewal of nuclear tests to some degree. But we had no other options.
We should respond to all the hints from those who want to work with us. Such
hints are coming, directly or implicitly, from Thatcher, Kohl, and Mitterrand. We should
be more assertive in pulling them all out of their “American complex” and pulling them
toward us.
We should give answers as well on the issues of cutting 1,000 heavy missiles, on
the imbalance in conventional arms, on offensive weapons in Europe, on the nuclear-free
corridor, on reconsideration of our doctrine, on the principle of reasonable sufficiency—
i.e. on all the issues that are now being discussed at the negotiations and by the general
public. We have to work on the Chinese direction. [We should] try to entice Deng
Xiaoping to come to Moscow. Shevardnadze should go to Austria. We should remove
Rajiv Gandhi’s concerns about Pakistan. We should request from our institutes—from
Primakov and Arbatov—that they provide us with an objective scholarly analysis once
per quarter, every 100 days. Let’s entrust Arbatov to “convene” it.
[Source: the Archive of the Gorbachev Foundation, Moscow

Translated by Svetlana Savranskaya for the National Security Archive]
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

April 10, 1987

National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book
"The INF Treaty and the Washington Summit: 20 Years Later"
Svetlana Savranskaya and Thomas Blanton, Editors.

Dear Mr. General Secretary:
It has been a long time since you and I last
commupicated directly.
I am pleased that the
visit of Secretary Shultz to Moscow offers us an
opportuni ty to resume our direc·t dialogue.
I can recall at Geneva sitting before a fireplace
and commenting that YQ~ and I were in a unique
position. Together we can make the difference in
the future course of world events. Let us pray
that you and I can continue our dialogue so that
the future will be one of peace and prosperity for
both our nations and for the world.
I can also recall commenting to you ·that the very
~eason we are ~ngaged in arms reductions
negotiations is because of military competition
·that stems from the fundamental mistrust be·tween
our governments.
If we are able to eliminate that
distrust~ arms reductions negotiations wiil be
much easier.
There has been a recent incident that has caused
problems between our ·two countries,' and I feel
. strongly about this issue. At the same time,
however, I am encouraged by many of the steps you
are taking to modernize your own country and by
the improved dialogue between us on arms
reductions. There has also been some progress on
human rights, although much more needs to be done.
But the dialogue on regional issues has been quite
fruitless so far, and I hope that we can make
strenuous efforts in this area, especially on
Afghanistan ..
.
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Secretary Shultz will come to Mo~cow prepared to
deal with a broad range of issues. He will carry
with "him positions that I have reviewed carefully
and that are designed to improve the" climate
between our two countries and to build on the
progress we have already made in the arms
reductions area.
I look forward to positive discussions during
Secretary Shultz' visit, and to a personal report
from him immediately upon his return. Nancy joins
me in sending very best regards to you and Raisa.
Sincerely,

His Excellency
Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev
General Secretary of the Central Comm itrt ee
of the Cornmunipt Party of the Soviet Union
The Kremlin
Moscow

Memorandum of Conversation between M. S. Gorbachev and U.S. Secretary of
State George Shultz
April 14, 1987

National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book
"The INF Treaty and the Washington Summit: 20 Years Later"
Svetlana Savranskaya and Thomas Blanton, Editors.

(In the beginning of the conversation G. Shultz handed M. S. Gorbachev a personal letter
from President of the United States Ronald Reagan)
Gorbachev. I had a brief look at the contents of the letter. I welcome it. As I
understand it, this letter, so to speak , is in the nature of an invitation.
Shultz. Yes, and in addition, it represents the personal contact which, the
President believes, has been established between him and you.
Gorbachev. I see it as a certain stimulus for us. I want to say that
notwithstanding all the difficulties and all the upheavals, we are continuing to strive for
cooperation with the Reagan administration. We have already accumulated a certain
experience in communication, and we have some results. And most importantly—the
United States will remain the United States, regardless of which party and which
administration is in power. The United States remains a country with its national
interests. And we start from that assumption.
Shultz. This is a reasonable approach.
Gorbachev. It is part of the new thinking, which we are developing right now.
And we are calling on you to join the campaign to spread this new thinking.
Shultz. This morning I had one of the most interesting conversations of all my
meetings with Soviet leaders. I have in mind my meeting with Mr. Ryzhkov about issues
of the economy.
[.…]
Shultz. Yes. And besides, in Reykjavik, you and the President emphasized the
importance of verification. I repeatedly quoted your statements from Reykjavik to that
effect, and I noted your Friday speech in Prague as well. We presented a draft of the
treaty, which contains detailed proposals on verification. You, for your part, informed us
that you agree with all the principles of verification proposed by us, and maybe even wish
to go further. The key here, of course, is to agree on concrete details, therefore we are
waiting for a detailed response to our proposals. We believe that the INF treaty should
become a model for the future in terms of verification.
We hope that subsequently it will lead to agreements on strategic weapons, which,
as you said in your speech on Friday, represent the core problem. By the way, from the
perspective of verification, there are very strong arguments in favor of a complete zero
version on INF. It would be substantially better, from the point of view of trust, to have
the ability to verify the end result. We hope that you will still consider arguments in
favor of global zero.
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But I repeat, on the two central issues of the treaty, we are clearly on the way to
an agreement. What emerges here is the question about shorter-range missiles. We have
studied your proposal, which your Minister explained to me in detail yesterday. I would
like to focus on the principles, which, in our view, must determine our decision on this
issue. Generally speaking, they do not contradict the concrete stipulations of your new
proposal, although I have to say that we have not yet analyzed all of these concrete
proposals fully. The first of these principles is that we need to start from an
understanding regarding a ceiling on these missiles.
[.…]
Shultz. […] additional work will be required only for coordinating the
quantitative parameters of this agreement. Here are the principles: first of all, to establish
the ceiling at your present level minus the missiles being withdrawn from the GDR and
Czechoslovakia. But the ceiling is necessary. Secondly, this ceiling or zero [missiles]
(depending on what we agree on) will be applied on a global basis.
Gorbachev. What do you mean by “a global basis?”
Shultz. That we would not have such missiles at all, or we would have some
number of them on a global basis.
Gorbachev. Deployed in the USA, in Asia, or on bases?
Shultz. Zero on a global basis, or some number regardless of where they are
deployed.
The third principle is a principle which we consider important in our relations in
general—the principle of equality. Today we do not have such missiles. Therefore, we
need to have the right to a level equal to you, regardless of whether we would use this
right or not.
Gorbachev. But we want to eliminate these missiles.
Shultz. However, that will not happen overnight and would require a certain
amount of time while the negotiations take place.
Gorbachev. If in this agreement the Soviet Union undertakes an obligation to
eliminate tactical missiles within some defined period of time, for example within a year,
then why would you want to increase your armaments?
Shultz. We want to have the right to have an equal level.
Gorbachev. I think we should search for some formula here.
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[.…]
Gorbachev. […] There should not be any obstacles for verification. There should
be guaranteed access for inspections of industrial enterprises, whether private or stateowned, of bases, including those in third countries, places of storage, plants, depots and
so on, regardless of whether any particular company has contracts with the Pentagon or
not. Concrete proposals on this issue should become the subject of negotiations.
Regarding the related issue of the shorter-range missiles. We are willing to start
and hold negotiations on such missiles simultaneously with negotiations on the INF. If
you think that an agreement on the INF would be achieved before an agreement on
operational-tactical missiles, then it could include the principles governing shorter-range
missiles. In that case, we would withdraw and eliminate a part of those missiles in the
context of the INF agreement. Simultaneously, we would conduct negotiations on the
remaining missiles. And besides, we are in favor of their elimination, and such a decision
would remove all our questions about equality, global basis and ceilings, i.e. it would
satisfy your principles. We could resolve the question of Asia in the same way we
resolved the INF question.
Shultz. What do you have in mind?
Gorbachev. We would have an equal level for both the USSR and the USA
outside of Europe, or a zero level. In other words, we are in favor of a global decision.
Shultz. We think that it does not make any sense to discuss geographical location
in connection with these missiles at all because they are highly mobile.
Gorbachev. In any case, we are in favor of a global zero level.
[.…]
Shultz. I think we have a basis for a possible agreement. First of all, the issue of
the shorter-range weapons would be represented in the treaty on intermediate-range
missiles. I think it is clear to us which weapons we are talking about.
Gorbachev. As we understand it, about the SS-23 missiles and other missiles of
this class.
Shultz. The issue of the shorter-range missiles will be resolved on the basis of a
global ceiling. The initial ceiling will be determined by subtracting from your current
level the number of missiles now deployed in the GDR and Czechoslovakia. Then
additional negotiations will be conducted about the remaining missiles. During that
period, the United States will have the right to have an equal level with the Soviet level
on these missiles. At the same time, the Soviet Union would announce in advance
(although it is up to you to decide), that its position at the forthcoming negotiations would
presuppose elimination of the remaining missiles. We have not decided yet what our
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position would be at these negotiations. But we will be talking about some quantity; I
cannot say precisely how many right now. Therefore, the question of what the final equal
level would be—zero, or some other [level]—would be decided at the negotiations.
Gorbachev. You obviously are defending the position you came here with and
which you formulated before we proposed elimination of all shorter-range missiles, not
only those deployed in the GDR and Czechoslovakia, but all the rest of them. You did
not know when you were formulating your position that we would agree not just to freeze
but to conduct negotiations and eliminate the shorter-range missiles within a short timeperiod. Why then would you need to increase your armaments—I simply do not
understand. There is no logic in that at all, with the exception maybe of a purely
legalistic interpretation of the right to equality. But this, it seems to me, is just casuistry.
[.…]
Gorbachev. […] we should look at the issues in their entirety. And naturally, we
should also consult with our allies.
Shultz. I still think that the complex of issues relating to the INF and shorterrange missiles is one thing, and other issues constitute another complex.
Gorbachev. I would not link tactical missiles with the INF and the shorter-range
missiles. We will still get to them.
And now I propose to take a break, after which we could discuss the issue we first
considered in Reykjavik: strategic offensive weapons.
(After the break)
Gorbachev. As I understand it, yesterday you and E. A. Shevardnadze had an
exchange about strategic weapons. Maybe we could now briefly summarize the positions
of each side?
Shultz. I will say honestly that I was somewhat disappointed. It seemed to me
that we made good progress in Reykjavik. However, we have not moved any further.
We agree now, as we agreed in Reykjavik, to have the ceiling on the number of
warheads on strategic offensive weapons at 6,000 units, and of strategic delivery vehicles
at 1,600 units. We also agreed in Reykjavik that the reductions would affect all the main
elements of the nuclear potential of both sides, the entire triad. I remember your gesture
during the meeting at Hofdi, so to speak, to cut all currently existing quantities by half.
Gorbachev. We came to a good agreement then—to reduce all components by
half. Mr. Nitze, it seems, does not agree with me, because that agreement was reached
without him.
[.…]
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Shultz. […] from the point of view of our Air Force, it is quite a firm limit. In
particular, on the number of planes with air-launched cruise missiles. The quantity of
these cruise missiles is definitely limited at a level of 1,200 units, or, if that limit is
exceeded, it would be necessary to reduce the number of ballistic missiles, and our Air
Force has quite far-reaching plans. They believe that they have good “Stealth”
technology, cruise missiles and so on. The proposed version also limits the allowed
number of SLBMs, of which we now have a considerable quantity. Besides that, if we
keep our ICBMs in the modernized version, the number of SLBMs would be even more
strictly limited. Therefore, it was not easy for us to squeeze into all these limits, but we
believe that it could be done. We thought that it would be acceptable in principle for you,
too. That is why we, in particular, consider the sub-level of 4,800 within the overall level
of 6,000 warheads important.
Gorbachev. But in Reykjavik, we specifically walked away from all these sublevels. There, as you remember, we talked about the fact that the structure of strategic
offensive weapons on each side has its own historically developed special features. The
relative weight of each of the three elements of the triad is different for you and us. And
then, as I see it, we came to the understanding that the problem hides precisely in those
sub-levels, that they are the reason for the dead end to which the negotiations came
because in the discussion of those sub-levels each side tries to ensure its own security
interests and insists on certain things that are unacceptable for the other side. This is how
the dead end emerges. That is why we proposed to take the triad as it exists now, and to
cut it all in half in five years. The triad would remain, but at a different level—reduced
by half. The formula is simple and clear. But now I am starting to suspect that you don’t
want to stand by what you personally, Mr. Secretary of State, called acceptable in
Reykjavik. Maybe Mr. Nitze does not like this formula, but it is a simple and realistic
one.
Shultz. In our view, it is ineffective because it is does not ensure stability and
does not ensure the necessary equality. In principle, we agree with the idea that in the
process of reductions we need to respect the existing structure of strategic forces. But at
the same time, our goal is to achieve equal levels and stability. This is the main idea that
was passed to the Nitze-Akhromeev group for consideration, so that they would be able
to translate it into concrete parameters. A purely mechanical reduction by half will not,
in our view, produce a reasonable, appropriate result. I repeat—the general idea is to
subject all elements of the triad to reductions and at the same time to take some of the
concerns of the other side into account.
Gorbachev. Mr. Secretary of State, do you think that it would be fair to say that
strategic parity exists between our countries today?
Shultz. You have more ballistic missiles than we do. We have a different
structure of forces, and I have to say that in the framework of your structure you have
colossal ICBM forces, far exceeding ours. Also you undertook quite impressive steps in
other spheres. In general, in our view, you have a very impressive arsenal.
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Gorbachev. So what do you mean—we do not have strategic parity?
Shultz. Of course I would very much like to feel confident in this respect and to
believe that everything is in order. However, we witnessed a powerful process of
modernization in the development of your forces, and an increase in the number of
missiles and warheads, and that caused great anxiety among us. This is precisely why
under President Reagan you saw such a stepping up of U.S. efforts in this sphere.
Gorbachev. And yet the fact remains that we have an approximate equality
between us, a parity in the quantitative sphere, in the sense of power and potential of our
strategic forces. And even though it exists at a very high level [of armaments], and
disarmament is needed, we do have stability today. You are saying that you feel
especially threatened by our ICBMs. We feel even more threatened by your side’s
SLBMs because they are less vulnerable, equipped with MIRVs, and very accurate. And
even though you have undermined the last mechanism limiting the strategic arms race—
the SALT II Treaty—we abide by its limits. As is known, we reduced the number of our
missiles before. I still think that we do have a common understanding that strategic
parity exists between us. Therefore, if today strategic parity is ensured within the
framework of the existing structure and quantity of offensive strategic weapons, then we
will preserve the balance when we reduce them by 50 percent, but at a level twice as low.
Isn’t that so? And that way we would avoid all of these calculations, confusion, mutual
suspicions and accusations of bad intentions, which emerge when we start talking about
sub-levels. It seems to me that we found a simple and clear mechanism for resolving this
issue in Reykjavik, and I thought that you agreed with it, you personally, Mr. Secretary of
State. That is why I am so surprised today.
[.…]
Gorbachev. […] I think here the Administration got caught in a trap of its own
making. Large contracts have already been placed, entire sectors of industry were
engaged, you are placing your bets on a breakthrough in information technology systems.
Do you really think that, as President Johnson used to say, whoever controls space
controls the entire world? If this is your policy, then it is based on a misconception, on a
serious misconception. And that is bad for you, and for us, and for the entire world.
In Reykjavik I said that if the U.S. Administration was so attached to SDI, then
we could give our agreement to the continuation of laboratory research, and then you
could say that SDI was preserved as a research program. We thought through this issue
once again. We thought about what could be done to untie this knot that had been tied by
the administration. We can talk about it with you. We thought through the issue of what
would constitute laboratory research that would not contradict the ABM Treaty, what
would “laboratory” mean in that context. We are explaining to you now for the first time
what laboratory research would mean. We believe that it should mean research in
laboratories on the ground, in research institutes, at production plants, at testing grounds
and fields. Maybe we could look for compromise on the basis of such an approach. We
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could discuss during negotiations precisely which components would be barred from
deployment in space.
This is what we can propose. Frankly speaking, we are making our “final efforts”
because the position of the U.S. administration is one of very real extortion from its
partner, it is a position of treating its partner disrespectfully. One cannot do business like
this. And think about how our descendants will remember us. [....]

[Source: the Archive of the Gorbachev Foundation, Moscow
Translated by Svetlana Savranskaya for the National Security Archive.]
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Politburo April 16, 1987
About the Conversation with Shultz
Gorbachev: It was a serious conversation. Shevardnadze did some serious work with
him. They worked at night. He brought two planes of experts with him. It was a visit to
find out what could be “extracted” from the USSR. It is hard to make any real policy
with such people. They are too closely connected to the military-industrial complex. But
we made a correct assessment—the administration needed to have something [to show] in
relations with the USSR. They understand that if eight years end negatively in this sense,
it would be a big minus for the Republicans. And we have not seen any greater interest
in relations with us on their part.
Shultz is a special figure. He understands where policy begins—from dirt. I tried
to get him to engage in a realistic conversation. I spoke about the broad interests of our
two countries, about the fact that other states are interested in the improvement of
relations also. I tried to persuade him that nothing would work out in terms of the
improvement of international relations if we only consider your interests and our
interests. We have to have a common balance. And if we admit that, then we should
abandon the temptation to command others.
The world is interconnected, interdependent. Let’s all think. Today there are
Republicans, tomorrow Democrats. But there are also the national interests of the United
States. We will maintain relations with the present administration to the very end. But
the question is: can we decide anything with you, can we achieve anything? Not a single
administration in the past had such chances to achieve something in relations with the
USSR. And what’s happening? Nothing. Are you capable of anything or not? Your
behavior is politically inexplicable. You insist that you are observing important changes
in the USSR, but you do not make any corrections to your policies.
I lashed out at him, too, on the issue of spymania. I told him that he, Shultz, is
himself the main spy, as well as our Shevardnadze—the main spy, and all ambassadors
are spies. You know everything about us, and we know everything about you. And that
is good.
We had a long and detailed conversation about the missiles. He tried to convince
me that he personally and the President were in favor of the agreement. And I told him, I
have an impression listening to you that you are walking around hot porridge and cannot
make a decision to do anything.
I told him: show us what you came with. Because as soon as the time comes to
decide something serious, you throw us something ugly, or something like that in
international situation.
What are you going to do—increase your armaments? Why are you so obsessed
with tactical missiles, that we have more of them and so on? We are going to destroy
them, so why do you have to increase your armaments with your “Lances.”

Overall, the conversation was good, but essentially empty—we did not move
anywhere.
Shevardnadze. Shultz ensured me that both he and the President are in favor of
the agreement.
I told him, we are sick and tired of cajoling you. We might get tired of listening
to you too. Our people have their own pride. And besides, we are not planning to pull
you out of your “Irangate.”
He started to threaten me with their Congress. He did not reject the “key
stipulations of the treaty,” but did not accept them either.
Their general tendency is hardening in all directions after Reykjavik, including
the INF—they want to keep 100 units and are against the global zero [idea].
The question arises—where do we conduct negotiations on operational-tactical
missiles? The Americans insist on Geneva—i.e. together with the INF negotiations, but
in a separate group.
On the medium-range missiles we have [good] prospects and we should look for
solutions. He was counting every dollar—how much the elimination of medium-range
missiles would cost, how much the elimination of chemical weapons would cost, where
to direct those freed resources if they would really be freed.
Gorbachev. We treat it simply here: Zaikov, for example, proposes to
immediately direct those resources to build other missiles. (Laughter)
Shevardnadze. They are unleashing targeted propaganda: we, the United States,
are in favor of creating a defensive system, and the Soviets are in favor of offensive arms.
We have to recapture the initiative here.
Gorbachev. In other words, I made Shultz understand that there would be no
summit without results on the missiles and on arms control in general. The “explosion”
of resentment will be worse than a nuclear one, especially in the third world—and there
are billions of people there.
Ryzhkov. Eduard Amvrosievich hinted that in three or four years there will be
something “bright” in our economic sphere and other spheres of relations between us.
Gorbachev. I am personally in favor of removing all the residue from our
relations, of doing it persistently. Judging by everything, Shultz is inclined to move in
this direction. We too need to develop a conception of economic relations with the
United States.
We are holding to the correct line. They will not get away from us, we will
persist like this.
We will inform Thatcher. We will tell her that we are hoping for a rational
approach (to Soviet-American negotiations on nuclear weapons) and that we took your
comments into account.
Source: Archive of the Gorbachev Foundation, Moscow[

Translated by Svetlana Savranskaya for the National Security Archive.]

Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 493-494.
Wednesday, May 6 [1987]
Short staff meeting to make time for George S. to come in. NSC
postponed also. George came in to tie up loose ends about arms deal
with Soviets. I approved trying to persuade Helmut Kohl to join in
offering zero zero on short range missiles.
Then Ross Perot came in on our dealings with Vietnam. I have
named General Vassey as my rep. to seek info. on our POW’s. Ross
is convinced some 350 or so are being held in Laos. I’m trying to
persuade Ross to step back & not indicate we should try normalizing
relations – trade, etc. until we get the truth on our POW’s.
A quick lunch and then to Marine 1 & off to York, PA the
Harley-Davidson motorcycle plant. They have done a remarkable job
climbing out of a slump. Japanese competition was destroying them.
We invoked a 201 a temp. use of tariffs to allow them to reform to
meet that competition. A year early they told us to cancel the
protection. It was thrilling experience. They haven’t just improved
production, they have a team from the workers on the line to top
management & they can out compete any one. It isn’t a factory, it’s a
religion.
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The foJ,lowinq ,
ance for th
Defense and Space
NegotiatingdGroup to the Wegotiations on Nuclear and Space Arms
for Round ft1:I, beginning May 5, 1981. Except as modified
below, guidance for Defense and Space Negotiating Group for the
previous rounds remain in effect.
'

OVerall Objectives and Approach: The principal u.s. goal
in the Defense and Space area remains' the preservation of the
option to deploy, if we hoose to do so, a anced strategic
defenses which 'meet au
riteria in a saf
nd stabilizing
manner as soon as po
e, pre~erably
cooperative transi
tion to greater re .
on defenses.
egotiating, group
should continue t
with the S
he basic elements
of the U.S. app
efense an
sues, with the
purposes of re,
• objec
nying any conflicting Soviet gOfJ.
u.s. oB
or the Defense and
Space Negotiating
n ,Round VI

'3.

To present fii'
the .new o. S.
al in Di'fense and
Space as presented
retary Shultz'
s meeting in Moscow
April 13-16 and out
in paragraph
through seven
below. ,Negotiating
should emph
as appropriate,
that this new proposal represents a continued U.S. effort to
respond to Soviet concern~ and to identify practical near-term
steps to achieving agreements compatible with our longer-term
goals. Negotiating Group should nQte that previous u.s.
package proposals remain on the table but that the Soviets have
rejected tbea.
-

To continue to fo
priori'tles: To faci

defen... · •• ~~ a"

ment to taken, to
1y verifiable re
constraints
and to revers
discuss how to.
managed transition
combination with r

Whil~ maintai
on the U. s, propos
proposals, as they

he principal
U.s. agenda
~;&;CI1iP1:ld to the wor

on the highest u.s.
fective strategic
ion for such dep1oy
table and effective
sive ,arms, to avoid
ABM Treaty, to stop
eaty regime; to
possible jointly
trategic defenses in
11istic missiles.
of the negotiations
espond to Soviet
e Defense and Space
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NeCJ0t,latin9 Group. and i ' intel'l'elationshl
by continuing to'crit
e, question and
dance with ~e guic!a
."low.anc! prey!
pointinq to ways 1
the u.s. PI'
concerns, and by
inq the SOY.
approach and to
stead an
entail l i m i t a t t h e co
on deployment ra
addition
developm~nt and tes

with other areas,
be them in accor
nstrtietions, by
respond to $oviet
simplify their
hat would only
U.S. has proposed,
ions on research,

4.
The new U.S. p
1, not a JWP,
d be the princ~pal
focus of the'Defens
Space Negotia
in Round VIII.
Insofar as the Sovi
ve described
as a "Statement
of Principles,· we
wish to pur
h a drifting
.8Jercise and instead wish to pursue a treaty along the lines of
t~e new u.s. proposal.
If the Soviets suggest continuing work
db· the JWP, the Negotiating Group should tell the Soviets that
the ~ has served its' purpose by highlighting the differences
between the sides and that since the Foreign' Ministers I meeting
had already' taken place in Moscow, the United States sees
little further value in a JWP. However, at the Negotiatorls
discretion, the Negotia nq Group may enga
in preparing a
JWP, as a means of e
ting proqress to
d a -Treaty, re
flecting the new u.s
posal as outli
elow.
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,.• -c:
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s. New O.S. Pro
Neqotiating Gro
Union rejected
tic missiles by
mulated a·new Defen
associated with our
reductions in strat
START Treaty enters
proposal incorporat

In present!
point out
roposal
f 1996,t
Space pro s

ew proposal,
ause the Soviet
e offensive ballis
States has £01'
his new proposal is
lish 50-percent
ven years after the
fense and Space
ns:

proposl!~_to

ffensive arms
force. This
following' pr

a. Non-Withdrawal. Both parties would commit through
1994 not to withdraw from the ABMTreaty in order to
deploy operational defensive systems. whose unilateral
deployment presently is not permitted under the ABM
Treaty, provided certain other conditions are met (START
reductions p~oceed to so percent as-scheduled in accor
dance wit.h the START Treaty).

After 1994,
its chooainCJ
e
t further r
ed otherwi

>.

c. ASM
iiqhts un e
deploy defens
restrictions
Treaty will
aqreed o'therw

UICUSstflEO

ther side can deploy
r the tems of this
e to the ABM Treaty,
side exercises its
agreement to .
nq, any remaining
d with the ABM
unless mutually
I'

3'~
rejects a bianket
ve alters the
tomary internation
were a side to
d to the subject.
ts supreme inter
ts to terminate {in
aw (in case a side
ardized).
Any failure to meet
the START Treaty
to terminate this
ssociated with the
f. Entry into Force. This agreement will be documented
in the form of a treaty which will not enter into force
before the associated treaty covering 50 percent re
ductionsin strategic offensive forces enters into force.
oposal, the Negot'
a commitment wo
the treaty in
eme national'
~e Soviets

6. In presenting this
make clear that (1) s
ability to withdraw
breach or because
continue to insis
the ABM Tre.aty.

'ting Group should
not alter our
nse to a material
st, and (2) we will'
their violation of

70 In addition,
stated
rns with being abie
to predict the cour
future rese r
e Defense and Space
Negotiating Grog2_s
propose a ·pr
ility package.
In addition to.our
us Open Labor
s proposal and our
proposal for Recipr
bservation of
ng, this package
might include a fo
ual exchange
ogrammatic data.
It is intended that
a predictabi
ckage not entail
any additional restrictions on United States programs beyond
those indicated above. FYI: Negotiating Group should emphasize
the Open Laboratories Initiative pending receipt of interagency
papers on the qther two portions of the predictability package.
End F Y I . '
.
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If the Soviets pro~se the sides develop a "Statement 'of
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and Defense and pace fora, the
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9. NST Relat
the Nuclear and
Negotiating Group
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e Standing C
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IX (Reftel D) •

10. If the Soviet
list of systems' an

ose that the
es banned fr
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agree on a specific
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should say that
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III
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Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 495-496.
Tuesday, May 12 [1987]
At 9 A.M. a phone call (secure) to Helmut Kohl (W.G.
Chancellor). This was a session on our intermediate range nuclear
missiles. I wanted him to know we weren’t going to pressure him on
the short range missiles. They have real concerns about being left
with nuclear weapons that would explode on Germany & being left
with Soviet superiority in conventional weapons. But I think he’ll be
cooperative.
Then it was a good meeting with Repub. Cong. Leadership.
Main problem is getting an extension on debt ceiling before May 28
when if we don’t have an extension we’ll be in default. Talk is of
getting a 60 day extension so something can be worked out. I asked
them to consider a ceiling based on Gramm, Rudman, Hollings
(G.R.H.) – to carry us until budget was balanced with the ceiling each
year based on G.R.H. deficit allowed each year.
Then back to NSC meeting – subjects Nicaragua, Contra
leaders are planning a Democratic government system. Then the
Philippines election. It looks like Acquino will win big. On Malta there
has been an election & for 1st time in years a pro U.S. Prime Minister
has been elected.

Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 504-505.
Monday, June 8 [1987]
Get away day – breakfast at 7:45 then up & going. I left at 10
A.M. for the Cipriani Hotel on one of the small islands of Venice – our
home for the next 5 days. Nancy left at 10:15 for Stockholm – another
program in the anti-drug crusade. She’ll rejoin me on Wed. This was
a busy day. We helicoptered to an Italian Naval station then took a
boat to the hotel – many official greeters along the way. Arriving at
the hotel a little before 11 A.M. then to a room for briefing on bi-lateral
with P.M. Fanfani & his team.
I had a phone call from P.M. Mulroney – Canada about taking
some action on S. Africa. I urged him to hold off until after Margaret
Thatcher’s election Thursday.
Finally, my meeting with old friend Yasu Nakasone, P.M. of
Japan. I was able to tell him of partial lifting of the sanctions imposed
because of the transistor dumping by some of their companies.
They’ve made some improvements so we lifted $51 million of $300
million in tariffs. This was made public at 4 P.M.
Then dinner lasted til midnight mainly because Margaret &
Helmut did battle over whether to go zero on the very short range &
tactical nuc. weapons. She says no & I had to differ with her although
I explained it shouldn’t happen until after we had negotiated on end to
chemical weapons & reduced conventionals.
For a while it looked as if they were going to try to settle the
whole summit in this one evening. Bet at last.
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National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book
"The INF Treaty and the Washington Summit: 20 Years Later"
Svetlana Savranskaya and Thomas Blanton, Editors.

NATIONAL SECURITY VECrSION
VIRECTIVE NUMBER 278

ESTABLISHING A U.S. NEGOTIATING POSITION ON SRINF MISSILES

~

The United States' consistent position in the Intermediate Range
Nuclear Forces (INF) negotiations in Geneva has been that any INF
Treaty must include concurrent ,constraints on Shorter-Range !NF
systems (SRINF), constraints which are global, result in equality
between the United $tates and Soviet Union, apply to only O.S.
and Soviet systems, and enhance the security of the NATO
Alliance. ~
.
Following indications during Secretary Shultz' meetings in Moscow
that the Soviets were now prepared to negotiate seriously on
these systems, I directed an intensive process of consultation
within the NATO Alliance to determine which specific SRINF
constraints would best serve NATO interests. Based on a NATO
consensus, and the unanimous advice of my senior advisors,
including the Joint Chiefs of Staff, ! have decided to formally
propose the global elimination of U.s. and Soviet Shorter-Range
INF missiles as an integral part of the INF treaty now being
negotiated in Geneva. In doing so, I am also reaffirming our
long-standing position that cooperative systems, in-particular
the Pershing Ia missiles belonging to the Federal Republic of
Germany, are not and cannot become the subject of U.S.-Soviet INF
negotiations. ~
The remaining portions of our INF position are unchanged. In
particular, it will continue to be u.S. policy aggressively to
seek the total elimination of Longer-Range INF systems, although,
on an interim basis, we are prepared if necessary to accept a
treaty based on the formula.! agreed to with General Secretary
Gorbachev in Reykjavik of an equal global limit of one hundred
warheads on each side, with none in Europe.
~
The United States is committed to NATO's strategy of flexible
response, and will not permit the defense of NATO to be decoupled
from the American nuclear arsenal. It is a manifestation of this
commitment that I directed that the United States take no
position on specific SRINF constraints until we had heard the
views of our Allies and were confident that they -- like we -
recognize that such an agreement would make NATO safer and more
secure. ~
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Politburo July 9, 1987 [Excerpt]
About negotiations with Americans on middle-range missiles.

National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book
"The INF Treaty and the Washington Summit: 20 Years Later"
Svetlana Savranskaya and Thomas Blanton, Editors.

Gorbachev: We are moving toward two global zeros on INF and operative-tactical
missiles. I.e. we are removing the question of 100 INF missiles in the East. This will
make a strong impression in China, Japan, and in their entire Asia. … We will get a huge
political victory.
As far as operative and tactical missiles are concerned, by removing them, we are
delivering blow at the seventy-two “Pershing-IBs” (i.e. at the American intention to
modernize the Pershings that were already stationed in Europe) We will put the
Americans in a difficult situation by our initiative. And we will sell it at high price. Let
them choose how and where they can make a reciprocal step.
About the third zero—the tactical nuclear weapons. Today we have a balance with the
USA both in the delivery vehicles and in the number of warheads.
If one takes kinds of systems, however, but in artillery the picture is more or less the
same, but in missiles, we have 1,500, and they have 150. But then they have 1,200
planes more than we do.
Since we are prepared to clear Europe from nuclear weapons, we will cut them, but on an
equal basis, taking the dual-purpose weapons into account. Here we need a general
conception.
[Source: Archive of the Gorbachev Foundation, Moscow
Translated by Svetlana Savranskaya for the National Security Archive]

Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 524.
Friday, August 7 [1987]
Howard had reached Bill Verity. He’s coming in Monday –
sounds as if he’ll take the Sec. of Commerce job. Brad Holms has
been confirmed as head of FCC. I’m getting a call from Dick Cheney
tomorrow at 1:30.
NSC – Frank C. is back from Europe – had good meeting with
Helmut & Margaret. We have some reason to believe the Soviets will
back down on the German Pershing 1A missiles. In the P. Gulf we’ll
probably move 3 more tankers on the 9th. I’ve written letters to Sen.’s
Boren & Cohen – Chairman & Vice Chrmn. of the Intelligence
Committee on policy regarding covert actions. We still protect my
right to defer notification of such actions if secrecy is necessary to
protect human life etc. Frank C. is a little on edge about Geo. S. &
Cap W. being a part of morning NSC meetings. I’ll let them work this
one out.
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GROUP

PURPOSE

rsvieow, "tJ~pQ,si tion$ i.n SrART a'ndDe fense and$p~q:e in
pr.e~aI'atiQ,p::~q~ upcomLng meet.ings. witib Soviet Fareig~
·tw!in~s,ter Sbe¥a~d~'Adze inQrd~r 'tQ,aete-rmine (1) if th~
UtlZL:o-ed Stat'e:~·~bould alte:r ~ts pOl'd:.£ionin "aflva'l)cea:nd (2)
wha·i; flf;!~"i,:Pili:ty Secretary $p-'U!tz sh.ould b.ave tQr¢$ppnd to
Soviet ~Q~~:S'.. .
!r()

Fot:s'lgn ~~niste:rShev~rcmadzew111havea seri~s ofn'teetings
ill"W;ashinft9~ Qn 15-17 Sep'be.e;..
These nte~ting wi!.l deal
with allfQl~;~ as,;pects erf' 'Obe U.,S..
StJv:iet. rela.t;.ioJl$b!:p:
buman .rigb,~~··t, teg.io,nal i.ssues:,an,<:l bi1.ateral is:saQ$ as weJ.l
as a,rms ·c~:at:rGl. The p~incirpal fpc'Us. of t.hisNSPG, however,
is a,:r;:.ms ·d$D;t'it'ol since the~ea~n.opoliqy deoi&~~n,$~~quire€!
i11 Qth~,J;. ~~ea$., 1j?hisNSPQ wil~be youJ:Qnly opportlitdty to
pe'~'sQnallY l:~vtew theo:utst;andi.ng arins xedliction$ issues
with yQ\l1;:' ~~ili:or adv i8.ors be:for.e' prQvidinq guidanoe: -to
Sec$'e1;.aryS~tllt.z I who will cc>nduQt th.e bulk of the mee'tings
'!'"

with

She~ax~ad~e.

Tbe most important arms reductions issues facing us are
whe't;ber (:~nd 1.f so how) t01lJodify our START and De,fense and
Space pps.itj.Oll in order. to :move closer to an acc~ptable
STAR~ Treat~.
I propose t:bJ~ NSPG focus on this ;issue..
Disc\1ssiGfiWill be ba$ed on 1:116 options in i,1:Je two oompa·rt
mented papers I provided you previously . .
On STAR!!', dis€ u ssian will focus en whether to mo"dify our
pO$itiolland all.ow mobile ICBMs, ·whethe·r to modify our

positiqn on ballistio

~issile

sUbiimits, and bow to

with sea-launched cruise ll1iss).4<e$..

is,sue c.oncerns mo.bile ICBMs.•,.

'.

d~al

The :mps,t coni;:enti,otts
,....
,
.

'.
Copy to:

The Vice' President
The Chief of Staff
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D,rn Ar-rT"T

In Defense and Space, sevElral Qptions have been pro.p.osed
which eire listed in the paper I p'rovided you ann wbiehI
will sw:rnn~~ize at the op.ening Of dis.cuScsioIh I· anticipa·te
·th.at S:ecre'tary fi.e:inberg,e:r will !lusgue a,gainst any change ttl
·our cur~entpo$.iti.on of ilb'n-wi'thdrawaI" from theASM !I':reaty
thrbug'b 19:~'4' i:n ret.uxn for alla:l?!Sll'r~d ri:9'ht to deploy
~bereafte,r..
Secretary S;nultz '~ill p~p~a.bly fav,Qrmodifyi;.ng
our positi~Jh
'
"

Althpug:htbe l:?ackqround, paper I forwaz'ded you SU9'ge:s-ti,$S~me
suppoz t; fO'.t' :e',c,tending the ho.n-w:i:t:'hdt'awal ~eriod th1:'Quqh
1997; I doubt t.hiswill be ,exp'r~sse(1 ~t;ron91y .Ln the meeting- ..
Most agen¢i,~;r~t;lgree there is no: 'r;eaSb'h to alter our :posiJdon
viv-·a-vis' the, sovi~ts no",.. .$,OlD.e 'be:lieve, however r that we
must review our pelicy because -Qf .c,oncern:s by the Joint
, Chiefs of$t,aff oVer what theyper,ce'i-ve to be the aut-omatic
end to the ABM. Trea.ty ,under Qur Cl1rrent pr9posal. Mo.s:t :o'f
Y(.lUr other ~qv;isors disagree witnthis interpretatitm -0·£ our
poli.cy ana. thus see no ne'edto ~bilP:g~our posi tioD.

Participa,nts at Tap B.
IV.

PRESS PLAN
White House phot0grapher eI'l-ly.

11•

SEQUENCE OF $VEN~S

The agenda is at Tab A.
I will open by asking for youz
comments; su,gg~sted talking po:i~rts are at Tab C,. I :will
then ask George Shultz to pfovidea .brie'f overview of the
meeting.. We wi,11 then spend zo minutes dd scu ss Lnq opt.Lons
for change' in our START posi tic,o, fo,llowed by a: simi lar
period QD Defense and space, Nb deeisions are required at

the meeting; decision documents to modify or reaffirm our
positions will be forwarded to you later in the week.
Attashments
Tab A
Tab B
Tab C

Agenda
List of Participants
Suggested Talking Points

Prepared by:
Linton Brooks
Will Tobey
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NA1'IONAL .:S~~CURITY PumqINc;, GROll}' ,Ul'rING
Tue$a~¥,September

8', 1987
Situation ROom
1:15 p .• m, -- 2:15 p-.~.

,For

s~veral

yeats we've had c.onsistent arms reduct.ion goa,ls:,

to qet verifi.aQ.:Le deepreductioil,s aIlqtQ pre,serve Qur

ability to
-~

mov~

I t appea,rs \'i.e

to a safer world thrbugfl SOl.

are near agreement in

1NF.

Now we ,must finisp

the task in Qtber areas •
...-

I doni t aC:Q~p!t ~l1e sq,gge:stions of SOD;l~ tll~t it is too 1~:p~
for us to get .a START agre'ementbef.ore. I leave crf fice.

I

\tlant a START agreement, but Qnly i.E it is a good one, one we
cap verify 'and w,tlich enhances

-,-

ou,rl3~.c~rity.

At the same time, I believe fully Ln Q.ur policy of seeking a
stable transiti@l'l to strategic def:e,hs,e,s.

We must set tfle stage for one day deploying effective
aefense$, ·antl"

se~k

to do so in a mannee that will strenqthep

strategic stability.
Georqets meetih9 next week is a chance to move toward these
two g.oals..

I want your thought.s today on how we can best

use that meeting.

Are we be't t.e r served by. movement in our

posi tiOD ,or are our current posd,tionstbe be,st way to gain
our obj:ectives?
I'm looking forward to your views so we can help p,repare
George for his discussions.
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Unofficial translation

Dear Mr. President,
I think you and I were right when last 9ctober we arrived
at what was virtually a concurring view that our meeting in
Reykjavik had been an ,important landmark along the path
towards specific and urgently needed measures to genuinely
reduce nuclear arms. Over the past several months the Soviet
Union and the United States have made substantial headway in
that direction. Today, our two countries stand on the threshold
of an important 'agreement which would bring about--for the
first time in

history--~n

Nuclear disarmament

actual reduction in nuclear arsenals.

being the exceptionally complex matter

that it is, the important thing is to'take a first step, to
clear the p aycho Log.i.c a L barrier which stands 'between the
deeply rooted idea that security hinges on nuclear weapons
and an objective perception of the realities of the nuclear'
world. Then the conclusion is inevitable that ,genuine security
can only be achieved through real disarmament.
We have come very close to that point, and the question
now is whether we will take that first step which the peoples

~

~

~
l:<
~

~c;)

of the world are so eagerly awaiting. This is,precisely what
I would like to discuss at greater length in this letter,
being fully aware that not too much time remains for the

l:<
'Il

-

'5

preparation of the agreement between us. The Reykjavik

l;S

]

understandings give us a chance'to reach agreement. We are
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\

facing the dilemma of either rapidly completing an agreement
.

on intermediate- and shorter-range missiles or missing the
chance to reach an accord which, as a result of joint efforts,.
has almost entirely taken shape.
It would probably be superfluous to say that the Soviet
Union prefers the first option. In addition to our basic
commitment to the goal of abolishing nuclear weapons, .
which

is the point of departure for our policy, we also proceed

from the belief that at this juncture'of time there appears to
be 'a convergence of the lines of interests of the United States,
the Soviet Union, Europe, 'and the rest of the world. If we fail
..'

to take advantage of

~.

.'

such a;;favorable confluence of' circwnstances,

those line will diverge, and who knows when they might converge
again.

~hen

we would

'risk losing time and momentum, with the

inevitable consequences of the further militarization of the
Earth and the extension of the arms race into space. In this
context I, agree with the thought you expressed that lithe
opportunity before us is too great to let pass by. II
To use an American phrase, the Soviet Union has gone its mile
towards a fair agreement, and even more than a mile. Of course,
I am far from asserting that the U.S. side has done nothing
to advance the work on

intermediat~and

shorter-range missiles.

We could not have come to the point when the treaty is within
reach had the United States not made steps in our direction.
fAnd yet, there is still no answer to the question why Washington
has hardened its stance in upholding a number of positions which
are clearly one-sided and, I would say, contrived. I would ask

you once again to weigh

carefully all the factors involved and

convey to me your final decision on whether the agreement is to
be concluded now or postponed, or even set aside. It is time you
and T took a firm stand on this matter.
I further request that you give careful thought to the
recent important: evolution in our positions on intermediateand shorter-range missiles, which in effect assures accord. We
are ready to conclude an agreement under which neither the
United States nor the Soviet Union would have any, missiles in
those categories.
The implementation of such a decision would be subject to
strict reciprocal verific,ation, including,
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course', on-site

inspections of,boththe process of the missiles' destruction
and the cessation of their

~roduction.

I have to say that we are proposing to you a solution which
in important aspects is virtually identical with the proposals
that were, at various points, put forward by the U.S. side.
For that reason in particular, therashould be no barriers to
reaching an agreement, and the artificial obstacles erected by
the U.S. delegation should naturally disappear, which, as I
understand, will be facilitated by the decision of the F.R.G.
government not to rnodernizethe West German Pershing 1A missiles
and to eliminate ,them. Of course, we have no intention to
interfere in U.'S. alliance relations, including those with the
F.R.G. However, the question of what

ha~pens

to the U.S. war

•
heads
intended for the West German missiles needs to be clarified. "
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We are proposing fair and

equit~ble

terms for an agreement.

Let me say very candidly and without diplomatic niceties: we
have in e f'f'ec t opened up the r'e ser-ve s , of our positions in order
to facilitate an agreement. Our position is 'clear and honest:
we call for the total elimination of the entire class of missiles
with ranges between 500 and 5,500 kilometers. and 'of all' warheads

an

for those missiles. The fate of

agreement on intermediate-

and shorter-range missiles now depends entirely on the U.S.
leadership and on your personal willingness, Mr. President, to
conclude a deal. As for our approach, it will be constructive,
you can count on that.
If we assume that the

u.S.

side, proceeding from conside

rations of equivalent security, will go ahead with the conclusion
of the treaty--and this is what we hope is going to happen--then
there'is no doubt that this

~~ll

impart a strong impetus to

bringing our positions closer together in a very real way on other
questions in the nuclear and space area, which are even more
important for the security of the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. and
with which you and I have come to grips after Reykjavik.
What I have in mind specifically are the issues of strategic
offensive arms and

spa~e.

Those are the key issues of security,

and our stake in reaching agreement on them is certainly not at all
diminished by the fact that we have made headway on intermediate
and shorter-range missiles. What is more, it is' this area that
is pivotal to the U.S.-Soviet.strategic relationship, and hence
to the entire course of military-strategic developments in the
world.

~

•

,\~.

" .... ~_ . . . : .
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At the negotiations in Geneva on those questions the
delegations, as you know, have started drafting an agreed text
of a treaty on strategic 'offensive arms. The Soviet side is
seeking to speed up, to the maximum

possibl~.extent,

progress

in this work and shows its readiness to accomodate the other
side and·to seek compromise

solutions~

To reach agreement,

however, a reciprocal readiness for compromise is, of course,
required on· the part of the United States.
Things are not as good with regard to working out
agreement on the ABM Treaty regime, on preventing the extension
of the arms race into- space. Whereas we have submitted a
constructive draft agre~ment that takes into account the U.S.
attitude to the question of research on strategic defense, the

u.s.

side continues to take a rigid stand. However, without

finding a mutually acceptable solution to the space problem
it will be impossible to reach final agreement on radically
reducing

strategic offensive arms, which is what you and I spoke

about in both Geneva and Reykjavik.
(

If we are to be guided by a desire to find a fair solution

t-

to both these organically interrelated problems, issues relating

~

to space can be resolved. The Soviet Union is ready to make

~
c:s

additional efforts to that end. But it is clear that this

e
~

Cl)

I:(

::s

cannot be done

I:(

unilateral advantages are not abandoned.

~
Q

Cl)

-
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~hrough

our efforts alone, if attempts to secure

I propose, Mr. President, that necessary steps be taken,

~

~

Cl)
~

in Geneva and through other channels, particularly at a high

::s

1

~

Cl)

l:lr:

~~

rill

'0..~,..~~i

i

,i

!
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level, in order to speed up the pace of negotiations so that
fUll-scale agreements could be reached within the next few
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months both on the radical reduction of strategic offensive arms
and on ensuring strict observance of the ABM Treaty.
If all those efforts were crowned with success we would be
able to provide a firm basis for a stable and forward-moving
.' -development not just of the Soviet-V.S. relationship but of
international relations as a whole for many years' ahead. We
would leave behind what was, frankly, a complicated stretch in
world politics, and you and I would crown in a befitting manner
the process of interaction on the central issues of security
which began in Geneva.
I think that both of us should not lose sight of other
'"
important security issues,
where fairly good prospects have now

emerged of cooperating for the sake of reaching agreement.
I would like to single out in particular the question of
the real opportunities that have appeared for solving at last·
the problem of the complete elimination of chemical weapons
globally. Granted that the preparation of a convention banning
chemical weapons depends not only on the efforts of our two
countries, still it is the degree of agreement between our
positions that in effect predetermines progress in this matter.
It is our common duty to bring this extremely important process
to fruition.
If the venee+' of polemics is removed from the problem of
reducing conventional arms, a common interest will be evident
in this area t00. This is the interest of 'stability at a lower
f

level of arms, which can be achieved through substantial
reductions in armed forces and armaments, through removing

7.
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the existing asymmetries and imbalances. Accordingly,'we have
fairly good prospects of working together to draw up a mutually
acceptable mandate for negotiations on conventional arms. The

,

'

.....

Vienna meeting would thus become a major stage in terms of a
.- military dimension, in addition to the economic, human and
other dimensions.
~ One more consideration: we believe that the time has come
/

.

to remove the cloak of dangerous secrecy from the military
doctrines of the two alliances, of the U.S.S.R. and the U.B.A.
In this process of giving greater transparency to our military
guidelines, meetings of military officials at the highest level
>

could also playa useful role.
Does it not seem paradoxical to you, tir. President, that
//
/
we have been able to bring our positions substantially closer
together in an area where

the~Jlerve

knots of our security are

located and yet we have been unable so far to find a common
language on another important aspect, namely, regional conflicts?
Not only do they exacerbate ,the international s{tuation, they
often bring our r-eLat i.ons to a pitch of high tension .. In the
meantime,_ in the regions concerned--whether in Asia, which is
increasingly moving to the forefront of international

:the.. Near; East or Central

politics,~'

.{Un~:rica--~nc·ou:r:aging'changes are

now·... ,..'

under way, refle(}'ting a' s~arch for' .a ipeac efuL settlement.I have in
mind, in

particular~the

growing desire ,for

nat~onal

reconciliation.

This should be given careful attention and, I believe,
f

encouragement and support.
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As you can see, the Soviet leadership once again reaffirms

~

..

.'

its strong' intention to build Soviet-U.S.relations in a constructive'
and busine s's Li.ke' SP.;L?7it. Time
those relations, and

we

m~y

flow particularly fast for

should treat it as something extremely

.' .precious. We are in favor of making full use of Eduar-d
Shevardnadze's visit to Washington-to find practical solutions
to key problems. In the current situation this visit assumes
increased importance. Our foreign minister is ready' for,. detailed
:dts~ussion8 wi th U~ S~

.

"

..

leaders on all questions, including' ways of

·r,eaching agreement· on problems. under discussion in Geneva and the
prospects and possible options for developing contiac t.s at the
summit level. He has all necessary authority with regard to
I want to emphasize that, as before, I

that~

am personally in favor

of actively pursuing a businesslike and constructive dialogue
with you •.

Sincerely,

M. GORBACH:B."V

National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book
"The INF Treaty and the Washington Summit: 20 Years Later"
Svetlana Savranskaya and Thomas Blanton, Editors.

Memorandum of conversation between M. S. Gorbachev and U.S. Secretary of State
G. Shultz. Excerpt.
October 23, 1987
Gorbachev: First of all, I would like to extend a warm welcome to you, Mr. Secretary of
State. Taking into account the fact that you came here soon after your meeting with E. A.
Shevardnadze in Washington, maybe we can say that our relations are becoming more
dynamic. We welcome this. The main thing now is the substance. And here, as it
appears to us, something is emerging.
Shultz: We always want to concentrate our attention on the substance. At the same time,
it is true that more and more active contacts at the upper levels help move the work on the
substance of important issues further. Therefore, a certain interconnectedness exists
between the process of our interaction and progress on the concrete issues. I think we can
make note of considerable progress on the substantive issues. In my toast at breakfast
yesterday, I said that in ten years history will register the fact that in Reykjavik we
achieved more than at any other summit in the past.
Gorbachev: I agree with you. I would say that an intellectual breakthrough took place in
Reykjavik, and that it was very powerful, that it had a shocking effect, resembling a
reaction at a stock exchange. Later, when many things calmed down, and when people
figured things out, it became generally accepted that Reykjavik opened a new, very
important stage in the political dialogue between our countries, especially on the most
important issues of security.
I would like to welcome Mr, Carlucci, who arrived with you. We are hoping that he will
make a positive contribution to our search for resolutions on the issues under discussion.
Shevardnadze: Mr. Carlucci made a constructive contribution to our work in
Washington.
Gorbachev: Why don’t we do the same here?
Shultz: I have worked with Mr. Carlucci since the 1970s, when he was with the
government’s Office of Economic Opportunity—the organization, which works on
helping to solve such problems as poverty, assistance to the poor, and so on. Then he
worked with me at the Office of Management and Budget. That is the organization whose
members constantly reject requests for resources from other government bureaus.
Overall, Mr. Carlucci has more extensive experience in various government bureaus than
perhaps anybody else. He has worked in the departments of Defense and State, in
intelligence, and on issues of domestic policy. He has rich experiences and we always
work well together.
Gorbachev: Then he should know well that there cannot be any agreement if the
interests of the partner in a negotiation are not taken into account. I say this because S. F.
Akhromeev and P. Nitze, who are present here, act differently: they want to bargain for
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better conditions for their side, to achieve superiority for the Soviet Union and for the
USA, respectively.
Shultz: I am sure this does not characterize Akhromeev. It does characterize Nitze.
Akhromeev: We were able to agree with him on many issues.
Gorbachev: I think that the fact that the military takes part in our meetings is also very
important. It shows that our relations have reached a new stage. If we don’t intend to
fight each other and, more than that, if we are going to disarm, —then our militaries
should also know each other and work together.
Shultz: I completely agree with that. If one looks at the history of Soviet-American
relations, then one sees that in one sphere [our] cooperation was able to survive all the
highs and lows of our relations, and to preserve its constructive character. I have in mind
the interaction of our navies within the framework of the agreement on preventing
accidents on the high seas. Therefore, we would consider it important that meetings be
held between our defense ministers and other military representatives, meetings between
Marshal Akhromeev and the chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Crowe.
Gorbachev: Good. Let us now discuss how we are going to conduct our meeting. We
are in a process of democratization in our country now. And that means that this issue
should also be resolved in a democratic fashion taking into account both your and our
considerations. Maybe you could tell us what you discussed with E. A. Shevardnadze.
And then it will be clear what we should discuss with you today.
Shultz: Good. I would like to summarize briefly the discussions that took place. We
have developed a certain process, which allows us to consider all the issues that are of
interest to both sides. Within the framework of this process, the work is conducted on the
basis of combining meetings in a comparatively narrow circle with the work of the
working groups, which discuss more concrete issues. We believe that this is a good
process.
Gorbachev: Yes, this organization of [our] work has proven itself.
Shultz: We have assembled a good group to conduct the main negotiations: from the
Soviet side it is E. A. Shevardnadze together with A. F. Dobrynin and A. A.
Bessmertnykh; and from our side, myself, F. Carlucci, and R. Ridgeway. We created
working groups, which did some good work on such issues as bilateral relations, human
rights and humanitarian issues, arms control. We also created, I would say
spontaneously, a group on conventional weapons. Nonetheless, the most productive part
of the discussion on regional issues took place within the small group.
We discussed a number of arms control issues. The working group on conventional
weapons tried as much as possible to help the discussions, which are now conducted in
Vienna, about the mandate for future negotiations on conventional weapons. Another
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group held a useful discussion, in our view, on chemical weapons. As far as negotiations
on nuclear and space weapons are concerned, we had a separate working group on INF
and SRINF, as well as a working group, which discussed strategic weapons and space—
the ABM. In addition, these latter issues were discussed in a detailed way at the
ministerial level.
We came here with a task and instructions from the President to complete the bulk of our
work on the treaty on intermediate and medium-range missiles, i.e. if not to literally dot
the last “i”, then to reach a stage where it would be sufficiently clear that this task is
solvable. The President also starts from the assumption that the key issue is strategic
weapons. We have also noted your statement to the effect that this is the cardinal
problem, as well as another statement in which you said that the work on the strategic
offensive weapons could be completed before the spring of next year. We agree with this
task and we would like to have a sufficient degree of progress to allow us to talk not
about the INF but mainly about strategic weapons during your visit to the USA, which we
hope will take place, and to establish a foundation for completing our work in this area.
This is our goal.
We clarified a number of issues on INF and SRINF. It relates in particular to the socalled problem of Pershing 1A [missiles] in the FRG, as well as to some other issues. We
have to say that we resolved most of those issues at the ministerial level. There remain a
number of issues, which the working group was working on last evening and night. I
must say that I was disappointed with the report of that working group. I think that we
should make them do some serious work. We hear too many statements that such-andsuch issue should be left for consideration in Geneva, to which I say: no, this issue should
be resolved here because the people working in Geneva receive their instructions from
Moscow and Washington. Today, the people who can make the appropriate decisions are
gathered here, and it is necessary to resolve those issues.
In short, I was hoping to inform you that the main issues on INF and SRINF weapons
have been resolved. Unfortunately, I cannot do that. However, I can say that all of these
issues seem to be quite resolvable.
As far as the ABM and space are concerned, those discussions between us and within the
working group were, I believe, not useless. I think that we were at least able to identify
those key issues, on which we will need major political decisions. It also became clear
which issues will require a more comprehensive, detailed working through. I believe that
now, when we, while maximizing our efforts, are taking the final steps toward the treaty
on INF and SRINF, it has become especially clear how complex the issues of verification
are in all their detail and specifics. And when we start talking about the treaty on
strategic weapons, where even after the cuts there will remain a large quantity of
armaments subject to verification, the complexity and difficulty of control will be even
greater.
That is why we agreed that it is necessary right now to step up our efforts seriously in this
sphere. This is especially relevant to one big problem, which we admit. I have in mind
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our differences on ground-based mobile missiles. As I explained, the problem is not that
we have objections in principle to mobile missiles. To the contrary, these weapons in
principle have some advantages. The problem is that everything on which we agree
should be subject to reliable verification. That is why we agreed that this issue will be
given priority attention, so that by the time of your visit, which we hope will take place,
substantial work will have been conducted that will help you and the President to discuss
that issue.
Shevardnadze: In principle, I agree with the assessments presented by the Secretary of
State.
Gorbachev: I see, you have agreed on everything? What is left for me and the
President?
Shevardnadze: I said—in principle.
Shultz: If not for the work accomplished by you, Mr. General Secretary, and the
President, in particular in Reykjavik, we would now be so mired in a bog that we would
not be able to move a step.
Shevardnadze: Of course, the agreement achieved in Washington on the liquidation of
two classes of missiles was made possible only on the basis of Reykjavik. One has to say
that even after Washington, the positive tendency has continued, thanks to which we have
been able to achieve agreement on a number of issues that seemed very difficult.
Yesterday we were able to agree on a formula regarding warheads for the Pershing-1A.
That is a complex and sensitive matter. On that issue, we were able to find a solution that
will be acceptable to the USA, the FRG, taking their alliance obligation into account, and
to us as well.
The issue of the overall timetable for eliminating intermediate and shorter-range missiles
turned out to be rather difficult. Yesterday we agreed in principle that for medium-range
missiles it would be a three-year period, and for shorter-range missiles a year and a half,
with consideration for technological capabilities in this sphere.
Discussion of a number of issues will be continued. We had a good discussion on the
issue of non-circumvention, not allowing transfers of relevant technolgies to third
countries. I think a mutually acceptable compromise is emerging in this sphere.
There are still quite a few difficult problems in the area of verification and inspections.
These problems can be solved on the basis of an objective approach with the
understanding that there are a number of sensitive problems and difficult aspects touching
upon the interests of the United States and the Soviet Union.
Gorbachev: I think Mr. Shultz put it right when he said that the most important issue
now is no longer intermediate and shorter-range missiles, but the prospects for resolving
the problem of strategic offensive weapons, and the shifting of negotiations to the plane
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of practical decisions. As far as the remaining issues of the INF treaty are concerned,
they should be resolved in such a way that both of us have complete confidence and there
will be no anxiety regarding treaty implementation.
Shevardnadze: Yes, this is precisely the basis on which we should continue the
discussions. At the same time we emphasize that the United States has its own system of
missile production and deployment, which differs from our system. We have our own
system. And today we stated that in order to work out a realistic agreement, it is
necessary to take these differences into account.
Shultz: I agree with that. We do not argue with that.
Shevardnadze: I think that on some fundamental issues it is necessary to make a decision
now, today. We have to be clear. In the opposite case, if we leave these issues open, if
we transfer them to Geneva, they could persist for a long time.
Gorbachev: Yes, the main issues should be decided here, and leave only technical issues
for Geneva. We have the appropriate experience.
Shevardnadze: The second group of issues is disarmament. This, as was correctly noted
here, consists of the cardinal problem of radical reductions in strategic offensive weapons
and the ABM treaty. In this sphere, results have been more modest. I would say that it is
hard to speak of any results whatsoever. Yesterday I openly told the Secretary of State
that after Reykjavik the Soviet side made substantial changes, which took into account
the interests of the United States, and made significant steps toward the U.S. position.
However, precisely after Reykjavik, the U.S. administration added a number of
complicating factors to its position, which are causing problems in the negotiations and
retarding progress on the main issue.
Gorbachev: If we recall our Reykjavik marathon, then it was precisely the issue of the
ABM in space, which became the main obstacle that we were not able to overcome in the
end. Obviously, you drew the attention of the Secretary of State to the fact that space
remains the biggest obstacle. One also has to note that while we introduced positive
elements, elements of flexibility, into our position, the American side continued to stand
on its position of reinforced concrete. And it is precisely that position which impedes
progress toward an agreement on this issue, which is not only central to Soviet-American
relations, but is the most important issue for the entire world. How are we going to move
ahead?
Shevardnadze: Yes, it was precisely after Reykjavik that the new elements that are
making negotiations more difficult, such as the demand to eliminate all Soviet heavy
missiles, appeared in the American position.
Gorbachev: And by the way, we were ready to eliminate them, but in tandem with you,
in tandem with the elimination of all nuclear weapons.
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Shevardnadze: Absolutely true. And the American side is presenting demands to resolve
this issue on a purely unilateral basis. They are also raising the issue of banning mobile
ICBMs, and proposing to count middle-range bombers as strategic weapons when that
question was already decided in 1979 when the SALT II treaty was negotiated. Also, the
American side does not agree to resolve the issue of limiting the number of sea-based
cruise missiles. As you know, in Reykjavik we agreed to resolve this issue separately,
outside the framework of the main strategic triad. However, it is clear that if sea-based
cruise missiles are not limited, it could open a new channel in the arms race, and create
an opportunity to circumvent the treaty.
The American side raised the issue of stepping up discussions of verification. We believe
that if the main fundamental issues of the future agreement are resolved, we would be
able to find a solution to the issues of verification.
As far as the ABM treaty is concerned, yesterday I presented our position in detail. The
essence of it is that if there is any retreat from the mutual understanding achieved in
Reykjavik about the need for a 10-year period of non-withdrawal from the ABM Treaty,
along with strict compliance with its provisions, it would make it impossible to achieve
agreement on strategic offensive weapons. The American side is aware of the fact that
we developed and clarified our position on such issues as laboratory research, research
conducted at plants, testing grounds, etc. The USA is also aware of our new proposals
regarding development of a list of devices that would be banned from space, and our
proposals regarding the specific parameters and characteristics of such devices.
It so happened that we did not have time for a sufficiently comprehensive discussion of
this group of questions. But yesterday we reminded the American side that in order for
the summit to be fruitful and full-scale, it would be very important to coordinate our key
positions on these issues.
As far as chemical and conventional weapons are concerned, they were discussed within
the working groups. Today we will listen to their reports on those issues. We also
discussed such regional issues as the situation in the Persian Gulf in particular.
Yesterday, while discussing those themes, we stayed up almost until midnight. The
discussion was serious, and at times sharp.
Gorbachev: On this last issue I would like to say the following. It might seem to you
that sometimes we present demands against the position of the American side that are too
great. But here are two instances of principal importance. First of all, we are not sure
that you have calculated everything well, that you really understand where this policy
might lead for you, for us, and for the entire world.
Secondly—although in terms of importance it might be the main instance—we believe
that our interaction in the Persian Gulf is the freshest example that proves the possibility
of constructive cooperation between the USSR and USA in resolving a most acute
international problem. It was precisely this cooperation that led to the adoption of wellknown documents by the [U.N.] Security Council. We believe, and we have told you that
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and stated it publicly, that we still have substantial potential there. And we need to use
our coordinated positions on Resolution 5981 to the fullest extent, [in order] not to allow
that situation to escalate to a new level.
However, the United States is apparently offended by the fact that we did not support its
demand for sanctions, for a second resolution, and [you] decided to act alone, like “the
good old days.” We believe that the cooperation that has developed there is a positive
new factor, and is important for our overall relations. However, the United States has
preferred to throw away this interaction and to act alone. I will not talk about the reasons
for why it happened, but I want to say that your withdrawal from cooperation with us
creates disappointment. This political line is wrong. In addition, I repeat, we believe that
it could have very serious consequences, which, you, apparently, did not analyze. We are
watching America's actions. For our part, we are searching for ways to improve relations
with the U.S., ways to lead them to a new stage.
Shevardnadze: Mikhail Sergeevich, I presented our position during yesterday’s
discussions in that exact same spirit. We believe that it is very important to preserve the
unity of the permanent members of the Security Council. The Soviet Union proceeds
from the assumption that resolution of the conflict in the Persian Gulf is possible. But for
this it is imperative to use the capabilities of the UN Security Council, in particular an
organ such as the Military Staff Committee, to the fullest extent.
I would like to summarize. The agreement on INF and SRINF does not look like a
distant possibility any longer. Given mutual desires, I believe it is possible to complete
all work on this treaty in, let’s say, three weeks’ time. As far as the key principles of
strategic offensive weapons and the ABM are concerned, here some serious work is
required. But now, regrettably, we do not have a serious basis for resolving the issue of a
50% reduction in strategic offensive weapons under conditions of preserving the ABM
Treaty. I think that our task is to prepare a serious, solid basis for resolving this problem
for the summit.
Shultz: Speaking broadly, we have approximately the same impression. Nothing to
argue about here. As far as INF are concerned, I think that we should try to resolve the
majority of issues on the list prepared by the [working] group today. All that should be
left for Geneva would be editing work, dotting the last “i’s”. We would prefer not to
leave the resolution of serious issues for Geneva, where participants in the negotiations
would have to wait for instructions from Washington and Moscow.
Gorbachev: We would welcome such approach.
Shultz: As far as strategic weapons are concerned, this is a very important sphere where
we want to achieve some progress. E. A. Shevardnadze told me that you personally have
devoted a lot of time and attention to these issues, and that you probably would have
some thoughts, which you will present today personally. We would like to hear them.
1

A key Security Council resolution calling for an end to the Iran-Iraq War.
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Several words about the Persian Gulf. As you noted, one very good opportunity has
emerged—the cooperation between us within the framework of U.N. diplomatic efforts.
We want this cooperation to produce results. We believe that it could help resolve this
military conflict, which is poisoning the entire international situation. We think that there
could be nothing better to strengthen the prestige of the U.N. than to achieve success in
resolving a difficult problem. A success of that kind would be miraculous medicine for
the United Nations. Success would show people that if we undertake something, we are
capable of achieving our goals.
I would like to assure you that we do not strive to act alone. We want the process to
function, to work within the U.N. framework. As far as our ships in the Gulf are
concerned, there are now more ships from European states and from the Gulf states there.
American ships constitute only a third, or maybe a fourth, of the overall number of ships
there. Why do we and others find ourselves there? Because Iran and the war in this
regions represent a threat—a threat to our friends in the Gulf and to the flow of oil, the
main source of energy for the countries of the West. We have to provide support for our
friends in the Gulf. We have to ensure the safety of supplies of such an important source
of energy. Because now and in the future this region will remain one of the main
suppliers of oil for the entire world.
I told your Minister that our forces deployed in the Gulf would be reduced if the
acuteness of the problem is reduced. They are deployed there precisely in connection
with this problem, not to create a permanent presence there. […]
[…] We cannot discount that. At the same time we are not looking for confrontation.
However, we cannot allow the Iranians to have a blank check.
Yesterday we discussed this issue in detail. We discussed it from the perspective of the
situation in the Security Council. In the immediate future the U.N. General Secretary
will present a new version of a package solution on implementing the Security Council
Resolution for consideration by all sides. Iraq will accept this proposal. We discussed the
issue of what we would do if by the end of the month it becomes clear that Iran is
continuing to play games. How should we act in the Security Council in that case? We
believe that we should take this to the end. We cannot allow Iran to make a laughing
stock out of the U.N. Security Council. The Council has defined its position and it is
necessary that it take this to the end.
Gorbachev: I don’t want to get into detailed discussion of this issue right now. But it is
a serious, important issue. This problem could bury many things, including,
unfortunately, things in our relationship. I only want to say: we hope that you will weigh
all this, that you will not be overpowered by certain forces and emotions. This is very
serious business. It might lead to very serious consequences. Let us continue the line
that we have worked out together. Its potential has not yet been exhausted.
Shultz: I can agree with that. Indeed, we need to work within the U.N. framework
because something really important has happened at the U.N.
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Gorbachev: I would like to return to what we were discussing earlier. Indeed, we can
see that it is not just that the tempo of our progress that is accelerating. There is also a
certain amount of progress on the concrete issues under consideration. I would say that if
one takes a look at the progress from Geneva through Reykjavik to today, we have
succeeded in clarifying many issues.
[.…]
In their search for solutions the sides undertook concrete steps to meet each other
halfway. I must say sincerely: in our view, we undertook more of those steps. And in
you we still detect a tendency to squeeze as much as possible out of us. What can one do,
somebody has to do more, take this additional step, and we decided to do it. But this
movement that started gave birth to great expectations among our peoples, and in the
entire world. Therefore the anticipation that the next stage of our relations should
produce concrete results is completely natural. They have been waiting for them for a
long time now. If that does not happen, it would be a big loss both for the American
administration and for us. You cannot discount that.
It is from this perspective that I react to reports about the work conducted by you and E.
A. Shevardnadze. I have the impression that in the immediate future we could finalize
our work on the agreements on INF and SRINF. I agree that the principal issues should
be resolved here, in Moscow, while leaving our delegations in Geneva only technical,
editing issues.
I would even say: if we complete our work like this, that would be very important in and
of itself. It would be a very important event in the eyes of the peoples of the world. But
then people will rightfully ask: if we understand the importance of that agreement and if
we conclude that agreement in the immediate future, why would we then continue any
kind of activity in the sphere of production, testing and deployment of mid-range
missiles? Therefore, the right thing to do would be to announce a joint moratorium on
such activities. It could be introduced beginning November 1. I repeat, if we have an
agreement in principle that we will sign the treaty, then a joint moratorium on
deployment and any activities in the sphere of INF would be an important step that would
strengthen this political decision. It would show that the agreement would start working
de facto even before we actually sign it. I think that this important step would determine
the degree of our accord on this issue.
Now I move to the central issue—the issue of strategic offensive weapons and space.
You recalled my words in this connection. I confirm those words. We believe that
resolution of the issues of strategic offensive weapons and space would indeed be
extremely important for the security of the USA and the USSR because it is precisely
these matters that define the strategic situation. Therefore, finding mutually acceptable
solutions to nuclear and space questions becomes especially important and pressing.
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In Reykjavik we had a serious exchange of opinions on those issues. After Reykjavik we
tried to do something to reaffirm our readiness to reach resolutions on the complex of
those problems. What is the essence of the mutual understanding reached in Reykjavik?
The essence is the 50% reductions in offensive strategic weapons and the 10-year nonwithdrawal from the ABM Treaty. And what is happening in Geneva? Essentially,
bargaining is taking place there. Therefore we have been thinking a lot about what else
we could do to move ahead with a resolution to this problem in Geneva. Many issues are
being discussed there, a lot is being said. However, if you put it all aside, there are two
genuinely big issues. The first is ensuring strict compliance with the ABM Treaty, and
the second is the optimal correlation between the elements [that constitute] strategic
forces, the strategic triad.
As far as the first issue is concerned, we proposed to the United States not to use the right
of withdrawal from the ABM Treaty for ten years. We also proposed a second version,
which is also connected with the idea of non-withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. Trying
to meet the U.S. halfway, we proposed to discuss which devices could be deployed in
space, and which could not. We are waiting for your reaction.
As far as the second issue is concerned—the issue of optimal correlation between the
different elements [comprising] strategic forces, we considered this matter carefully once
more. We are proposing a new formula, on the basis of which we could determine the
limits on concentrations of warheads for each element of the triad. Besides, each side
would have an opportunity to compensate for the lower number of delivery vehicles on
one kind by increasing the number of delivery vehicles of a different kind within the
overall limit.
Therefore, we propose [the following]: the United States agrees to legally undertake an
obligation not to use its right of withdrawal from the ABM Treaty for ten years under
strict compliance with all of its provisions. The Soviet Union agrees to establish limits
on concentrations of warheads on different kinds of U.S. and Soviet strategic armaments.
Within the [overall] limit of 6,000 warheads, we propose to have not more than 3,0003,300 warheads on ICBMs, no more than 1,800-2,000 warheads on SLBMs, and not more
than 800-900 warheads on air-launched cruise missiles.
We believe that this kind of movement toward each other’s positions would lead us in the
nearest term to work out key positions on these issues. This would prepare the ground
for the next step—the move toward concluding the agreement. In that case, as I
understand it, when I arrive in the U.S., we would create the agenda, which we discussed
during your visit in April of this year. First of all, we would sign the treaty on the
elimination of INF and SRINF. Secondly, we would agree on the key provisions
regarding strategic offensive weapons based on the new compromise proposals. And
finally, we would incorporate the agreement about initiating negotiations on the problem
of nuclear testing that was reached between you and E. A. Shevardnadze. I think that
would be a solid agenda.

10

We see that not everybody in the United States is in favor of such agreements. There are
those who wish to undermine this process. They use all kinds of arguments for this
purpose, in particular the issue of the Krasnoyarsk radar station. I have to say that we
also have complaints about American radar stations. We could remove these complaints
on a reciprocal basis. Now I would like to inform you about our unilateral step. The
Soviet Union announces a 12-month moratorium on all work on the Krasnoyarsk radar
station. We are expecting a similar step from the U.S. in regard to the American radar
station in Scotland.
I think that we can take on the issues of strategic offensive weapons and space as they are
connected in a substantive, fundamental way.
Shultz: Thank you. I would like to respond to the proposals you have outlined. Of
course, every time you introduce proposals on important issues, we study and analyze
them carefully. Now I can provide you some considerations based on our analysis.
First of all, I welcome what you said on the INF, and your words about your readiness to
give additional stimulus to this work. We are also instructing our representatives so that
the main issues will already be resolved in Moscow.
As far as the ABM and related issues are concerned, among other things we have been
trying to clarify what your proposals consisted of. We believe that there is a certain
amount of progress here. I would like to have total clarity as to whether I understand the
proposals that you presented. This does not presuppose that the President agrees with
them. As you know, for him this is a very delicate, sensitive issue. I would like to have
an opportunity to present the factual substance of your position to him as precisely as
possible. Thus, as I understand it, you are proposing that we define a ten-year period of
non-withdrawal from the ABM Treaty with strong compliance with the Treaty in the
form in which it was developed.
Gorbachev: As it was before 1983. Then we did not have any differences. And besides,
that was not just our point of view. That is the point of view of the U.S. Congress. And
the Congress is, I am convinced, a very serious, very important body, which receives
reports, including reports from departments in which Mr. Carlucci has worked, from the
National Security Council, in which Mr. Matlock worked then, and other detailed
information. At that time we shared the same position.
Shultz: I would like to clarify—do you have in mind compliance with the Treaty in the
form in which it was presented, for example, in the report of our Defense Department
from March 1985? I mention this report because it was mentioned by your
representatives at the negotiations.
Gorbachev: In the form as this Treaty was understood and adhered to by both sides
before 1983.
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Shultz: I would not want to enter into any secondary arguments right now, because
different opinions exist about what was adhered to and how, and what they had in mind.
In our country, some people believe, for example, that the Soviet Union insists on an
even more narrow interpretation of the Treaty than the narrow interpretation itself. I
named one document for a reference, which your representatives cited, in order to
understand your point of view better.
Gorbachev: I repeat: we are talking not only about that, but also about the fact that
before 1983 the Treaty was interpreted and effectively enforced by both sides in the same
way. If now this creates some difficulties for you, I told the President in Reykjavik that I
am ready to help him out of the situation that was created as a result of the launching of
the SDI program. Our proposal—to agree on what can and cannot be deployed in space
under conditions of non-withdrawal from the ABM Treaty—allows [you] to conduct
research within the SDI framework. In particular, the second version proposed by us
presupposes defining concrete parameters for devices that are allowed to be deployed in
space. With that, naturally, it is understood that there should be no weapons in space.
But as far as the orders you have already placed with companies and research
organizations, they can be carried out within the limits of these agreed-upon parameters.
This proposal represents a compromise.
Besides that, we are moving in the direction of your requests regarding limits. For
example, when I say that there would be a limit of 3,000-3,300 ICBM warheads within
the total limit of 6,000 warheads, this represents 50%. This is what I promised the
President. As you can see, we are true to our word.
Shultz: I would like to clarify certain aspects. You should not interpret the fact that I am
clarifying certain issues related to space and ABM as indicating that I was accepting your
positions. I am not able to do that. I can only report on them to the President. Do I
understand correctly that within the ten-year period of non-withdrawal from the ABM
Treaty, activities which correspond to the Treaty in its traditional interpretation would be
allowed, along with activities in space within the limits of the ceilings proposed by you?
At the same time, such activities could not include deployments prohibited by the ABM
Treaty.
Gorbachev: As well as weapons tests in space. As far as permitted activities are
concerned, we could discuss and define that together.
Shultz: I think that enough has been said on this issue within the bounds of what can be
said at the present stage. I repeat, I was only asking clarifying questions, which do not
signify agreement with your proposals on behalf of the President. I believe that we
should conduct our conversation directly and openly.
Now another side of the question—how to implement the 50% reductions of strategic
armaments in practice? We believe that significant progress has been achieved on this
issue. I would like to present an alternative proposal for your consideration. Realizing
that the idea of sub-limits, at least of certain kinds of sub-limits has repeatedly caused
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problems, in particular during our discussions in April during my visit, we undertook an
analysis of the situation. Now we have a joint draft text of the treaty, at this point with
many brackets. We agreed on a total limit on warheads—6,000. We agreed that the
number of delivery vehicles and bombers will be 1,600. We agreed on the limit of
warheads on heavy missiles—1,540. We agreed on the rule of counting the bombers.
We have an agreement that the throwweight would be reduced by 50%, and now we
would like to achieve a legal affirmation of that in the text of the treaty, as well as a
confirmation that after such a reduction in throwweight there would be no future
increases. In principle, I think we have an agreement on this; however, we would like to
confirm that in the formulations of the Treaty. One of the limitations, which we have
proposed, and which was reflected today in your response, is the limitation on the number
of warheads on ICBMs—3,300. In Washington you proposed a sub-limit of 3,600 units,
but that was proposed as a maximum level for any of the elements of the triad.
We believe that the most serious difference between the elements of the triad is the
difference between ballistic missiles and warheads that are delivered by air and jetpropelled systems. Of course, land-based missiles are more precise than SLBMs.
However, the main distinction is between ballistic missiles and non-ballistic means.
Therefore, we would like an agreement to have as a minimum a certain number of
warheads on the air-based part of the triad. For this purpose, we proposed a limit of
4,800 for ICBM warheads. In the interests of moving forward, we would be ready to
remove our proposal about establishing separate sub-limits for ICBM and SLBM
warheads in return for your accepting the proposal on a summary sub-limit of 4,800 units
for ICBM and SLBM warheads. Within this ceiling, each side would be free to
determine the constituent parts.
As I said before, when we start talking about mobile missiles, it becomes very important
to be confident that the limits stipulated by the treaty could be verified. We are ready to
engage in work on this issue in Geneva. Frankly speaking, we do not see a satisfactory
answer to the problem of verification of mobile missiles. But maybe you can show us
how that can be done. Maybe we will be able to work on this issue before your visit to
the U.S. At the same time, I have to admit, I do not see how to solve this problem.
However, we are ready to work on it.
So here is the structure that we propose. Yes, and there remains the sub-limit of 1,650
units that we proposed. However, as you can see, in general we are making the problem
of sub-limits easier, on the condition that there would be a general limit on warheads on
ballistic missiles.
Gorbachev: I think that if we find an approach that would allow us to begin movement
on all the complex of issues of strategic offensive weapons and space in their
interconnectedness, then we should be able to resolve the issue of mobile missiles. By
the way, you too are planning to build mobile missiles. You are already building
railway-based MX missiles. Therefore it is a problem both for you and for us.
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Shultz: Yes, indeed, we are working on this. However, I would like to assure you that
we would prefer to introduce a ban on mobile missiles; we are ready to abandon this
program.
Gorbachev: But mobile strategic missiles already exist. Besides, as I said in Reykjavik,
they have a very short flight time. And what do you do with such a mobile system as a
submarine? They come very close to our territory. Besides, while it is known where
ICBMs start their flight, it is unknown with SLBMs.
Shultz: Both missiles have a short flight time. Beside that, once ballistic missiles are
launched, it is impossible to recall them. In short, ballistic missiles represent the greatest
threat, and that is why we consider it necessary to establish a limit on ballistic missile
warheads in view of their differences with air-based means.
Gorbachev: You have your own concerns, and we have ours regarding your strategic
armaments. I think that these issues should be discussed at the negotiations.
Shultz: I agree.
Gorbachev: I want to reiterate again what I have said many times before. We do not
want the United States, after the reductions, to find itself in a situation that would be
unfavorable for you, that would weaken your security, weaken your confidence in your
security. That would be bad for us as well. Because if one of the sides finds itself in
such a situation, it would try to find a way out of it, to seek the possibility of
compensation. Experience shows that both of us have found [such] answers. But it is
clear that this would not correspond to our interests.
Shultz: You expressed that idea in Geneva. I believe that it is a strong, important idea. I
agree with it. You also emphasized the differences in the structure of our strategic forces
then, the fact that neither of the sides could force the other to imitate an alien structure.
Precisely for this reason, having analyzed the situation, we decided to propose a joint
limit on the number of warheads on ballistic missiles, within which the sides would have
freedom—at least at the present stage—to determine the combination of warheads. We
cannot achieve everything at once. But it seems that it is possible to move considerably
ahead on this basis.
Gorbachev: I think now we have a basis on which to work on the key elements of
strategic offensive weapons. This could become the central element of the Washington
summit because as far as the agreement on INF and SRINF is concerned, all that remains
is to sign it. Signing key positions [on strategic weapons] could become the most
important outcome of the summit. We could give our delegations concrete instructions
on the basis of these key positions to work out a draft text of the treaty, which the
President and myself could sign during the President’s visit to Moscow.
Recently some of your representatives, Mr. Kampelman, for example, said that we need
to start seriously developing a treaty on strategic offensive weapons. They said if we
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could do that, then it would be easier to resolve the space issues. I want to say at the
outset, this is an unrealistic position, an unrealistic approach. Let’s not waste time on
such approaches. Issues of strategic offensive weapons and space need to be resolved
together because they are interconnected. On this basis, we are ready to move forward,
taking into account as much as possible each other’s security interests.
Shultz: I think that in terms of numbers and parameters, we have said all that we can for
now. I think that we sense a certain flexibility, a readiness for collective work. I have
the impression that it is unlikely that our representatives in Geneva will be able to
produce much in this sense. These are questions for you and for the President. However,
our delegations could create a good foundation for a fruitful meeting between you and the
President. I have several thoughts about this.
First of all, we could say to our delegations in Geneva that they should tackle the
problems of verification energetically and as their priority, especially the verification of
mobile missiles. Now we see how difficult the problems of verification are. We should
not leave them for February or March. We should focus on them seriously now.
As far as concrete positions are concerned, I think that our delegations in Geneva should
not so much bargain about numbers as place an emphasis on clarifying each side’s
principal approaches. We should talk about why you consider certain provisions
important, and why we consider other provisions important. I think that that would help
you and the President find resolution to those problems during your meeting.
Finally, I would propose that in addition to continuing our work on removing the brackets
in the joint text, which is useful, we should focus on the goal of having your meeting with
the President result in joint instructions for our delegations in Geneva regarding
parameters for the future treaty. I think that would be a good result of the meeting, which
would complement the work that will already have been done on coordination of the
treaty.
Gorbachev: From the very start I see weak spots in your proposals. First of all, you did
not even mention the problem of space. But if we leave this issue outside the boat, then
moving ahead on strategic offensive weapons will not make any sense. We have to
consider them as interrelated. Why does the American delegation in Geneva avoid
discussing the space issues, especially discussing the latest Soviet proposals?
Overall, I have an impression that with your three considerations, it is as if you are
throwing away the idea of developing key positions on strategic offensive weapons and
space. Instead, you propose to limit ourselves to some foggy formulas, talk about the
need to clarify positions, etc. Of course, resolution of the verification problem,
clarification of positions, removal of brackets—all this is necessary. However, our goal
should be the preparation of key positions, which we could consider and sign, so that by
the time of the President’s visit to Moscow, we would have an agreement on the entire set
of these issues.
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Your approach strikes me as undefined and foggy. In essence, it rejects everything that
we said for the purpose of clarifying [our positions] and signaling flexibility on concrete
problems.
I would like to repeat: we propose that our delegations in Geneva concentrate on
developing key positions for their adoption during the visit. Then it would make sense.
Otherwise, everything is moving beyond the term of the present administration. And that
would be too bad. Because we wanted to resolve [these issues] precisely with the present
administration. And this is possible. A lot has been already done. And we, as we see it,
are capable of concluding a good treaty with the current administration. Precisely a good
treaty: neither one of us needs a bad one.
Shultz: I would not object to defining coordinated positions. I do not want to offer you
anything foggy, not at all. I want to look ahead. Some things are already agreed upon,
mainly as a result of the agreements achieved by you and the President in Reykjavik.
The question is—what should be done in order to prepare these key positions, these
instructions for our negotiators. With all respect for our representatives in Geneva, the
main, key positions should be adopted by you and the President. Our representatives in
Geneva do not have political mandate for that. But they can prepare the grounds, and we
can work to prepare the grounds for your decisions. That is why I emphasize the need for
more precision, for working on the issues of verification, especially regarding the mobile
missiles.
Gorbachev: Let’s still prepare a draft of key positions before we, as you propose, start
discussing the issues, so to say, in a scattered way.
Shultz: Of course, the more we could move ahead before the summit, the better. The
main decision will have to be taken by you and the President. We, as well as you, want
the achieved breakthrough to be be written in the treaty, to receive a practical
implementation. It would be very good for you and for us, and would be a present to the
entire world.
Gorbachev: Yes, Reykjavik already has a place in history. But a second Reykjavik will
not happen. We should not meet with the President and engage in improvisation. I think
it is very good that we stood for Reykjavik. There were many people who wanted to bury
it. But if everything is limited to a second Reykjavik, it might lead to big political losses
both for you and for us. And to the contrary, if we find right political decisions, it would
bring both of us great political benefits. You need to decide what you want.
I have an impression that you still cannot decide what it is you want. Maybe it is
Ambassador Matlock who informs you in such a manner that you still cannot figure it
out? Do you want the Soviet Union to develop successfully, or you don’t want that? [Do
you want] the Soviet Union to develop in the direction of greater democracy or in the
opposite [direction]? [Do you want] us to have stagnation or to move forward?
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Shultz: It is your business. It is all up to you to decide, but I can give you my opinion:
what is happening in your country is very interesting, and I follow all these changes very
closely.

[Source: Archive of the Gorbachev Foundation, Moscow,
Published in Mirovaya Ekonomika i Mezhdunarodnye Otnosheniya, nos. 10, pp. 69-81
and 11, pp. 73-84, 1993
Translated by Svetlana Savranskaya for the National Security Archive]
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I am sure that you have already received information about the negotiations that took
place in Moscow between our foreign ministers, and also about my rather long
conversation with Secretary of State G. Shultz and your National Security Adviser, F.
Carlucci.
I will tell you frankly, we have here a unanimous opinion—these discussions were
business-like, constructive, and most importantly, productive. I think you would agree
that both the Washington and the Moscow stages of the dialogue that is developing
between us, have genuinely moved us closer to the final stage of preparation for the
Treaty on the Elimination of Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles. We derive
satisfaction from the fact that we, together with your envoys, have succeeded in
overcoming perhaps the most important obstacles and in achieving compromise formulas
and understandings, which will allow our delegations in Geneva to work out the text of
the treaty in the next two or three weeks if the political will on both sides can be
preserved.
You, I believe, noticed that on the final day of negotiations the Soviet side undertook
additional efforts, including in the areas of inspection and control. We hope that the
American side will respond with adequate reciprocal efforts.
The Moscow negotiations, in my view, presented new evidence that our relations have
entered a dynamic period, the origins of which were our meetings in Geneva and
Reykjavik. I have in mind not only the growing tempo of contacts between our countries
but also the fact that we undertook the practical resolution of the issue that we see as the
key to stopping the nuclear arms race, and to stabilizing Soviet-American relations. The
task of a deep reductions of strategic offensive forces—by half—has moved to the center
of our conversations in Moscow.
And that is not by accident—because you and I are in the same frame of mind—[we
want] to shift the negotiations on strategic offensive weapons to the plane of practical
decisions. As I have already written to you, we should speed up the tempo of the
negotiations, in order to make it possible as early as next month to reach full-scale
agreements in this sphere.
With that in mind, on the eve of U.S. Secretary of State’s visit, we in the Soviet
leadership have once again seriously weighed the possibility of giving additional impetus
to the negotiations on strategic offensive weapons. I presented in detail to Mr. Shultz the
concrete results we arrived at.
In particular, we took into account that the American side—which announced this to us
repeatedly, including at the political level—attaches special importance to establishing
concrete limits on the concentration of warheads in each separate element of the strategic

triad. We undertook a thorough calculation of the different scenarios for the development
of the situation along with the prevailing tendencies of a technological and militarystrategic order, and came to the conclusion that we could move in the direction of your
position. It is not difficult to observe that individual combinations of proposed numerical
limits present a picture close to the one that was outlined to us recently by American
representatives at different levels.
I would add that the new formula we have proposed contains internal flexibility: each
side would have an opportunity to compensate for the lower number of delivery vehicles
of one kind by increasing the number of delivery vehicles of another kind within the
overall limit.
I hope that these proposals will be considered carefully by your experts and that both
sides will now have a wider basis for reaching a mutually acceptable agreement.
Of course the work on the agreement to reduce strategic offensive weapons should be
accompanied by efforts directed at further compliance with the ABM Treaty. Besides, we
are not asking here for anything more than what we spoke about in Washington, namely
that the right we enjoy to withdraw from this treaty should not be exercised for ten years.
The words you wrote in one of your letters to me are deeply imprinted in my memory—
that our representatives at the negotiations should “concentrate on measures to prevent
the erosion of the ABM treaty and on strengthening the role this Treaty might play in
preserving stability as we progress toward a world where there are no nuclear weapons.”
In the same letter you added that “if we act in this manner, we could avoid fruitless
discussions of a general nature, and open the way toward finding concrete, practical
solutions that take into account the concerns of both sides.”
In this sense, we were encouraged by the exchange of opinions in Washington in
September of this year, where your side confirmed that our positions coincided on the
point that in the context of an agreement on 50% reductions in strategic offensive
weapons there arises a period during which we should renounce certain rights, in
particular the right to withdraw from the ABM Treaty and strictly carry out our
obligations under that treaty.
Therefore, we share a common ground on this issue as well. What is left, in essence, is to
agree on the period during which there is to be no withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. Is
that an impossible goal? This is what the conversation comes down to now. We have to
seek a resolution here. We are ready for it.
I repeat, I am talking about compliance with the ABM Treaty, and we have explained to
you the way we see it—including very recently in Washington.
In order to keep the discussion on this set of problems within the framework of such
reasonable notions, and not to let it slip into either a thicket of overly complex
technological argumentation or on the contrary into more generalized concepts, I propose

that along with the Geneva negotiations we open up a channel through which we would
continually be able to check the progress of negotiations as well as more freely express
concerns and alternative proposals. This channel could employ contacts specially
designated for this topic: the USSR Foreign Minister, the U.S. Ambassador in Moscow
and the U.S. Secretary of State, and the USSR Ambassador in Washington. However, we
could consider some other alternative.
Here it is important to act with an awareness of the limited amount of time available to us
for working out an agreement on strategic offensive weapons, which it would be
desirable to finalize in the first half of next year, and to sign during your return visit to
Moscow.
Obviously, we need to clear the road to this treaty of natural complications, among which
are issues of verification—and here I agree with the suggestion expressed by Shultz on
your behalf, to concentrate in this direction right now—as well as complications
artificially introduced into the treaty (such as the inclusion of our mid-range Backfire
bomber in the treaty, the demand for a complete ban on mobile ICBMs, and the
unwillingness to resolve the issue of limitations on sea-launched cruise missiles).
I am convinced that it is realistic to achieve an agreement on strategic offensive weapons
under conditions of compliance with the ABM Treaty. Besides, the experience that we
accumulated at the negotiations on intermediate and medium-range missiles could be
useful for us here to a large degree.
After all, we were able to agree to start full-scale negotiations on nuclear testing, even
though just several months ago it looked like an impossible endeavor.
I think we should show the necessary mutual persistence in resolving the problem of
banning chemical weapons (even though I must say that I am deeply disappointed with
your position on binary weapons), and on the issue of reducing conventional weapons,
which is of interest not only to us but also to our allies and to other European countries.
Back in April, in my conversation with Mr. Shultz, I outlined my understanding of our
next meeting. I am still convinced that besides signing the INF Treaty we should
seriously discuss the issue of strategic offensive weapons and the ABM Treaty. I want
our ministers and our delegations in Geneva not to stand aside but to do everything
possible in order to make your work and mine as easy as possible.
If we want to crown your visit to the Soviet Union by concluding an agreement on
strategic offensive weapons, then we cannot avoid at least an agreement in principle on it
at this coming meeting. What form that agreement assumes in the end is not so
important. It could [take the form of] some key elements of a future agreement, if we
follow the idea you expressed personally in spring 1985. Or it could be, let us say,
instructions and directives, which we could give to [our] delegations for the speedy
preparation of the aforementioned document.

As I understand it, the Secretary of State, when he was in Moscow, spoke about
developing instructions for the delegations. The main thing is to achieve a common
understanding at the highest level of the goals to which we aspire, and of the means of
realizing them in the shortest possible time.
If we have sufficiently coordinated our intentions on this issue, then we will be able to
enrich our upcoming conversations in Washington with a substantive agenda.
I am passing this letter to you through E. A. Shevardnadze, who is fully informed about
my thoughts regarding the future paths of development of Soviet-American relations, and
the concrete plans for their potential fulfillment. He possesses all the necessary authority
to coordinate with you all the main aspects of the forthcoming summit, including the
agenda, the length of my stay in the U.S., and the exact dates of my visit. I would like
you to take into account that if it suits your availability, then according to my schedule of
events before the end of the year, the first 10 days of December would be the most
preferable period for my trip to Washington.
I hope you take advantage of the visit of our Minister to discuss and decide all the
necessary issues, as they say, on site.
Respectfully,
[signature]
M. Gorbachev.
28 October 1987
[Source: Ronald Reagan Library, Simi Valley,
Translated by Svetlana Savranskaya for the National Security Archive]
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.' MEMORANDUM FOR:

THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

George P. Shultz

SUBJECT:

Gorbachev's letter

As expected, FM Shevardnadze provided us an advance copy of
General Secretary Gorbachev's letter to you upon his arrival in
Washington early this morning. It is a long letter, but fairly
positive, and offers a December window for a summit. He has
asked that we keep a tight lid on the contents until he hands
the letter to you at one today.
In the letter, Gorbachev has proposed a summit meeting in
the first ten days of December. Shevardnadze is empowered to
work out all details today. At the summit the INF Treaty would
be signed and START and Defense and Space would be discussed.
Additionally, the letter notes that if the President's visit to
the Soviet Union next year is to be "crowned" with a treaty on
strategic arms, it will be necessary to reach "agreement in
principle" on this score at the summit. Thus, a Moscow Summit
is not explicitly conditioned to agreements in principle on,
STARTjD&S at the Washington Sununit. What form this "agreement
in principle" would take is "not too important." Key elements
of a future treaty is cited as one possible way to go, but
instructions 'to delegations would also be acceptable.
The letter also sees an INF Treaty finalized-within 2-3
weeks, citing progress made in last week's Ministerial, and on
START refers to Gorbachev's Moscow proposal on sublimits,
hinting at a slight freedom to mix. On D&S, Gorbachev appears
to be backing away from previous Soviet insistence that the ABM
Treaty be "strengthened," insisting only that it be
"observed." As to linkage with START, the letter asserts they
want "nothing more" than a ten-year commitment not to withdraw
from the ABM Treaty. Gorbachev proposes establishment of a
channel to support and facilitate the negotiations, suggesting
Foreign Ministers and Ambassadors "could be" used for this
purpose.
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We are working 'with the Soviets this morning on a Joint
Statement, which. will be ready for possible release at the
White House immediately following your meeting with
Shevardnadzethis afternoon. He also visualizes a second
statement to the press at the end of the day's events.
Shevardnadze is aware of your plans to depart~Washington after
his meeting with you and shares our desire to make this a one
day affair. He seems confident we can work through matters by
'this evening.
I will brief you on this morning's sessions at 12:30, just
prior to Shev~rdnadze's one o'clock meeting with you. We can
go over the Joint Statement then if you like, and make any last
minute changes.
ATTACHMENTS:

Letter From General Secretary Gorbachev
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November 10, 1987

MY OBJECTIVES AT THE SUMMIT

~

General Secretary Gorbachev.has accepted my invitation to attend
a Washington summit, beginning December 7, that should witness
the signing of an.INF agreement and a thorough review of all
elements on the U.S.-Soviet agenda. The signing of the INF
treaty represents a triumph and vindication for the policy that
this Administration has followed toward the Soviet Union from the
start. It demonstrates that realism, strength, ~nd unity with
our allies ·are the prerequisites for effective tiegotiation with
Moscow. We must keep this principle in mind as we address all
issues related to the Summit. We must also bear in mind that the
nature of the Soviet regime, while it may be changing slowly,
sets limits to what we can achieve with Moscow by negotiation and
'diplomacy •. ~
Objectives
I have a carefully calibrated mix of objectives for the Summit.
All are important. They include:
the completion and signing of an INF agreement in a form and
manner that maximizes Alliance solidarity and the prospects
for ratification;
making real progress toward a START agreement and moving
toward a treaty on Defense and Space that furthers the
promise the Strategic. Defense Initiative holds for a safer
world through deterrence based increasingly on defenses;
taking diplomatic and public affairs actions which at a
minimum assure that the Sununit is seen .as an event
addressing thoroughly our whole agenda. Prior to and at the
Summit, we should. create political pressure for the Soviets
to take positive steps on our human rights, regional, and
bilateral concerns. For example:
o

On human rights, we should make the point that while
there has been some progress on the Soviet side, it has
been marked by tokenism; it has not bee~
institutionalized nor made irreversible, and is
therefore far from adequate. We should seek Soviet
adherence to all human rights conventions signed by the
U.S.S.R., and vast improvement in emigration,
repatriation, and resolving divided family cases. If
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the Soviets raise the issue, we should clearly say.that
they have a long ~ay to go before we can give support
to the idea of a human rights conference in Moscow.
o

We should make clear that the ·absence of any progress
on regional issues is a fundamental impediment to a
general improvement of our relations •. We should be
firm on the need for a prompt withdrawal of Soviet
troops from Afghanistan~ urge agre.ment right away to a
transitional regime free from Communist domination, and
repeat our willingness to facilitate their withdrawal
and to guarantee a genuinely independent, non-aligned
and neutral Afghanistan. We should make clear our
grave concern about the turn for the worse in Soviet
policy in the Persian Gulf -- shieldi~g Iran from a
second UNSC Resolution as Iran's behavior towards us
and the Gulf Arabs becomes more belligerent, and
allowing their Bloc partners and clients to ship arms
to Iran that could be used against us. We should put
the Soviets on notice that they are at a crossroads:
cooperation now on a second resolution .would mean real
progress on the regional agenda, but persistence i~
their current policy could damage U.S.-Soviet relations
and put us on a potentially very dangerous collision
course.
~

In conducting this Sununit we must strike a sensible balance.
While seeking concrete agreements in arms reductions which serve
our national .interests, we must not foster false illusioris about
the ·state of U.S.-Soviet relations. Such illusions would only
undermine our ability to continue conducting the realistic
policies which brought us an INF agreement and have enabled us to
meet the Soviet challenge worldwide. r.t( .
Our conduct at the Summit and the framing of its results must in
no way complicate our efforts to· maintain a strong defense budget
and key programs like 501; they must help us maintain support for
the Contras, Mujahidin, UNITA, and the democratic resistance in
Cambodia; and they must reinforce Alliance unity. In brief, the
Summit should seek simultaneously to codify progress in the
U.S.-Soviet relationship, prepare the way for future·progress,
yet make clear where fundamental differences remain which block
progress. ~
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE VICE

THE SEC
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DENT

OF STATE

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

THE CHAIBMAN, JOIN'r CHIEFS' OF STAFF
TB.E DIRECTOR, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

THE DIRECTOR, ARMS CON'l'ROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

SUBJECT:

National Sec\lX'ity Decision Directive (NSDD- 29(j on
Arm$ Control Positions for OS-USSR Summit (S)

The President ha$ approv
~ummit as incorporated
Directive (NSDD- 290) •

during the
rity Decision

Due to the sensiti
should be made. I
those to whom this d

's document
of all
ined by the

office of each addresse
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THE PRESIDENT:
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. Attachment
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Colin L. Powell
.
Actinq Assistant to the President
for N
curity Affairs
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disagreement a~e recorded in detail in the Joint Draft Treaty
text, they, agreed to instruct their negotiators to accelerate
resolution of issues within the Joint Draft Treaty'Text including'
early agreement on prOVisions for effective verification.
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Measures ~esigned to. enhance observation of START
related activities by national technical means~
These would include open displays of treaty
limited items at missile bases, bomber bases, and
submarine ports at locations and times chosen by
the inspecting party.- (8)

Ballistic Missile War
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Further Elements. Should the Soviet side press for the
inclusion of additional "instructions" in the Defense & Space
area,- the U.S. side should pursue the inclusion of the following
language in the agreed statement:
"In pursuing a Joint
should build upon the fo
(a)

there will
would comma
prohibit

h both sides
s currently

(b)

after that'
deploy defens
aft~r giving
without furth

be free to
,the Treaty
to deploy and

(c)

during the nQ
ides have the
right to purs
ir strategi
se programs,
conducting research, development and testing, including
testing in space, as required; and

(d)

to enhance strategic stability, prOVide p~edictability,
and ensure confidence that prohibited deployments are
not being undertaken during the non-deployment period,
the sides meet re larly:
1.

2.

rategic
defense
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Reagan, Ronald. The Reagan Diaries. Ed. Douglas Brinkley. New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 2007, p. 555-556.
Wednesday, December 9 [1987]
Had a half hour to review points for today’s meeting. Then
briefing for meeting. At 10:30 went out to the drive to meet Gorby – (I
should say Mikhail). We held still in the Oval O. for 5 waves of press
& photos. Then I took him into my study. We had a brief talk then
joined our teams in the Oval O. for a 2 hr. meeting. I led off on the
50% cut in ICBM’s – George S. & Frank C. added some remarks.
Then the Gen. Sec. responded. We seem to be doing well on the
50% deal but then he brought up SDI and while he didn’t link it to the
treaty he still made an issue of it and suggested a 10 year abiding by
ABM Treaty & then we should negotiate on whether we could deploy.
Things got a little heated. We switched to regional problems –
Afghanistan. I asked for a date certain for their leaving Afghanistan.
He said he’d leave when we stopped helping the Mujahdeen. I
pointed out that we couldn’t do that unless the puppet government
laid down their weapons. Well we agreed to put our teams to work on
50% deal & time was up. I took him over to the Dip. Room to meet
Raisa who was with Nancy. They took off for lunch at State. Dept. I
went back to Office for lunch.
After lunch a briefing for interview with 4 columnists. Interview
went pretty well. Some desk time then meeting with several Repub.
Sen’s re the Budget plan & INF. I let them know if some of the games
re the plan went through I’d veto. We want the plan we agreed to. Phil
Gramm was bright spot – he came out for the 1st time in support of
INF.
Then it was home to clean up & go to Soviet Embassy for
dinner. A very pleasant evening but dinner was pretty much the entire
evening. I lost count of how many courses but they just kept coming.
Brief entertainment after dessert – a Soprano from the Bolshoi
Opera – Moscow, then home.
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MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION
SUBJECT:

The President's Meeting with Gorbachev,
December 10 Noon


TIME & PLACE: December la, 1987, 12:00 m. - 12:15 p.m.,
The Oval Office, The White House
PARTICIPANTS:

U.S.

USSR

Ronald-W. Reagan, President
Mikhail S. Gotbachev, General
of the United States
Secretary, CPSU CC
George Bush, V~ce President
Eduard A. Shevardnadze,
Howard H. Bak~r, Chief of
Minister for Foreign Affairs
Staff
.
Aleksandr N. Yakovlev, CPSU
George P. Shultz, Secretary
CC Secretary
of State
_
Anatoliy F. Dobrynin, CPSU
Frank Carlucci, Secretary
CC Secretary
of Defense
Sergei Tarasenko, Special
Fritz Ermarth, Special
Assistant to Shevardnadze
Assistant to the President,
(notetaker)
-NBC Staff (notetaker)
P. Palazhchenko (interpreter)
Thomas W. Simons, Jr.,
Others
Deputy Assistant Secretary
of State (EUR)(notetaker)
Dimitri Zarechnak (interpreter)
Others
------------------------------------------------------

- - - - - ~- - - - -

After initial pleasantries, the President opened by saying
that held had a chance to review the joint statement. He
understood that working delegations were now focused on the
START and Defense and Space portions of the statement, and
suggested that we get a report.
Gorbachev said that meetings were now in progress between
Marchal Akhromeyev and Mr. Nitze. While they were working, he
proposed that he and the President could have some further

SE~SENSITIVE
DECL~

discussions of regional issues, and the President agreed.
Gorbachev asked to say a few words because he had the
impression that the U.S. side had not appreciated fully what he
had said on regional conflicts the day before. He had sought
to emphasize two or three important concepts. First, that
regional conlicts are very worrisome in that they inject
tension into U.S.-Soviet relations. It was necessary to find
some method or arrangement, some means of acting to permit an
interaction between the two countries in the int-erest of
themselves and the parties to conflict. The two sides had to
discuss an approach to cooperation.
Gorbachev continued that this caused tension in our
relations. We had to find a method of action that would make
it possible to take into account the interests of the parties .
to regional conflicts, as well, of course, as our own interests.
Second, Gorbachev went on, we needed to take account of the
trends that have .emerged, toward reconciliation among
'conflicting sides: 't owsrd a political settlement of problems.
Regional organizations were involved too. A situation had
emerged that presents a chance, if we move in a businesslike
spirit, for us to playa constructive role.
Take Central America, for instance, Gorbachevsaid. The
Guatemala agreement had been adopted. We could express a
positive response to it. For example we could say both sides
would not supply arms there except for small arms. This was
just an idea. What was important was a positive statement.~
On Cambodia, Gorbachev went on, contacts had begun' between
Sihanouk and the people in power. They had talked. Other
forces should of course be brought in. Vietnam had given the
Soviets assurances that they will withdraw. The principle of
U.S. and Soviet support for a political settlement there was
important. In Angola too there were good opportunities to move
forward to resolve the conflict politically.
The Middle East was of course a grave conflict, Gorbachev
said. It had deep roots. But the whole world believed that an
international conference to solve it was necessary. He
understand there were doubts about this in the U.S. But what
the Soviet Union supported was not inconsistent with what the
U.S. supported.- There could be bilateral contacts in that
framework. Israel could meet with the Arabs, with whomever it
wanted. But mention of a positive response would be good for
the world. The world was looking for the U.S. and the Soviet
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Union to cooperate in a businesslike way.
The day before, Gorbachev went on, they had concentrated on
Afghanistan'and the Iran-Iraq war, because these were
particularly acute conflicts. But with regard to Afghanistan
he had felt there was no interest on the President's part. But
if, without any publicity, there was an interest in resolving
the problem the Soviets could withdraw their troops and the
U.S. side could stop its assistance to certain forces. If
there were agreement to that, the two sides could say that as
of a date certain the U.S. would stop its' assistance, and the
Soviet side could say that its troops would not participate in
any military operations. They should let Afghanistan be
neutral.
I

There was a basis for cooperation on Afghanistan, Gorbachev
went Qn. But the U.S. side's attitude seemed to be: you're
there, you should extricate yourselves, it's your problem.
Naturally, if that were the American attitude, it would be
harder for the Soviet Union to extricate itself. The two sides
should do better :than that.
. Gorbachev noted that he accepted the language on' regional
'issues in the joint statement. But what he wanted was
practical solutions to the issues.
On the Iran-Iraq war, Gorbachev went on, he could say
honestly, with no hidden intent at all, looking the President
in the eyes, that the Soviet Union did not want to create
problems for America. It wanted neither economic problems nor
solutions which created. (tragic) .drama for the Administration.
American forces were' involved. He felt, Gorbachev said, that
there was a basis for regional cooperation between the two
sides in this area.
He had had a short one-on-one discussion with the Vice
President on this, Gorbachev continued. The Vice President had
expressed doubt that Gorbachev or the President could entrust
their security interests to UN forces. He could say, Gorbachev
went on, that the two sides should make those forces deserve
trust. This was inherent in the first resolution. Movement
could be made. But if the question arose as to a real need to
cease the supply of arms, the Soviet Union wouid support this.
Gorbachev urged the U.S. side to think about these things.
It had experienced what kind of people the Iranians were. A
precise calculus of what would happen was needed. If they were
pushed too hard, there would be an explosion, and then the only
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thing left to do would be for the U.S. to use the forces it had
there. This would push the Iranians further, and doing it
could be dangerous not only in the region itself . . The Soviet
side knew these people. It was not saying it did not want to
cooperate with the U.S., with other forces involved. Iran was
close to! the Sovie.t Union; it was important to them. $.,;& ..... c::::£
~ vel
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The President said he thought his reply should come when
they resumed (for lunch) at the White House. He just wanted to
say one thing. It concerned Nicaragua; i.t also 'concerned
Afghanistan. The Afghanistan government had its own military
forces. If the Soviet Union departed that would be fine. But
there were the the mujahadin, who wanted a voice in their own
government .. If it were denied them, if they were disarmed,
they would be at the mercy of the Afghan governrnertt~ That
would not permit equal participation in forming a new
.
government. If both sides were to come together to form one,
both would have to b~ armed. Or one would have to disband the
Afghan military for them to be equal.
.
Similarly in :Nicaragua, the President went on, the U.S.
side was for a peaceful settlement. We simply wanted the
Nicaraguan government to recognize other citizens who did not
agree with it. But it was never willing to do that, even
though the Contras were prepared to lay down their arms. The
Sandinista government just wanted to take~. Soviet
.
supplies made it the most powerful militarYfforce in, the area,
not only against the f~eedom fighters, but ore powerfu~ than
.
Hondur~s, Costa Rica, Guatema:a put togeth r. r~~vf~~~t
fk~/~~~~~
Gorbachev suggested they continue at t\e White House.

II
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Gorbachev. On the outcomes of the visit to Washington. This is bigger than Geneva or
Reykjavik, with full understanding of their importance and the fact that without them
Washington would not have happened. It is an even more significant sign that the course we
have set is being realized. We are once again convinced that the best line is the principled and
constructive one. And the main lesson we learned from this is a lesson for the future.
Much less apparent in Washington was the manner Reagan used with us in the beginning—
making accusations, putting forth claims, blaming us for the crises of the modern world, and
presenting himself as all good and right, in a word: [Reagan appeared] in the role of either a
prosecutor or a teacher. But by the first conversation we had already agreed on this matter, even
though there was a moment of a certain sharpness. I told him: “You are not a prosecutor and I am
not a defendant. You are not a teacher and I am not a pupil. And vice versa. Otherwise we will
not be able to do anything.”
This was an important moment in establishing mutual understanding with the American
leadership. It was probably even a key moment in finding a common language: speaking as
equals and seriously, each keeping his ideology to himself. Of course this time we also had a
response to the usual human rights claims that by now set our teeth on edge. But we did not
succumb to that temptation. This approach justified itself when the talks entered the level of
concrete discussion of specific problems: the discussion was realistic without any kind of
euphoria, without illusions, with a readiness for reasonable compromises and mutual
constructiveness.
The central moment of the visit was the INF Treaty. We had total understanding—and we
arrived with this, having the full support of the Politburo—that everything would depend on the
outcome of this question: the entire development of Soviet-American relations and the
normalization of the international situation in general.
Therefore it was very important not to give up in the face of military-technical difficulties, which
were by no means minor. The fact that we overcame them was in large part due to our strong
policy determination to cross this barrier, to achieve the Treaty. As for untying the truly difficult
military-technical knots, I must say our colleagues were at their best, and I want to acknowledge
the experienced work of Marshal Akhromeev and Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs
Bessmertnykh.
The experience of the last two years, as we began to act in the spirit of new thinking, showed that
we need practical results, we need a real-life test for the ideas we proposed and that we wanted to
introduce into international political practice. The world was waiting for it and demanding it. The
people’s trust in our new foreign policy depended on it. we wanted and strove to test these ideas
in real life. And the problem of the INF Treaty was just the deciding factor in this.
It was a trial for us. But it was also a trial of our partners, the Americans; a trial of the
earnestness of their approach to the key issue of today’s world. It was a practical test of the

1

statements they have made at the highest-level conferences, saying that nuclear war is
unacceptable, that the U.S. is striving for disarmament, and that they want normal international
relations.
Progress in this direction also opened the way for other areas of disarmament, namely nuclear,
chemical and conventional weapons. It created the background for similar businesslike
approaches to regional problems and bilateral relations.
The meeting in Washington was also an important test of another fundamental idea of new
thinking—that its success and effectiveness depend on the state of affairs at home, and on
perestroika.
This is not only a question of objectively tying the two processes together, and not only our
sincere binding of the two, without any ulterior motives, in our conception, in our policies, and in
the development of our theories. It is also a question of the world’s perception and understanding
of this connection. And even though it would seem that this is the moral side of the issue, it has
also had enormous practical meaning.
In Washington we saw for the first time with our own eyes what great interest exists in
everything that is happening here, in our perestroika. And the goodwill, even enthusiasm to a
degree, with which prim Washington received us, was an indicator of the changes that have
started taking place in the West. These changes evidence the beginning of the crumbling “image
of the enemy,” and the beginning of the destruction of the “Soviet military threat” myth. That
was momentous to us. And it was noticed throughout the world.
A visit is an official action. We went there for talks with the President and representatives of his
administration. But we also met with America, with all kinds of America—the youth,
intellectuals, artists, the press, business circles and even the official elite, the ones who serve the
administration.
And another very important aspect of the visit was truly getting to know a world which is in
essence different. You mutually recognize this world through common logic, which is dictated
by the growing degree of integration and interdependency of the world.
Major American figures wanted to meet with us. There was even some bias in the newspapers,
saying that Gorbachev did not come here only to talk with the President, he came to influence all
of America, including the people who ultimately determine its economy and politics.
We also noted that our partners did not want to give anything specific to the press on the
progress of the one-on-one talks with the President and the delegations. We were prepared to do
this. Thus, we were clearly winning in the question of glasnost. This emphasized the sincerity
and honesty of our position and the fact that we came to really get things done, to deal with
political policy, not play the games of the past.
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In our contacts with the different kinds of America we saw that our perestroika has even reached
American society, which has been driven to the limit with anti-Sovietism. People were not
troubled by the fact that we might be behind in some aspects, such as the economy.
They were interested in the fact that our society has moved forward, that it is finding a new
movement and is inspired to change democratically. As a matter of fact, this interested
everybody, most of all during our contacts with the people.
We felt, perhaps for the first time, in Washington that the human factor is also [important] in
world politics. Until then we had gone by a rather hackneyed formula: foreign policy is about
personal contacts between leaders of countries, leaders of governments and in general exchanges
at the level of those who make politics.
This is understood. But even with this idea we meant that even the personal contacts still took
place between representatives of radically different and irreconcilable systems, and the people
were only “representatives.” We saw Reagan only as the embodiment of the most conservative
part of American capitalism and the masters of the military-industrial complex. But it turned out
that at the same time the politicians, including the leading heads of state, if they are truly
responsible people, also represent the purely human qualities, interests, and hopes of the
common people—particularly of those people who vote for them in elections and who associate
the country’s dignity and their patriotism with the politician’s name and personal qualities. At
the same time, they can be guided by the most normal human motives and feelings. And it turns
out that in our day all of this has enormous significance for making political decisions.
We were prepared and ourselves even strove to understand this aspect of relations with the
American leadership, and with the leadership of other countries as well. In other words, we
wanted to include the purely human factor into international political policy. This is an important
aspect of the new thinking. And it has produced results. It seems in Washington we felt it
distinctly for the first time.
The visit to Washington had another aspect as well—the European aspect. Undoubtedly,
everybody expected results; undoubtedly, all serious politicians understood that all further
development of world events would depend on the progress of Soviet-American relations.
At the same time there was another level of thinking—the bloc and national-ego thinking, which
was superimposed with the ingrained ideas of a bipolar world and the idea that the decisive role
belongs to the superpowers and they can do a great deal behind the backs of other states, against
the interests of other states and at the expense of international politics. This came through
especially, if you remember, in Reykjavik. There was a similar suspicion in the international
atmosphere during our visit to Washington.
However, we were certain that the logic of disarmament would dispel these fears and suspicions.
This would be especially relevant for Europe, since we were primarily dealing with European
nuclear weapons.
Also, I wanted to let the American know that we will not pull back from the path to
democratization. Of course, we also have to carefully mind its socialist nature. The people will
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protect this aspect of the matter. Sometimes this protection is even reminiscent of conservatism,
as if to say: we live modestly, but securely. The people value this.
But I have to say that some of our people are afraid of democracy. This fear is caused by the fact
that working personnel do not want to change their work methods. Here is a story: in Yaroslavl’
the workers of one factory—27,000 people—spoke against management’s independent decision.
The comrades in the administration and in the party committee called headquarters, saying: be
prepared, there might be a riot. That is what we do instead of talking with people. As it is, when
they spoke with the people everything was settled and the arguments were understood, and the
people agreed with management’s decision. We are used to calling the firing squad as soon as
anything happens!
We invite the people to participate in leading the government, we encourage them to act, to
practice self-management, but the bosses won’t let them. That’s their democracy for you! In
general we are developing this kind of a situation: some people are “renovationists,” ardent
followers of perestroika who are trying to get something done, who bruise themselves with
mistakes but learn from them. Then there are the others, who are “always right,” who sit and wait
for the others to break their necks. In the Politburo we need to see all of this.
The Party is awakening to the new work. But this is happening slowly. We even see such things
as engineers and specialists joining the apparatus of the Ministries and building a wall against the
demands of the working class, against its striving for something new.
Comrades, we are in the middle of a real revolution! We should not be afraid of a revolutionary
frenzy. Otherwise we will not achieve anything. There will be losses and retreats, but we will
only be victorious on the tracks of revolution. Yet we still have not tuned ourselves over to
revolutionary work methods. We are still quite the revolutionaries! We are all afraid of
something.
We should not be afraid. And it suits us to appear to the whole world as people who are ready to
go to the very limit in our revolutionary perestroika.
Some people speak of a convergence (Galbraith, for example), others speak of Gorbachev’s
unpredictability. They write about his surprises. The Washington Post published an article titled
“The Two Gorbachevs.” It is difficult for them to unite our striving for peace, collaboration, and
good-neighborly relations with the socialist nature of perestroika. We ourselves have not quite
mastered these dialectics.
So we should not be surprised that they cannot make ends meet and keep searching for some
kind of dirty trick from Gorbachev, some kind of change in the Kremlin, which, it turns out,
planned perestroika in its entirety only to trick the West and lull them out of their vigilance.

[Source: Archive of the Gorbachev Foundation, Moscow
Translated by Anna Melyakova for the National Security Archive.]
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