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Unofficial translabion

His Excellency

Ronald W.REAGAN,

The’ President of the United _

states of America v
. Washington, D.C.

June 10, 1985

Dear Mr.President,

T noted the intenbion expressed in your letter of April 30.
to share bhoughts in our correspondence with complete frankness.
This is-also my abbtitude. Only in this manner can we bring to
each other the essense of qQur respective spproaches to the problems
of world politics and bilateral relations. Saylng this I proceed
from the assumpbion that in exchanging views we shall look to
+the need to move forward on the key natters, otherwise one cannot .

count on a bturn for the better in Soviet-American relatbions. I
understand that you agree,
required.

too, that such a turn for the better 1is

To aim ab a lesser goal, say,

ab simply conbaining bUensions
within certain b

ounds and trying to make it somehow from one crisis
to another - is nob, in my.opinion, a prospect worthy of our
twWo powerso &)

We paid abtenbion to the fact bthat you share the view regarding

the need to give an impebtus To sne process of normalizlng our

rela—~
tions. It is not insignificant of itsel

£, Bubt to be candid: a number
of poinbs in your letier perplex and punzle, and those are the
polnts on which a special stress 1s made.

What T mean is the generalizations about the Soviet policy,

. conbained in your letter, in connection with the deplorable incident

with an American serviceman. As to the incident itself, we would
like to hope that the explanations which were given by us were‘
correctly understood by the Aperican sldes
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Now turning to major problems. I also believe that agreement
with regard to general principles alone is not sufficient. It 1is
important that such agreement were also reflected in the practical
actions of esch side. I emphasize, precisely, .each side, since it
clearly follows from your letter that you see disparities betwsen

~ $he principles and practice in The actions of the Soviet Union.

Tt is. very far from reality. There 1is nothiﬁg corresponding
to the facts in the assertién +that the USSR in its policy allegedly
does not wish to conduct affairs with the U.S. on the basis of
equality and peciprocity. Mo matler what area of our relsbions is
taken, it transpires from a peally objective agsessment thab it is
precisely the Soviet Union that comes out consistently for equality
and reciprocity, does no® seek advanbages for itself atbt The expense.
of the”iegitimate interests of the U.S. And it was exactly when |
s similar approach was baden by the American side, too, bhat sub-
stantial agreements could be acnieved. .

It is not an accident that all agreements reached on The
subject of arms limitabtlon became possible only because the sides
adhered in working them out to the principle of equality and equal
security. At no point in vime did the Sovieb side demand more Ffor
itself. But as soon as the U.3. departed from that principle, the
process of the arms limitation and reduction was ruotured. Regrettably
this remailns to be the case, at present, To00.

17, nevertheless, %Qﬁféuestioa of equality and reciprocity
is to be ralsed as & matger of vrinciple, then it is the Soviet
Union that is surrounded by fmerican military bases stuffed also
by nuclear weapons, rather than the U.S. - by Soviet bases. Try to t
look at the sivustion through our eyes, Tthen it will become clear,
who can have. a real, substansiated conceri.

Take then practically any issue from the spnere of our bila-
teral relations, whether trade, or, Tor exanple, air
caticn. Is

or sea communi-

it tnabt the actuzl stete of affaizs in those cases determi.-
neld by the Soviet Union being against equality and reciprocity? Quite
the conbrary: tvhe low level of those relablons is a direct consequerxs

of the imerican side's policy compatible neither with conduqting



affairs as eguals, nor with reciprocity in the generallj recognized
meanings of These notions.
i Or take the following aspect of the gquestion with respect
e principles and adherence to then. With regard to third countries,
. we impose neither our ideology, nor our social system on anybody.
~ . and do not ascribe bto us what does not exist. If the question is
to be reised without diplomabtilc coantrivances as to who contributes
o the internstional law and order and who acts in a different
direction, then it appears that it is precisely bthe U.S. that turns
out to be on the side of the groupings working against legitimabe
governments. And what about direct pressure on the ‘governments whose
policy does not suit the U.S.? There are enough examples of both
on various continents.
"I addressed these issues frankly and in a rather detailled
(- manner not to embark upcn the road of mutual recriminatilons, but,
" rather, in the hope Thab it willrelp you to understand correctly
our apvroach to principles and their practical implementation,
{ to appreciate our willingness to build our relations with the U.S.
: | on the basis of equality and reciprocity in a positive and similar
\ perception of these notions.
‘ I think a lot about the shape tvhe affairs bebween our countries
can take. And I ever more firmly believe in a point I made in my
previous letter: an 1mDrovement in the relabions bebtween the USSR
and U.S. is possible. T “heﬂe igs objective ground foxr that.
Of course, our cognurles are different. This Lfact cannot
be changed, There is also another fact, however: when the leaders
of poth countries, as the experience of the past shows, found in
themselves enough wisdom and realism To overcone bias caused by
the difference in social systems, in ideologies, we coopergted
successfully, did quite a few useiul things poth for our peoples
snd for all other peoples. OF course, differences and different
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views renained, but it was our inberaction thal was the determining

factor. And it openned up confident, peaceful vistas.
i
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T took note of the fact that you also express yourself in
favor of each social sjstem proving its advantages in peaceful
competition. Yes, ﬁe proceed from the assumption that in this
‘competition the USSR and U.8. will defend their ideals and moral
values as each of our socleties understands them. But it will result

_ in nothing good, if the ideological struggle should be carried over

into the sphere of relations between stabes., I believe, you under-
stand, what I mean.

The main conclusion that naturally follows from The mutual
recognition of the need for peaceful competition is that the atv empts
should be renounced to substitute the disﬁute of weapons for the
dispute of ideas. One cen hardly count on serious shifts in the
nature of our relastions so long as one side will tzxy to gain advan~
tages over the other on the path of the arms race, to btalk with
the other side from The "Q951t10n of "strength".

Mr.President, for understandable reasons the polltlcal leader—
ship of both our countries must have a compebent judgement regarding
the existing and prospective weapon systems. It is extremely im-
portant to avoid miscalculations whose irreversible consequences
will manifest themselves, if not today, then after some tinme.

" In the past, a rigid, bub at the same btime gquite fragile
relationship was established between the strategic nuclear weapons
and anti-ballistic missile systems. The only correct conclusion
was made — the Treaby of indefinite duration to limiv ABM systens
was concluded. It is only due to that that it became possible
at all to tackle as a practical matter the problem of the limitation
and reduction\of puclear weapons,

The attempts to - 'develop a large-scale ABM system inevitably
set in train a radical destabilizabion of The situation. Hven The
factor of uncertainty as such will not only prevent sny limitation
of nuclear weapons, but will, instead, lead to their build-up and
improvement., Therefore, when we resolutely raise the question and
state that the militarization of space is impermissivle, it is not
propaganda and not a consequence ol some misunderstanding or fear
of “"fallingbehind technologically™. It is a result of a thorough "

analisys, of our deep concern about the future of relabtions between

our countries, the future of peace.
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There is also another aspect of the program of "stratigic defense
which remains as if in a shadow for the broad public. But not for
responalble leaders and milibtary experts. They tallk in Washingbton
~spout the development of a large-scale ABM system, but in fact a
new strategic offensive weapon is belng develoned to be deployed
in space. And it 1is a weapon no less dangerous by its capabilities
than nuclear weapons. What difference does it make, what will be
used in a first disarming strike-ballistic missiles or lasers.

Tf there is a difference, it is that it will be possible o carry
out the first strike by the new systems practically instanbly.

So;uirom any point of view, already the very“beginning of

the work to implement this prograﬁ is‘destabilizing; regardless
" even of its final results. And it is precisely for this reason
that it cannot fail to serve as an impeﬁus to a further upswing
of the arms racee L .

T think you will agree that in maoters affecting the heart
of nabional security, neither side can or will rely on assurances
of good intentions. Aoy weapon system ig evaluated by its capabi-
lities, bubt not by public gbabemenits regarding its mission.

All facts unambiguously indicate that The U.S. embarks upon
the path of developing attack space weapons capable of performing
purely offensive missions. And we shall not ignore that. I must
say this frénklyo=1 ought to confess thabt what you have said aboub
the approach of the U. S._tﬁ the question of The moratorium on
space and nuclear weapons, enhances our concern. The parsistent
pefusal of the American side to stop the arms race cannot bubt put
in question the intentions of the U,

And wheat is going on at Ghe negobiations in Geneva? The American
side is trying to substitute only a part of The agreed mandate for
the negotiabtions for the whole of it. An integral element is being
removed from the really agreed formula for the negotiablons - the
obligation to prevent an arms race 1in space, to consider and wresolve
all issues in their interrelationship. The American side has so far
done nothing to bring agreement closer. On the subaect of prevenving
an arms race in space the U.S, delegation did not present a single
consideration at all. I emphasize, not & single one. Yhat for should
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after that one be surprised: why, indeed, There is no movemenb
on the nuclear arms reduction?

' T wish to mention, in passing, that the American representatives
maintain - this point is also contained in your letter - that it is
impossible to verify prohibition on scientific research. However,

-a . different thing is involved: a federal program of research acti-

vities dlrectly and specifically oriented towards the development
of abbtack space weapols, a large-scale ABM system with space-based
components. The very announcement of such a program is in clear
contradiction with the ABM Treaty. (Incidentally, if one is to

take the entire text of the "agreed stabement” to The ABM Treaby,
and not only its part which is guoted in your letter, it is easy

to sea that it is aimed not av weakening, but at strengthening

the central provision of the treaty - dealing with the sides' renun-—
ciabion of the development, of large~scale ABM systems).

As ‘to the ascertions that the USSR is allegedly engaged in its
own “large research program in the area of strategic defense", here,
as Americans put it, apples are confused wibth oranges. The Soviet
Union does nobthing that would contravene the ABM Treaty, does nob
develop abtback space weapons.

Thus, the question of verification is in this case a far-fetched
question, 1f one is clearly to proceed from the premise that nothing
can be done - no mabber what names one can come up with for it -
that is unambiguously proh;blted'by the ABM Treaty.

Mr,President, I would like o hope that you will have another
close Look abt the problem of non-militarization of space, at 1ts
interrelationship with solving the problem of nuclear weapons, : -and
from that angle - at the prospects for the Geneva negoulatlons.

It is in this objective ‘linkage that there lies a resolution of

the problems of the limitation of auclear arms, a real possibility
to get down To tTheir radical reducvion and thereby to proceed to

the liquidatimofnuclear weapons as such. e shall not be able to
aveid anyway having precisely the complex of these issues as a
devermining factor both for our relations and for the 31uuatlon

in the world as a whole. This follows from the sneclal vesv0n51olllty
of ogr-two countries. ”
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I am convinced that we must and can be up to this responsibi-
lity. In this connection I note with satisfaction your words to the
effect that. our two countries have a common interest prevalling

.over other things - to avoid war. I fully agree with thab.

How, with megard to whal other steps could be taken, among
other things, to stimulate progress in Geneva. Ve are convinced
that of-vgry important - aad practiéal - significance would be the
cessation of all nuclear weapon tests. In this area a lot can be
done Dy our two countries., Specifically, we propose the following
practical steps. Pubiing invo effect the up till now unratllled
Soviet-American treaties of 1974 and 19760. Coming To terms on the
resumption of trilateral - with the parbicipation of Britain -
negotiabtions on the complete and geneéal prohibition of nuclear
weapon- tesbs and, acting vigorously, working towards Thelr speedy
and successful conclusione Finally, we propose thatthe USSR and U.S.
interact in carrying out such a specific and very subsbtantial step
on the part of all nuclear powers as a morgborium on any nuclear
exposions would ve, We are in favor of introducing such a moratorium
as socn as possible, |

- The problem of prohibiting chemical weapons needs to be resolved.
But its resolution should be sought realistically. I must say that
the positions wihich the U.S. has so far had on a number of imnortaﬂﬁ
aspects of this problem, do not meet this criterion. We would like
the American side to pay aﬁtenulon to the proposals we have pur

forward. We agree that ollateral consultations bebtween our renresenr

tatives would be useful, for example, within the framework of The

Geneva Conference on disarmament. It should be recogrized, however,
that the efforts which are being made in the U.S. for the chemical
rearmnament, above all,'as concerns vinary wespons, are not a favo-
ravle prerequisite at all for removing chemical weapons completely
and forever from the military arsenals of stales.

The state of things abt tne Stockholm Conference leaves one

with an ambiguous impression, On the one hand, it would seem that

there is common understanding regarding the hneed for an agreement

on the basis of an opbimun combinabtion of major political obligations
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and military-technical confidence-building measures. One The other
hand, the Wesbern revoresenbatives, the Americen representatives
fivst of all, clearly do not hasten vo £ill this understanding

with specifid nutually accepveble - I emphasize, mubually acceptable—
content. We are for having a substantial understanding, really
helping to enhance confidence, Such are the instructions of our
-répresentatives, They are prepared to listen To constructive
considerations which the American delegabtion may have. To put it

briefly, we are for working towards a successful conclusion of
the conference,

I would like, Mrofresidént, to draw your abbtention to the
negotiations on the reduction of armed forces and armaments in
Central Furope. Somebimes we heer from the American representabives
that our proposals made last February "stimulate inberest'. But
it does not show at all at the negotiations themselves. It would
seem that reaching agreemeﬁt on initial reductions of the Soviet
and American forces in that area would be in your and in our interests,
in the interests of a military relaxation in Turope.- Could you look
inbo it to see whether you might find it possible to advance things
in this aresa? ‘

"One of the sourses of bension in the relations belween the
USSR and U.S. is a difference in the assessment of what is going
on in the world, It seems that the American side fregquenlly ignores
the in-depth causes of evenbs and does not teke fully into account
the fact that today a gregﬁ number of stabtes operate -~ and most
actively, too - in world politics, each with its own Fface and interesis.
411 this immeasurably complicates the general picture. A correct
understanding of this would help avoid serious mistbakes and miscal-
culations, )

In the past we used %o havé a positive experience of inber-

. action in lowering tensions in some areas, in preventing dangerous
outvbreaks. Butv it worked this way when the readiness was shown to
- take into eccount the legitimate interests of each obther and the
pos&tions of all the sides involved in a cerbain situation.

)
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ile positively assess the agreement of the American side to have
exchanges of views on some regional nrobleas. e exvect it to accepb
our proposal that a wider range of reglonal problems be the subject
of suca excrunges cnd thab those exchansws 1ook o sceking specific
voys of osettling tonse sitvutions, In %lds connechion T took note
or vie mradiness, cmorecsad in your ic;terv o worm Gosevaer with
the Sovict Union, so thad the situabtiocon zround Aganistan would be
noving voward a peaceful sebvlement. T wwould like to have a more
clear uncerstanding of how the Auewican side is seeing it. Such an QO D~
portunity is proviced by the upcomring consultabions of our experts.
Howoever, our opinions in this matiber as well will be based

unon pracvical decds of the J.8. Fron the ooint of view of
achieving o polivical secﬁleient, and 20U only iror that point
of view, we cannot accept what you say ia your letter with respect
to Pakistan, e parceive the benaviour ol that counbry nobt only
as not corresponding to the soal ol a polibical sevblement around
sfganistan, but also as dangorous and provocabtive. Ve expect that
the U,ba, veing closely linked with Pakistan and also taking
into account its own intercsts, will exert restrainins influence
on i%, The curtailing of its direct support to anbigovernment
armed Tormations intruding inbo &lfganiston from Pakistan, would be
a positive signal from the imerican side. In other words, the U.S.
has the vosglbilities vo confirm by actions its declared readiness
to achieve a volitical setvblenent around &Sgdnlabia on the Dasis
o a just solubtion of The guestions connected with it and to elimi-
ngte tensions in this region oa a whole. Such a mode of action will

be leXt unnoticed by our side and would clearly work toward
gvraigthening out Soviet-Anorican relabions.
some kind of movement sooms Ho be discernable in the avea of

strictly bilateral relations votween uvur countrics. You, cvidently,

have noticed that we supnort this trend. However there should be no
alsunderstanding concomning the Yact thabt we 80 nob “nsend and will

noy concuct eny ne;otiavtions relstine to hunan mights in the Soviet

-

Union. Je, au any othir sovercisn stabe, regarded and will regard

© el

these guestionrs in accordance with our exish ing lavs and regulabtions,
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: Let us, Hr. Pregident, proceed from this in order not to, aggravate
addltlonally our relations. The development of our ties can be -
based only . on mutual interest, ‘equality and mutual benefit, respect

_ /'for the righfs and legitimabe lnberests of each other. '

i f _We consider as positive the fact, that in some instances

’j@f” ~ .+the once diversified structure of Soviet-American relatlons starts -

. although not very intensively, o pubt it outright - to be ‘restored
and to be filled with content. In parbicular, we consider useful

the talks between our ministers of trade which took place in

Moscow recently. We intend to look for mubually accepuable solutlons

in .other areas as well, which consbitute the subject of dlscussion

between us, and to expand the range of such areas. | .“.'ﬂ'

- It is encouraging, thab contacts, including those between
parllaments of our two countries, have become more acblve e recenbly
As I have already sald Up the representaﬁlves of the U.S. Congress

Z . we live. in a time, when people shaping the policy of the USSR and

R .the U.8., must necessarily mee®,have contacts with each- Ouher.:,».t

E}xééiilu!éﬁTo speak in. broad terms, we stand for building V1gorously an brldge

P e 'to" mutual understanding and coopsration andfbx=develop1ng trust.n1ﬂ”

R T ) conclusion, I would like to confirm my positive attitude .

‘ fﬂ'to a personal meeting with you. I understand that you feel the same
o ways Our point of view on this mabtter was outlined by Andrey A, Gmmyko
R LA vl Mr.Schultz during their stay recently in Vienna. 4s to the place
o ifor holdlng it, T understand that there are motives, walch make q.;

J-you prexer the meeting * £0 pe held in the U.S. But I have no less,f
. welghty motives due to which, teking into ancounu the present :

;é?; , state of Soviet-imerican relations, This veriant is um:'eaﬁ!.n.s’c:x.c.,,=
gﬁfgf | - Imporbant international problems are involved and we. should[«
ﬁg&%i use the time to search for possible agreements which couldibe. .
h‘ % readled for the mee ting. For our part, we are entirely for thz.s.
GUsT | e
R };mg;’:=.=a © Sincerely,

MQ'B‘ P “
it

e | " M.GORBACHEV"




