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White House News Summary Tuesday, November 7, 1989 -- 4

SUMMIT/RAISA (Moscow/Reuter) -- Raisa Gorbachev, watching the
Revolution Day parade on Moscow's Red Square Tuesday, said she will go
to the Mediterranean for the superpower summit next month if her husband

allows.... Asked whether she would accompany [her husband] to his
December 2-3 meeting with President Bush..., she replied: "If my
husband takes me." She indicated, however, that she did plan to make an

official visit to Italy with Gorbachev on November 29-December 1.

IRANIAN ASSETS/STATE DEPT. (UPI) -- The U.S. has agreed to give
Iran a portion of that country's assets frozen since the U.S. Embassy in
Tehran was overrun by an Iranian mob in 1979, a White House official said
Tuesday. The official said an agreement was reached last Friday in The
Hague, Netherlands, but he could not say how much was involved....
State Department spokesman Deva Denny said Tuesday the U.S. is "making
no deals with anyone about hostages."

ISRAELI ATTACKS/HEZBOLLAH (Jerusalem/AP) -- Israeli air force jets
bombed a base of the Shiite Moslem guerrilla group FHezbollah in
southeastern Lebanon this morning, the military command announced. "All
targets were hit and our planes returned safely to base," the army
communique said, saying the targets struck were in Mazraat Ayn Busiwar,
14 miles north of the Israeli border.... An army spokesman, who spok
on condition of anonymity, said several targets were struck in t
base.... No reason for the raid was given.

MARCOS PROTESTS (Manila/UPI) -- About 150 supporters of the
Ferdinand Marcos burned a U.S. flag Tuesday during a rally atfthe
American Embassy and demanded the return of the former presi
corpse to his homeland. "To the ugly Americans: you kidnapped
alive, bring him back now that he's dead or all Filipinos will ¢
Americans," said a placard at the three-hour protest.... The ppotesters
trampled a U.S. flag before setting it ablaze.
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Unofficial translation

Dear Mr.,President,

I think that the letter you sent me on June 20 opens a
new and important stage in our private exchanges. I share
your view that direct contacts between us are indispensable,
particularly as regards exchanges on the substance of the
most important problems whose solution would advance relations
between our two countries and strengthen international security

Negotiations on nuclear and space weapons, with which
your letter is concerned, unquestionably require our priority
attention both as the essential component in the efforts to
reduce the risk of war in general and as assurance of
continuity in the historic process of real nuclear disarmament
which we started by signing the landmark INF Treaty.

We in the Soviet Unlon believe--and the round of the
Geneva talks which ended in August has confirmed this--that
progress achieved thus far provides good groundwork on which
to build. Our approaches have quite a lot in common, as has
already been recorded in joint documents adopted at summit
meetings and in the documents being worked out at the talks. In
a word, as you put it, the accomplishments thus far provide a
firm foundation for the conclusion of an agreement. This is a
very important political statement, binding on both sides.

At the same time there are issues of a fundamental nature
which remain unresolved, thus impeding the conclusion of a
treaty on 50 percent reductions in strategic offensive arms.

I urge you to focus on their solution. I think that at present
the talks have reached a critical point, which requires bold
political decisions that would bring them to an early
successful completion,

In your letter you address the principles of strategic
stability. Indeed, removing incentives for first strike,
reducing the concentration of warheads on strategic delivery
vehicles and giving preference to systems with higher
survivability are important guidelines for the NST talks. I am
convinced that we must adhere to them both during the talks on
50 percent reductions in strategic offensive arms and at the
talks which should follow them to consider even deeper and
more radical cuts in the context of strategic stability.

One more general consideration: For a long time the
development of the strategic armed forces of our two countries
was influenced by geographical and other factors that led to
the emergence of significant differences as to their structure.
In seeking agreement to reduce strategic offensive arms we, must,
of course, regard with understanding those special features of
each side., We must find common denominators which,while taking
account of the differences in the structure of our strategic arr
wauld result in strengthening strategic stability.

His Excellency

Mr., George BUSH
President of the

United States of America
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To turn now to some specific issues of the NST talks.

You note in your letter that we are divided by a conceptua:
gap on the questions of ABM and space. Is there a way out of thi
situation? I think it can be found if the problem is approached
more pragmatically,

The important thing here is to continue to abide by the
understanding regarding the ABM Treaty which was reached in
December 1987 at the Washington summit, namely ta observe the
Treaty as signed in 1972.

I wish to propose the following: Let us set aside, for the
time being, our conceptual argument about whether the placing of
weapons in outer space and the deployment of ABM sgystems will
strengthen "strategic stability or have an opposite effect.

Let us not - make more difficult the already complex NST talke
by pressing this issue. We could go back to it at the talks on
gstrategic stability, right after the signing of the treaty on
strategic offensive arms. We have already agreed to hold such
talks.

We also continue to differ in our understanding of what
is prohibited and what is permitted by the ABM Treaty. Even
though I am convinced that our interpretation is correct, we
will evidently fail to make headway if we continue arguing
along old lines. The way out, as we see it, would be to
attempt to define specifically what can be done within the
framework of the ABM Treaty, '

The discussion of the question-of establishing a period
of non-withdrawal from the ABM Treaty has also taken on the
character of a conceptual debate. In order to facilitate the
solution of other issues at the talks we could drop our
insistence on our proposal for such a fixed period of non-
withdrawal, ’

The Soviet Foreign Minister and the US Secretary of State
could, if the above considerations prove to be acceptable,
work out on their basis appropriate instructions for our
delegations at the NST talks.

As we understand, difficulties remain in connection with
the so-called issue of the Krasnoyarsk radar. On several
occasions I offered various solutions which, in our view,
could remove the concerns of the US sgide. Unfortunately, |
they have failed to reach their goal., In order to clear up
completely the path toward the early conclusion of a treaty
on strategic offensive arms, we have taken a radical decision--
to completely eliminate that facility. We would expect that the
US side will reciprocate so as to remove our concerns rela;ed to
the US radars in Greenland and Great Britain.

As regards the questions related directly to strategic
offensive arms, the greatest difficulties concern long-range
SLCMs. Breaking the deadlock in this issue is long overdue,
This, as I see it, calls for a major political decision to trade
off our mutual concerns, This problem should be analyzed jointly
once again, among other things from the standpoint of a broader
approach to the problem of naval armaments.
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A productive dialogue on that problem should begin at long
last at the NST talks. Your side is invoking the difficulties
of verification. Why not focus at these talks on the problem
of verification with regard to nuclear SLCMs, while the. problem
of limiting them could be solved taking account of the results
of the work on verification., Eduard Shevardnadze is prepared to
discuss this matter in greater detail with the Secretary of State

And you and I could return to this question, if necessary, at our
upcoming meetins, :

The problem of ALCMs also remains unresolved although some
approaches to its solution began to emerge during the last round.
It is obvious that the issues related to ALCMs and heavy bombers
must be dealt with as a package, In so doing it is important not
to allow the possibility of eroding the ceiling of 6000 warheads.
I think that this knot can be untied already in the course of
this ministerial meeting.

Finally, the questions of verification., It appears that
we can note our common desire to ensure maximum confidence of tt
two sides that the future treaty on strategic offensive arms will
be observed., Your idea of testing verification methods prior to
its conclusion appears to be useful. At the same time this can
hardly be achieved effectively if a selective method is used, -
under which monitoring the facilities for the production of
strategic offensive arms would apply to mobile ICBMs only.

Clearly, under the treaty itself verification will cover
all armg falling within the category of strategic offensive arms,
and verification obligations must be equal so as to rule out a
one-sided approach., Therefore, trial verification measures
should be tested with regard to any kind of strategic offensive
arms to be covered by the future treaty. This would provide
reliable guarantees of compliance.

We advocate a similar approach to the question'of data
exchange on strategic offensive arms. We are also prepared to
accept familiarization visits on the basis of reciprocity.

I believe that an agreement in principle could be reached
between our two countries at foreign minister level concerning
the preparation of trial verification and stability measures
and their implementation as they become ready. In the course of
the upcoming round of the NST talks specific parameters and

procedures for carrying out such trial measures could be
negotiated. '

It would seem that an agreement on notifications regarding
major strategic force exercises, which isg virtually ready, could
be signed at this ministerial meeting.

I wish now to address two more problems that deal with, the
set of nuclear issues. ’

The first one concerns our nuclear testing talks. It seems
to me that our acceptance, at the latest round of the talks,
of using the CORRTEX method to monitor all nuclear tests above
the agreed yield threshold, as the US side had insisted, makes
it possible to bring the first stage of these talks to the
concluding phase. I hope that our US partners will now look
in the same unbiased way at the verification procedures that
we propose, If during the ministerial meeting the two sides
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recorded their fundamental understanding regarding the
verification mechanism, instructions could then be given to

our respective delegations at the Geneva talks to complete as
soon as possible--in any case before the end of the year--
work on the verification protocols to the 1974 and 1976
Treaties and to prepare them for signing at our meeting, I

also think that it is time for us to give general consideration
to the guidelines for further restrictions on the yield and
number of tests, which we are going to set for our delegations
as their goal for the second stage of the talks.

The other problem to which I would like to call your
attention has to do with the possibility of starting talks
to ban the production of fissionable material for weapons
purposes. Today, as we see it, we have a favorable situation--
the United States has actually ceased the production of fresh
weapon-grade plutonium while the Soviet Union has adopted a
program for phasing out before the year 2000 all the industral
reactors used to produce weapon-grade plutonium. Eduard
Shevardnadze will inform the US side about the specific
details of the program. I want to point out that we are ready
to speed up its implementation in the event of matching
‘reciprocal steps on your part.

In these circumstances our two countries could address in
practical terms the problem of a verifiable cessation of the
production of weapon-grade fissionable materials, As a. first
step we could even now instruct our experts to consider
jointly the issues related to the mechanism of mutual verivicati
of such a measure, It is our view that the reciprocal cessation
of the production of fissionable material not only would help
to strengthen predictability in the strategic field, but
would also make it possible for both sides to solve--at a
much lower cost--a large number of environmental problems
involved in the operation of nuclear production complexes,

Another priority issue--and we seem to be of one mind on
this-- is the conclusion of a global and effectively verifiable
convention on the prohibition and destruction of chemical weapon
We welcome your statement that every effort must be made to
achieve such a prohibition. In this, our approaches coincide.

I also wish to note with satisfaction that during the last
two rounds of bilateral consultations progress was made toward
achieving this goal. I hope that our ministers will be able
during their current meeting to sign a memorandum of
understanding on a bilateral verification experiment.

We have also decided to take an additional step to
accomodate the US position by agreeing to the inclusion of

saxitoxin and ricin into the relevant list under the
convention,

The multilateral talks on the convention have now entered
a crucial phase, At the same time they still seem to lack a
sense of purpose. Perhaps this is due to some extent to the
fact that there is no agreed date by which the negotiators
would seek to complete the preparation of the convention., Why
shouldn't our two countries take an ininiative here by issuing
a joint appeal to conclude the convention as early as 1990 or
19917 Such a time limit seems to be quite realistic.
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Mr.President, there is another issue which calls for the
personal efforts of the two of us., I am referring to the reduction
of conventional armed forces., Actually, both you and I took these
talks into our own hands when we proposed the initiatives which
are now paving the way to resolving the problems which for decades
have poisoned East-West relations. It is precisely those
political decisions taken at the highest level that have made it
possible for the Vienna talks to take an unprecedented start
and make very good headway.

You took a bold step, Mr., President, by proposing that the
talks be completed within six to twelve months, which is an
unheard-of challenge., Well, we accept it,even though I will say
frankly that it will not be easy to do it.

But if you and I want to give effect to those commitments
we must work out a kind of strategy for speeding up the Vienna
talks. We could perhaps agree between ourselves and with the
other participants from NATO and the Warsaw Treaty to convene in
the second half of 1990 a summit meeting in order to sign the
agreement on conventional arms, to be attendea by all the leaders
of the European states. I am confident that such a European
conference would be unprecedented as regards 1its results.

To that end we should instruct our foreign ministers to
intensify work to find solutions to outstanding issues. Perhaps
it will take two or three méetings between our ministers and the
minikters from other states concerned which participate in the
Vienna talks; meetings not for making speeches .but to find
solutions to outstanding issues.

For example, why not hold the first such meeting in Vienna

early next year to review the principal difficulties holding up
the talks?

We have duly appreciated agreement by the United States and
other NATO countries to reduce combat  aircraft, This is an
important step toward accomodating the position of the Warsaw
Treaty. But let me say frankly that it fails to address arr serious
concern regarding air defense aircraft based in the European
territory of the Soviet Union and intended only to protect vital
facilities against possible air strikes from various directions.,
They do not have the capability to strike ground targets. Those
aircraft are not part of the surprise attack capability. Ve are
prepared to give American experts an opportunity to see for
themselves that that is precisely the case. In order to resolve
this issue we could agree to set a certain limit for such
aircraft, which would not include frontline fighters, Of course,
we expect that there should not be any buildup of systems
which these aircraft are intended to counter,

In the context of the likely breakthrough at the Vienna
talks we believe it is possible even now to begin discussing
the question of a gradual removal of the tactical nuclear '
component from the European military equation, All the more so
gnce we understand that in Brussels the NATO countries gave
their agreement in principl}e to such discussions. I would like
to inform you that with due regard for this evolution in NATO's
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position, the Soviet Union, as I already said in Strassbourg,
is considering the possibility of further major unilateral
reductions in its tactical nuclear missiles in Europe.

And now the last point. We welcome your proposal concerning
an "open skies" regime which would provide for mutual overflights
by unarmed aircraft over the territories of the USSR and the
United States and their Warsaw Treaty and NATO allies for the
purpose of monitoring their military activities, and we agree
to take part in an international conference to discuss issues
involved in establishing such a regime,

I think that we are now on the threshold of mutually
acceptable agreement. But you and I together will have to
cross that threshold. And we can do so if we take into
account each other's fundamental concerns.

In closing, Mr.President, I wish to express my willingness
for further exchanges on the issues addressed here and the hope
that they  will advance the cause of peace and security,

Sincerely yours,

M.Gorbachev
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0307
THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

January 13, 1990
NEORMATION DECLASSIFIED
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT PERE;S,;. 11_3326
FROM: BRENT SCOWCROFT @ Bhisony Mh
SUBJECT: Objectives for U.S.-Soviet Relations in 1990

This is a rare period in which we can seek to achieve a
fundamental shift in the strategic balance, particularly in
Europe. The future of the Soviet Union remains cloudy, but it is
clearly in our interest to do what we can to prolong the tenure
of the reformers -- men who have inadvertently set in motion
events that have put long-standing U.S. objectives regarding the
Soviet Union well within our reach: freedom for Eastern Europe; a
significant reduction of the Soviet military threat to the West;
and the demilitarization of Soviet foreign policy in the regions.

The principal challenge that you face in U.S.-Soviet relations
this year is to engage Gorbachev effectively at a time when he
faces mounting chaos at home; declining influence and authority
in Eastern Europe; and uncertainty about the future of Russia’s
traditional nemesis, Germany. Gorbachev’s sense of security
stems from still powerful Soviet military forces and the
conviction -- bordering on faith -- that sophisticated diplomacy
can convince his adversaries not to take advantage of him. But
there are observable cracks in Moscow’s confidence about the
fruits of the new foreign policy -- particularly where Germany is
concerned -- and that Soviet insecurity is likely to grow.

1990 promises to be another very difficult year for Gorbachev and
the Soviet leadership. The Soviet Union’s ills are worsening.
Problems like whether the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
should have a constitutionally guaranteed "leading role" --
precluding fair competition with other parties; whether a command
economy can be expected to produce the needed economic
turnaround; whether to have private property; whether territory
belonging to Azerbaijan should be transferred to Armenia; whether
the Baltic states -- and other republics -- should be allowed to
secede from the Union and similar issues cannot be resolved
through Gorbachev’s usual jawboning and equivocation. If they
continue to grow worse, they could be his undoing.

Over time, the Soviet population -- while appreciating his role

in initiating reform -- has increasingly come to see Gurbachev as
ineffective and indecisive. Nationalists from Armenia and

-SECRET- O cc: Vice President
Declassify on: OADR -S—EC'_\ Chief of Staff
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Azerbaijan to the Baltics regard him as a man without a bottom
line and it is Gorbachev, not the nationalists, who has retreated
in the face of repeated challenges.

The saving grace for Gorbachev at this time is that he is still
regarded by moderate nationalists in the Republics as their best
hope for the peaceful achievement of their goal -- total
independence. But moderates, to say nothing of extremists, may
take Gorbachev’s continuing appeasement as weakness, leading them
to press even harder (as with the mass demonstrations in
Lithuania when Gorbachev visits there.) That in turn will
further alarm conservatives, who already see these trends as a
threat to the integrity of the Union. Challenges to Gorbachev’s
power will probably increase markedly in the next year. Within
the last two months, Gorbachev has reportedly threatened to
resign twice. The first Baltic elections in Lithuania at the end
of February and the 28th Party Congress, now scheduled for
October 1990, will be crucial tests for him.

Implications for Poli

The Soviet leadership will be anxious to keep U.S.-Soviet
relations moving forward. Gorbachev cannot afford, in the face
of mounting failures at home, to have his foreign policy line
discredited too. Objectively, the U.S.-Soviet relationship has
never had better prospects from our point of view. Your meeting
at Malta infused U.S.-Soviet relations with a greater sense of
direction -- pointing toward the June Summit. On arms control,
human rights and the incipient economic agenda, there is every
reason to be optimistic that the progress made in 1989 can be
sustained and perhaps Moscow can even be moved to be more
sensible on Central America.

But it is, of course, the unraveling of communist power in
Eastern Europe that has changed the strategic environment and the
face of U.S.-Soviet relations. Soviet domination of Eastern
Europe has been the most enduring and most fundamental source of
American conflict with Moscow. Thus, our central and overriding
objective in 1990 should be to facilitate the continued and
graduated withdrawal of the Soviet Union from Eastern Europe.

A preeminent challenge, in this regard, is to help the FRG and
the Soviet Union to manage their relationship. If there is a
single external issue that might cause Moscow to reassess its
course in Eastern Europe, might even bring Gorbachev down, it is
the German question. With that much at stake for the United
States, we will need to be intensively involved in the
increasingly complicated diplomatic environment in Europe which
will be ever more preoccupied with the future of Germany.

While we can do little to affect internal Soviet politics, we
should do what we can to prolong perestroika as long as Gorbachev
continues to tolerate the diminution of Soviet power in Eastern
Europe. If Moscow maintains its present course, it will be
impossible within a few years for the Soviet Union to do anything
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about the changes in Eastern Europe, short of all out invasion.
With this in mind, we need to work hard to insure a successful
June U.S.-Soviet Summit -- particularly in arms control and the
economic sphere -- which may boost Gorbachev’s image at home and
thus his staying power.

We must grasp while we can the chance for an early CFE agreement
which would bring the conventional military balance into line
with the new political realities in Eastern Europe. These
reductions will also facilitate the orderly withdrawal of Soviet
military power from the territory of its former allies. Rapid
progress toward an "Open Skies" accord also would
institutionalize Soviet openness on an unprecedented scale.

Finally, it is important that you continue to engage Gorbachev
personally while emphasizing that it is the process of
perestroika, not the man, on which U.S. policy is based.

As 1990 begins, the uncertainties surrounding the future of the
Soviet Union and Gorbachev have only multiplied. At present,
Gorbachev appears to be playing for time in the hope that, by
some miracle, perestroika will succeed in creating a stable and
prosperous Soviet Union. We have clearer and more realistic
goals: the liberation of Eastern Europe and the consolidation of
pluralist rule throughout the region; and a dramatic reduction in
the Soviet military threat to Europe and the United States.
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 8307
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

January 9, 1990 lg ‘

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR BRENT SCOWCROFT

THROUGH : ROBERT BLACKWILL (Z/.B

FROM: CONDOLEEZZA RICE CAZ’

SUBJECT : Memg;ggdum on Objectives for U.S.-Soviet Relations
in

The memorandum for the President at Tab I examines the challenges
in U.S.-Soviet relations, particularly relating to Europe, in
light of continuing Soviet internal difficulties.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the memorandum to the President.

Attachment
Tab I Memo to President
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Unofficial translation

His Excellency

George BUSH

President of the United
States of America
Washington, D.C.

January 17, 1990

Dear Mr. President,

Thenk you for your letter of December 8, transmitted througt
Ambassador Matlock. I wish to say from the outset that I share
your assessment of the Malta meeting. I believe we have every
reason to say that it has teken Soviet-American relations to
a new level of mutual understanding.

The fact that we, while remaining realists in approaching
the issues that divide us, have begun to clear the USSR-US
relationship of everything that stands in the way of its normal
development, opens up great opportunities,in my view, for
bilateral cooperation end for building new international
relations based on trust, mutual respect, and a balance of
interests.

Of course, a number of issues were not discussed in depth
at Malta. Therefore, I support your idea that all issues which
are the subject of the Soviet-American dialogue be discussed
in the coming months between USSR Minister of Foreign Affairs
Eduard A.Shevardnadze and US Secretary of State James Baker.

I took note of your information about the US allies'
reaction to the Malta talks. At a meeting in Moscow we informed
in detail the leaders of the Warsaw Treaty member states on the
substance of the Soviet-American talks at Malta. Our allies
welcomed the results of those talks and expressed their
satisfaction with the thoughtfulness and the reasonable
approach to the developments in Western and Eastern Europe.
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It is my view that the United States and the Soviet Union
should continue to conduct business with respect to Europe,
which is going through turbulent and profound changes, on the
basis of prudence and great responsibility.

As a separate issﬁe, I would like to touch on the question
of Panama. I acquainted myself with the arguments conveyed by
your Ambassador in Moscowe. I must say that I cannot agree with
them, as well as with the statement contained in your message
of December 26, 1989, to the effect that the US action in
Panama is somehow fully consistent with the principles that
we discussed at Maltae.

Our position of principle is known to you. We reject the use
of force in international relations as an instrument of
resolving conflict situations. It is in those terms that this
question was discussed during the Malta talkse. There, we
sought to make this principal idea clear to the US side: no
objective can serve as a justification of the use of military
force. Universality of the politico-diplomatic procedures must
be recognized as absolute. To allow for a multitude of
interpretations or authorize exceptions here would mean to
emasculate the efforts of the international community (and
both our countries are playing a prominent role in them) to
affirm the primacy of law.

We in the Soviet leadership have begun to reflect on the
possible areas of progress to be made at the forthcoming Soviet-
American negotiations in 1990. Ve believe that a more specific
determination in this regard could be made as a result of our
foreign ministers' meetings on which you and I agreed earlier.

I would like to invite you, Mr. President, to continue our
correspondence not only on urgent problems, but on key
conceptual issues in the interests of USSR-US rapprochement and
enhancing stability in international relations.
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I wish to conclude this letter by expressing the hope
that the year 1990 will be productive for our relations.

Sincerely,

Mikhail GORBACHEV

Moscow
Kremlin
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON / S

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for the magnificently crafted model of
the "Aleksandr Nevsky." It is an ideal gift for
me because, as an old navy man, I dearly love
the sea.

I am sending along a few pictures which I hope
you will enjoy. When I look at them I am
reminded of our Malta meeting which, in my view,
was a big success.

I am also enclosing a video tape which was
prepared for you by a friend of mine who is a
U.S. movie producer, Jerry Weintraub. He used
some historical footage out of a famous film
library. The announcer on this tape,
incidentally, is a famous U.S. movie actor,
Charlton Heston.

I hope you and Mrs. Gorbacheva have a wonderful
New Year. I am convinced that the next year
will be one of even greater cooperation and
improvement in our relations.

I am determined to follow up on our talk about
START and about CFE. The whole world hopes that
we can reach agreement on these two treaties.

I also hope we can move ahead in the chemical
weapons field. I know you want to ban these
weapons and so do I. I still worry about
verification, but let’s find the way to make
real progress in 1990.



I have followed the developments in Europe with
keen interest and with a genuine sense of
excitement. I note with great interest and
admiration the way those who support changes all
across Eastern Europe invoke your name in a most
favorable way - a well deserved tribute to your
own leadership for reform.

Let’s vow to stay in close touch during this
coming year.

Most sincerely,

—)

a_

His Excellency Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev

Chairman of the Supreme Soviet of the Union
of the Soviet Socialist Republics

Moscow
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0100 FINAL
20 December 1989

Demarche to Soviet Union
Ambassador Matlock to Gorbachev

1. Read enclosed Presidential announcement to Gorbachev
2. President asked me personally to brief you on this matter.
3. The President wants you to know that he took this action

only after becoming convinced that General Noriega had
become increasing unstable and dangerous and that the
American community, which numbers 35,000 people faced
increasing violent threats. As you know, a U.S. serviceman
was shot to death by PDF forces shortly after General
Noriega declared was on the United States and a serviceman’s
was brutalized and his wife sexually threatened in a

separate incident.

4. The United States sees no precedent in this action. Just

the opposite. This situation is unique.

5. A democratic election was held May 7th and the results were
internationally recognized. The democratic choice was

denied through violence and repression.
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Moreover, General Noriega is an indicted drug trafficker

wanted for prosecution in the U.S.

In addition, the United States has obligations under the
Panama Canal Treaties to safeguard safe passage through the
Panama Canal for all nations. Those Treaties have the force

of international law.

The United States intends to remove its forces as quickly as
possible. It also intends to normalize its relations fully
with the Endara government. We hope that the Endara
government will have peaceful friendly relations with

others, including the Soviet Union.

We have informed both Managua and Havana that they face
absolutely no security threat as a result of this action.

We hope you will repeat and reinforce this message.

We hope also that Nicaragua does not use this unique action
as an excuse to violate its commitment under Esquipulas to
go forward with the currently scheduled elections. The
United States remains committed to recognize the winner of
the election if it is free and fair no matter which party
wins. The U.S. also remains fully committed to resolve the

conflicts in both Nicaragua and E1l Salvador under the



L1,

3
Esquipulas Treaties, including the commitments relayed by

Secretary Baker to Foreign Minister Shevardnadze.

The President hopes that in the spirit of Malta that your
government will take no action that will inflame this
situation or make it more difficult to resolve this crisis

quickly, peacefully, and democratically.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

SUBJECT: Second Restricted Bilateral Session with Chairman
Gorbachev of Soviet Union

PARTICIPANTS: The President
Brent Scowcroft, Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs
Interpreter

Mikhail Gorbachev, Chairman of the Supreme Soviet
of the USSR
Anatoliy Chernyaev, Aide to Chairman Gorbachev

(Notetaker)
Interpreter
DATE, TIME December 3, 1989, 11:45 am - 12:45 pm
AND PLACE: Maxim Gorkii Cruise Liner, Malta
The President: I want to discuss an idea on bibles and a
proposal on Billy Graham. (Described the question he is asked
about the Baltics). (U)

Chairman Gorbachev: I have discussed how we see a [ILLEGIBLE].
Many problems have arisen. We were ready to deal with them
through greater autonomy. If separatism would become dominant,
that would be dramatic. I must not create a danger to
perestroika. The Soviet peoples would not understand. We lived
together for fifty years, we are integrated. We have sixty
million living out there in nationality areas. Fifty percent of
Estonia are Russians, over 50% of Latvians are now Russian,
Lithuanian majority in Lithuania. In the Ukraine, 50 million are
non-Ukrainian. Kazakhs are only 30% of the population. Our
country is that way and separatism brings out strong feelings by

people. (&7

There has been a calming down but still there are problems. Ths
is a sensitive issue for us. I hope you understand our position.
This would bring out all sorts of terrible fires. If the U.S.
has no understanding it would spoil relations with the U.S. more
than anything else. (&

The President: But if you use force -- you don’t want to --
that would create a firestorm. You will get that question. J4&r~

Chairman Gorbachev: We want all to get equal treatment. If we
removed our MVD troops from Nagarno-Karabakh we would have war.
We are committed to a democratic process and we hope you

understand. 4 748/’:;'/” DECLASS'F,ED
k8 PERE.O. 12958,

SEERET/SENSITIVE/NODIS AS AMENDED
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What happened here is precisely what we wanted. We are very
pleased. There are some in both countries who don’t like what we
are doing. But we are right. Destructive forces should not be
allowed to undermine this. Let me [ILLEGIBLE] some. 4&)

The President What forces? (U)

Chairman Gorbachev: Sometimes lies are presented in the press,
etc., i.e. that Gorbachev sold his friends down the river as a
student after drinking ...[ILLEGIBLE] (&7

The President: I never heard of this. We have a lot of nuts.
(U)

Chairman Gorbachev: I know you don’t believe it. (U)

The President: The visit is exactly what I hoped. I didn’t
respond to all arms control but we want to move forward. But we
must be prudent. We are looking for ways to make further
reductions, especially in manpower in CFE. I must consult with
NATO. (Sr

SPCRET/SENSITIVE/NODIS
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

SUBJECT : First Restricted Bilateral Session with Chairman
Gorbachev of Soviet Union

PARTICIPANTS: The President
General Scowcroft, Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs
Interpreter

Mikhail Gorbachev, Chairman of the Supreme Soviet
of the USSR
Anatoliy Chernyaev, Aide to Chairman Gorbachev

(Notetaker)
Interpreter
DATE, TIME December 2, 1989, 12:00 - 1:00 pm
AND PLACE: Maxim Gorkii Cruise Liner, Malta
Chairman Gorbachev: I have three points. I already referred to

Central America especially Cuba. I recall a letter to you after
Cuba. My talks in Cuba weren’t simple. Castro expressed caution
about our policy -- I explained our aims were good. I said as
for our internal affairs we are doing what we want. What you do
is your business. He asked me, in effect, to help normalize
U.S.-Cuban relations. (S/SEN)~

Recently, the Cuban Chief of Staff visited the Soviet Union. He
talked to Yazov and said some things, I say this for the first
time in the most private way. If Castro found out .... (S#SENY

The President: I understand. It will stay with me. (U)

Chairman Gorbachev: I think perhaps we would think how to do it.
Some contacts. We could participate but that is not necessary.

I can say that Castro understands that the world is changing
dramatically but he has his own sense of dignity and pride. Even
raising this possibility was not easy for him.

The President: What is he saying? (U)

Chairman Gorbachev: His very words, "Find a way to make the
President aware of my interest in normalization."™ It is on the
basis of that remark that I made my comment. (S/ASENT

DECLASSIFIED
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The President: Let’s put all our cards on the table about
Castro. Our allies can’t see why we care about Central America.
It just isn’t a gut issue for them. For the political left in
the U.S., it isn’t a gut issue. But for the fledgling
democracies in Latin America and the U.S. right it is a gut
issue. Castro is like a sea anchor as you move forward and the
Western Hemisphere moves. He is against all this -- Eastern
Europe and the Western Hemisphere. (S+4S5EN)

Publicly Latin Americans will not criticize a colleague. But
Arias’ call was a clear indication that Castro is now totally
isolated. There is another major Castro problem -- the emigres
(in Florida) who have strong emotions about this last dictator.
We have had feelers from Castro but never with an indication of a
willingness to change. &8

Switching to Nicaragua, you said Ortega had nothing to do with
[ILLEGIBLE]. I am inclined to agree though I didn’t use to think
so. But I am convinced that they are exporting revolution. They
are sending weapons. I don’t care what they have told you, they
are supporting the FMLN. I am now convinced there is a new
shipment of helos going from the Soviet Union to Nicaragua. I
don’t question Shevardnadze’s word on this. (S4SEN)

Chairman Gorbachev: There were U.S. rockets too. &7

The President I see a solution as in a verifiable election --
free and open -- and that if Ortega loses he doesn’t try to cling
to power. If it is a free election, we will abide by the

results. (S/SEN)

The only other open cancer is Panama, but there is no feeling
that the Soviet Union wants Noriega to succeed. He is a terrible
problem for us. I asked the Attorney General if our indictments
were strong ones. I am seeking for him to get out. This is
quite confidential. He said these are good indictments and given
feelings on drugs in the U.S., I can’t drop the indictments. A4Sy

Chairman Gorbachev: Let me tell you how your steps are perceived
in the Soviet Union. People ask are there no barrier to the U.S.
action in independent countries? The U.S. passes Jjudgement and
executes that judgement. (&)

The President: There is no military operation against Colombia,
but if we are asked for help against the scourge of drugs, we
will help. A&7

Then I would like to mention the Philippines. (&)

I was surprised at your Philippines reaction. Acquino is
democratically elected and asked for our help to prevent the
palace from being bombed by the rebels. It never occurred to me
that this would cause problems in the Soviet Union, though I
probably would have done it anyway. But that notion never
occurred to me. AS)

SECRET/SENSITIVE/NODIS
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Chairman Gorbachev: In the Soviet Union some are saying the
Brezhnev doctrine is being replaced by the Bush doctrine. (&)

The President: I want to understand. Here is a democracy saying
that it needs help against rebels. 487

Chairman Gorbachev: I agree she is democratically elected. It
depends on the context. 1In Eastern Europe there are governments,
legitimately elected, that are now being replaced. The question
is in Eastern Europe it is prohibited for Soviet trgops<to
intervene. All now is interrelated. Some now are $8&£ag Fhat we
are not performing our duty to our friends. But we have not been
asked. (&7

The President: In Eastern Europe, change is peaceful and
encouraged by you. In the Philippines, there is a Colonel trying
to shoot his way into power. (39

Chairman Gorbachev: I agree -- peaceful change is the way. Our
position is non-interference. The process of change can be
painful but we believe in non-interference. Colonels can be
found everywhere to do those jobs. (&

The President: If we can stick with the notion of peaceful
change, better relations will occur between the Soviet Union and
the U.S. I would never give advice to a senior office holder
like you. I can accept your criticism, but not on this issue, in
this circumstance. Acquino is struggling to bring democracy. I
would hope your criticism could be muted. I can accept it but I
think that your criticism would cut the wrong way. J&

I appreciate your explanation in the Philippines. One more
comment on Latin America. I don’t want to sound like a broken
record. Let me express U.S. public opinion on you yourself.
There is strong support for perestroika and for establishing
pluralistic answers in Eastern Europe -- strong support. But I
think people see support for Castro -- almost -- speaking frankly
-- as an embarrassment. He is against the causes you are

advocating. (&
Chairman Gorbachev: That is pluralism (laughs). (U)

The President: I wish we could find a way. You are spending
billions into the pipeline and getting nothing for it, and it
does interfere with our overall relationship. The way you have
handled it is clear. Castro doesn’t just do what you say. &

Just to end it -- anything we can do to cut support for Cuba and
Nicaragua so we are not on opposite sides. Chile is moving in
the right direction -- not toward the U.S. but toward democracy

and I don’t want these others to get in the way of what I want to
do with the Soviet Union. 4871

Chairman Gorbachev: The most important thing is that we have no

plan for Latin America -- no bridges, no bridgeheads. That is
not our policy -- you have it from me. {NEXT LINE ILLEGIBLE]

SESRET/SENSITIVE/NODIS
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I am moving toward democracy. Of course they are fledgling and
the road ahead will be difficult. We are satisfied with that --
as you -- but we will not interfere. &Y

With Cuba, yes, we have a long relationship -- responding to the
economic blockade. We seek to put it on a more normal basis,
especially economic. We are trading with Cuba and that meets our
need -- sugar, citrus, nickel -- but it is much more to Cuba’s
advantage. For example, we sell oil to Cuba on a market clearing
basis which we could sell for much more. But Cuba is independent
with its own view and we don’t want to interfere. _(&F

I mention Castro’s signal because I think it shows Castro sees
his interest lies in changing his relations with the U.S. and
others. So please give it some thought. If you have something
to share with us or something we can pass on. We can note we
have had a frank conversation and understand each other better.

Ler

The President: We have had feelers from him. But if he could do
something in human rights. I will think carefully on it. I will
let you know so we don’t get disconnected on this. (5%

Chairman Gorbachev: We could say that to him about human rights.

&

The President: He won’t even let the U.N. in to see. &7

Chairman Gorbachev: I haven’t finished (laughs). (U)
The President: Neither have I. (U)
Chairman Gorbachev: O0.K. (U)

The President: O0.K. (U)

Chairman Gorbachev: Let me address Eastern Europe. I have three

points. S

(1) The direction of change in the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe is such as to bring us closer -- that is
important.

(2) What I dislike is when some U.S. politicians say unity
of Europe should be on the basis of Western values. We
have long been accused of exporting ideology. That is
what is now being proposed by some -- not you. e

(3) Mr. Kohl is in too much of a hurry on the German
question. That is not good. I worry that this could
be part of his pre-election game and not because of a
strategic outlook. There are some differences in view
in West Germany, within the coalition, and with the
SPD. We should let Kohl know that his approach could
damage things. 487

SECRET /SENSITIVE/NODIS
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For example, would a united Germany be outside alliances or
within NATO? Answer is premature and we shouldn’t put it forth
-- should let it run its natural course. You and I are not
responsible for the division of Germany. Let history decide what
should happen. We need an understanding on this. 4&)

The President: I think Kohl feels an enormous emotional response

to what has happened -- as does Genscher. There is some politics
in his three part program and some emotional outpouring. I think
he knows his allies -- after they support right of the German

people to reunify, have some private reservations about
reunification. (&)

Chairman Gorbachev: Yes I know -- and they have let me know.
Unlike they and you -- I am saying there are two states, mandated

by history. So let history decide the outcome. Kohl assures me
he will abide by understandings made in Bonn. Now he says he
wants to talk on the phone and Genscher is coming. I think this
is an ? particular prudence. (87

The President: I agree and we will do nothing to recklessly try
to speed up reunification. When you talk to Kohl, I think you
will see he agrees. But his rhetoric, you must understand, is
emotional and possibly some politics, but mostly emotion. UA&¥

Chairman Gorbachev: It is good that things have [ILLEGIBLE] (U)

The President: The most conservative Americans salute how you
have handled this issue. They are now looking back into history.

I will be timid -- that is how in a nutshell they describe my
refusal to jump up and down at the Wall. This is no time for
grandstanding -- a step that looks good but could prove reckless.
By

Chairman Gorbachev: The times we live in are of great
responsibility -- great opportunity but great responsibility. 8~

The President: I would like to spend some time on one other
point at some time. 487

Chairman Gorbachev: I have one other point as well -- later. A
point which you carefully avoided. (5)—

The President: Yes, I was hoping to avoid it. (&)~

Chairman Gorbachev: I once said something -- You used a word
that means "a test" to see if we could solve mutual problems. 487

The President: Afghanistan is more important to you than to us.
I was wrong about what would happen after Soviet troops left.
Let’s discuss it. 487

The President: Let me not blind side you. You may not want to

discuss it. But I would like to know your views concerning the
sensitive area of the Baltics. (&

SEERET/SENSITIVE/NODIS
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Chairman Gorbachev: Yes, we will. (U)

SEERET/SENSITIVE/NODIS
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<PREC> IMMEDIATE ~CLAS> SHEREH <DTG> 6861287 DEC 89
FM THE WHITE HOUSE
T0 AMEMBASSY MOSCOW

S—t—€—R—+—+ SENSITIVE EYES ONLY
ooQa

PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING MESSAGE, EYES ONLY, TO AMBASSADOR
JACK MATLOCK, FROM BRENT SCOWCROFT, NATIONAL SECURITY ADVISOR TO

THE PRESIDENT.

| WOULD APPRECIATE IT IF YOU WOULD DELIVER THE FOLLOWING MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT TO CHAIRMAN GORBACHEYV. THERE WILL BE NO
SIGNED ORIGINAL.

BEGIN TEXT:

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN:

I JUST WANTED TO TELL YOU HOW PLEASED | AM WITH OUR
PAGE 62 RUEADWWI798 S—t—6—R—E—F SENSITIVE EYES ONLY
MEETING IN MALTA. ALTHOUGH THE WEATHER WAS DISAPPOINTING, THE
SUBSTANCE, CANDOR AND ATMOSPHERE OF OUR TALKS MORE THAN FULFILLED
MY EXPECTATIONS. AT A TIME OF GREAT CHANGE AND OPPORTUNITY,
| BELIEVE WE ARE ON THE RIGHT COURSE IN NEARLY ALL ASPECTS OF
THE US-USSR RELATIONSHIP. THERE ARE AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT, WHICH
WE DISCUSSED FRANKLY, AND WE WILL PURSUE THESE. BECAUSE WE HAD
TO FOREGO ONE OF OUR SESSIONS, THERE ARE SEVERAL ISSUES | WAS
UNABLE TO RAISE WITH YOU. FOR EXAMPLE, | WOULD HAVE LIKED TO
DISCUSS DEVELOPMENTS IN THE SUBCONTINENT, CHINA, AND OTHER ASIAN
ISSUES SUCH AS THE NORTHERN TERRITORIES, A MATTER OF GREAT
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CONCERN TO OUR FRIENDS, THE JAPANESE. | WILL HAVE SECRETARY
BAKER PURSUE THESE ISSUES WITH MINISTER SHEVANDNADZE AT THE

JANUARY MINISTERIAL.

LET ME SAY A WORD ABOUT THE NATO MEETING IN BRUSSELS.
ALL OF THE ALLIES WERE QUITE PLEASED WITH THE CONTENT AND TONE
OF OUR TALKS IN MALTA. THEY WELCOMED ACCELERATING THE PACE
OF KEY ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS AND OUR EXCHANGE ON POSSIBLE
FURTHER AREAS OF EAST-WEST COOPERATION. IN THIS CONNECTION,
YOU MAY WANT TO0 REVIEW THE FOUR PRINCIPLES | PRESENTED
PAGE 63 RUEADWW1790 -S—F—€—R—Ft—F SENSITIVE EYES ONLY
CONCERNING THE FUTURE OF GERMANY. | WILL ASK AMBASSADOR MATLOCK
TO PROVIDE THEM TO MR. SHEVARDNADZE.

AGAIN, | BELIEVE THAT OUR MALTA MEETING SETS THE STAGE
FOR A PRODUCTIVE SUMMIT IN WASHINGTON NEXT JUNE, AND ESTABLISHES
A STRONG BASIS FOR COOPERATION IN MANY AREAS AND CONSTRUCTIVE
DIALOGUE WHERE WE HAVE DIFFERENCES.

ON A VERY PERSONAL BASIS | WAS DELIGHTED TO SEE YOU
AGAIN. IN MY VIEW, THE PERSONAL "CHEMISTRY" WAS GOOD AND
| HOPE WE CAN STAY IN CLOSE PERSONAL CONTACT DURING 1996 AND

BEYOND.

PLEASE GIVE MY REGARDS TO MRS. GORBACHEV. IT WAS A
PLEASURE TO SEE HER IN MALTA.

SINCERELY,
SIGNED
GEORGE BUSH

END TEXT.
PAGE 64 RUEADWW1798 S—F—6——R—+t—+ SENSITIVE EYES ONLY

WARM REGARDS, BRENT.
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SEC

December 7, 1989

TO: AMBASSADOR JACK MATLOCK
AMEMBASSY MOSCOW

FROM: BRENT SCOWCROFT
THE WHITE HOUSE

TO BE DELIVERED EYES ONLY TO AMBASSADOR MATLOCK FROM
BRENT SCOWCROFT.

I would appreciate it if you would deliver the following message
from the President to Chairman Gorbachev. There will be no
signed original.

BEGIN TEXT:

(Copy attached -- with corrections)

END TEXT.

Warm regards, Brent.

DECLASSIFIED
White House Guidelines
E.O. 13526, SEC 3.4 (b), September 11, 2006
By.caP  NARA, Date 20al1>
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VAX, VP ~
<PREC> IMMEDIATE
<DTG> 071737Z DEC 89

<ORIG>FM AIR FORCE ONE

<TEXT>BT
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TO: GENERAL SCOWCROFT

FROM: ROBERT GATES BEGIKW TEXT .

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN:

I JUST WANTED TO TELL YOU HOW PLEASED I AM WITH OUR
MEETING IN MALTA. ALTHOUGH THE WEATHER WAS DISAPPOINTING, THE
SUBSTANCE, CANDOR AND ATMOSPHERE OF OUR TALKS MORE THAN FULFILLED
MY EXPECTATIONS. AT A TIME OF GREAT CHANGE AND OPPORTUNITY,
I BELIEVE WE ARE ON THE RIGHT COURSE IN NEARLY ALL ASPECTS OF
THE US-USSR RELATIONSHIP. THERE ARE AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT, WHICH
WE DISCUSSED FRANKLY, AND WE WILL PURSUE THESE. BECAUSE WE HAD
TO FOREGO ONE OF OUR SESSIONS, THERE ARE SEVERAL ISSUES I WAS
UNABLE TO RAISE WITH YOU. FOR EXAMPLE, I WOULD HAVE LIKED TO
DISCUSS DEVELOPMENTS IN THE SUBCONTINENT, CHINA, AND OTHER ASIAN
ISSUES SUCH AS THE NORTHERN TERRITORIES, A MATTER OF GREAT
CONCERN TO OUR FRIENDS, THE JAPANESE. I WILL HAVE SECRETARY
BAKER PURSUE THESE ISSUES WITH MINISTER SHEVANDNADZE AT THE
JANUARY MINISTERIAL.

LET ME SAY A WORD ABOUT THE NATO MEETING IN BRUSSELS.
ALL OF THE ALLIES WERE QUITE FLEASED WITH THE CONTENT AND TONE
OF OUR TALKS IN MALTA. THEY WELCOMED ACCELERATING THE PACE

JfﬁoF KEY ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS AND OUR EXCHANGE ON POSSIBLE

FURTHER AREAS OF EAST-WEST COOPERATION. 1IN THIS CONNECTION,
YOUN WANT TO REVIEW THE FOUR PRINCIPLES I PRESENTED
CONCERNING THE FUTURE OF GERMANY. I WILL ASK AMBASSADOR MATLOCK
TO PROVIDE THEM TO MR. SHEVARDNADZE.

AGAIN, I BELIEVE THAT OUR MALTA MEETING SETS THE STAGE
FOR A PRODUCTIVE SUMMIT IN WASHINGTON NEXT JUNE, AND ESTABLISHES
A STRONG BASIS FOR COOPERATION IN MANY AREAS AND CONSTRUCTIVE
DIALOGUE WHERE WE HAVE DIFFERENCES.

ON A VERY PERSONAL BASIS I WAS DELIGHTEDQ_TO SEE YOU
AGAIN. IN MY VIEW, THE PERSONAL "CHEMISTRY" WAS GOOD AND
I HOPE WE CAN STAY IN CLOSE PERSONAL CONTACT DURING 1990 AND
BEYOND.

PLEASE GIVE MY REGARDS TO MRS. GORBACHEV. IT WAS A
PLEASURE TO SEE HER IN MALTA.

SINCERELY,
SIGNED
= GEORGE BUSH ED TRET
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Dear Mr. President,

I am grateful to youn for your letter of September ,
23, 1989, in which you underscore the fact that the soviet
Union and the United States have a special responsibility
to play a decisive role in advancing the multilateral
rohibition and elimination of chemical

to tell you at the outset that

procass of p
woapons. I would like
I fully and gsinceraly support such an approach.

In order to promptly achieve a universal ban on
just as in the case of Vienna

{n favor of setting a deadline

chemical weapons I propose,

talka, to express ourselves
for finalizing the < mvention, through a joint appeal

to the participants in the Conference on Disarmamant,
to finalize the text of the convention by 1990-1991 at
latest.

It is in the context of the determination stated
by our two countries in Wyoming to persist in achieving
chemical weapons prohibition and elimination of all itn
stockpiles that we approach the specific idaas, which
you, Mr. President, have put forward in your letter as

well as at the UN.

His Excellency
George BUSH
president of th
of America
washington

e United States

, Dh.C.
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You'va been writing about the readineass of the United
Statos to eliminate over 98% of its CW stockpilen during
the period of 8 years atter the convention comes into
et fect, provided that the Soviet Union is to be cne of
the state signatortes to that convention. As regarda
the Soviet Union participation in the convention, T give
you a completely unequivocally positive answor, The Soviet
Union has already stated that Lt {ia ready to be among :
the original parties to the convention.

[t would he nice, {f the United States werae to make
a gimtlar announcement, and still better if wa weare to
make such announcement jolntly, for lnstance, at our

forthcoming meeting in 1990, Tn turn, that would nush

other stataes to take no leas a definite stance with regard
to participating in the convention.

Ad to the {ssue of compleote dostruction of CW under
the future convention, it seems to me that we should
adhere to the agreement reached at the multinational
negotiations, mostly due to the initiative of the USSR
and United States, on their unconditional 100 per cent
deatruction within the 10 year period after the coming

into force of the convention. [t is on the principlen

of complete dastruction of €W atockpiles and production
facilities in this time -frame that the joint Sovi«at-US
proposals on the ordor of destruction of nsuch stockpilan
and facilities have been drafted and than adopted in
Wwyoming. The right to retain any stockpiles, however
minimal, would signify the perpetuating of a threat of
CW use, would provide, as a matter of fact, qround for
any state to renounce under various pretaxts the complete
destruction of chemical weapons.

As to the participation in the convention of all
CW capable states, the Soviat Union, like the United
States, attaches priority significance to this question.




we believe that it has been resolved to a great extent
by the special Soviet-US agreement on the categorias
of states which should be original parties to the
convention, and now It scems to be possible to ge! down
to discussing a specific plan of action with a virw to
involving as parties to the convention such sntates that
pose a potential threat in terms of CW. Naturally, what
i3 required here is a flexible approach, taking into

account diverse conditions existing in each given region

of the world.

You have also proposed a radical raduction of the
CW stockpiles of the USSR and the United States while
the multilateral talks in Geneva are still underway.
I think that our two countries, gilven their npecial )
rvqponutbllity in thn ‘area of: CW diqarmament, could move
oven further and without waiting for a convention to

bo concluded, undertake an entire package of reciprocal

and mutually interrelated obligations.
First. To halt completely any CW production. It

is a natural and relatively easy first step to take toward

the future convention. It would enabla to considerably

reinforce our political impact on those who are possibly

engaqed in their own CW production or are planning to

do 80.

{ must frankly say that the recent roports to the
offect that the United States intenda to continue the
+fter the coming into force of the
1t

CW production cven
convention have given rise to our serious concern.
is with a certain deqree of mistrust that we have treated
these reports becaune such US actions would directly
contradict the already cxisting agraamonta worked out
mostly through the effortas of the Soviet Union and the
United States. Moreovar, you made no mention of this

approach in your letter cither. Any permisasion to produce

)
¥
&
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chemical weapons Lln the framework of the convention would
push other statea, one way or the other, to initiate

tts production in nr':r to retain the right to continue
{t after tha coming tnto torce of the conventton., It
would inavitably lead to a point where the proliferation
of chemical weapona would become politically nnd laqally
admissible.

Second. To radically reduce and - what {5 even batter
to completely destroy the chemical weapons of the 1/SSR
and the US. The Soviet Union intends to atart destructinon
ot ttg stockpiles prtor to the conclusion of the
convention, and we like the idea of the USSR and the
UsS moving along this road on parallel courses. We had
to convert our flirst pilot CW destruction plant built
near Chapaevsk, tnto a training center as roquested by
the publlc; and now in order to have an idea of our real
posasibilities for destroying the stockpiles, we must
complete the draft comprehensive program for €W "
destructlion in the USSR to ba submitted to tho USSR )
Supreme Soviet. Consideration of such a complaox and
multifaceted issue in the Supreme Soviet as waoll as
tmplementation of the decinions to be adoptod will
obvinualy take nome ! lmo.

With a view to ensuring the best possiblo preparation
for (W destruction, i(ncluding solutions to complex
ecological question, it might be possible to build on
cooperation between our two countries concernlng the
mothods of CW destruction, operating respective
facilities, elaboration of suitable verification
procedures, etc. and formalize a apecial bllateral
agreement to that effect.

In order to avo!l any apprehensions on the part
of the participants in the talks to the effect that the
reciprocal steps of the USSR and the US are conceived




an a substitute for a multilateral convention on the
prohibition of chemical weapons, it would ba possibla
to declare that the agrecment on reduction and, time
permitting, deatruction of US and Soviet chemical weapons
will come into force at the moment of the signing ot
the convention itself.

Third. Under no circumstances chemical weapons should
nsed. Unlike the USSR and the US the overwhelmlng

be
have no reservation to the 1925

me jority of countrl
Goneva Protocol enabling tho use of CW in reataliation.
The mutual renunciation by the USSR and the U5 of their
reservations would make a tangible contribution to the
process of strengthening lntoleranco toward chemical
weapons. Entablishing an absolute and verifiable ban

on the uase of chemical weapons through effective I[N
procedures would lessen the incentives for acquiring
chamical weapons by states.

Forth. We rasolutaly believe that the
diascontinuation of CW production, their destruction and
non-use must be verifiod in the strictast poasible manner
in the framework of both convention and the range of
steps which the USSR and the US could implement prior
to tts conclusion.

As to our possible joint contribution to the procepgs
of multilateral negotiations, [ think thare is a naad
for Lt, now, above all, with a view to finalizing o
solution to the entire range of varification problems.

In this connection I'd like to propose that our two
countrias come out with a joint initiative on challenge
inapnctions.

The important contribution that you, Mr. Prenident,
made in raising this issue at the negotlationn has baan
now appreciated on its merits in the Soviet Union. Its
discusasion showed that it may be adequately rasolved,




provided all states accept the concept of "continuous"
or "open invitation for inspection" which would provide
for a possibility to conduct such inspections by then
international inspectorate at the request of any party
to the convention, at any time, at any point or faocility
of the other party within the most limited tima-frame,
without any exceptions and the right to refusal. Our
joint initiative on this basias would become a most
siqgnificant contribution to the successtul completion
ot the negotiations on the convention.

In conclusion I'd like to express my conviction
that through joint efforts wn will succeed, already (n

the near tuture, to attain our common objective -
Introduction of a complete global ban on CW. I would

be interested to know your considerations in reaction

concerning this priority question.
With sincere respect.

M. GORBACHEV

November 28, 1989
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Dear Mr.President,

I think that our agreement to meet in early December was a
timely decision., It is viewed that way throughout the world.

We have much to talk about and to discuss, and I'.am looking
forward to.a free-flowing and informal conversation, to a meeting
without too much protocol.

Our meeting, Mr.President, will be taking place at a time
of a new beginning, a clear turning point in' the course of world
events. A time for us, I think, to take a broad, conceptual view
of the role of our two countries in that process and to assess
the responsibility which you and I, personally, will have to
shoulder,

In this context and, of course, with due regard for the
national interests of each of our two countries we shall have
to discuss the fundamental aspects of the further development of
Soviet-American relations.

What is notable about the current situation is, in my view,

the fact, that you and I already can predict the course of the

relationship with a great deal of certainty. Surely we can think
together about the practical meaning of the new closeness which
you, Mr.President, have proclaimed. We can try to formulate an
overallbconcept of Soviet-American relations, which it will be
our task to implement in the coming years, at the threshold of

the twenty-first century.
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Without going into the specific issues of the Soviet—-American
agenda let me just say that they will probably have to be discussed
in one degree or another, most likely with a view to giving an
additional impetus at our level to the negotiating process,
particularly in Geneva and Vienna.

In the current crucial period some particularly sensitive
problems have arisen in the world, which require that big powers
such as the Soviet Union and the United States give them special
attention and show extraordinary caution and responsibility in
assessing and approaching them. We shall probably discuss them
too, for it is important not to leave anything unsaid or
unclear in that regard.

We will be able, as we agreed, to talk about anything
without being constrained by some fixed agenda, with maximum
openness gand trust and with the hope that our meeting will consoli-
date the movement "from mutual understanding to mutual action"
in the process of Soviet—-American dialogue.

See you soon.

Sincerely,

Mikhail Gorbachev




Y BaxaeMuit I'OCIIOOMH NMpPEe3UheHT!

Jymaw, UrO Hama JOTOBOPEHHOCTb O BCTpeue B Hauare Jexabpsa
6ha CBOeBpeMeHHHM pemeHMeM. Tak OHa BOCHPMHMMESTCH K BO BCEM
MHpE .

Ham ecTh O uem MOroBopuTh. ECTb, UTO OOCYRMTH - Tem Gonee
B YCJOBUAX CBOGOJHOI'O, HEOPULMa&IbHOI'O pasronopa, 6es NPOTOKOJIb-
HHX WMB3JIXEECTB.

Hema ¢ Bamu BCTpeua, I'OCHOLMH NMpPESUNEHT, OyAeT NMpOMCXONMUTD
B MOMGHT, KOIJ& yXe SBCTBEHHO O0O3HAUWIOCH Hauajlo nepejoma BO
BCeM MHDOBOM pasBuTMU. Y mopa, BUOUMO, MOCMOTPETH B WMPOKOM,
KOHLIENTy &IbHOM IUIAHEe Ha pOJb HalMX AByX I'ocymapcTB B 3TOM mpolecce
M OmpeJeNruThCA C MEepoii OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, KOTOpasg JOXUTCA W JUUHO
Ha Hac c Bawmu.

B aTOM KOHTEKCTE M, pasyMeeTcd, C YyUeTOM HALMOHANBHHX UHTe-
pecoB kaxmno# U3 o6eux CTpaH, NPENCTOMT OOCYIUTH NPUHIMIMAIBHYD
CTOPOHY HanbHedmero pasBATHA COBETCKO-AMEPUKaHCKUX OTHOMEHHH.

Kar MHe mpencTaBifieTcs, OCOGEHHOCTb HHHEUNHe# CUTYaldd B TOM,

yToO MH C Bamu yxe MoxeM c OoOnblmO} fojefl yBEepeHHOCTH NPOTHO3HPOBATH

3TH OTHOmMEHMS. BO BCAKOM ciyuae MOPa3MHIUIATh O NMPAKTHUECKOM CO-
mepxanuu, "Hosoit Gausoctu" CIIA ¢ CCCP, xoropyn Bu, rocromu
PEeSHIEHT, NMpOBO3MIacwid. [ONMHTATHCA BHCTPOATH OOMYH KOHLEMLMD
COBETCKO-aMEPHKAHCKAX OTHOWEHMH, KOTOpYy© MMEHHO Ham ¢ Bamy
npugeTcs BOIUIOMATh B XM3Hb B NpefcTosmMe rofH, B kaHyH XXI Bexa.
He 6ymy ceftuac xacaTbCA KOHKPETHHX BONPOCOB COBETCKO-
aMepukaHCKO# nopecTku mHA. OHu, Hago nozaraTh, CYyHyT B TO# WiK
MHO# CTeleHH 3aTparWBaTbCA, NpUUEeM,CKOpee Bcero,B LeNdX Narb Ha
HameM ¢ Bamy ypoBHe [ONONHUTEJbHHI MMIYIbC NEPEeroBOPHEM MPOLECCaM,

oco6enHHo B KeHeBe M B BeHe.
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B HuHemHee nepenomHoe BpeMa B MHDe BOSHMKIM IPOGIEME 0co60
nemmKaTHoro nopdgka. 0T TakMX JEpPXAB, Kax CCCP u ClIA, oHuM Tpe-
6ynT 0COGOr'0 BHUMBHMA U CYIyOOo# OCTODOXHOCTH M OTBETCT BEHHOCTH
B OLIGHKax M B MOXXOfe K HuM. HaBepHoe, M MOrOBOPUM M O HHX:
TYT B&XHO HE OCTABIATh HEJOl'OBOPEHHOCTH WIX HEACHOCTH.

M MOXeM, Kax YCJIOBAIMCh, I'OBODUTH 060 BCeM, He CymyuH
Or'paHUUeHH KaKo#-TO PuKCUpOBaHHOH# MOBECTKOH JHA, B o6cTaHOBKe
MaKCUMAJIbHOW OTKPOBEHHOCTH M JOBEPUTENIbHOCTH W B pacueTe Ha TO,
UTO STA Hama BCTpeua 3AKPEeNUT JBUXEHHEe B COBETCKO-aMEPUKAHCKOM
muaiore "OT B3aMMONOHMMaHHUA K B3aumMojeiicTBun" .

Jlo ckxopoit BCTpeuH.

C yBaxeHuem ﬁ W

-
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DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN:

I HAVE READ WITH INTEREST YOUR MESSAGE ON THE DRAMATIC EVENTS
TAKING PLACE IN BERLIN AND THE GDR THAT WAS CONVEYED TO ME ON
NOVEMBER 10. I WELCOME YOUR ASSESSMENT THAT THE DECISIONS BEING
TAKEN BY THE NEW LEADERSHIP OF THE GERMAN DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC ARE
CORRECT AND PROMISING. THE LIFTING OF TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS FOR
THE POPULATION OF THE GDR REPRESENTS A HISTORIC STEP. I BELIEVE
IT WILL MAKE A POSITIVE CONTRIBUTION TO THE GOAL OF CREATING A
EUROPE THAT IS WHOLE AND FREE. THIS IS A SUBJECT THAT I LOOK
FORWARD TO DISCUSSING WITH YOU AT OUR MEETING IN THE

MEDITERRANEAN NEXT MONTH.

I AM VERY PLEASED THAT, DESPITE THE UNDERSTANDABLY HIGH EMOTIONS
OF THE GERMAN PEOPLE, THE EVENTS iN RECENTVbAYS IN BERLIN HAVE
BEEN PEACEFUL. WE SHARE YOUR GOVERNMENT’S INTEREST IN ENSURING
THAT PUBLIC SAFETY AND ORDER ARE MAINTAINED, CONSISTENT WITH THE
RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE FOUR POWERS FOR BERLIN. IN FACT, THE
THREE WESTERN ALLIES HAVE COOPERATED CLOSELY WITH OUR GERMAN
PARTNERS TO HELP ENSURE THAT THIS REMAINS THE CASE. I SUGGEST
THAT OUR REPRESENTATIVES MAINTAIN CLOSE CONTACTS IN THE COMING

WEEKS IN THE INTERESTS OF AVOIDING SURPRISES OR THE EMERGENCE OF

MISUNDERSTANDINGS.
DECLASSIFIED
PER E.O. 13526
2009~ 1631 - MR
SECREE s 5[40/13

Declassify on: OADR



SEERET 2

IN YOUR LETTER, YOU VOICED CONCERN THAT THE LEADERS OF THE
FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY MAY BE ATTEMPTING TO USE THE
TRANSFORMATIONS UNDERWAY TO STIR UP EMOTIONS. AS I SEE IT, THE
FRG LEADERSHIP HAS ACTED WITH THE UTMOST RESPONSIBILITY,
EMPHASIZING THE IMPORTANCE OF A DELIBERATE, STEP-BY-STEP APPROACH
TO CHANGE IN THE GDR AND THE NEED TO AVOID DESTABILIZING THE

SITUATION IN EUROPE.

AS FOR THE APPROACH OF MY OWN GOVERNMENT, LET ME SAY THAT WE
APPRECIATE THE DEPTH AND THE SERIOUSNESS OF THE GDR GOVERNMENT’S
DECISION TO LIFT CONTROLS ON THE TRAVEL OF ITS CITIZENS, AND WE
WELCOME ITS EXPRESSED COMMITMENT TO FUNDAMENTAL POLITICAL AND
ECONOMIC REFORM -- A COURSE WHICH REFLECTS THE WILL OF THE
POPULATION OF THE GDR. I HOPE THAT WE WILL SOON SEE LEGISLATION
ENACTED THAT CODIFIES THE PRINCIPLE OF FREEDOM OF MOVEMENT, AND
THAT THE NEW GDR LEADERSHIP WILL WORK WITH OTHER POLITICAL FORCES
IN THE COUNTRY TO DEVELOP A PLAN FOR THE HOLDING OF FREE
ELECTIONS AT AN EARLY DATE. THESE STEPS WILL NOT ONLY CONTRIBUTE
TO THE LONG-TERM STABILITY OF THE SITUATION, BUT THEY COULD LEAD
AS WELL TO SUBSTANTIAL IMPROVEMENTS IN THE GDR’S RELATIONS WITH

THE WEST.

LET ME ADD THAT I BELIEVE YOUR OWN COMMITMENT TO REFORM IN THE
SOVIET UNION HAS PLAYED A DECISIVE ROLE IN ENCOURAGING YOUR
ALLIES TO EMBARK ON A SIMILAR PATH OF DEMOCRATIZATION AND

ECONOMIC RESTRUCTURING. I AM ENCOURAGED TO SEE THAT THE
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CZECHOSLOVAK GOVERNMENT HAS ANNOUNCED ITS OWN PLANS TO MODIFY
RESTRICTIONS ON TRAVEL ABROAD, AND THAT THE NEW LEADERSHIP IN
BULGARIA HAS TAKEN THE FIRST STEPS TOWARD A POLITICAL DIALOGUE
WITHIN THAT COUNTRY. I HOPE THAT PRAGUE AND SOFIA WILL BE THE

NEXT WARSAW PACT CAPITALS TO FEEL THE INVIGORATING BREEZE OF

PERESTROYKA.

THE UNITED STATES AND ALL OF OUR ALLIES ARE UNITED IN THE VIEW
THAT PERESTROYKA IS NOT ONLY IN THE INTERESTS OF THE USSR AND THE
OTHER SOCIALIST COUNTRIES, BUT THAT ITS SUCCESS WILL OPEN THE WAY
TO BETTER RELATIONS BETWEEN WEST AND EAST. WE HAVE NO INTENTION
OF SEEKING UNILATERAL ADVANTAGE FROM THE CURRENT PROCESS OF
CHANGE IN THE GDR AND IN OTHER WARSAW PACT COUNTRIES, NOR IS IT
OUR WISH TO DESTABILIZE THE SITUATION. WE CONTINUE TO STAND BY
ALL OUR COMMITMENTS IN THE HELSINKI FINAL ACT, IN PARTICULAR TO
THE PRINCIPLES OF PEACEFUL CHANGE AND SELF-DETERMINATION FROM OUR
OWN STATEMENTS, I TRUST THAT YOU DO THE SAME.

SINCERELY,
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THE FRENCN REP UHETHER ME MaS RECEIVED any FURTHER
INFORNATION REGARDING PARIS'S RESPONSE YO0 THE CORBACHEY
MESSAGE 7o NITTERRAND.

u. BEGIN TEXT orF PRESIDENT'S RESSAGE:
DCAR MR. CHAIRNAN:

I HAVE READ wITH INTEREST vounr MESSAGE om THE
DRAMATIC EVENTS TAKING PLACE IN acRi [N AND THE GBIR THaT
UAS CONVEYED Y0 ng on NOVEMBER 10. 1 WELCONE voum
ASSCSSMENT THAT THE PECISIONS @EING TAKEN BY THE NECy
LEADCRSHIP oOF Te GERMAN BEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC ARC CORRECT
AND PROMISING. THE LIFYING OF TmivEL RESTRICTIONS POR THE
POPULATION OF TNE COIR REPRESENTS 4 HISTORIC STEP. 7
BELIEVE IY wILL RAKE A POSITIVE CONTRIBUTION To THE GoaL
OF (RECATING A EUROPE THAT IS UHHLE AND rrEE. THIS IS A
SUBJECT THAT T Look FORWARD To JISCUSSING WITH Yvou a7 ouR
NEETING IN THE REDITERRANE(N NEYT MONTH. .

. I An VERY PLCASED YHAT . DESPITE THE UNDERSYANDABLY
HIGH ENOTIONS or THE CERMAM PEOPLE. THE EVENTS In RECENT
DAYS IN BERLIN HAVE BCEN PEACEPUL. e SHARE Your
GOVERNMENT S INTEREST I ENSURING THAT PUBLIC SAPETY aND
ORDER ARE RAINTAINED, CONSISTENT yIth THE RESPONSIBILITIES
OF THE FOUR POWERS FOR BERLIN. [N FACT, THE THREE WESTERN
ALLTES HAVE COOPCRGTED“§LQSEL1_II'“~OUR GERRAN PARTNERS To
HELP CNSURE THaT THIS REMAINS THE CASE. I suecesT T™HAY
OUR REPRESENTATIVES MAINTAIN CLOSE CONTACTS IN TiE COnIngG
UEEKS IN THE INTERESTYS oF AVOIDING SURPRISES oOR THC
ENCRGENCE oF RISUNDERSTANDINGS.

. IN YOUR LETTER. YoU VOTCED CONCERN THAT THE LEADERS
oF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC oF GERMANY maY g ATTERPTING TO
USC THE ?RANSFORNA?IONS UNBERNYAY To STIR up EROTIONS. AS

RESPONSIBILITY, ENPHASIZING THE INPORTANCE oF a MELIBERATE,
STEP-BY-STYEP APPROACH TO CHanCE IN THE GDR AND THE NEED 71O
AVOID DESTABILIZING THE SITUATION IN EUROPE.

. AS FOR THE APPROACH OF MY QUN GOVERNMENT, LET nE SaY
THAT W€ APPRECIATE THE BEPTH AND THE SERIOUSNESS oF THE
GDR GOVERNMENT'S BECISION TO LIrY CONTROLS oN THE TRAVEL
OF ITS CITIZENS. AN) ¥E WELCONE [TS EXPRESSED connirnent
TO FUNDARENTAL POLITICAL and ECONONTC REFORA -- 4 CouRrsE
WHICH REFLECTS THE WILL oF e POPULATION oF THE GOR.
HOPE THAT W€ wILL SOON SEC LECISLATION ENACTED THAY
CODIFIES THE PRINCIPLE orF PRFEDOM orF ROVERENT. AND THAT
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SECRES 3

YHE NEW GPR LEADERSHIP WILL WORK JITH OTHER POLITICAL
FORCES IN THE COUNTRY TO DEVELOP A PLaN FOR THE HOLDING OF
FREE CLECYIONS AT AN CARLY DATE. THLSE STEPS WILL NOT
ONLY CONTRIBUYL YO0 TME LONG-TERM STARILITY OF THE
SITUATION. BUT THEY COULD LEAD AS WELL TO SUBSTANTIAL
IRPROVENENTS IN THE GDR'S RFLATIONS JITH THE §EST.

LEY NE ADD THAT I BELIEVE YOUR 2.n COMMITHENT TO
REFORA IN THE SOVICT UMIOMN HAS PLAYED & DFCISIVE ROLE IN
ENCOURAGING YOUR ALLIES TO EMBARK ON & SIMILAR PATH oOF
DENOCRATIZATION AND ECONOAIC RESTRUCT. . 2ING. [ aAM
ENCOURAGED T0 SEE THAT THE CZECHOSLOVAY GOVERNMENT HAS
ANNOUNCED ITS OUN PLANS TO MODIFY RESTRICTIONS ON TRAVEL
ARROAD+ AND THAT THE NEM LEADERSHIP IX BULGARIA HAS TAKEN
THE FIRSY STEPS TOWARD A POLITICAL DIALOGUE YITHIN THAY
COUNTRY. I HOPL THAT PRAGUE AND SOFI1s wlLL BE THE NEXT

WARSAY PACY CAPITALS TO FEEL THE INVIV."RATING BREEZE OF
PCRESTROYKA.

. THE UNMITED STATES AND ALL OF )HUR ALLTIES ARE UNITED IN
THE VIEW THAY PERESTROYKA IS NOT O¥LY IN THE INTERESTS oOF
THE USSR AMD THE OTMER SOCIALISY C()UNTYILST. BUT THAT ITS
SUCCESS WILL OPEN THE WAY V70 BETTER RF_ATIONS BETWEEN WEST
AND E€AST. WE HAVE NO INTENTION OF SECKING UNILATERAL .
ADVANTAGE FROM THE CURRENT PROCESS 2F (“aNGE IN THC GIR
AND IN OTHER WARSAW PACTY COUNTRIES., %02 IS IT OUR WISH TO
DESTABILIZE TME SITUATION. WE CONTINUC TO STAND BY ALL
OUR COMNITHAENTS IN THE MELSINKI FINAL ACT, IN PARTICULAR TO
THC PRINCIPLES OF PEACEFUL CHANGE AND SFLF-DETERMINATION.
FROM YOUR OWUN STATEAMCNTS. I TRUST THAT YOU DO THE SAME.

SINCERELY YOURS.
GEOREEC BUSH
FND TEXY.

Yy .




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

November 10, 1989

Message delivered by

Soviet Amb Yuriy Dubinin

in meeting with General Scowcroft
on Friday, November 10, 1989.

Per Gen Scowcroft's request,

copy faxed to Bob Gates and
copy given to Blackwill/Rice.
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Unofficial translation

In view of the rather extreme situation obtaining at
this point in connection with the events in the GDR, its
capital and Vest Berlin, and noting a cardinal and, in my
view, a correct and promising nature of the decisions being
taken by the new GDR leadership, I have just sent a verbal
message to Chancellor Kohl of the FRG about whose contents
I deem it necessary to inform you as well.

According to the reports that are reaching us, a rally
is going to take place today in Viest Berlin with the
participation of officials from the FRG and Vest Berlin.
Concurrently, another rally is scheduled to be held in the
GDR capital. Given the present virtual openness and mass
flows of people in both directions, there is a possibility
that a chaotic situation may emerge with unforeseeable
consequences.

I have urged Chancellor Kohl to take the necessary and
most urgent measures to prevent a complication and a
destabilization of the situation.

Our Ambassador in Berlin has been instructed to
immediately contact representatives of the three powers'
administration in Vest Berlin. I hope that you, for your
part, will also issue appropriate instructions to your
representative so that developments do not take an

undegirable turn.




On the whole, I believe it useful to emphasize the depth
and seriousness of the changes presently taking place in
the GDR. But when statements are made in the FRG designed
to stir up emotions, in the spirit of implacable rejection
of the post-war realities, that is, the existence of two
German states, then such manifestations of political extremism
can only be seen as aimed at undermining the current dynamic
processes of democratization and renewal of all aspects of
the society's life. And, looking ahead, this can bring about
a destabilization of the situation not only in Central Europe,
but on a larger scale.

I wish to express the hope for the understanding of

all this on your part.




From the desk of

George Bu
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THE WHITE HOUSE

November 7, 1989

Dear Raisa:

I have asked General Scowcroft to pass
along to you a suggestion that I am very
enthusiastic about. .

George has decided, and I concur, that the
character, location, and the site of the
upcoming meeting on board ship makes it
inappropriate for me to accompany him to
Malta. However, knowing that you will be
in Italy with your husband, I wanted to
suggest to you that I meet you in Italy.

I have never been to Florence and it
occurred to me we could meet in that
beautiful city. If Florence doesn’t
appeal, I would love to meet you in Rome.
In either place, we could have good
discussions, renew our friendship, and
perhaps jointly, in some way, show the
concerns that we both feel for some of the
world’s problems. Your interests in the
fine arts and the preservation of historic
monuments and mine in expanding literacy
could both be accommodated in either
location.




THE WHITE HOUSE

If for some reason none of this can be
worked out, let me assure you I am really
looking forward to seeing you in
Washington at the "Summit" next year. I
have enjoyed our previous meetings.

Most sincerely,

P baas Sur__

Barbara Bush

Mrs. Raisa Maksimovna Gorbachev
The Kremlin
Moscow




Unofficial translation
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Dear Mrs. Bush,

I sincerely appreciate your kind letter transmitted
through General Scowcroft and the good feelings expressed
in it.

It is with great pleasure that I recall our previous
meetings. I really very much wanted to meet with you once
again, and to talk about the problems that are of interest
to both of us, and I feel those may be quite a few. Therefore,
it seemed to me that a joint visit to Malta would give us
a good opportunity to do so.

As such, our joint trip to Florence would heave been
a wonderful idea. At one time, I already had an opportunity
to see this magnificent city of the world with its enchanting
and wondrous richness of artistic treasures. Unfortunately,
however, to go to Florence or some other city in Italy after
llikhail Sergeyevich and I would have already completed our
visit to that country would not, I feel, look logical. I

think you will agree.

Mrs. Barbasra BUSH
The White House
Washington, D.C.




Dear lMrs. Bush, I shall have full understanding, if
you will not be able to accompany the President on his
trip to Malta. I do believe that you and I shall not fail
to avail ourselves of a future opportunity, whenever it
presents itself, to renew our direct contacts and conversations.
In the meantime, I wish you all the very best. I am
confident that you and I share the hope for the success of

the forthcoming Soviet-US meeting in Malta.

Sincerely,

Raisa GORBACHEVA

loscow

November 13, 1989
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Jlloporas rocuoxa by,

Cepmevyno Gnaromapl 32 Bame nw6e3HOe IUCHMO, IepelaHHoe
yepes reHepana CKOykpodra, ¥ BHpaKeHHHES B HeM IMOCpHE
YyBCTBa.

1 ¢ GonpmmM yIOBOJABLCTBUEM BCIOMIHAXN HalW IIPETHIYIUE
BeTpeur. MHe MCKpeHHE XOTeNOoCh BHOBbL BCTDETUTHCA C Bamu,
IOTOBOPUTEH O IpOGAeMax, KOTOpHEe WHTepecywT m Bac, n MeHd, -
a TakOBHX, YYyBCTBYD, y Hac Hemano. llosToMy MHE Ka3anaoch,
YTO COBMECTHOEe IoceueHne ManbTH IpelocTaBwiIo OH HaMm IJIA
3TOT'0 yIOOHYH BO3MOXHOCTB.

CaMa 1o cele umed Hame#t ¢ Bamm moe3mK!M BO QJIOPEHIND
O6Hya OH IpeBOCXOnHO#. OmHaxIH s yXe umesra BO3MOXKHOCTD
[IOCETUTH BTOT BeJuUKOJeNnHe#mmit Topom mMupa, Ipesbialmnni
YINBUTEIBHEM OOU'&TCTBOM CBOUX XYIOXSCTBEHHHX COKPOBHII.
OmHaxo, K COXaJleHuw, locemeHne QNOpeHIUHM WIA KaKOI'0-TO
IPYyToTo UTaNIbAHCKOTO I'OpONa y%e IO 3aBepleHny Hamero ¢
Muxannom CepreesnueM BU3HUTa B 3Ty CTpaHy, AymMaercs, BHIIANSIO

6 HejormuyHuM. lloneran, BH cOTJIacUTEeCh C 3TUM.

Tocmoxe BapGape LVl
Benuit mom
BammHTTOH




Joporasa rTocmoxa By, g ¢ MOJHHM IIOHAMaHWEM OTHECYCh
K TOMy, ©CJU BH He cMOxeTe CONDPOBOXIATEH IPEe3UISHTa B [OE3MKe
Ha ManpTy. Bepw, 49TO MH C Bavm He IpeMUHEM BOCHIOJIb30BaTBCH
nocaenywmeif BO3MOXHOCTBN, KOTMa OHAa NOABUTCA, A TOr'O,
YTOGH BO3OGHOBUTH HAMlW HEIOCDPEICTBEHHHE KOHTaKTH, OeCelH.
Tem BpeMeHeM ¥elap Bam Bcero camoro mo0poro. YBepeHa,
yro MH C BaMy ONMHEKOBO HajgeeMcs Ha ycHex IpencTodmel

COBETCKO-aMepUKaHCcKo BecTpeun Ha ManbTe.

C NCKpEeHHUM yBaxeHHUEM,

Panca T'OPBAYEBA

MockBa

13 nos6ps 1989 roma




Unofficial translation

Dear lirs. Bush,

I sincerely appreciate your kind letter transmitted
through General Scowcroft and the good feelings expressed
in it.

It is with great pleasure that I recall our previous
meetings. I really very much wanted to meet with you once
again, and to talk about the problems that are of interest
to both of us, and I feel those may be quite a few. Therefore,
it seemed to me that a Joint visit to lialta would give us
a good opportunity to do so.

As such, our joint trip to Florence would heave been
a wonderful idea. At one time, I already had an opportunity
to see this magnificent city of the world with its enchanting
and wondrous richness of artistic treasures. Unfortunately,
however, to go to Florence or some other city in Italy after
Ilikhail Sergeyevich and I would have already completed our
visit to that country would not, I feel, look logical. I

think you will agree.

Mrs. Barbara BUSH
The White House
Vashington, D.C.




Dear Mrs. Bush, I shall have full understanding, if
you will not be able to accompany the President on his
trip to Malta. I do believe that you and I shall not fail
to avail ourselves of a future opportunity, whenever it
presents itself, to renew our direct contacts and conversation:
In the meantime, I wish you all the very best. I am
confident that you and I share the hope for the success of

the forthcoming Soviet-US meeting in llalta.

Sincerely,

Raisa GORBACHEVA

lioscow

November 13, 1989
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Mrs. Barbara BUSH
THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

Dear Barbara,

It was a pleasure to have received a letter from you,

which E.A.Shevardnadze delivered to me.

to
to

to

to
My

in

T look forward with the same great interest as you do
our meeting, to personal contacts with you. I am glad
have an opportunity to visit your country once again,
see America, to meet with its people.

As far as I know, joint work is now getting under way
prepare a program for the visit of the USSR President.
possible plans will depend on this program. I thank you

advance for attention to them.

With the best of feelings and wishes

(signature)

Moscow

May 2, 1990



l'ocnioxe BapGape BYII

BEJHIT JIOM
BAIMHI'TCH

lloporas BapGapa,

Mxe Owno mpuaTHO momyumte or Bac NMCbMO, KOTOpOe mepegas

J.A.llepapmHanse.

Tax ®e, kax u By, 8 ¢ 6oxbuuM MHTEpecoM Ay Hameit BCTpeun,
JAUHBX KOHTaKTOB ¢ Bamu. Paga BosMomHOCTH BHOBb NMOGHEBATH B Balei

CTpaHe, BULETb AMEpUKY, o6maThcs C ee JKIbMH.

Cefiuac, Hackoibko s BHaw, HaunMHaeTCs COBMECTHas pafoTa Han
nporpamMoit BusuTa llpesunenra CCCP. licxoma us uee CyLyT pemaTbcs
BOSMOKHOCTY MOVX MyaHOB. fl 3apaHee Gnaromapo Bac 3a BHuMaHue

K HUM.

C camumu ﬂOdeMM UYBCTBaMU U IIOXEJIAHUAMU

MockBa
1

"¢ " Mas 1990 roga
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Unofficial translation

Dear lrs. Bush,

I sincerely appreciate your kind letter transmitted
through General Scowcroft and the good feelings expressed
in it. .

It is with great pleasure that I recall our previous
meetings. I really very much wanted to meet with you once
again, end to talk about the problems that are of interest
to both of us, and I feel those may be quite a few. Therefore,
it seemed to me that a joint visit to lMalta would give us
a good opportunity to do so.

As such, our joint trip to Florence would have been
a wonderful idea. At one time, I already had an opportunity
to see this magnificent city of the world with its enchanting
and wondrous richness of artistic treasures. Unfortunately,
however, to go to Florence or some other city in Italy after
llikhail Sergeyevich and I would have already completed our

visit to that country would not, I feel, look logical. I

think you will agree.

llrs. Barbara BUSH
The White House
Vashington, D.C.




Dear lMrs. Bush, I shall have full understanding, if
you will not be able to accompany the President on his
trip to Malta. I do believe that you and I shall not fail
to avail ourselves of a future opportunity, whenever it
presents itself, to renew our direct contacts and conversationec
In the meantime, I wish you all the very best. I am
confident that you and I share the hope for the success of

the forthcoming Soviet-US meeting in Malta.

Sincerely,

Raisa GORBACHEVA

Lioscow

ovember 13, 1989




THE WHITE HOUSE

November 7, 1989

Dear Raisa:

I have asked General Scowcroft to pass
along to you a suggestion that I am very
enthusiastic about.

George has decided, and I concur, that the
character, location, and the site of the
upcoming meeting on board ship makes it
inappropriate for me to accompany him to
Malta. However, knowing that you will be
in Italy with your husband, I wanted to
suggest to you that I meet you in Italy.

I have never been to Florence and it
occurred to me we could meet in that
beautiful city. If Florence doesn’t
appeal, I would love to meet you in Rome.
In either place, we could have good
discussions, renew our friendship, and
perhaps jointly, in some way, show the
concerns that we both feel for some of the
world’s problems. Your interests in the
fine arts and the preservation of historic
monuments and mine in expanding literacy
could both be accommodated in either
location.




THE WHITE HOUSE

If for some reason none of this can be
worked out, let me assure you I am really
looking forward to seeing you in
Washington at the "Summit"™ next year. I
have enjoyed our previous meetings.

Most sincerely,

Dacbaes Gur___

Barbara Bush

Mrs. Raisa Maksimovna Gorbachev
The Kremlin
Moscow



THE WHITE HOUSE

&W Kao:rq y
ws— aeo so f‘e%cj 1ar

April 52 19906

A  Jdat  lhao  been sep B ow
Wt s bow o woe Tl p.

on  Frdeg oo Isk Vo havs .
beepn  1nnGd P Gur f 7/acﬂaa/,;o§
specel,  ar Wellesks  Collge, & |
o Woemsns lollege 111 ow .
SG ) Mlassackasell; neas Dol
L. woukd love. b havs yau
Join  wes. wWs.  Coutd #ZS wp

OonN a gam,fwwn}/ p(c,u_p /) /ZLD






National Security Council

The White House
PROOFED BY: LOG #
URGENT NOTPROOFED: _____ SYSTEM PRS NSC INT
BYPASSED WW DESK: DOC OG
SEQUENCE TO AS SEEN - DISPOSITION
Dep Exec
Philip Hughes
Bob Gates ) é
Brent Scowcroft 3
Philip Hughes

Situation Room

West Wing Desk

NSC Secretariat

TR e
FLOKEN L A DY,
A = Action I = Information D = Dispatch R =Retain N = No further Action
cc: VP Sununu Other

Should be seen by:

(Date/Time)

COMMENTS e SO &—\ o

e




DEPARTMENT OF STATE

DIRECTOR, POLICY PLANNING STAFF
WASHINGTON

November 2, 1989

EYES ONLY

SECRETLNODIS

MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL SCOWCROFT

Attached are the one-on-one memcons from the
Wyoming Ministerial. The Secretary would appreciate
it if you hold them very closely.

=

Dennis B. Ross

- DECLASSIFIED

epartment of State Guidelines

E.O. 13526, SEC 3.4 (b), July 21, 1997
By Z3*_NARA, Date_Y/3l69
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United States Department of State

Washington. D.C. 20520

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

Date: Thursday, September 21, 1989
Time: 6:30pm - 8:30pm
Place: On the Plane to Jackson Hole, Wyoming

PARTICIPANTS: The Secretary
Eduard Shevardnadze, Minister of Foreign Affairs,
USSR

Secretary: I am interested in knowing your view and your
perspective on what just happened at your plenum. I would
really like to get your assessment of what it means and what
some of the implications are if that is okay with you.

Shevardnadze: The nationality problems are one of the most
sensitive and difficult problems that we face. They need to be
understood in their historical setting. Before the October
revolution and in the first years after the revolution the
people who populated all parts of Russia did not have their own

entities. Before the revolution there were no national
entities such as the Byelorussia or Azerbajahn. 1Instead what
one saw were provinces sometimes with provincial rights. So

one of the slogans or principles that was put forward by Lenin
and our party was the principle of self-determination for the
people who made up the Russian empire and it was on this
principle that we formed the Soviet Union, a union not of
provinces but of republics. Initially, the union consisted of
the Byelorussia and the Ukraine. Later there was Kazakhstan,
Ubzekistan and some other republics were formed. In our
constitution there was a provision that each republic would be
a sovereign state which would delegate some of its rights to
the Soviet Union. Such as rights on defense and diplomacy.
Under Lenin these were the only two rights that the Union had.
Nothing more was delegated to the Union. All those rights
remained in the constitution. In practice they were not
given. Instead there was great centralization of power. That
centralization came not only because of the subjective views of
our leaders at the time but because of the difficulty of the
conditions in which our country found itself. Centralization
was needed if a weak country was to be transformed into a
strong one.
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I think it is important to remember that World War I and
the Civil War devastated our country. In addition, the
economic and political blockade of our country made it that
much more important to emphasize centralization. And one also
has to realize that people were illiterate and it was important
because of that to try to help raise the very low living and
cultural standards that existed in most of their republics. As
I said to the President we have no intention of negating our
entire history. Despite all of our problems, and the problems
that existed in our earlier decades, the Soviet Union was able,
during a difficult period, to rebuild its national economy, its
industrial base, its agricultural base, and its overall
cultural standards. But, as I have said, this transformation
took place in conditions of great centralization. Though
constitutional rights existed that should have enabled the
republics to develop independently the reality was that we
developed as a unitary state. This served us well during a
very difficult period because I can't imagine us going to war
without centralization. And maybe there even was some
justification after the war to maintain a highly centralized
economy. We did after all have to rebuild. But in the 1960s
and 70s it's clear that the actual gap between our
constitutional rights and the actual practice in the republics
was great and was also harmful. It is not surprising that
during this period as the intelligentsia grew in each republic
that they would want to have rights of greater
self-expression. After all, every nation has its writers, its
artists and its intellectuals. At that time we misled
ourselves into thinking that the nationality problem had been
definitively resolved. That was a mistake and it was wrong to
think that way. Every nation is a living entity. It grows, it
revolves; and it was a mistake to think the nationality problem
could be solved once and for all.

We are now developing a new nationality policy but we
should have done this 25 years ago. Now we must consider the
need for maximum independence of the republics in all areas
starting with the economy. We have decided that the republics
should have a completely free hand in managing all sectors of
their economies with very few exceptions; for example, energy,
the railroads, possibly metal and steel and possibly also civil
aviation. It is really unreasonable to try to divide these
kinds of economic sectors. Also, some branches of the defense
sector must belong to the Center. All the rest of the economic
sectors should be transferred to the republics with the
republics owning and having responsibility for light industry,
machine building, construction, education, services, etc. We
are now trying to implement the constitutional principle that
our republics are sovereign states. We are in the process of
searching for a political solution for the relations between

SEEREF/NODIS
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the republics and the Center. If I were to speak from purely a
formal standpoint I might tell you that everything seems okay.
After all, each republic has its own parliament, can discuss
questions relating to the budget of the republic, and other
related issues. Also each republic has the attributes of state
power. Unfortunately, these attributes are not translated into
reality. The truth is all important problems have to be taken
to the Center. Now we are going to reverse this process. All
these decisions will be sent back to the republics.

Baker: I take it this is what you meant by telling the
President that you haven't firmly determined the method for
defining completely economic autonomy and political autonomy
under your existing system. But that your aim is to grant the
republics extensive and real autonomy.

Shevardnadze: Yes. We aim to create greater independence,
self-rule and a real autonomy for the republics. It is very
important to have a division of functions between the Center
and the republics. For example, take the question of
property. What belongs to the union, what belongs to the
republics. One idea that we have is that there should be some
common national or state property.

Baker: Do you mean there should be central government
property and property that is owned by the republics?

Shevardnadze: Yes, indeed. We should have federal or
union property that can't be managed only by one republic. We
should then have republic properties, in effect, creating a
situation where there are both union and republic properties or
mixed properties. And by the way this should go down to the
municipal level as well. I should note that within the
republics there will be property that will belong to the
cooperatives. And this must really be seen as private property.

Baker: To what extent do you envision that private
property will exist within the system.

Shevardnadze: For the time being we would not envision
that there would be private property on a large scale.
However, the system of cooperatives implies that private
property is going to exist. Members of the cooperative become
owners of what they produce including the machines or the
equipment that is responsible for production.

Baker: When I saw Boris Yeltsin he suggested that the
private sector might be equal to about 15 percent of all
property. He did not elaborate on that suggestion or
observation. I must say that I didn't believe that that was a
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particularly productive course to follow. For economic reform
to be successful a way must be found to move to an incentive
system that enhances competition, markets, etc. I understand
that there is incentive built into the cooperative system and I
want to talk to you in more detail about some of these economic
issues later on. For now I would like to ask you some
additional questions on the nationality issues.

I know that it is a sensitive area for you but I have to
tell you that we have a problem vis-a-vis the Baltics. You
have heard me say we really want the reform effort to succeed
and we will do nothing to complicate that process. I have said
it publicly that we do not want to see instability in the
Soviet Union. But let me also tell you that it has been US
policy for over 40 years not to recognize the incorporation of
the Baltic republics into the Soviet Union. These Baltic
states were independent. Now that policy of 40 years is a
difficult one for us to change because after all there remains
a very strong public sentiment in our country that identifies
with these Baltic states.

We are very conscious of your concern about sovereignty and
borders and will do nothing to exacerbate the problem.
Nevertheless, as hard as we might try to move our relations
forward with you it would be very hard to sustain positive
relations if you were to find it necessary to use force in the
Baltics. Let me just say to you that a strong reaction by us
would be a given. So I am very hopeful that a peaceful way
would be found to solve the nationality problem generally and
especially in the Baltics. I raise this only so that you will
understand the extraordinary pressure on us. I don't raise
this to pressure you or to hector you.

Let me add one final point on nationalities. The President
and I have both said that your response to the nationality
problem to date has been praise-worthy, measured, and
responsible. We hope it will continue in that direction. Can
I ask one other question on the plenum? How do the political
changes that have taken place at the plenum affect the
prospects for perestroika?

Shevardnadze: Do you mean the personnel changes?
Baker: Yes.

Shevardnadze: Well, they are not the most important
result. The changes are significant but they are not the most
important result to emerge from the plenum. The most important
result is that we have now produced a platform to propose to
all the republics on the nationality question. Now people have
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an idea of what we mean by federation. They also have an idea
of what we mean by sovereignty within the federation and by the
real rights that each republic will have. I can tell you that
we had very sharp debates on the issue of language.

Baker: How did you come out on the issue of language?

and its people have a right to have a home language. There
will now be an official state language for every republic and
that will be the local language. The Russian language will be
recognized as the federal language or the language for
inter-national communication. 1In a multinational state like
ours, one needs this. It is not unusual to develop in this
fashion. 1India has two national languages. Switzerland has
three. So it is not unusual.

Shevardnadze: We have made a decision that every republic

Baker: Do you think this satisfies most of the nationality
demands?

Shevardnadze: This is a major decision and a very serious
decision. The question of language is a central one. In only
one republic before was there a constitution that made the
local language the official language and that is my native
republic of Georgia. 1In 1978 when the 3rd Soviet constitution
proposed removing this provision from the Georgian constitution
the population arose and demonstrated and it was decided not to
make this change.

As to your concern about the use of violence, let me just
say that this is ruled out by us. That would mean an end a
perestroika. It would restore what we used to call the
dictatorship of the proletariat. We can't reverse our course.
We can't go back to the past. 1In some areas we were compelled
to use force but this was only in circumstances where different
ethnic groups like the Azerbajahnis and the Armenians were
practically engaging in genocide. Here force was required to
restore order. In the Baltics, no one intends to use force.
As you know, in Georgia force was used and there were tragic
consequences. Gorbachev and I were out of the country when
that decision was made. That decision was taken by republican
authorities. When we came back and saw this we sacked the
people responsible. We condemned their decision, and we made
it clear that the use of force is inconsistent with our
principles. But extremism can produce some unfortunate
reactions. Look at a place like Estonia which is a small
republic. One-third of the population is Russian speaking. If
Estonians insist on something illegal or want to separate from
the Soviet Union how will the native Russians react? You know
there are separatists in Estonia. They are not the majority
but they exist.
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Baker: How would a referendum on self-determination in
Estonia come out? How, for example, would people vote on
whether to stay within the Soviet Union or to choose to leave

it?

Shevardnadze: There would probably be differences among
ethnic Russians and ethnic Estonians on how to answer this
question. But I can tell you that I think complete separation
wouldn't be practical from Estonia's interests. After all
Estonia's economy is interlaced with the rest of the
republics. Let me give you an example. There is a huge
factory in Riga that produces radio equipment. That factory
has an enormous network of suppliers throughout the rest of the
country. In fact this factory is an assembly plant and has
25,000 workers. Separation would mean that the entire system
is broken up and it would take a long time to build new
economic relations. Similarly Estonia has important long time
technical and scientific links to the Soviet establishment.

And like many republics Estonia has specialized in certain
areas. Estonia is mainly responsible for producing meat, milk,
and potatoes. These products are exported to other republics.
It must import all its other needs. It imports its grains, its
energy, its fuel needs, its raw materials and so forth. One
could go ahead and try to build another economic net but it
would take them 20 years.

Baker: $So you think that because it is impractical the
vast majority of those in Estonia and elsewhere in the republic
would chose to stay in the Soviet Union?

Shevardnadze: I spent my vacation in the south this year
and I visited Georgia. And I talked with many of the Georgian
separatists. And at one point I said to them okay let's assume
you have your complete freedom and you can do what you want.
If you chose to leave the Soviet Union what's going to happen
in a week's time? Your metal plants would be stopped because
you will need your supplies, your machine building would be
stopped because of a lack of supplies and spare parts, your
light industry would experience the same stoppage, you will
need to get bread from elsewhere, sugar from elsewhere. You
eat 40,000 kilograms of butter and 38,000 come from outside,
the majority of your o0il and natural gas come from outside --
you tell me what is going to happen after separation.

Baker: I understand the impracticality of independence for
each republic.

Shevardnadze: You know the Swedes, the Finns and the
Danish have very close relations with the Baltic republics.
And they have very actively advised against the separatism.
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They see it as a complication for them. The current leader of
the Estonian Communist Party is a good friend of mine. We
worked together in the youth organization and I have stayed in
close touch with him over the years. You know he and I have a
good and frank relationship and I asked him the same question
you asked me. Would the Estonians prefer to leave the Soviet
Union or stay. He said that they would not prefer to leave.

Baker: Let me raise two points. First, if it's totally
impractical and the majority would choose to stay in any given
republic, why not solve the problem by having a referendum? If
you grant people the right of self-determination and they can
vote on what they want to do, and if the majority vote to stay,
then the separatists will no longer have a basis on which to
push for separation. Second point: 1Isn't there a difference
between the Baltic republics, which were once independent
countries, and the others which were never independent?

Shevardnadze: First, on the question of the referendum,
this is a constitutional question. This is a question for the
national or union constitution and for each republican
constitution. In the current constitutions there are no
provisions for referendums. The fact is the union constitution
doesn't provide any regulation on how the process of
self-determination should take place. The Supreme Soviet has
established a commission to develop a new union constitution
and there are also commissions set up for the republic
constitutions. If these constitutions provide for referendums
then there is no reason why the referendum shouldn't take place.

You are raising an important issue and it needs to be
addressed. But I would also note that the constitutions must
answer the question not only of whether republics have the
right to secede, but must also deal with other aspects of
self-determination as well. After all, secession is only one
aspect of self-determination and our objective is to produce
real self-determination for our republics. We still have to
determine how best to express the right of self-determination.
A referendum is one way to do so. Perhaps in the congress of
peoples deputies other ways would be discussed.

As for your point on the Baltic Republics, it is true that
they joined the Soviet Union in 1939-40 and this was later than
the others. But you might note that the Transcaucus republics
were independent for three years after the October revolution.
There were separate governments in Baku and in Yerevan. These
governments in fact were set up under Kerensky. So, there may
not be as much a difference here as you think and, indeed if
the Baltics were to leave people, in Transcaucus might say why
shouldn't we leave also. Frankly, it is okay for this to be a
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part of our open debate. We don't fear to debate. Indeed we
have a huge stadium in Moscow and a covered sports arena and
people are coming there all the time to demonstrate. And these
demonstrations are not banned and they are called by formal and
informal groups. Indeed Boris Yeltsin gathers people there
twice a week. I am confident that as we debate these issues
openly people would come to see the real facts and the
consequences of their decisions. I mentioned to the President
that as we see politicization of the Soviet Union we are going
to have a pluralization of opinion.

Baker: I am glad to hear that the questions being debated
in the constitution are such that a discussion on a referendum
would be permitted. I really believe that would be the best
way to draw the poison out of the nationality problem. Once
people have had an opportunity to express themselves through
referendum they really wouldn't have a basis on which to
complain. Perhaps then much of the agitation and unrest would
disappear.

Shevardnadze: For the time being, they are not raising or
demanding a referendum. But you are right; this possibility
must be considered by the constitutional commission. We
couldn't foresee everything in the development of our party
platform on nationalities and that is why the Congress and
Supreme Soviet established these commissions.

Baker: I would like to offer a comment on Eastern Europe.
I hope the way we are approaching events in Eastern Europe 1is
not troublesome to you. We do not desire to stir things up or
ferment unrest. We are going to handle relations much the way
the President did when he went to Poland and Hungary. We are
going to try to assist Poland and Hungary in moving their
economies towards more of a free market system. We are going
to encourage them to develop private sectors. We would like
for our relations with regard to Eastern Europe to be based on
the principle of "no surprises." In that connection you told
me you were going to Nicaragua. I would like to let you know
that there is some chance that I may make a trip to Eastern
Europe. Would that cause any problem for you in any way?

Shevardnadze: No. We are happy and pleased to see good
relations between you and Poland and Hungary. We would like to
see an expansion of this good relations and see them extended
to other countries in Eastern Europe. In this connection of
expanding ties I suggested to the Iranians that they should
develop good relations with you.

Baker: We appreciate what you did in Iran after our
meeting in Paris.
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Shevardnadze: Let me suggest that on Eastern Europe that
an unstable Poland would neither be good for you nor for us.
By the same token a rupture of all of Poland's links with the
Soviet Union would be suicide. Currently they have a 40
billion ruble debt to us. You surely can't solve their
problems by yourself. On the outset we have built relations
with Poland, and I might just add confidentially to you that we
have given in the last few years 6.5 billion ruble alone, with
interest rates of only about 4.8 percent.

Baker: Where do I apply?

Shevardnadze: You could ask the Poles what they pay for
their o0il and gas from us. Frankly, they don't know what world
prices mean. So if you rupture all links, it would be suicide
just like it would be suicide for the Baltic states. No one
could take Poland under its wing, certainly not Germany. Yes,
they could work with Poland, but no one could throw the kind of
money at Poland that it really needs. Only we've done that.
Only we've wasted our money.

Baker: How much does Hungary owe you?

Shevardnadze: Probably 4.5 billion.

Baker: They do a better job with their economy.

Shevardnadze: Well, they live better. But their per
capital debt is actually higher than Poland's by a factor of

1.5. Of course their standards in industry and agriculture are
much higher.

Baker: I have understood your views on Eastern Europe and
their continued interest in the Warsaw Pact is essential. Do
you feel as strongly about as remaining a part of CEMA?

Shevardnadze: I have got a reasonable proposal for you.
Let's disband both NATO and the Warsaw Pact. Let's release
your allies and ours. While NATO exists, the Warsaw Pact also
exists. As for CEMA it needs reconstruction. If that
organization rebuilt itself into a sufficient organization, it

will exist. If it continues working the way it does now it
will serve neither our allies nor us. We are working to reform
it but will have to see how it does. Could I mention a

statement Kohl made at the Congress of his party? If you
haven't read it might be worth your reading it.

Baker: I haven't read it but I will. What was its general
thrust?
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Shevardnadze: Well it is very similar to statements made
by German leaders in the 1930s and it created a serious concern
for us.

Baker: Did it talk about reunification?

Shevardnadze: Not just that although that is a part of
it. No, he spoke in terms of ultimatum and he also said that
the Soviet Union is on the verge of crumbling, Eastern Europe
is on the verge of crumbling; CEMA is on the verge of
crumbling; and the task in the West, Kohl said, was to see what
it should be doing under such circumstances.

Baker: You know we always speak about self-determination
because it goes to the essence of our philosophy. But we don't
want to see instability anywhere in Eastern Europe and
certainly not in the GDR. Rather, what we would like to see in
Eastern Europe is a Europe that is whole and free, where the
divisions have been ended, and all of this is accomplished in a
peaceful fashion. I think that is the view of the federal
republic as well.

Shevardnadze: We also want to see a common European
house. But, it's important to respect existing realities.

Baker: As perestroika advances and gets applied to the GDR
perhaps one won't see so many people wanting to leave the GDR.
As you know, perestroika has been lagging in the GDR.

Shevardnadze: That's true but it is up to every country to
decide how it wants to live.

Baker: When you have thousands of people seeking to leave,
however, they obviously are saying something about the system
and how it is working.

Shevardnadze: Well that is not always true. We in the
Soviet Union are going through a period when we are allowing
much greater freedom and yet we are having almost a 100,000
people a year leaving. You know from the standpoint of the
freedom of expression we have never had people so good and yet
people want to leave. As for the GDR, one has to admit that
they have a high standard of living. They have a
well-developed social infrastructure. Their housing problem is
largely solved. They have day care centers. They produce lots
of athletic champions.

Baker: $So, how do you explain all of those people leaving?
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Shevardnadze: Well it could be a division of families,
relatives, that could be playing a part. But, let me say, it
is not up to us to solve this problem, it is up to them. If I
were in their shoes I'd let everybody who wants to go leave.

Of course, it is true that if as many one million people leave
that would be a serious problem for Eastern Europe, but I would
let them go.

Baker: 1I've talked before about the importance of your
having a new pricing system and making the ruble convertible.
After studying the situation more carefully, I am convinced
that before you can move on price reform or convertibility,
action must be taken to soak up the ruble overhang. When we
have our discussion on economic issues I am prepared to go into
more detail on how to do that. In so doing, I don't mean to
imply that we have all the answers. 1In fact, the value of my
suggestions may be worth the price that you have to pay for
them, but we have some new ideas that might be helpful to you I
am prepared to go through those with you if it is of interest
to you.

Shevardnadze: Moving on price reform is very difficult for

us.

Baker: I know that but price reform and convertibility are
necessary for opening the door for making the Soviet Union an
attractive place for outside investment. When I was at
Treasury I use to say that our great economic trump card is
that we were open to foreign investment. Some fear foreign
investment but it means jobs, technology and output. It also
means you are using others' capital to create a better
economy. We have some ideas on how you might take a number of
steps that will make it possible for you to soak up the ruble
overhang as a necessary precursor to doing anything on prices.
Secondly, I think that if you are going to make headway on
prices and convertibility, you have got to institutionalize a
system of competitiveness and incentives. Thirdly you are
going to need to create a social safety net that helps cushion
the political effects of going to a new pricing system.

Shevardnadze: Well, let's have this discussion. There is
a question of what's going on with the US economy also.
Currently, US companies are investing less in the US than they
are investing elsewhere.

Baker: That is not exactly right. There is not as much
investment in the US as we would like to see but our investment
is increasing each year. Foreign investment is increasing even
faster. One major reason for that is that we have lowered the
value of the dollar against other major convertible currencies
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in the world. We did that to make ourselves more competitive
from a trading standpoint that has reduced our trade deficit.
In effect, what we have done is make property and businesses in
the US cheaper for those with yen or sterling or marks, etc.,
to buy. What we have really done is create a good investment
opportunity for people from the outside.
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