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THURSDAY, MAY 31, 1990
MEETINGS WITH GORBACHEV

-,

Aleksey OBUKHOV USSR
(Phonetic: OHbookhuff)

W”" ' Chief, USA and Canada Administration, Ministry of
/7 ' ‘ Foreign Affairs (since February 1989)

 Addressed as: Mr. Ambassador F
a2 Headed delegations to nuclear and space arms talks and
to INF negotiations . . . attended Reagan-Gorbachev
summits (1987, 1988), Bush-Gorbachev Malta meeting
(1989) . . . studied under Hans Morgenthau at University
of Chicago (1962) . . . collects paintings, antique
furniture . . . married; has two sons . .. speaks English,

Reuter ©  ponch, Thai . .. born 12 November 1937.
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Yevgeniy PRIMAKOV USSR
(Phonetic: preemuhKAWF)

Globe Photo ©

Member, USSR Presidential Council (since March 1990);
Candidate Member, Politburo (since September 1989)

Addressed as: Mr. Primakov

Longtime foreign policy adviser to Gorbachev . . . former,
director, prestigious Institute of World Economics and
International Relations; former chairman, Council of the
Union, USSR Supreme Soviet . . . speaks English . . .
widower . . . born 30 October 1929. :

5/90



Mikhail GORBACHEV USSR
(Phonetic: gorbahCHAWF)

Globe Photos ©

2 March 1931.

President of the USSR (since March 1990); General
Secretary, Central Committee, CPSU (since March 1985)

Addressed as: Mr. President

One of youngest, best educated members of Soviet
leadership . . . before achieving national prominence in :
1978, spent most of life in Stavropol’ Kray, major
agricultural area in southern Russia . . . studied law at
Moscow State University (1950-55) . . . received
correspondence degree in agriculture (1967) . . . married;
has daughter, two granddaughters . . . born on
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Sergey AKHROMEYEV USSR
(Phonetic: akhroMEHyef)

Adpviser to the President of the USSR (since December
1988)

Addressed as: Marshal Akhromeyev "

National security adviser to Gorbachev . . . chief
negotiator in past summits . . . Chief, General Staff
(1984-88) . .. full member, Central Committee, CPSU,
2o since 1983 . . . serves on Committee of Defense and State
e ﬁ“‘-p Security . . . elected to Supreme Soviet (1989) ... born
~ "5 May 1923.

Photoreporters ©
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Aleksandr BESSMERTNYKH USSR
- (Phonetic: bessMEHR Tnik)

Ambassador to the United States (since May 1990)
Addressed as: Mr. Ambassador

Before taking up current post was First Deputy Foreign
Minister (responsible for USA, Canada, Afghanistan)
since 1988 ... has served previous tours in US totaling

W
/o

fluent English . . . married second wife, Marina, in April
1990; daughter from first marriage, Marina, born in
1961 ... born 10 November 1933.

Wide World ©

5/90

- almost 20 years, including 13 in Washington (1970-83) / '
- ... expertise includes arms control issues, American
‘ system of government . .. avid tennis player . .. speaks



Eduard SHEVARDNADZE USSR
(Phonetic: shehvard NAHDzeh)

Minister of Foreign Affairs; Member, Politburo, CPSU
(since July 1985); Member, USSR Presidential Council
(since March 1990) L

Addressed as: Mr. Minister

Stalwart supporter of Gorbachev’s foreign policy agendi
... as Foreign Minister has become knowledgeable on all
aspects of international affairs . . . rose to national
prominence as leader of party organization of his native
Georgian republic (1972-85) . .. married; has two
children, four grandchildren . . . born 25 January 1928.

Camera Press ©
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APPENDIX 2

The North Atlantic Treaty

Washington D.C., April 4, 1949

The Parties to this Treaty reaffirm their faith in the purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations and their desire to live in
peace with all peoples and all governments.

They are determined to safeguard the freedom, common heritage and
civilization of their peoples, founded on the principles of democracy,
individual liberty and the rule of law.

They seek to promote stability and well-being in the North Atlantic
area.

They are resolved to unite their efforts for collective defence and for the
preservation of peace and security.

They therefore agree to this North Atlantic Treaty:

Article 1
The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations, to
settle any international dispute in which they may be involved by peaceful
means in such a manner that international peace and security and justice
are not endangered, and to refrain in their international relations from the
threat or use of force in any manner inconsistent with the purposes of the
United Nations.

Article 2
The Parties will contribute toward the further development of peaceful
and friendly international relations by strengthening their free institutions,
by bringing about a better understanding of the principles upon which
these institutions are founded, and by promoting conditions of stability
and well-being. They will seek to eliminate conflict in their international
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, 1
The North Atlantic Treary / i
economic policies and will encourage economic collaboration between any |
or all of them. ‘
i
Article 3 3
In order more effectively to achieve the objectives of this Treaty, the O i
Parties, separately and jointly, by means of continuous and effective self- |
help and mutual aid, will maintain and develop their individual and ‘
collective capacity to resist armed attack.

Article 4
The Parties will consult together whenever, in the opinion of any of them,

the territorial integrity, political independence or security of any of the c‘ :
Parties is threatened. i

Article 5 1
The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in ‘ '
Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all
and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of |
them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defence |
recognized by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist
the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in i
concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including i 3
the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the North ! f :
Atlantic area. il

Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof shall ! 41
immediately be reported to the Security Council. Such measures shall be ;Y i
terminated when the Security Council has taken the measures necessary to |
restore and maintain international peace and security. o |

Article 6!
For the purpose of Article V an armed attack on one or more of the Parties

is deemed to include an armed attack on the territory of any of the Parties I

in Europe or North America, on the Algerian Departments of France,? on ' ;
the occupation forces of any Party in Europe, on the islands under the - A L

|

|

i

i

1. The definition of the territories to which Article V applies has been revised by Article II of the ]
Protocol to the North Atlantic Treaty on the accession of Greece and Turkey (see Appendix 3). ‘
2. On January 16, 1963, the North Atlantic Council has heard a declaration by the French
Representative who recalled that by the vote on self-determination on July 1, 1962, the Algerian |
people had pronounced itself in favour of the independence of Algeria in co-operation with France. |
In consequence, the President of the French Republic had on J uly 3, 1962, formally recognized the ,l
independence of Algeria. The result was that the ‘Algerian departments of France’ no longer existed |
as such, and that at the same time the fact that they were mentioned in the North Atlantic Treaty had ; I ‘
no longer any bearing. i I
Following this statement the Council noted that insofar as the former Algerian Departments of Ll , |
France were concerned, the relevant clauses of this Treaty had become inapplicable as from July 3, , ’
i
! |
i ! .
|
i

1962.
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The North Atlantic Treaty

jurisdiction of any Party in the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of
Cancer or on the vessels or aircraft in this area of any of the Parties.

Article 7
This Treaty does not affect, and shall not be interpreted as affecting, in any
way the rights and obligations under the Charter of the Parties which are
members of the United Nations, or the primary responsibility of the
Security Council for the maintenance of international peace and security.

Article 8
Each Party declares that none of the international engagements now in

force between it and any other of the Parties or any third State is in
conflict with the provisions of this Treaty, and undertakes not to enter
into any international engagement in conflict with this Treaty.

Article 9
The Parties hereby establish a Council, on which each of them shall be

represented, to consider matters concerning the implementation of this
Treaty. The Council shall be so organized as to be able to meet promptly
at any time. The Council shall set up such subsidiary bodies as may be
necessary ; in particular it shall establish immediately a defence committee
which shall recommend measures for the implementation of Articles III
and V.

Article 10
The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any other European
State in a position to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute
to the security of the North Atlantic area to accede to this Treaty. Any
State so invited may become a Party to the Treaty by depositing its
instrument of accession with the Government of the United States of
America. The Government of the United States of America will inform
each of the Parties of the deposit of each such instrument of accession.

Article 11 ’
This Treaty shall be ratified and its provisions carried out by the Parties in

accordance with their respective constitutional processes. The instruments
of ratification shall be deposited as soon as possible with the Government
of the United States of America, which will notify all the other signatories
of each deposit. The Treaty shall enter into force between the States
which have ratified it as soon as the ratifications of the majority of the
signatories, including the ratifications of Belgium, Canada, France,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the United
States, have been deposited and shall come into effect with respect to other
States on the date of the deposit of their ratifications.
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The North Atlantic Treary

Article 12
After the Treaty has been in force for ten years, or at any time thereafter,
the Parties shall, if any of them so Tequests, consult together for the
purpose of reviewing the Treaty, having regard for the factors then
affecting peace and security in the North Atlantic area, including the
development of universal as well as regional arrangements under the
Charter of the United Nations for the maintenance of international peace
and security.

Article 13
After the Treaty has been in force for twenty years, any Party may cease
to be a Party one year after its notice of denunciation has been given to the
Government of the United States of America, which will inform the
Governments of the other Parties of the deposit of each notice of
denunciation.

Article 14
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(4:00 p.m., Thursday, May 30, 1990) ﬂ”{
Seitz Falin
Zoellick Chernyayev
Sununu Primakov
Baker Schevardnadze

The President Gorbachev

aﬁi
Vice President C th Maslyukov

Cheney om A Bessmertnykh

Scowcroft Akhromeyev
Gates Obukhov
Blackwill Tarasenko




5:30 p.m.
Tuesday, June 5, 1990

MESSAGE FROM SECRETARY JAMES A. BAKER III

Wanted to add one thing: It was the

feeling on the part of the person with whom he (JAB)
had his meeting that the representatives of the

other government from the EAST think that the man

that you are going to see on Friday is trying to

move things too fast. Therefore, the

fellow JAB was talking to thinks that, for that reason,
this process will not be concluded until next year.

That was the only bit of information that JAB would
characterize as other than very positive that came out of
JAB’s meeting. If you want to discusss further prior to
your Friday meeting, JAB will be available tomorrow and
Thursday.

Patty Presock
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DEPARTMENTWDFSTATE

THE SECRETARY
4/4/90

NOTE FOR BRENT SCOWCROFT

The attached is an advance
copy of the jetter which
Minister Shevardnadze will
present to the President
on Friday.

JABIII /“’



Unofficial translation

Dear Mr. President,

Your letter of March 21, 1990 prompts serious reflections
on the emerging - and possibly unique - prospects of the
evolution of the Soviet-US strategic relationship.

Indeed, now that we have come within reach of completing
painstaking work on a whole package of arms reduction agreements
the time has come to think about the future and to try to
delineate the main parameters of the next, qualitatively
different phase of disarmament.

‘I have to say that we remain committed to radical balanced
measures aimed at a gradual elimination of weapons of mass
destruction, above all nuclear weapons. Achieving this noble
goal, set forth in our program of January 15, 1986, would give
the most solid guarantee of security and tranquillity for all
people on Earth.

I think, however, that you will agree that our immediate
and top-priority task is still the early completion of the treaty

on 50 percent strategic offensive arms reductions and its

“

His Excellency
George BUSH
President of the
United States of America
Washington D.C.



2-

official signing, in keeping with our agreement at Malta, before
the end of the year.

In light of this common understanding, I welcome your
proposal that we initial the treaty at our forthcoming meeting
in Washington, having in mind that all the main issues would
be resolved by that time.

I am encouraged by the efforts of our delegations and the
more rapid pace of work on the treaty, although I still think
that the negotiating process should be speeded up substantially.
In this regard the Soviet side attaches key importance to the
April round of talks between our foreign ministers.

Let me now turn to some additional ideas that you outlined
in yéur letter of March 21, 1990. |

I have studied it carefully, and I find that the suggestions
and proposals contained in it merit thorough consideration in
our dialogue.

Regarding your proposal on banning MIRVed mobile ICBMs,

I would like first of all to say that, in principle, I welcome
your readiness to adopt radical, large-scale decisions in the
field of strategic arms reduction. Also, I can only agree that
it is always better not to deploy some weapons systems rather
th;n first to deploy and then eliminate them. Thorough analysis
of the draft START Treaty shows, however, that it would be

difficult to implement your proposal within its framework now.




3.

First of all, our countries have already reached fundamental
agreement that ICBM mobility is a factor that serves to
strengthen strategic stability. Both of us proceeded on that
basis while preparing the START Tfeaty in its present form.
In the process of negotiations the two sides have arrived at
a carefully-weighed balance of mutual concessions and
compromises; changing any part of that balance would entail
the risk of reopening many of the problems already solved.

Nevertheless, we could consider a substantial reduction
of our deployment program of SS-24 mobile missiles, limiting
their number at the level of January 1, 1991, if the US side
were to decide not to deploy the MX missiles in a mobile mode.
An understanding to this effect could be formalized through
an exchange of political declarations. This would, without doubt,
impart additional momentum to the process of real nuclear
disarmament.

Concerning the other of your proposals - on considering
the question of fixed MIRVed ICBMs in subsequent negotiations.
This is a question that has a bearing on the entire range of
further strategic offensive arms reductions. We have more than
once spoken in favor of starting negotiations on second-phase
reQuctions right after the conclusion of the treaty now being
prepared. I regard positively the fact that discussions, for
the time being informal, of the tasks of future negotiations

are already underway in Geneva. I think that at our meeting



in Washington we could adopt a declaration of intent regafding
future talks on further reductions in US and Soviet strategic
offensive arms and agree on when they should begin. A draft
such statement could be worked out by our foreign ministers
during their forthcoming meetings.

It appears that even now we could record a common view
which has emerged in the exchanges between the two of us, i.e.
that future negotiations should provide for reductions in
quantitative levels of all strategic arms and help to attain
a mix and structure of arms that would be consistent with the
goal of strengthening strategic stabilify.

In this context I would like to emphasize that, as before,
we regard observance by the USSR and the USA of the ABM Treaty
as the basis for maintaining and strengthening strategic
stability.

I also wrote to you about the problem arising from
significant differences in the structures of Soviet and US
strategic offensive arms. Logic prompts that in the future,
too, this objective factor will have to be considered by us
in further arms reductions. Accordingly, all our steps should
be extremely prudent and cautious. Reducing one component of
the strategic triad should not lead to a general deétabilization
of the strategic situation as a result of the two other
components remaining intact.

In the context of these talks the whole range of issues,

considered by each side to be important for attaining the final




B
objective of the negotiations, could be examined. In particular,
we believe it is possible to consider the question of
significantly reducing the concentration of warheads oﬁ all
ballistic missiles (ICBMs and SLBMs) and of ALCMs on heavy
bombers, and the number of their delivery vehicles as well.

In our view, the situation now evolving in the world
and in Soviet-US relations augurs well for negotiations on
follow-on strategic arms reductions to proceed at a good pace
and productively.

We even do not rule out the possibility that a new agreement
could be concluded earlier than reductions would actually be
completed under the treaty being prepared now. This would enable
us more rapidly to attain genuinely stable structures of both
sideé' strategic arsenals at low levels.

I am convinced that we can confidently put before ourselves
such far-reaching goals and expect to achieve them, not only
in START, but also as regards the limitation and prohibition
of nuclear tests, radical reduction of conventional arms in
Europe, the prohibition of chemical weapons etc.

In conclusion let me also point out the following. In order
to advance effectively along this path we have to attach
particular importance to the atmosphere of our dialogue and
the mutual willingness to avoid unnecessary complications and
artificial problems. I appreciate your realistic approach to
the development of Soviet-US dialogue, your desire to understand

the other side, to consider its interests and problems. This




is how I regard your private letter to me of March 29, 1990.
I want to reiterate that we intend firmly to continue to follow
the course of radically reshaping Soviet society on the basis
of democratization and glasnost, active and serious dialogue,
and building a truly law-governed state. It goes without saying
that all this presupposes respect for constitutional order and
safeguarding the rights and security of all citizens of our
country.

Eduard Shevardnadze plans to share with you thoughts on
how these fundamental principles are being applied to the
difficult task of creating a new federaﬁion in our country and

building just and healthy interethnic relations.

Sincerely,

M. GORBACHEV

\
Kremlin, Moscow

April 2, 1990




Unofficial translation

Dear Mr. President,

Your letter of March 21, 1990 prompts serious reflections
on the emerging - and possibly unique - prospects of the
evolution of the Soviet-US strategic relationship.

Indeed, now that we have come within reach of completing
painstaking work on a whole package of arms reduction agreements
the time has come to think about the future and to try to
delineate the main parameters of the next, qualitatively
different phase of disarmament.

‘I have to say that we remain committed to radical balanced
measures aimed at a gradual elimination of weapons of mass
destruction, above all nuclear weapons. Achieving this noble
goal, set forth in our program of January 15, 1986, would give
the most solid guarantee of security and tranquillity for all
people on Earth.

I think, however, that you will agree that our immediate
and top-priority task is still the early completion of the treaty

on 50 percent strategic offensive arms reductions and its

-~

His Excellency
George BUSH
President of the
United States of America
Washington D.C.
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official signing, in keeping with our agreement at Malta, before
the end of the year.

In light of this common understanding, I welcome your
proposal that we initial the treaty at our forthcoming meeting
in Washington, having in mind that all the main issues would
be resolved by that time.

I am encouraged by the efforts of our delegations and the
more rapid pace of work on the treaty, although I still think
that the negotiating process should be speeded up substantially.
In this regard the Soviet side attaches key importance to the
April round of talks between our foreign ministers.

Let me now turn to some additional ideas that you outlined
in your letter of March 21, 1990.

I have studied it carefully, and I find that the suggestions
and proposals contained in it merit thorough consideration in
our dialogue.

Regarding your proposal on banning MIRVed mobile ICBMs,

I would like first of all to say that, in principle, I welcome
your readiness to adopt radical, large-scale decisions in the
field of strategic arms reduction. Also, I can only agree that
it is always better not to deploy some weapons systems rather
th;n first to deploy and then eliminate them. Thorough analysis
of the draft START Treaty shows, however, that it would be

difficult to implement your proposal within its framework now.



3.
First of all, our countries have already reached fundamental
agreement that ICBM mobility is a factor that serves to
strengthen strategic stability. Both of us proceeded on that
basis while preparing the START Treaty in its present form.
In the process of negotiations the two sides have arrived at
a carefully-weighed balance of mutual concessions and
compromises; changing any part of that balance would entail
the risk of reopening many of the problems already solved.
Nevertheless, we could consider a substantial reduction
of our deployment program of SS-24 mobile missiles, limiting
their number at the level of January 1, 1991, if the US side
were to decide not to deploy the MX missiles in a mobile mode.
An understanding to this effect could be formalized through
an exchange of political declarations. This would, without doubt,
impart additional momentum to the process of real nuclear
disarmament.
Concerning the other of your proposals - on considering
the question of fixed MIRVed ICBMs in subsequent negotiations.
This is a question that has a bearing on the entire range of
further strategic offensive arms reductions. We have more than
once spoken in favor of starting negotiations on second-phase
reductions right after the conclusion of the treaty now being
prepared. I regard positively the fact that discussions, for
the time being informal, of the tasks of future negotiations

are already underway in Geneva. I think that at our meeting




in Washington we could adopt a declaration of intent regafding
future talks on further reductions in US and Soviet strategic
offensive arms and agree on when they should begin. A draft
such statement could be worked out by our foreign ministers
during their forthcoming meetings.

It appears that even now we could record a common view
which has emerged in the exchanges between the two of us, i.e.
that future negotiations should provide for reductions in
quantitative levels of all strategic arms and help to attain
a mix and structure of arms that would be consistent with the
goal of strengthening strategic stabilify.

In this context I would like to emphasize that, as before,
we regard observance by the USSR and the USA of the ABM Treaty
as the basis for maintaining and strengthening strategic
stability.

I also wrote to you about the problem arising from
significant differences in the structures of Soviet and US
strategic offensive arms. Logic prompts that in the future,
too, this objective factor will have to be considered by us
in further arms reductions. Accordingly, all our steps should
be extremely prudent and cautious. Reducing one component of
the strategic triad should not lead to a general destabilization
of the strategic situation as a result of the two other
components remaining intact.

In the context of these talks the whole range of issues,

considered by each side to be important for attaining the final




5.
objective of the negotiations, could be examined. In particular,
we believe it is possible to consider the question of
significantly reducing the concentration of warheads oﬁ all
ballistic missiles (ICBMs and SLBMs) and of ALCMs on heavy
bombers, and the number of their delivery vehicles as well.

In our view, the situation now evolving in the world
and in Soviet-US relations augurs well for negotiations on
follow-on strategic arms reductions to proceed at a good pace
and productively.

We even do not rule out the possibility that a new agreement
could be concluded earlier than reductions would actually be
completed under the treaty being prepared now. This would enable
us more rapidly to attain genuinely stable structures of both
sideé' strategic arsenals at low levels.

I am convinced that we can confidently put before ourselves
such far-reaching goals and expect to achieve them, not only
in START, but also as regards the limitation and prohibition
of nuclear tests, radical reduction of conventional arms in
Europe, the prohibition of chemical weapons etc.

In conclusion let me also point out the following. In order
to advance effectively along this path we have to attach
particular importance to the atmosphere of our dialogue and
the mutual willingness to avoid unnecessary complications and
artificial problems. I appreciate your realistic approach to

the development of Soviet-US dialogue, your desire to understand

the other side, to consider its interests and problems. This




is how I regard your private letter to me of March 29, 1990.
I want to reiterate that we intend firmly to continue to follow
the course of radically reshaping Soviet society on the basis
of democratization and glasnost, active and serious dialogue,
and building a truly law-governed state. It goes without saying
that all this presupposes respect for constitutional order and
safeguarding the rights and security of all citizens of our
country.

Eduard Shevardnadze plans to share with you thoughts on
how these fundamental principles are being applied to the
difficult task of creating a new federaﬁion in our country and

building just and healthy interethnic relations.
Sincerely,

M. GORBACHEV

Kremlin, Moscow

April 2, 1990
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Dear Mr. President:

These are trying times. I have tried very hard to understand
the problems you face at home. Indeed, as Jim Baker has told
Foreign Minister Shevardnadze, not only have we tried to

understand, but we have acted with restraint and prudence.

I understand your view that the Baltic States are part of the

Soviet Union; and I expect you know our view that we have never
e
recognized[Fhéﬂincorporation.@gLJ;Lthuané%}into the Soviet Union.

I have given a lot of weight to your stated view that force would

+l, ok )

not be used an%‘éhe.eventual sepdration or self determination is

in the cards for Lithuania.

The problem is we can no longer sit idly by, giving the

e

impression that we are unconcerned about the aspirations ﬁsgz{ﬂg\

freedom of the people of Lithuania.

I have often stated publicly, not only my desire to see
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perestroika succeed, but also to see you personally prevail. I
LA%J&gk&Z@%ﬂuf L:ou5v447
still feel very strongly about that. [ ly/, your l[?e’;ﬁﬂcame to

the State Department and once again asked that we show restraint.
On Tuesday I met with key leaders in our Congress and explained
that I was not prepared to take action on this matter, though

there is a growing feeling in this country that my inaction

Lo lerta

gerves a serious blow to the aspirations of freedom loving
people in Lithuania, and indeed everywhere. This growing

feeling, which I share, leads me to believe that there is no way

we will by able to‘ég—fefwagé}wé%h our Trade Agreement, and thus

with MFN, unless dialogue with the Lithuanians begins.

We realize there is no easy answer; but, as you know, we felt
that a "suspension" by Lithuania of its resolution, coupled with
your willingness to meet with the Lithuanians outside the
federation concept, would be the best way to break the ice. We

have, as you probably know, urged this course upon Mr.
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Landsbergxis.
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Here is the{ée%%em—%inégreality -- there is no way Congress will

approve MFN under existing circumstances -- no way at all.

\Cf—\\\"’—“"__"——~"-ﬁ—”//’_~*—~\\\Nbﬂ

Further,”I will not be able to recommend approval.

\
nder existingi)

el
circumstances I have felt that.@hgjnegotiations should

/

continue/f;nd indee%>have taken some "flak" for not cutting off

trade talks from our end. I assume that you have seen some of The
statements on this critical subject, but—wanted—te—eall—to—your
: e ) | hod—stat | i -
Myl

I recognize, with respec% the restraint that you have shown,

}
indeed,the encouragement you have given, to the new democracies
in Eastern Europe. I recognize that this restraint and

understanding has cost yow{ support at home. You have a large
stock of goodwill here and in other western countries for what

you have done. But now we have Lithuania and the enormous

problems accompanying Lithuania and the other Baltic States,
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which)énﬂeaﬁzggeu, to repeat, have special standing.

Mene—
I wish I could think of qﬂpositive role that I could play to help
ameliorate matters. In this regard, I would welcome any
suggestions you might care to make. (I regret we have no secure
voice communications at this time. It would be very useful if we
could talk this out in a reasonable way, trying to work together
to solve what at this moment is a terrible problem between us.)

b3

Next week I will publicly state that under existing conditions

C A
there wi-l4 be no trade agreement. This is simply a statement of

reality. It is not intended to be provocative. It is not intended

to complicate matters for you. I will accompany this "marker"
A )
bckva4LlJ+£uﬂmman;a~£,9m5"‘Lﬂ~"

with the fervent hope that dialogue will beginh We must clear
the path so that the era of improved relations between our two

great countries will continue to flourish. - .
a&254qféa;zgéﬁyf 7 L4>*%2?ik ;?¢§%?wtﬁh4ﬁéa é;y2»~fz:f‘C14K41L4L4¢«24A

L i oo rle Ut prsctic pesidiivk amanlts <

You have ‘done too much, and we come to far to see matters between
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us revert to tension and anxiety.

I would welcome any suggestions. Please know that this was not
an easy letter to write. I have tried very hard to keep
Clwch. Do
relations on E?aeg, recognizing(éhaé}dramatic changes that you
have brought to much of this world.
_ o~
Iﬁmﬂﬁgidentify publicly with our strongly held convictions about

Lithuania’s self determination and the right to control its own

destiny.

I look forward to seeing you at our upcoming meeting. I am

Diecte.

determined to keep that meeting on]§?ae§3i§%pite of existing

aC
tensions. There is a lot)@ﬁlstake there.

My sincere best wishes,
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May 8, 1990

General --

On Friday, April 27, 1990, Bob Kimmitt passed along to
Ambassador Dubinin the following message for President Gorbachev
from President Bush:

The President wants to extend an invitation to President
Gorbachev to spend the non-Washington portion of the Summit at
Camp David.

It was a very brief meeting and Bob Kimmitt did not do a
memcon.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

13 July 1990

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Robert M. Gates .

SUBJECT: Gorbachev -- Mos€s, not Joshua

One aspect of our policy toward the Soviet Union that
warrants reconsideration is our unreserved support for Gorbachev
personally. Until a few months ago, this was justifiable
inasmuch as he was seen, in reality and in perceptions at home
and abroad, as the engine of change, one who was quite literally
indispensable to reform in the Soviet Union.

Now, however, especially at home, Gorbachev is increasingly
viewed unfavorably by the public at large -- as indecisive, a
"chatterbox," a leader who offers no way out of the present sorry
state to which he has brought the USSR. Indeed, popular
resentment against the Party itself -- and its system of
privileges -- seems to be growing sharply and aimed in no small
part at Gorbachev. He is seen as a straddler, unwilling to walk
away from an increasingly irrelevant Party or to take bold
actions to reverse the decline of the economy and disintegration
of social peace.

Among the political elite, Gorbachev’s centrist approach
until recently was a source of strength. Now, however, he who
once drew support from both reform and traditionalist elements,
in today’s polarized climate seems to be increasingly isolated.
The reformers are establishing control of the Supreme
Soviet/state structure and the traditionalists have demonstrated
at the Party Congress their continued domination of the Party --
however skillfully Gorbachev manipulates its leadership politics.
(His. new deputy, Ivashko, is unenthusiastic about market reforms
and recently called for a purge of those Party members in the
Democratic Platform.) Gorbachev does not seem fully "at home"
any longer in either camp. While, as shown at the Party
Congress, Gorbachev’s personal position is strong, his ability to
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guide or influence events, especially with respect to the
economy, is very limited. He turns the wheel, but nothing
happens.

It is worth recalling that the Party Congress was advanced
from 1991 to this month so that Gorbachev could purge the Central
Committee and get a Party committed to his reforms. He not only
has failed to rout the conservatives, they remain the dominant
force in the Party and in control of the only real management
apparatus in the country, however weakened. The Party will
continue to obstruct reform, but Gorbachev can’t let go of it and
cast his lot fully with the reformers.

While Gorbachev seeks to eliminate Stalinist political and
economic structures, he is not an advocate of market economics
nor of democracy as we practice it. He remains, in his heart of
hearts, a Communist -- and continues to say so. Unlike
Mazowiecki or other East Europeans, Gorbachev is unwilling to put
himself or his program before the voters. And, as more reform
leaders emerge in the USSR as a result of elections, he is
becoming more and more a symbol of the old way of doing business.
He increasingly stands alone in lacking electoral legitimacy.

His effort to meld state socialism and "regulated" markets,
his refusal to countenance private ownership of large scale
enterprises or the "exploitation of labor," his fear of public
reaction to critically necessary reforms (partly because the
government -- and he personally -- lacks popular legitimacy), and
the incoherent mish-mash of reform measures all have produced
economic catastrophe. And, there is no indication that, in fact,
he has the faintest idea of a way out.

Indeed, as incipient moves toward decentralization likely
offer the most promising path toward further strengthening of
democracy and market reforms, it is symptomatic that Gorbachev is
fighting a rear-guard action to slow, if not thwart, such
decentralization.

Gorbachev has successfully carried out a political
revolution and, in so doing, has broken the USSR’s tie to the
past. Thanks to him, the country is able to contemplate a
different future economically, politically and structurally.
But,.like Moses, having brought his people out of bondage, it is
1ncreaslngly evident that Gorbachev cannot lead them over into
the Promised Land. Delivered by Gorbachev from the past, the
peoples of the USSR seem destined now to wander in the desert
awaiting a Joshua to take them into the future.

Whether you agree with this analysis or not (Larry
Eagleburger and Condi Rice do,Brent doesn’t), I would argue that

CONEIDENTFAT
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there is little to lose by subtly de-personalizing our support
for reform in the Soviet Union. We mustn’t risk discrediting
ourselves with the emerging genuine believers in (and
practitioners of) democracy and market economics in the USSR by
expressing our support for reform so exclusively in terms of
support for Gorbachev. We may make an error of historic
consequence in tying the U.S. -- and you -- only to him.

We should not-- must not-- pull the rug out from under
Gorbachev, especially while waiting for the pieces to fall into
place in Europe. But, while remaining supportive of him, we
should also focus more on support for the process of reform and,
most importantly, recognize and give visibility to other reform
leaders in the USSR, leading advocates of democratic and market
reforms, and key economic and political reform measures
themselves. We ought not be reluctant to criticize Gorbachev
when he takes steps that are contrary to his own reforms, steps
that are anti-democratic or economically counter-productive.
And, we should stress the importance of institutionalizing
healthy changes.

Gorbachev has earned his place in history but history now
seems to be moving beyond him. It would be a pity for you, Mr.
President, as you boldly and confidently lead the West into the
future, to be seen in the Soviet Union as wagering everything on
a man whose vision at the end of the day does not reach far
enough.



United States Department of State

Washington, D.C. 20520

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

Date: April 4, 1990

Time: 4:00pm - 7:30pm

Place: Secretary Baker's Office

U.S.: Secretary Baker
Dennis B. Ross, Notetaker
Interpreter

c
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Eduard Shevardnadze
Sergey Tarasenko, Notetaker
Interpreter

Baker: I want to start by welcoming you and since you are
the guest I think you should go ahead and feel free to kick off
the discussions.

Shevardnadze: Thanks for the welcome. I believe this
meeting is of great importance because we have little time
before the Summit and we have a lot of work to do. I might
begin by discussing the date of the Summit. Taking into
account your previous proposals, we propose that we go ahead
and have the Summit between May 30th and June 3rd. My
impression is that this should be suitable to you. If it is

acceptable we could make the announcement during my visit.

Baker: When the Ambassador gave me the dates he said that
it was important that there be no leaks. I have discussed this
only with the President and so far there have been no leaks.

As I understand it, the dates and the scenario, as I have
described them in Namibia, would be okay with you. That is to
say we would have meetings here and then we would go to Maine
and we might come back here.

Shevardnadze: I discussed this with Gorbachev before
leaving and he believes that the main task right now is to set
the dates. All that you propose in terms of scenario is
basically acceptable, but he does prefer to reserve on certain
possible proposals that he might want to suggest about the
program. In any case, I will communicate our suggestions on
the program after I get back to Moscow.
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Baker: Good. You have no objection to the concept of
spending time at the President's residence in Maine?

Shevardnadze: No, that is fine with us.

Baker: Well, let me just say that the dates are acceptable
to us. They really do suit our needs as well. We might decide
how best to announce this. My sense would be that we should
announce this simultaneously from both capitals while you are
here.

Shevardnadze: We are ready to accept anything that you
suggest. Whatever you say is fine with us.

Baker: Well, I think it might be agreeable to us us
announce this tomorrow or Friday. If we announce this
tomorrow, we could do it simultaneously with an announcement in
both Washington and Moscow. That would leave much less of a
chance of a leak.

Shevardnadze: That could be. Maybe we might want to
announce it right after the meeting with the President or
before.

Baker: Whatever. Again, I think the important point is
that we would want a simultaneous announcement.

Shevardnadze: That is fine with us. Really whatever you
say is going to be fine with us and if you want to do it before
the meeting with the President, that is fine.

Baker: I just want to be sure that we agree that this
should be a simultaneous announcement coming out of both
Washington and Moscow.

Shevardnadze: Yes, that's the most desirable.

Baker: Why don't I ask the President. I do worry about a
leak.

Shevardnadze: Fine. Let's leave it to the President.
Whatever he says will also be the opinion of the Soviet
President. You know you have a big advantage. You can just
pick up the phone and consult with him. It is a lot harder for
me.

aker: That is the way it is for me when I am in Moscow.

Shevardnadze: Well, it is good that the dates are set.
The most important thing is to set the dates.

SEERET-
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Now, as for the negotiations themselves, and what's going
to be involved with them, and what's going to be involved with
the results of the Summit, we have a lot to do and a lot is
going to depend upon the talks that you and I have. Of course,
a lot will also depend upon the specific results that emerge
from Vienna and Geneva. We have every reason to hope by the
end of May that we are going to have important and major
agreements. As I discussed with you, we are going to have a
lot to do in advance of that to prepare the documents that will
be signed at the Summit and to prepare well for the Summit and
that is one of the reasons I said we are going to need another
meeting between the two of us.

I have studied very carefully the status of the talks and I
must say that our readiness to have the Summit is not high at
this point.

Baker: I agree with that. We might also just finalize
what the other dates of the ministerial are going to be. The
May 16-19 is acceptable for us.

Shevardnadze: That's very good.

Baker: I do think on the announcement that tomorrow
morning is probably better because that will guarantee there
isn't a leak. We could do it at 9:00 in the morning here, 5:00
in Moscow. Is that okay?

Shevardnadze: That's quite okay.

Baker: One other item that the President wanted me to make

very clear to you -- and he just reiterated that on the phone
-- is that we are very concerned about the events in
Lithuania. I know you are aware of this and I want to let you

go through your agenda before I offer some comments on
Lithuania. But it is important especially given what the
President has just noted, that while we do not want to have
anything get in the way of the Summit and the ministerial, we
are making the assumption that Lithuania is going to be managed
in the way that is consistent with the principles of
perestroika and glasnost and that it will be settled peacefully.

Shevardnadze: Should we discuss the program of the Summit
tomorrow or should we talk about it now?

Baker: Well, we could do it now. The way we see it 1is
that the arrival would be in Washington on Wednesday afternoon,
May 30. The formal arrival ceremony would be on Thursday
morning, May 31lst; there might be a state dinner that night.
Friday, June lst the two Presidents would go to Kennebunkport.

SECRET
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You might have discussions here in advance of going up to
Kennebunkport on June 1 and then you could continue discussions
up there. There would be further meetings in Kennebunkport on
Saturday, June 2nd and you might return to Washington either
Saturday evening or Sunday morning. There would, of course, be
the possibility of additional meetings down here in Washington,
if needed. Perhaps there might also be a reciprocal dinner if
that is what you want on Sunday and maybe also a concluding
press event. What I am saying in a sense is that the June 1-3
timeframe can have a lot of built-in flexibility.

Shevardnadze: After our meeting, I will convey this to
President Gorbachev. We will want to have a reciprocal dinner
and probably also a press event. It is possible that President
Gorbachev will also want to make a public statement during his
visit here, but that is not definite at this point.

Baker: President Bush would hope that this timeframe will
be committed entirely to meetings with the President. 1If
President Gorbachev wants other events in the country, outside
of Washington, we would hope that those would take place either
before or after the May 30th-June 3rd dates. That doesn't mean
that he might not have time to visit the Congress while he is
here in Washington, that would be understandable. I'm really
only talking about his possible travel to other parts of the
United States.

Shevardnadze: Maybe we can decide this way. I will go
ahead and convey this to Moscow and then give you an answer
back on all this after my return to Moscow.

Baker: We can work out the details of the schedule through
normal diplomatic procedure. Tomorrow we will announce only
that there will be a Summit in the United States and we will
announce what the timeframe is from Wednesday, May 30th to June
3rd.

Shevardnadze: That's fine. We might also announce the
next ministerial.

Baker: Well, we need not do that as part of the White
House statement. We can do that at the conclusion of our
meeting in our press statements.

Shevardnadze: That's fine. What is important to me 1is
that the May 16th-19th dates are acceptable to you for the
ministerial. The only disadvantage that I see of those dates
is that they are too close to the Summit. On the other hand,
that gives our delegations a chance to work and to prove
themselves; they are going to have a lot to do so that the
Summit is well-prepared by the end of that meeting.
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I brought with me a letter from President Gorbachev that
responds to President Bush's letter. 1I'll give the original to
President Bush in the meeting but I wanted to give you an
advance copy so that you could tell the President about the
contents.

Let me make some preliminary comments on the letter. You
will see in the letter that we are providing some answers to
some of the questions you have raised. I would like to
emphasize that we gave very close consideration to the letter
and we take a very broad view of the problems and of the issues
that will come up in the future talks after the 50% reduction
treaty is concluded. Overall, our approach is that we need to
really focus on concluding the 50% reductions treaty. I know
this is a view that you share as well. This will enable us to
initial the treaty at the Summit so that we can sign the treaty
by the end of the year. As I have said, we still have quite a
few issues that have to be worked out in the treaty, and they
are both of a substantive and technical nature. It is going to
require a lot of work to get that done. I know that your
people have proposed that we should take an inventory of all
the issues between us and see where we stand on each of them.

I support this. I think it is a practical and appropriate way
to proceed. I'd like to direct our people to do this exercise.

Baker: Good.

Shevardnadze: Yes, that would be very good because we
really have, as I have said, a number of substantive and
technical problems. And I remember the final stages of the INF
Treaty, we really had a lot of difficulties with some of the
technical problems that posed themselves.

Baker: Well, as you noted, I have got a list of the
problems that need to be solved and I will present it to you
tomorrow in the small group meeting on arms control and you can
compare our list against any list you might have. You are
quite right that we have a very big job if we are going to get
ready by the 30th of May.

Shevardnadze: With respect to some of the substantive
aspects of the reply, I do believe that it is not desirable at
this time when we have a number of substantive differences to
add to any of them. 1In other words, our real task right now is
to try to reduce the substantive differences and not
necessarily put a new one on the table -- an additional item
that we really don't have time to work out. But in the context
of your proposal, I have a suggestion to make. We would be
ready to make a substantial cut in our mobile SS-24s if you
would decide not to deploy your MX missile in a mobile form.

BEERET
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We could record that in a political document if you'd like. To
be more precise, we would be ready to stop deployment of these
missiles by January 1, 1991. We would not be able to stop
deployment during this year. This is our initial position.

You will, of course, want to study it and discuss it. As you
remember, I said in Namibia that there is a need for bold steps
and major tradeoffs that are equitable if we are going to
secure stability in our countries over time.

The second point in the letter I should note focuses on
fixed MIRVed missiles in the next negotiations, and our
readiness to discuss this. But cuts in one component should
not create instability in other components. We are ready to
discuss all problems, all issues, including major cuts in
warheads in all missiles -- ICBMs and SLBMs. We also are
willing to discuss cuts in ALCMs and bombers. In other words,
I think we need to have a full discussion of the strategic
triad. There are quite a few different variants that need to
be considered and I think all these elements must be taken into
account if we are going to have a real balance.

There is a factor I would like you to consider and that is
that we now have a situation that has been typical in your
country for a long time. That being, that all of these issues
of parity, balance, the end of the arms race, are being
scrutinized by our legislature. That is not new for you but it
is new for us. And I must tell you quite frankly that we are
hearing that we have made too many concessions. Both Gorbachev
and I are being criticized quite seriously. We are being told
that we make too many one-sided concessions; we are being told
that the INF treaty was an example of that; we are being told
that in these agreements now we are reducing 50% more missiles
than the US is. §So, please understand that our positions
reflect an awareness of some of our political pressures as
well. There certainly are many interesting and reasonable
points in President Bush's letter and we want to look for
solutions and variants that will be acceptable to both sides.

Also, in order to record the interests of both countries in
continuing the START process, both Presidents really should
sign a statement of intent at the Summit on future talks. Many
of the ideas in the President's letter should be reflected in
such a statement of intent. We have come with a draft of such
a statement or declaration of intent. Your people should take
a look at it and we will try to take into account their ideas.
When you were in Namibia, you mentioned that the proposal that
you were passing on to us was one that you were keeping
confidential. Do you intend to keep it confidential or are you
going to go public with it?
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Baker: Well, I think we will keep it confidential. But,
undoubtedly, it will become public when we have to testify to
Congress on our discussions. I must tell you that I have heard
at the White House that an arms control reporter has already
been inquiring about this matter. So I don't know how much
longer we will be able to keep it confidential.

Shevardnadze: Well, then let's not make that a problem.
If it comes out, it comes out.

Baker: We sought to keep it confidential because we did
not want to publicize a proposal in the period between the time
you got it and had a chance to come back with an answer on it.

Shevardnadze: I understand.

Baker: Two other points in response to what you said about
the letter.

First, we too have a statement of intent or joint
declaration of principles for follow-on negotiations that we
would like to see signed. And secondly, in light of your
response to our proposal, maybe we could put in that statement
or that joint declaration the concept of de-MIRVing, noting
that the concept ought to be explored because it is something
that would promote stability. Our initial view is that we
would prefer not to talk about START II, but rather talk of
building on the START agreement because this is something that
will facilitate our ratification process here. But these
matters we can discuss further.

Shevardnadze: Yes, let's discuss them in greater detail
and get our experts to discuss that. Of course, when we speak
of the arms reduction process we have in mind MIRVed missiles
too, not only ICBMs, but SLBMs, and also heavy bombers. Indeed
the entire spectrum of arms, not just one component of the

armed forces.

Baker: I understand that's your counter-proposal. We are
not in a position to agree at this point but I think we ought
to at least be thinking about some kind of generic statement on
de-MIRVing of land-based missiles because this is something
that could enhance our ability to talk about follow-on
negotiations and its purposes.

Shevardnadze: Well, let's think about that. 1In our
statement we are trying to identify all the main areas or
aspects of future talks, emphasizing the most de-stabilizing
weapons. But, let's take into account the fact that we each
have interests and that historically our forces and structures
have evolved in a certain way. That ought to be reflected in
the statement.
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Baker: Well, we will see. Certainly whatever you have to
present, we will take a look at. Whether we could agree to it
will depend upon what's in it.

Shevardnadze: Yes, of course. The main element is our
readiness to begin follow-on talks after the 50% reduction

treaty has been completed. The objectives and the main aspects
of those talks are what we are outlining. But we could compare

our draft with yours and we will see where they overlap.

Baker: Yes, we will have to see it. I haven't seen yours,
you haven't seen ours. Our experts can exchange them.

Shevardnadze: Let me emphasize what I said in Windhoek.
On the issue of ALCMs, my bag is empty. I really have no room
to maneuver on ALCM range. Other questions we can go over
tomorrow and discuss them and see if we can find compromise
solutions. I am hopeful that we can. On the possibility of a
statement as a result of our talks, I think we ought to at
least consider that. I have no objection to reflecting, in a
short statement, what we have agreed to. Maybe we don't have
to have a long statement.

Baker: I think that is right. I think we ought to not
have to feel the need to produce a long joint communique every
time we meet. If there is a very brief statement that records

what we have agreed to, that is fine.

Shevardnadze: I think that is right. We can ask our
experts to work out a brief statement reflecting agreements
only. On the basis of our previous meetings I have always had
a sense that we really run out of time and don't have enough
time to review the results of our overall discussions. We have
very wide-ranging talks. We have lots of experts, including
experts on bilateral relations. And somehow 90 minutes for a
concluding session doesn't seem to leave enough time.

Baker: Well, we can always extend that.

Shevardnadze: I brought with me our best experts on
regional issues, on economic issues, on transnational
questions, on humanitarian rights issues, on arms control --
really on everything.

Baker: Yes, it is true. 1In Moscow we made very good
progress on arms control, but we really gave short shrift to
the rest of our agenda. We shouldn't do that this time.

Shevardnadze: Yes. President Bush was saying in Malta
that at the forthcoming Summit, our bilateral relations should
take an appropriate and big place. Now, would you like me to
say something about Lithuania?




SECREY
-9 _

Baker: I have got some things to say, but you are the
guest and if you would like to go first, that would be fine.

Shevardnadze: Maybe you should make your remarks first.

Baker: Before I get into the issue of Lithuania, let me
make one other comment. When Admiral Crowe was visiting Moscow
President Gorbachev said to him that he was unhappy about a
tendency he saw on the part of some of the US delegation after
the Ottawa meetings to comment in an arrogant way about the
decisions that had been taken there. And further, he said he
felt that perhaps I was responsible for this attitude. I bring
this up because I have written a personal note to President
Gorbachev. In the note I said that I do not operate that way;
that I would not say anything like that, nor would I authorize
members of our delegation to do so. Also, I said in the note
that there were two people in this government that were most
supportive of perestroika and of Minister Shevardnadze and
President Gorbachev and that is President Bush and myself. We
are receiving a great deal of criticism for being too much the
defenders of the Soviet Union and the current Soviet
administration. And everything we have tried to do is to be
supportive of what you are trying to do. We certainly haven't
tried to make the job that the two of you have any harder. I
mention this only because I have written a letter to your
President and I just wanted you to know about that.

Shevardnadze: Let me say that when Gorbachev received
Admiral Crowe I was not even in Moscow, I was out of the
country, as you know. And I must be honest, I really didn't
attach too much importance to that meeting so I didn't even ask
to get a briefing about it. We respect Admiral Crowe but he is
not active, he is no longer a member of the Joint Chiefs. So
we don't attach that much significance to it. I will talk to
Akhromeyev about it and find out about what was said, and I can
tell you tomorrow if you would like. But let me just say that
President Gorbachev has a lot of respect for both President
Bush and you. He feels that very deeply.

Baker: I only mention this because I wanted to let you
know that I had written such a note. There is no need for you
to follow up on it. I just wanted you to know I had done this
and why I had done it. Can I go to Lithuania now.

Perhaps your Ambassador has given you a bit of the mood in
this country about Lithuania. All I have to say, I am going to
say because I know we have a very fine personal relationship.
Because of that and because of the kinds of discussions that we
have had, I can speak very frankly to you. 1In fact, I am going
to speak to you from the heart. I sent you a personal message
on the way back from Africa. And President Bush several days
after that send a message to President Gorbachev as well.
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I have got to tell you that Lithuania is creating problems that
can easily spill over into the relationship between our two
countries. 1In fact, it may already be doing that.

You need to know that this is going to happen because
public opinion in this country and in the Congress is hardening
all the time. We have just had a vote in the Senate, a 93-0
vote, expressing the Senate's attitude on the issue of
Lithuania. Unless we can see some real prospect of progress
toward a peaceful solution, I really question how much longer
we will be able to maintain our current position with the kinds
of nuanced statements that you yourself pointed out in Windhoek
we have been making. I am just not sure we can maintain this
kind of posture.

I really think it would be untenable unless we begin to see
some real movement towards a peaceful solution. You need to
know that we are being accused of abandoning our principles, we
are being accused of rather naively trusting our personal
relationship with you and President Gorbachev.

I said in Africa, right after our meeting there, that you
had said that force would not be used and I said that I
believed you because I had no reason not to. Now the press is
saying that coercion and intimidation are being used. And as
you saw downstairs, they are raising this very question with
you. What you said at Andrews when you arrived yesterday was
perfect, because you said our only weapon is dialogue, honest
dialogue. And that's what we are seeking to promote.

That is one of the reasons we were encouraged. We were
encouraged by your statement, and I must tell you that we were
also encouraged by the meeting that Yakolev had yesterday. But
one of the reasons I am not encouraged right now is that your
Interior Minister did not have the meeting that was scheduled
today take place with the Lithuanian delegation.

We are very conscious of the pressures that you face and we
are also very concerned that events not spiral out of control.
I mentioned that to you in Africa. I mean it is clear that all
that is needed right now is one incident where you feel the
need to go in and restore order. And we are going to be put in
a position where we are simply not able to defend what is going
on and what you are doing.

I really only mention this because of the genuine interest

and desire we have to see you succeed. I say this also because
I want you to know that the pressures are really building up
within the United States. It seems to us, and I didn't want

this to sound like we're preaching to you, that you need a
process or a mechanism to defuse the situation and to permit a
dialogue to begin and to continue. That is really very badly
needed. I am very pleased to see that in the debate in the
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Supreme Soviet about the secession law, that some have
emphasized the role of referendums. I am pleased, as well, by
statements that had been made, including I think by your
Interior Minister, that a suspension, not recision or
annulment, of the Lithuanian declarations might be a basis for
a dialogue. I am also pleased that the Lithuanians now favor a
referendum to be followed by discussions and a dialogue to
solve the problem.

A referendum could be the starting point for a credible
process. It would permit you to move away from past disputes.
Both parties could be looking to the future. It would
establish a new basis for talks that isn't tainted by old
arguments regarding legal status and sovereignty. The talks
that could begin about a referendum would give you time to go
forward with your secession law and you could say that law
applies in the case of other republics. It permits you to
side-step the declaration of independence. Pointing to a
referendum would allow you to make the argument, at least to
your hardliners, that you are not accepting the issue of
independence or that it has already been decided. Why would
there be a need to have a referendum if that were the case?

Now what you have said is that the Lithuanians have the
right to go, but with due regard to your laws. This idea of
referendum would provide a practical mechanism for getting
there. And it seems to me it also is consistent with at least
some of the elements of the secession law you have been
debating. And it would certainly meet the test of
self-determination and provide for self-determination.

I have further ideas, but I probably have already worn our
my welcome by getting into all of this. Please understand that
the reason I raise this issue and go into this kind of detail
is because we are genuinely concerned about how long we can
hold the position that we currently have. I know we have
talked about this generally before, and you have talked about
the difficulty of establishing a precedent for other
republics. But this approach could be taken without being
precedential because you are taking it with regard to a
republic prior to the finalization of your secession law. Any
referendum would have to be followed by talks that settle all
of the issues that are of concern to you -- security, economic
relations, borders, minority rights, etc.

I have got to tell you that I am worried. I am deeply and
genuinely worried. We don't want to see this thing spin out of
control. We do not want to see this deteriorate because it is
going to have a direct effect on our relations. We have come
so far in the last fourteen months. I do not want to see that
undermined. We simply have to find a way to keep moving in a
positive direction across the full range of our agenda and our
relations. But that isn't going to happen if this thing spins
out of control and deteriorates. In any case, to do that, it
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seems to us, that the people in the Baltics have got to believe
that they will, in fact, have the right of self-determination.
And that right, even if exercised some time in the future, is
not going to be subject to onerous technical and legal
requirements. I just don't see any other way out of the
problem.

One final thing. The Baltics are, of course, different
from the standpoint of the United States from other republics.
So the American people feel very strongly about the Baltics.
And they identify with that much more than they might with
republics in, for example, Central Asia. There is a different
juridical position in the view of the United States. So
finding a solution that deals with the desire for
self-determination in the Baltics is, in my view, far more
critical to the well-being of US-Soviet relations than it might
be in terms of some other republics.

Again, let me come back to the referendum. The referendum
and your acceptance of the referendum is a practical way to
go. The Lithuanian acceptance of the referendum is an implicit
acceptance of their backing away from the declaration of
independence. And it certainly can be portrayed as such by
you. I am sorry to spend so much time on this but I regard it
as a matter of extreme urgency. Today you closed the borders.
You have expelled two of our diplomats. The foreign press has
been told to leave, APCs move through the streets and are seen
on our TV. Now all of these moves normally presage a use of
force. And that is disturbing to everybody. And I must tell
you that everyone who doesn't like the fact that our relations
are moving from confrontation to cooperation are using what you
are doing as a vehicle to beat up on both President Bush and
myself. [Shevardnadze nodded at this point.] I just don't
know how long we are going to be able to hold the line, unless
we can point to a process that gives the Lithuanians a chance
for self-determination.

Shevardnadze: I will try to answer the points and some of
the questions you have raised. I acknowledge that it is not
necessarily easy. I agree that we have done a great deal to
improve the US-Soviet relationship and we are not just doing
this because of the US-Soviet relationship but we are doing it
for the general climate in the world. That is the reason we
can speak about the end of the Cold War and that is the reason
we can talk about ending the military face-off between us.

President Bush has talked about a new closeness. President
Gorbachev has said that we don't regard the United States as a
military enemy any longer. These really are great
accomplishments for our generation. I believe that we have a
responsibility to the world community, and it is very important
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for us to act wisely with restraint and with care in order that
we don't retreat from what's been achieved. I assure you that
we in the Soviet leadership, President Gorbachev and others,
value and indeed cherish the US-Soviet relationship. We don't
doubt for a minute your sincerity and President Bush's
sincerity when you speak of your support for what we are trying
to do in the Soviet Union. We know that you and the President
have been criticized over Lithuania. But please allow me to be
candid.

Gorbachev and I have also come in for a great deal of
criticism. We've come in for criticism after Panama. We were
criticized for not standing by certain principles and values.
What we actively did at that time need not be recounted here,
you know it well. Of course, the comparison between Panama and
Lithuania is not necessarily appropriate -- Panama was a
different country, Lithuania is part of our country. But still
we acted and were able to act and speak with some restraint.

It wasn't easy for us, wasn't easy for our President. What
do we do now? First, we were faced with an accomplished fact.
And I must tell you, we were deceived. When the Communist
Party in Lithuania became independent and established itself,
we discussed this at our National Party Plenum. The leaders of
Lithuania at that time said that in no way were they planning
to secede from the Soviet Union. They said that we really
didn't have anything to worry about, that they didn't plan to
secede. Though they did say that at some future point their
objective would be independence, but that was for the future,
it wasn't for now. Then when Gorbachev went to Lithuania and
he had good, frank and open discussions in Lithuania, secession
wasn't even mentioned.

Then there was the election to the Supreme Soviet in
Lithuania. And during that election, if you look at the
figures, you will see that the numbers of people who actually
participated in the election and those who voted for
secessionists, was not all that great. So the legality of that
decision, at least in our eyes, is somewhat doubtful.

Moreover, the decision was taken at night. 1In fact, we refer
to it as a night-time coup. Now, they like to say that the
decision of the Supreme Soviet in 1940 to be part of the Soviet
Union was illegal because there were Soviet troops in the
country. Well there are Soviet troops in the country today.

In fact there are three times as many. In any case, perhaps
you can say that the decisions that were taken at that time
didn't give the Lithuanians any choice; or rather the choice
that they had was to go with Russia or share their destiny with
the other countries that were being occupied by Hitler.
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If we were to look at this from the standpoint of
international law, this dispute could go on indefinitely. No
one imposed on Lithuania the constitution that is now in
effect, the one that was adopted in 1978. That was adopted in
a nationwide referendum. And the Lithuanians supported it
unanimously. That constitution is still in effect, and it is a
constitution that has elements that deal with the issues of
borders, foreign policy, defense, all the components that you
would expect to be dealt with in a constitution. It also, of
course, had the right of self-determination embodied in it.

And they have that right. But along with that right there are
also some obligations. You have to take into account the other
components that I mentioned.

Let me say to you, this is just for you, it is not for the
press. I may understand Lithuania better than others because I
am an ethnic, others aren't. And what I'll tell you, from my
perspective, is that they have acted in an irresponsible way.
We have been together for 50 years, and we have established a
common economy. If today we were to stop the supply of oil,
gas, grain and cotton, in two days that republic would
explode. There are thousands of different factories that are
linked to various organizations in other republics and I must
tell you that we are under some pressure to take measures to
sever these links. And it is not so easy at a point when we
have gone to decentralization to guarantee that such links
won't be severed. Moreover, Lithuania is a multi-ethnic
republic. There are Belorussians, there're Ukranians, there
are Russians, there are Poles; in our estimate there are about
2.5 million Lithuanians and there may be nearly one million
others. I might also tell you that the Russian-speaking
population is employed in the biggest factories and they are
against secession. There was a rally, you may know, that was
attended by 200,000 people. There is a real force that is
opposed to secession. In addition to this, the Belorussians
are saying that five or six of their rural districts were given
to Lithuania and they want them back. They have come to us and
they have said that if the Center isn't going to help, they'll
do it by force. We are trying to calm the situation.

You know what happened in Armenia and Azerbaijan. That's
what could happen here as well. 1In addition to that we have
big garrisons that are stationed in Lithuania; the Baltic Sea
is there, there are military bases; there are townships where
the military and their families live. No one can guarantee
that all this will remain calm. So the leaders of the Soviet
Union are very concerned; we are alarmed about the situation.

You are right, one incident could cause everything to

spiral out of control. 1In the Caucuses, we face a civil war.
In fact, we were accused there of moving too slowly, too late.
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We want a serious dialogue. There was a chance for it when
Gorbachev called for a new body of the Council of the
Federation to be attended by the top leaders of all the
republics, including the Lithuanians. There was a preliminary
discussion and we asked the Lithuanians to come to this Council
to meet with Soviet leaders and lay out their concerns. We
hoped this would be the beginning of the dialogue. We know
that the Lithuanians are at an impasse and we know that they do
not know how to get out of it. They didn't come when we asked
them to come a week ago Friday. Gorbachev had even sent a
personal invitation to come and there were also telephone calls
from senior Soviet leaders asking them to come and discuss the
issue.

One other point. I must tell you that in the Soviet Union
the Lithuanian events are playing very badly. They are playing
especially badly in the big republics, like Russia, Belorussia,
Kazakhistan. And the President is facing a lot of pressure.

We need to find a common language, and we also need to restore
and re-establish order. We categorically rule out the use of
any force. That's our conviction. We can't do otherwise. But
we have a responsibility to maintain order. If there is a
clash, who is responsible? Those irresponsible ones who acted
over night. We have to ensure order.

Still we think there must be a dialogue. It has to begin.
I can't tell you why the Interior Minister's meeting did not
take place today. I can tell you there was no political reason
for it, and I will look into it for you and I will give you an
answer.

As for the law of secession, it has already been adopted.
And the institution of a referendum that you mentioned is
there. But it is not a panacea because they have already
decided in Lithuania without consultations with anyone. So now
there is a lot of discussion for how we deal with the
referendum, what the basis for it would be, what its date would
be and so forth. But I can say it would simply be
irresponsible to get up and say: "okay, you are free to go
right now."

Baker: 1 agree with that. That is not what I was
suggesting.

Shevardnadze: We can't simply let them go immediately.
What are we suppose to do, how are they suppose to live, how
are they suppose to operate? We'd have to separate all these
links. It wouldn't work.

Baker: What I was suggesting was that you talk to resolve
the questions that you were raising about borders, about
economic relations, about the relationship with Belorussia.
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All these things ought to be resolved through dialogue, and you
really need a process to be able to ensure that you can resolve
this through dialogue.

Shevardnadze: You are very wise to use the word process.
We've talked about getting a process and having a decision that
could work out whether we have a confederate relationship or
whether they choose to go. But that ought to be the result of
the process. We have now declared that we will have a
differentiated approach to each republic. That there will be a
separate treaty with each republic. And maybe the outcome will
be confederation with some republics. Maybe the outcome will
be secession with some republics. But there has to be a
process. We know we have to begin such a process. What is
important now for us in the Soviet Union and our friends abroad
is to exercise maximum restraint. People are beginning to
understand that this is all a big misunderstanding. Some of
the peasants we know are realizing this.

Baker: I agree that there is a big set of problems. And I
think that many of them can be resolved after you have had a
referendum or plebiscite. But the fact that you and they agree
that there ought to be a referendum should be some important
common ground. I believe that a referendum would calm the
situation. It would lay the groundwork for a dialogue which
wouldn't require that you rehash all the legalities or
technicalities. And, if you can begin to calm the situation,
you will also find that it has an effect on what's going on
outside the Soviet Union and the perception of what's happening
in the Soviet Union. Why don't you show that there can be a
dialogue. Why don't you permit the free expression of people
and let them go ahead and exercise their right to
self-determination?

Shevardnadze: Well, let me make several points: First, I
can't name a single leader in any other country that is more
interested in solving this problem and having stability in
Lithuanian than we are.

My second point is on the use of force. This again is a
deep conviction of ours. My third point is, and I have told US
reporters in the past, that there is no alternative to
perestroika. Well the truth is that that's a mistake. There
is an alternative to perestroika. If perestroika doesn't
succeed, then you are going to have the destabilization of the
Soviet Union. And if that happens there will be a dictator.

You know I was struck at the time by a speech that one of
the members of the Plenum made accusing us -- Gorbachev and me
—--— of having ruined the country, of having lost Eastern Europe
and saying look at what we were doing to the country. He was
heavily applauded. And that applause represented a clear
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statement against those who support democratization and against
those of us who favor new civilized relations between the
Center and the individual nations and republics within the
Soviet Union. We have to find a way to get to a dialogue. But
we must ensure stability in the Soviet Union.

Destabilization in the Soviet Union is going to mean
anarchy not just in the Soviet Union, maybe in Europe, maybe
not only there.

Baker: I agree that what you have outlined could well be a
possible alternative. Nobody wants to see that happen. That's
precisely the reason I feel such a sense of urgency about
getting a process started that could put the Lithuanian
situation into a different category. 1In effect, put it on
hold, create a dialogue in which you could work out what needs
to be worked out. I think the way to get that process started
is by focusing on the issue of a referendum. It can't be a
referendum that is somehow suspect, that doesn't include
everybody. It has to include everybody in Lithuania.

Shevardnadze: Well, but the Lithuanians are proposing to
hold a referendum about not about whether they will secede from
the Soviet Union but rather whether or not they should be
entering into the Soviet Union. Since they said they never
were legally a part of it.

Baker: But if you offer a true referendum to be followed
by talks, I don't see how that could be turned down. No one is
going to turn that down because if they turn it down they are
not going to be able to keep the support of public opinion. If
you just offer it, I think it is going to enhance and achieve
stability.

Shevardnadze: Well, now, this mechanism has been
established in our mechanism of secession. And we are in fact
providing for a procedure for referendum or plebiscite. Now
they said that this doesn't apply to them because they are not
a part of the Soviet Union. They must overcome this
psychology. They have to begin a dialogue. They had a chance
to come, they should have come to the Federation Council.
Gorbachev was ready and they didn't come.

Baker: But they are saying they want a dialogue and they
want to have a dialogue with the leadership of the Soviet
Union, not just with the Council. They say, as well, they
would like the opportunity for a referendum. It seems like
they are looking very hard for a way to take a step back and
the dynamics are good for putting in place a mechanism or
process that could short-circuit an incident that would result
in the loss of everything we have tried to build up.




Shevardnadze: Well, we are looking for ways.

Baker: Was the meeting with Yakolev the beginning of a
@

Shevardnadze: It was a very good meeting, in a normal

civilized way. It just wasn't conclusive.

Baker: Let's take a break for a couple of minutes. I
don't think we will have time to get to Germany tonight so why
don't we do that at our dinner tomorrow night.

Back on Lithuania.

Baker: It is our assessment that the Lithuanians are
trying to take a step back. We hope you find a way to step
back as well. What gives us trouble is that you close your
borders; journalists are forced to leave; we see tanks in the
streets; there is no way to explain that. The Lithuanians are
now saying that they will accept a referendum and I suppose
that the basis of that referendum is something that you should
discuss. I don't know why you shouldn't. It also seems to be
that a future referendum would, in effect, nullify the
declaration of independence. In addition to this, the
Lithuanians have also said that independence should only come
in stages. Moreover, 1 have heard that they evidently agreed
in the meeting with Yakolev that the acts that had been taken
could be suspended or at least that they might suspend future
acts. So it seems to me that they are quite anxious to begin a
process, and it is a process that meets many of your
requirements. I just hope that someone in Moscow, maybe it is
you, will focus on getting a process or mechanism going before
there is an incident that basically destroys any possibility of
resolving the situation peacefully.

Shevardnadze: Well, we have to begin a serious
discussion. I don't know, as I said, how conclusive the talk
with Yakolev was. One meeting is not enough. Once a dialogue
begins, I think it will calm things down. Now we have a
decision of the Congress of Peoples Deputies that annuls a
declaration of independence. President Gorbachev has to comply
with the decision of the Congress. But, I think the process
will begin and I think we will work things out. It is very
important that we avoid any serious complications or clashes.
If we are able to avoid incidents, I think the people will
speak out and make their voices heard.

Baker: I think if you can avoid incidents you can start a
process.




Ross: Could I ask a question? What, Mr. Minister, in your
eyes, would it take right now to begin the process or a
dialogue? What prevents it from starting now? Why wasn't the
Yakolev meeting the beginning of a dialogue?

Shevardnadze: Well, speaking strictly or legally, they
have to return to the status quo ante. Their decision has no
legal force. On that basis, we will won't be able to discuss
anything. A referendum can take place and afterwards we can
talk about afterwards what their place is going to be in a
federation. Or whether there will be confederate links or
whether they will want to leave the Union altogether. But that
takes serious discussion. One meeting with one leader is not
enough. Without a serious dialogue, things just cannot work
out. I must tell you that the Lithuanians are not simple
people. By that I mean they are not angels. They have certain
residency tests, they have also adopted discriminating laws.
You know they adopted a law that would prosecute people for
anti-state activities. It sounds a lot like the kinds of laws
we used to have.

Baker: You answered Dennis' question in a legal way; in a
kind of formal way. But why don't you approach it politically
and not legally? Politically, couldn't you over-look or ignore
the illegal act? You say it doesn't have the force of law.

Why not simply agree to start a dialogue and announce you will
go to a referendum and have talks about future relations? 1If
this very act that you say is illegal and doesn't have the
force of law in your eyes, then why do you have to pay any
attention to it?

Shevardnadze: Well, first of all they have to come to
Moscow. Gorbachev can't go there. You know, they know how to
get there. They can buy tickets and come on the train or we
will send a plane for them.

Baker: Well, three of them are in Moscow.

Shevardnadze: In any case, they will have to come to
Moscow and that's where we can work this out.

Baker: I appreciate the discussion we've had and I
appreciate our spending time on this. I just want to reiterate
the point that this cannot be allowed to spiral out of
control. It really will undermine everything we have
accomplished. And as you said we have an obligation to the
world to try to keep things moving forward.

Shevardnadze: We don't want to see our relations sour.
And you don't want to see our relations spoil. As for
Lithuania, we will manage it, we will find a common language,
and it will work out.




Baker. I hope so.

Ross took Tarasenko aside at the end of the conversation
and said the Minister spoke of the importance of having a
dialogue but avoided any mention of how such a dialogue could
begin. Did the Soviets have an idea? To be specific, what did
it take from the Soviet standpoint to get the dialogue, the

process, started?

come to Moscow. That this had become a matter of face for
Gorbachev. When Landsbergis hadn't come to Moscow when he'd
been invited, this had caused Gorbachev serious problems.

This, in Tarasenko's words, was the "codeword" for getting over
the hump: Landsbergis to Moscow.

Following the Baker and Shevardnadze comments to the press
a little while later, Tarasenko said Landsbergis needs to come

to Moscow and he implied Landsbergis should attend a Federation
Council meeting.

End of conversation.
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During the course of the dinner conversation, Secretary Baker
said he had a comment to make in the form of a question. He
wondered whether Foreign Minister Shevardnadze believed that if
President Landsbergis were to go to Moscow and agree to suspend
(as opposed to annul) actions taken in Lithuania, whether that
would be sufficient to lead to the beginning of a dialogue.

The Secretary also expressed the hope that the Soviet
leadership would not make a decision to introduce direct
Presidential rule in Lithuania. In the United States, for
example, that would be perceived as a blatantly anti-democratic
move which would play very badly in terms of U.S. public
opinion. He concluded by expressing the hope that a process
will be initiated whereby a solution can be found to the
current situation in Lithuania.

Baker further expressed the hope that the Soviet government
will do all it can to discourage the Russian minority in
Lithuania from organizing demonstrations which could
potentially lead to clashes. He recalled that in his first
conversation with Minister Shevardnadze during the current
Ministerial he had expressed U.S. support for the positive
changes taking place in the Soviet Union. The U.S. desires to
be able to continue to support the efforts of Minister
Shevardnadze and President Gorbachev. The positive changes in
the Soviet Union are important to the entire world.

Foreign Minister Shevardnadze paused for a rather long moment
before responding to the Secretary's remarks. Then he replied
that in responding, it should be understood that decisions
concerning such considerations as those implied in the
Secretary's remarks are ordinarily made by the Soviet
leadership on a collective basis. Despite that, speaking
personally and individually, he expressed the supposition that
if Landsbergis were to come to Moscow, it would be very
positive and helpful. Changing his tone and expression
somewhat, the Foreign Minister wondered aloud whether under the
circumstances the Lithuanians could really expect Gorbachev to
come to them. He continued that as far as the Soviet
leadership is concerned Landsbergis is an unknown entity.
However, he is considered to be inexperienced, naive -- and,
therefore, politically speaking, dangerous. 1In this respect,
under the former music professor's leadership, rather
starry-eyed decisions have been taken in Lithuania, the
profound implications of which have only subsequently become
apparent.



Shevardnadze continued that there are large Russian, Polish and
Belorussian minorities in Lithuania. Many of those minority
people who are against secession are employed at factories.
Thus far, particularly in those factories that are "all-union"
(as opposed to those of the Lithuanian Republic), despite the
ethnic mix, it has been possible to keep order. He said his
most grave fear is that there will be some kind of incident or
clash between factions or minorities or even between
individuals that could lead to an explosion.

Shevardnadze again stated that the Soviet leadership is
unequivocally and categorically against the use of force in
Lithuania. 1In that connection he recalled two incidents from
recent times. Force was used during the Georgian uprising last
year. The decision on that score had been made "legally" in
the Georgian Republic; still, the actions of the local
political and military authorities were subsequently officially
condemned at the highest governmental level. He emphasized
that it had not been easy to make the decision to condemn the
use of force, since that reflected so badly on the local
authorities and on the military. In connection with the
Armenian-Azerbaijani clashes, he recalled that there had
actually been an all-out civil war. In that situation, the
Central Government was accused of being remiss for not having
sent troops in early enough to prevent the bloodshed that took
place.

Despite such considerations, Shevardnadze reiterated that the
use of force in Lithuania is something totally outside the
Weltanschauung of the current Soviet leadership. The only
"weapon" it desires to use is dialogue. He again expressed his
profound concern about the possibility of the accidential
outbreak of explosive violence as the result of some individual
incident. He maintained that troops have been sent into
Lithuania solely for the purpose of "keeping the 1id on" and
preventing a repetition of events such as those in Tbilisi or
Baku.

Alluding to other remarks made by the Secretary, Shevardnadze
said that as to foreigners being put out of Lithuania or
journalists being fettered in their work there, if any such
measures are taken it is not with the intention on the part of
the authorities to prevent news coverage of events or to have
any "closed" areas. All those kinds of things are in the
past. However, he continued, it has been learned from sad
experience that extremist factions on both ends of a local
political spectrum in these kinds of situations "play to the
cameras." The presence of foreigners and representatives of
the media and exacerbates fosters that kind of grandstanding.




Shevardnadze said the Soviet leadership is deeply mindful of
its profound responsibility -- in the given instance in terms
of Lithuania -- and in a larger sense because it realizes its
responsibility to all the other peoples and republics in the
USSR, as well as to the peoples of Europe and, indeed, of the
world. Consequently, it would neither be in anyone's interest
to have this situation go badly, nor to have perestroika fail.
He alluded to serious internal conservative criticism of the
current leadership. The Gorbachev Administration has been
accused by conservatives of bringing about the dissolution of a
stable, secure Soviet state. Shevardnadze repeated that he
used to maintain that there is no alternative to perestroika.
Now, he said, he realizes his earlier contention was not
correct. Should perestroika fail, the alternative is the
emergence of a dictatorship -- with all the attendant
deportations, enforced exiles, and executions that will take
place. There are enough sufficiently recent examples of this
sort of thing.

Shevardnadze maintained that in Lithuania there will be no use
of force. He said every effort will be made to avoid incidents
and to maintain order and peace -- as well as to work out some
dialogue and some solution to the current situation. Despite
his expression of such grave concerns, Shevardnadze said he is
by nature an optimist, and he expressed his optimistic
confidence in the fact that the current situation will be
resolved peacefully.
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And here's #3 . - -
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Memorandum of Conversation

Date: April 6, 1990
Time: 11:50 am - 12:20 pm
Place: Oval Office

U.S. Participants: USSR Participants:
President Bush Minister Shevardnadze
Secretary Baker P. Palazhchenko, Interpreter

D. Zarechnak, Interpreter

President Bush told Foreign Minister Shevardnadze that he
wished to pass a letter from Barbara Bush to Raisa Gorbachev.
In the past, the press had reported that relations between
Nancy Reagan and Raisa had not been the best. But the
President said that Barbara liked Raisa and felt that she was
very gracious, that they would get along well and that Barbara
Bush would like Raisa.

Secretary Baker added that the President could not say
this, but he could, i.e., that Raisa would also like Barbara
Bush. The President indicated that in her letter, Barbara was
inviting Raisa to accompany her to a graduation speech which
she would be giving at a well-known U.S. college, Wellesley.

If Raisa would agree, Barbara would like to spend a half day
with her there. But if this was not considered suitable, there
would be no problem. Barbara had written this letter only this
morning.

Shevardnadze thanked the President and said that President
Gorbachev and Raisa had a great deal of respect for the
President and his wife. They recalled with pleasure their
meetings with the two of them. Shevardnadze continued that he
had already said this in his remarks, but he wanted to stress
that he felt that there was a good relationship between the two
presidents and that this was in the interest of our peoples and
the whole world. He said that it was not by chance that he had
recalled the initial meetings between the two and how they
compared to the latest meeting between the President and
Gorbachev on Malta. The atmosphere was different and the
entire relationship was different.

Shevardnadze wanted to add one more thing. He understood
that there could be difficulties in the relationship. He had
already mentioned to the Secretary that perhaps the U.S. side
would need to say things which were critical in connection with
events in the world and in the Soviet Union. When the U.S.
took action in Panama the Soviet Union did not like it and said
so but the Soviet side respected its relationship with the
President, Secretary Baker and the U.S. administration. This
was good, because the relationship was important.
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The President responded that Lithuania was Panama squared
or cubed. He was being clobbered by conservatives who said
that he did not care about the freedom of the Lithuanians, that
he was selling out his principles for Gorbachev's sake.
Ambassador Dubinin had probably shown the newspaper clippings
to the Minister. But the U.S. side was trying to hold back the
rhetoric and not to increase tensions.

The President asked Shevardnadze if it were true that
President Gorbachev was under tremendous pressure from the
right wing of the military, that they were saying if he would
not crack down, things would fall apart, and that this was a
big problem.

Shevardnadze replied that there were difficulties within
the party. There were people who severely criticized them and
Gorbachev for not being decisive enough. These were the
conservative elements. Recently, materials from the party
plenum were published, including a speech which the President
may have read made by an ambassador who was a Central Committee
member.

Secretary Baker asked if this was the Soviet ambassador to
Poland, and Shevardnadze replied in the affirmative.

Shevardnadze continued that the Polish ambassador
criticized Gorbachev and the Soviet leadership for what they
had done. The Soviet Union had been a model country. It had
been united and monolithic. There had been no conflicts or
excesses. For better or worse, things had been peaceful.
There had been a socialist Eastern Europe. Security had been
guaranteed. But now there was no guarantee of security.
Within the Soviet Union there were conflicts and clashes.
There were tendencies of secession. What had the leadership
done to the country? Shevardnadze said that he would not
conceal that this statement was applauded. There was a
struggle in the country.

Shevardnadze continued that they had said that what was
going on in the Soviet Union was a revolution. It was not an
armed revolution, not a coup. It was a revolution of
consciousness. And he wanted to add one more thing. The
Soviet Union is an educated country. But its political
education is not at a very high level. This is unfortunate.
But political changes were sometimes hard to accept without a
proper political education, and that this was rife with
catastrophic potential.
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Shevardnadze continued that things were difficult
sometimes, but they were convinced that there was no other
way. Perestroika was the path they felt Soviet society should
follow. They were convinced that democracy needed to be
defended, because if it was not, tomorrow there would be a
dictator.

Shevardnadze said that at the plenum he had said that if
there were no perestroika, democracy could not be realized.
The result would be either anarchy or a dictatorship. If there
were anarchy, this would destabilize the Soviet Union and
Europe, and not only Europe. If there were to be a
dictatorship, this would be a tragedy. He said that the U.S.
knew what a dictatorship was in the Soviet Union and in other
countries. The Soviet Union was now at a critical stage. The
Soviet side had read the statements by the President and
Secretary Baker and were convinced that they supported the
programs which were being implemented in the Soviet Union.

The President said that he was very concerned that
Lithuania could become a roadblock between our two countries
because of historical circumstances. The U.S. was committed to
freedom, democracy, and self-determination. He hoped that
Minister Shevardnadze and Gorbachev could find a solution to
this problem in order to remove the roadblock. The President
continued that he appreciated that sometimes the President
would need to say things which put the US at odds with the
Soviet Union. He said that the Foreign Minister had also
mentioned Soviet statements about Panama in that vein. The
U.S. side was trying to hold down the rhetoric. The President
would not want a host of Western European countries all of a
sudden asking for the recognition of Lithuania. The U.S. side
has not done this, although such a step would be very popular
in the US.

Secretary Baker added that, as he had already discussed
with the Minister, once such a cycle began, it could not be
assuaged--there would be a demand to do more and more. If such
demands were raised by the US side, then the question would be
asked about why the ministers were meeting at all, and why
there should be a summit meeting. This is why the U.S. felt
that it was critical, as the President had said, to get a
process going which would lead to dialogue in order to diffuse defuse
the problems connected with the Baltic states. These problems
differed from other ones because of the specific legal
situation.
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Shevardnadze replied that the Secretary had used a good
word, i.e., that a solution fo the Lithuanian problem required
the establishment of a process. Things could not be done
overnight. It was important that a dialogue had begun, and the
Soviet side would facilitate such a dialogue. Dialogue was
their weapon, their policy, their approach.

The President added that the U.S. side had no influence
over Landsbergis, but if it did it would certainly urge him to
engage in dialogue.

Shevardnadze wished to add that there had been a
possibility for this. There was a new body in the Soviet Union
called the Federation Council, where the leaders of the
republics came together to discuss various issues. In the
past, England had been an empire, and now there was a
commonwealth. This was a pure formality, but the members of
the commonwealth would meet once a year to discuss basic
questions of interest. Gorbachev had invited the new
Lithuanian leader to come to Moscow for a dialogue with him and
with the leaders of the other republics. This had been a good
opportunity but, unfortunately, he did not come. But perhaps
there would be other opportunities. The final word would be up
to the people. No one had asked the people. Secession was
declared overnight.

The President replied that this was why a referendum would
make sense. He remarked parenthetically that Shevardnadze
probably thought that Bush was crazy to smile at Shevardnadze's
mention of Panama, but he was smiling because he recalled
Gorbachev's comparison of the Brezhnev Doctrine to the "“Bush
Doctrine" in reference to the Philippines.

Shevardnadze replied that anything can happen in a
dialogue. Gorbachev had been severely criticized for not being
critical of President Bush over the issue. A resolution had
been passed in the Soviet Congress about this. The President
had said today that he had difficulties with the U.S. Congress.
But there were even greater difficulties with the Soviet
Congress.

The President acknowledged that it was a difficult
situation.

Secretary Baker indicated that he and Shevardnadze had
spoken at length about a referendum during their last meeting,
and he felt that a referendum, together with a dialogue, would
&iffuse the situation.

defuse



- Page 5 -

Shevardnadze indicated that a new mechanism was now in
place in the Soviet Union which could provide a method for
resolving these issues. The appropriate legislation had been
adopted.

Shevardnadze said that he wished to pass on to the
President information from President Gorbachev, which he had
already given to Secretary Baker, about the fact that
Ambassador Dubinin was leaving the US. He was a good man,
well-respected by the Soviet leadership. He would now be going
to France. He was a specialist in that area and liked to work
in Europe. The Soviet Union was satisfied that the Ambassador
had established a good relationship with the President and the
Secretary of State. Now, since the U.S.-Soviet relationship
was such a special one, the Soviet Union was appointing
Ambassador Bessmertnykh as Ambassador to the U.S. The
President knew him. Bessmertnykh had "grown up" here. He knew
and liked the United States, and he was trusted by Gorbachev.
The President would recall that Bessmertnykh had come with a
special letter concerning a sensitive matter in the past. He
should be considered not only an ambassador, but a special
envoy. Any delicate issues could be passed on through the new
Ambassador.

The President said that he liked Bessmertnykh, as did
Secretary Baker, and that all necessary protocol requirements
would be concluded expeditiously. Ambassador Dubinin, when he
first arrived, did not have that good a feel for the United
States, but he came to handle the rapidly changing relationship
quite well, and had secured many friends and much respect in
the U.S. He was a good advocate for the policy of the USSR.

As he bids the US farewell, we consider that he has done a good
job and are glad that he is taking on a new and challenging
assignment.

Shevardnadze thanked the President. He appreciated the
fact that the President had given him his time and asked that
he pass on to Barbara best wishes from President Gorbachev and
Raisa. He thanked the President for the letter and said that
he had no doubt there would be a good relationship between the
President's wife and Raisa.

~

The President interjected that this was important.

Shevardnadze added that anything that the U.S. side would
offer by way of a program would be appropriate.
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The President indicated that he would very much like to
invite Gorbachev to his home in Maine. The setting was a very
beautiful one. They could have informal talks there. The only
difficulty on the U.S. side was the question of logistics. It
was a small town and there might be a problem with getting
4,000 press people there, so perhaps it might not be possible,
although the President would like it to happen. If it were not
possible, they might go to Camp David and spend a day and a
half talking there without a lot of people around.

Shevardnadze replied that the Soviet side was awaiting U.S.
proposals about the program for the visit.

Secretary Baker added that they would be able to discuss
this.

The President said that in Maine even President Mitteﬁénd
was able to relax, amazing as that might seem.
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Unofficial translation

His Excellency

Mr. George BUSH

The President of the United
States of America

Dear Mr. President,

Addressing this message to you as Chairman of the Sixteenth
Economic Summit of the Seven's leaders due to be held in Houston,
and through you, to its other participants, I wish to continue
the discussion of the general problems of the world's development
and of ways of getting our economies closer together.

The time which has elapsed since the Paris summit has been
filled with developments of truly historic proportions. At the
political level, a great deal has been done in terms of
overcoming the divisions in the world. The division of Europe
is becoming a thing of the past. The antagonism between the
blocs and the superpowers is giving way to relations of
partnership and cooperation.

Disarmament processes are gaining strength, which not only
makes the world safer, but is creating a solid foundation for
a sustained development of the world economy.

Overcoming the economic division of the world is now the
order of the day. What needs to be done is achieving
compatibility between different economic mechanisms and creating
new cooperative structures. The decisions of the Bonn conference
on economic cooperation and the establishment of the European
bank for reconstruction and development are going in this
direction.
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The granting to the Soviet Union of the observer status
in GATT is cause for satisfaction. It is a real step toward
economic openness. The Soviet contacts with the International
Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the Organization for Econonic
Cooperation and Development are on the increase. The agreement
between the USSR and the European communities on trade and
commercial and economic cooperation, concluded last December,
has begun to operate. The recent US-Soviet summit in Washington
saw a genuine "breakthrough" in economic matters.

It is important that the rapprochement between East angd
West 1s not taking place in isolation from the rest of the world
and that it is contributing to shaping universal principles
of economic comity of all states, including developing countries,
which was stipulated in the decisions of the Eighteenth Special
Session of the UN General Assembly.

Looking back at the year past, we believe that the Soviet
leadership has been doing everything in its power in order to
buttress its new policies with concrete actions both at home
and abroad.

Today, the USSR is going through a most critical stage
in perestroika. It involves breaking the obsolete economic
structures and a transition to market economy. Without these
radical steps, further renewal of our society will be impossible.

At present, the Soviet leadership is looking for ways of
supplementing the internal transformations with outside financial
and economic support. These efforts are directed toward securing
credit assistance, attraction of foreign capital, transfer of
managerial experience, personnel training, and include other
measures conducive to creating a competitive economy.

The first contacts in this regard have taken place, and
by and large we are finding understanding.

Perhaps, it would be possible to talk about worxing out
long-term agreements on large-scale credit and investment

cooperation which in effect would be a serious factor of
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stabilization and a transition to the market economy in the
USSR. Establishment of a specific program of cooperation -
eventually mutually beneficial cooperation - would best serve
this objective.

I feel that a sustained economic dialogue between the USSR
and the Seven would contribute to that as well.

Sincerely,

Mikhail GORBACHEV

Moscow, Kremlin
July 4, 1990
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lipe3uneHTy COBIMHEHEUX WTATOE AMEDUKY

YBaxaeMuil IOCNOIME llpe3preHT,

O0pelianChk K pam Kak K IpelCelarte sk NIDPELCTOSWETO B
ABIOCTOHE A1 SKOHOMUYECKOI'O COBEUWEHKSE pyxosoaneﬂen cemy
TOCYZIapCTE I 4Yepes3 pac - K IDYTHM €I0 y49acTHEKAM, XOT8JI O
IOPCIOJRATE P&3T0BOD 00 OOmMX NIPOCJASMEX MEDOBOTO Pa3BUTHS M
NyTAX COJMREHMA HEIKUX 3KOHOMUK.

BSpems, Ipomemues NOCJHE CE8MMKUTE B Ilapuxe, 0Xasaloch
3aNO0JIHEHHEM COCHTHAMY INOIJIMHHO UCTOPKYECKOI'O 3HAUGHLSA. 0a
NOJMTHYECKOM yDOBHE CILEJEHC OYEHB MHOTOE IJIS LDEOICIEHRS
Pa300LEeHAOCTA MEDE. JXOIMT B INPOMJIOS PACKO]I LEDPOIH. AHTAUOKM3M
MeXLy OJOKaMp 1 CBBDXIEDRABAML yCTYIAeT MECTO OTHOWMELNAM
[8PTHEDCTEBA ¥ COTPYLHKYBCTEAE,

raOMpanT CHIYy DPa30pyRBHYECKNE NDOIISCCH, YTO HE TOIBHG
nenaeT mup O0Jee 0830N&CHHM, HO M 33KJI3IHBAET IIPOYHYW OCHOBY
i yCTOAYMBOTO DE3BUTHS MUDPOBOY 3KOHOMUKH.

fla TNIOBECTKe MHA ~ IPSOJNOJIEHNE 3KOHOMHYECKOT'O DECKOJIA
Mupa. lpPencTORT ZOCTHYDL COBMECTHEMOCTE D&3MMUELY XO3MICTEEHRHX
MBX3HN3MOB, CO3LaTh HOBHE CTDYKTYPH B3aMMOISUCTRHA., 5 3TOM
HanopaeJjeHuy UIYyT pelleHMs DOEHCHKOY KOHDEDEHLEN IO 3KOHOMEYSC—
KOMy COTPyZLHAYECTBY, y4YpEexISHHE LBDOIGUCKOTO OaHKa DPEKOHCTDYK-
LUK A pasBUTHA.

ME C YIOEIETRODEHNMEN OTMEYaSh NpeIocTaiRjekze CUCK cTatyoes
radiwnatens B 1ATI, JT0 — peanbHHil mar Esg nmi X 2KOHOMMYECKOH
OTHDPHTOCTE. ra@3BUBANTCA KOHTEXTE CCCF ¢ WesIysapolsuy BaIoTHHY
POHIOM, MMDOBHM OaHKOM, Uprahn3allnell 3KOHOMEYSCKOTO COTpYIHA-
4eCTta W pEasBATUA. Ha9al0 DAd0TATh 32KINYEHEOS I Jeradye

IPOWAOTO TONE corJauwesne mexyy CCCr n oLBPONGMCKAME COOOLIECTEaMA
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O TOPI'OEJIE M KOMMEPUYECHOM M 3IKOHOMEUBCHKCM COTLY.LHKUYECTEE.
11aCTOALMM "IDODHBOM" B OCJACTK 3XOHOMMKY 33BEDUMJIACH CCEETCKO-
@MEDUK3HCKEA BCTDEYa B BODXEX B DELAHITOHS.

Daxbi0, 4TO CCOIKKEHWE DOCTOKA U oalaia NPOUCXOINT HE
K30JDOEBHHO OT OCT&NbHOTO MMDE, CIOCOOCTEYyeT DOPMUPOBERYK
yHEBEPCALbHAX HPUHLANOE 3KOHOMAYECKOI'O- OOWBHUSA BCEX TOCYLAPCTE,
ERINYEsA DE3BUBSKUMECH, YTO 328KDPEIVIeHO peuerHiasMd lo-ii crneumans-
HOW ceccri l'eHsepanbHOX AccamOnem JU0n.

OridnsE8ACh Ha Npouemumil TOL, MH CINTEEM, YTO COEETCKOE
PYKOBOACTBO Li8JIalI0 BCE BO3MO#XHOE Ul TOIO, YTOOH IOLKDSIUATH
CBOX HOBYR [ICHXTHKY KOHKDETHHME IeUCTBEAMU KAK y CceCs IoMa,
T@K ¥ 38 PYyOE&®OM.

Ceronta CCCP mepex#BaeT HanOoJee OTBETCTBEHHHY 2Tan
nepecTposiku. UH CBF38H C JIOMKOU OTAMBIMX B3KOHOMUYECKEX CTDPYXTYD,
[I8PEXOLOM K DHHOYHCY BKOHOMMKE., be3 3TUX DPaIMK&TbHHX LATOE HE-
BO3MOXHO IaubHelllee OOHOBJEHME HAEWEIo OOWLEeCTE4.

5 HacTodumee Bpewms DyxosoncTBo CCCF nuumeT cnoCoOH IONOJNRATH
BHYTDPEHENE NDPBOODE30BaHUA BHELHSHA QHHEECORO-3KOHOMUYBCKOM
NOTIEPHKKOR. JTi YCHIMS HAIDABNEHH Ha O0ECIEUYEHHE HKDBIUTHOITO
COLeMCTBMA, NPUBIEYEHHE MHOCTDEHHOT'O KanuTajle, Nepelauy
YIPaBIBHYBCKOT'O ONHTE, NOILTOTOBKY KaIPOB X BHRINYEKNT IPYTHE
MELH, CIOCOOCTBYKUMB CO3I3HMID KOHKYDPEHTOCIOCOOHOH 3KOHOMUKM.

LI8PBHE KOHTAKTH HE 3TOT CYET COCTOAMMCH, M B II8JIOM My
BaXOJ¥M IO HUMaHKE.

DROINMO, DPedb MOTJE O KITH O IPOpPaOOTHKE LOJITOCPOYHHX
AOTOBODPEHHOCTEA O KPYNHOMACLTAOHOM KDBIKTHOM M LHBECTRLUMOHHON
COpriHMQQCTBe, KOTOPOE H8 Leje CT&yo OH CépbBSHﬂM WaXTODOM
CTaOKRIM3allNy N Iepexola K DHHOYHOM 3xoOHOMMKE B CCCP. namaydiinmg
00pa30M 3TOMY NOCHYRMAC OH QOPMUPOE2HUE LIEJEEOR NDPOI'PaMMH
COTPYLHMYECTBE — B KOHEYHOM MTOT'E B3&UMOBHIOJHOIO.

~YMaeTCA, 3TOMY MOT CH CIOCCCOCTBOBAET: ¥ YCTOVURBHY 3KO-

Hompyeckury guaigor CCCc ¢ “cemeproi".
C yeazeruem,
h’;. .I_O.-:.J.'.,A {_:_.uj

MOCKB2, hpEMIL
4 NRNA lvvy roza



DRAFT NUTIONAL SCHEDULE
OF PRESIDENT GORBACHEV'S OFFICIAL VISIT
TO THE UNITED STATES

(May 30 to June 4, 1990)

May 30, VWednesday

18430 Arrival in Washington, D.C.
(Andrews AF base)

19.00 Arrival at Embassye.
No functions scheduled.

May 31, Thursday

10.00 Official arrival ceremony at the White
House.
10.30-12.00 Meeting with President Bush at the

Oval Office.

13.00-14.30 Luncheon at the Embassy for prominent
intellectuals (the list of American
participants to be transmitted later).

16.00=17.30 Second meeting with Presidemt Bush.

19.00- Officiel dinner hosted by President
Bush at the Vhite House.



June 1, Friday

9.30~-

11:'50=13:00
14.00-15.30

15¢30=16.30

17.00-18.00

18.00-18.30

19.30~-

Meeting at the Embassy with Congressional
leaders over a cup of coffee (Speaker
Foley, House and Senate majority and
minority leaders Gephardt, lMichel,
Mitchell, Dole, Chairmen of Armed Services
and Foreign Affairs Committees Fascell,
Les Aspin, Pell, Nunn).

Third meeting with President Bush.

Private lunch.

Awards for President Gorbachev to be
presented at the Embassy:

FDR lMedal of Freedom;

Honorary Degree of Doctor of Sciences
of the Brown University;

International Martin Luther King 2rize
for 1990.

Concluding meeting with President Bush
at the Oval Office.

Ceremony of signing Soviet-US documents.

Official dinner hosted by President and
llrs. Gorbachev at the Embassy.
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June 2, Saturday

9.30-10430 President Gorbachev and President Bush
hold joint press conference.

11.00-11.30 Official departure ceremony at the White
House.
12.00 Departure to llinneapolis, llinnesota.

Stay in Minneapolis

- Luncheon hosted by the Governor and
local suthorities.

17.00 leeting with Mid-West business leaders
(electronics, chemical, food industries)
and with US cgricultural leaders

( Cristal, Block and others).

Evening Vo functions scheduled.

June 3, Sunday

10.C0 Depart for San Franciscoe.

13.30 Arrive Sen Francisco.

1630 lleeting with former President Reagan.
19.30 Dinner hosted by ''est Coast political

and business leaderse.
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June 4, llonday

1030-12430 Visit to Stanford University
(by invitation from the leadership of
the student organization and orofessors).
There will be an address.

- Depart San Francisco for Petropavlovsk-
Kamchatskiy.




DEPARTMENT OF STATE ‘

THE SECRETARY

5/14/90

NOTE FOR BRENT SCOWCROFT

FROM: JABIIT

Attached is the written text

of the message which Ambassador
Dubinin delivered to me orally
this morning.




In the course of her recent contacts with & number of
Western leaders, Chairwoman of the Council of.Ministers of
Lithuania K.Prunskiene contended that the present Lithuanian
leddership wants dialogue with the USSR leadership and is prepared
to suspend the decisions of the Lithuanian Parliament of March 1,
which unilaterally proclaimed the Republic's independence, as
well as other recently adopted laws and resolutions which run
contra ry to the USSR Constitution.

At the same time, in her conversation with the Soviet
Ambassador in Bonn on May 11, while proposing an urgent meeting
with the Soviet leadership, Prunskiene again put forward a
member of conditions and reservations. She said bluntly that the
decision of the Lithuanian Parliament of March 11 cannot be
suépended or rescinded. She was saying in this context, though,
that it would be possible to suspend a number of laws and resolu-
tions by the Lithuanian authorities, which affect the interests
of the Soviet Union. She didn't say what, specifically, could be
suspended, giving to understand that this should be the subject
of negotiations with Moscow.

Prunskiene admitted that the Lithuenian authorities'
decisions to repudiate the army draft and dismantle the organi-
zationsl structures of the local orgens of power were somewhat
hasty. The issuance of Lithuanian citizenship IDs is, in her
words, largely symbolic. But in order to remove all fears the

Lithuanian leadership is prepared to provide guarantees of the
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rights of the "non-Lithuanian population". She also said that for
the transition period one could think of a "dual borderﬁ, "dual
visas", and "dual customs".

All of this was being presented by Prunskiene as her perso-
nai initiative to settle the conflict. She emphasized that
Lithuania will relax its maximalist posture, but that it must
be met halfway. In the course of the conversation Prunskiene was
throwing numerous lightly veiled threats. She said she could
allegedly send a signal, - and oil tankers would start coming
to Lithuania, for the USSR is not likely to stop them by force,
is it? Money had been promised to her. There was also this theme:
as a result of her trip to the US she had showered Gorbachev's
road to Washington with flowers. And if there is no agreement with
Lithuania, his meeting with Bush could be soured.

Prunskiene insisted that her trip to Western countries had
been very successful. She allegedly found support and understan-
dinge.

Prunskiene's conversation with the Soviet Ambassador makes
it clear that the present Lithuanian leadership is trying to play
a double game: in words, it assures Western representatives of
its willingness to accept a dialogue expecting to gain some
political capital on it, and in deeds, it has done nbthing to
make such dialogue a reality.

The Soviet leadership - and I wish to strees it - is for dia-
logue and a political solution to the Lithuanian problem. The
solution, however, can only be found within the fremework of the
constitutional process, on the basis of the legislation which

; -3
is in force.
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To begin the dialogue, it is necessary first of all to
restore the situation as it existed on March 10 last. The USSK
President has an absolutely clear mandate from the Third Congress
of.Peoples' Deputies, and the Lithuanian leadership must reckon
with it. Unfortunately, the present Lithuanian leadership ignores
it,‘and by its actions is creating insurmountable obstacles to

dialoguee.
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(30 mag - 4 nprg 1990 rome)

30 vas (cpera)
15,30

19,00

31 vag (Jersepr)
10,00

10,30-I2.00

13.00-14.30

16.00-17.30

19.00

[puGuTie B BamMHrTOH (aBmadasa "JHIpoc").

Pasmenenre B CORIOCONBCTEE.

Beuep CBOGOIEHI,

OjnimanpHesa LepeMOHWS BCTPe4YHd B
benom mowme.

Berpeua ¢ npeswIesrTom [IX.Eymem B
OranpHOM KalOnHeTe Denoro Imowma.

3aBTpak B CORBIOCONBCTBE IJA BALHHX
npeIcTaEuTeIel MHTe/UIUTEHIINY .
(COMCOK aVepUKeHCKUNX YYaCTHUKOB
GymeT mepeman IO3IHee).

Bropasg BecTpede ¢ mpesugenTom [x.Eymem.

Ofnumanbiui obern oT nmernm [x.Eyma
B benom mowme.
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9.30 - Berpeua B IOCONBCTEE 3a 9YalKold Kode
¢ Jumepavy KOHTpecca (CIHKep MNayeTH
npencraeuTenei T.%omm, JRIEDH
IEeMOK DaTiHueCKOTo CONBUMHCTEA ¥ pecrnyCiu—
K2HCKOI'O MEHBIMHCTBA B laJlaTe ¥ B CeHare
P.Tenxapnrt, P.Maftwkn, Ix.lMnrteenn, P.loyx,
npencenareny Kommccmil IO MHOCTpPaHHHM
IejaM M BOODYXEHHHX CHI IajaTH
npencrasuTeneil n cesara I.®accer,
I.3couH, K.Isnn, C.Eamn).

I1.00-13.00 - TpeTra EBCTpEYa C Ipe3unenToM [x.EymeM.
I14,00-15,30 - YacThEH 3aBTpaK.
15,30-16.30 - Lepemonna Bpyduerund M.C.T'opéaueBy

(B cormnoconrcree) Memamm CBOGOIH

um. @.PysBennTa

[loyeTHOX CTeleHM IOKTOpa HayK
BpayHoBCKOT'O yHUBEPCUTETa
MexrmysaponHof mpemwu uM. MapruHa Jorepa
Knura 1990 rorma.

I7,00-18.00 - BarapuyyTe/lbHad BCTpedYa C INPe3UTEeHTOM
Ix.Bymem B OBanbHOM KaluHeTe
Penoro mowa.

18.00-18.30 - lepeMOHNS TONNNCAHWA COBETCKO-aMePUKAHCEUX
IOKYMEHTOR.,
19.30 - OfmumanbHuit obem or umeHm M.C.I'opéadera

C CYIpyToif B COBIOCOJNBCTEE.
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9,30-10.30

I1I.00-11.30

12.00

17.00

3 mwHg (BocKkpeceHbe)
10.00

13.30
16,30

19.30

CoBMeCTHas IIpeCcC-KOHUepeHIINg
M.C.TopGauera u [Ix.bByma.

OgrimanbHas LiepeMOHNUS IIDOBOLOE B
Eenom mowme.

OryeT B MnHHesnonuc (wrar lnHHEcoTa).

[Ipedupanre B MuHHEaIomCe

3aBTpak OT UMEHW I'yCepHaTopa W MECTHEX
BJacTei,

BeTpeda ¢ IpenCcTaBUTENAMM IENTOBHX KDYI'OB
Cpemuero 3amana (3/7eKTPOHNWKa, XUMAA,
npmeBas INDOMHIJIEHHOCTE), & Takke C
nuZepaME cejihckoro xosaiicraa CIA
(Kpucrannz, BIOK ¥ Ip.).

Beduep CBOGOMHHZ.

OrnerT B Can-®paHIIUCKO.
[Ipncurne B CaH-QpaHINCKO.
Becema c GuBumM IIpesnnesToM P, Peiiradom.

OGem OT MMEHW BeIyImX IpeLcTaBATesel
[OJIUTHYECKOTO W JeJ0BOTO MHpa 3amnamHor'o
II0CepeKkbA.,



4 poHs (DOHEeIeNbHAK)

I10.30-12.30 - llocemenre CToHGOPLCKOTO yHUBEpCUTETA
(ecTd IIpUIJclieHNe DYKOEQICTEa
CTYLeHUEeCKO#l opranusaiui 1 OrT IPOHECCOPOR) «
Bucrynnesne,

- Bujner u3 Can-@paHIucKo B IleTponaBlOBCK-
Kamuarcknii.



May 10, 1990

General --

Secretary Baker called to say he was sending the attached papers
he received from the Soviets. He penned in some notes and read
them to me so they would be clear. He will touch base with you
in the morning.

1. The Soviets want the whole visit to be called a STATE
VISIT to the United States from arrival to departure.

2. The Soviets want to know who pays for what. For
example, what is our normal practice and how will that be applied
in this visit?

3. The Soviets want to know all the details of the trip to
Boston with Mrs. Bush.

Florence




- We wish to confirm our acceptance of a visit to Camp
David to stay there for the entire day of Saturday, June 2,
returning to Washington on the evening of the same day. Minister
Shevardnadze asked me to tell you that Mrs. Gorbachev intends
to accompany her husband to Camp David. We are convinced that
her joint stay there with Mrs. Bush will be mutually useful
end agreeable.

- As for the nature of the visit, we assume that for the
entire stay of the USSR President in the US this is going to
be an official state visite.

- Mrs. Gorbachev accepts Mrs. Bush's invitation that they
go together to Boston.
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OF PRESIDENT GORBACHEV'S OFFICIAL VISIT
TO THE UNITED STATES

(May 30 to June 5, 1990)

Mey 30, Wednesday

18430

19.00

May 31, Thursday

10.00

10030-12000

13.00-14.30

15.30-17.00

Arrival in Washington, D.C.
(Andrews AF base).

Arrival at the Embassy.
No functions scheduled.

Official arrival ceremony at the White
House.

Meeting with President Bush at the
Oval Office.

Mrs. Bush invites Mrs. Gorbachev

for a cup of coffee to the White House
Green Room.

Luncheon at the Embassy for prominent
intellectuals (the list of American
participants to be transmitted later).

Mrs. Gorbachev opens the exhibition of
ancient Russian manuscripts at the
Library Congress.

Tour of the Library.
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June

16.00-17.30

19.00-

1, Friday

9.30-

11.00-13.00

10.00-13.30

14.00-15.30

15.30-16.30

17.00-18.00

2e

Second meeting with President Bush.

Official dinner hosted by President
Bush at the White House.

Meeting at the Embassy with Congressional
leaders over a cup of coffee (Speaker
Foley, House and Senate majority and
minority leaders Gephardt, Michel,
Mitchell, Dole, Chairmen of Armed
Services and Foreign Affairs Committees
Fascell, Les Aspin, Pell, Nunn).

Third meeting with President Bush.

Mrs. Gorbachev and llrs. Bush depart
for Boston.

Call on the Wellesly College.

Brief address.

Private lunch.

Presentation of awards to President
Gorbachev (at the Embassy):

FDR Medel of Freedom;

Honorary Degree of Doctor of Sciences
of the Brown University;

International Martin Luther King Prize
for 1990.

Concluding meeting with President Bush
at the Oval Office.



June

18.00-18.30

19.30~

2, Saturday

June

9.30~
10.00~

Evening

3, Sunday

10.00-

11.00-11.30

12.00~

17.00-

19.00~
21430~

Evening

3.

Ceremony of signing Soviet-US documents.

Official dinner hosted by President and
Mrs. Gorbachev at the Embassy.
Entertainment by Soviet performers.

Depart for Camp David (by helicopter).
Talks at Camp David.

Return to Washington, D.C.

President Gorbachev and President Bush
hold joint press conference.

Official departure ceremony at the
White House.

Depart for Minneapolis, Minnesota.

Luncheon hosted by the Governor and
local authorities.

Meeting with Mid-West business leaders

and with US agricultural leaders
(Cristal, Block and others).

Depart for San Francisco.
Arrive San Francisco.

Free time.



June 4, Monday
9430-10415

11.00-13.00

130 30-15000

15.30~

June 5, Tuesday

8. 30-
(local time)

4.

Bregkfast and conversation with
President Reagan (at the Soviet
residence).

Visit to Stanford University

(by invitation from the leadership of
the student organization and faculty).
President Gorbachev will make an address.

Luncheon hosted by West Coast politiceal
and business leaders.

Depart San Francisco for Petropavlovsk-
Kamchatskiy.

Arrive Petropavlovsk-Kamchatskiy.
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GoRBAcHEY DINN ER.  LAST

May 17, 1990 | " A

General --

Laurie Firestone called about the guest list for the
Gorbachev dinner. One of the people on the list is Archbishop
Iakovos. The President told Laurie he wanted your thinking oﬁ/
whether he should be invited.

Okay on Iakovos No on Iakovos

She would like to know the names of 4 or 5 Cabinet members
that should be included:

Baker, Cheney,

She also asked about the following:

Kissinger Okay No
Brzezinski Okay No
Kampelman Okay No

This is a reminder to you: You had several requests from
people to be invited to the dinner if at all possible.

Howard Baker Okay No
Alan Cranston Okay No
Dinn & 20ldald —

Florence




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

REMINDER: Gorbachev Dinner
(want to be invited:)

Secy Cheney

Howard Baker
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THE PRESIDENT & MRS. BUSH
(14) OFFICIAL FOREIGN DELEGATION

The Vice President & Mrs. Quayle

(2) Guests of the Vice President k/,‘,/ém“ /%,_47,4
CABINET

The Secretary of the Treasury & Mrs. Brady

The Secretary of Defense & Mrs. Cheney
The Secretary of Commerce & Mrs. Mosbacser

ATrosm) GeneraA ~

SUPREME COURT

The Chief Justice & Mrs. Rehnquist

DEPARTMENT OF STATE . ?L
4% /%A@ /ﬁ%;y-aﬁﬁLZE% <C;¢47ﬁ;26 %&éﬁ?&h&
The Segretary of State & Mrs. Baker _ €%4224¢2j

The Chief of Protocol & Mrs. Reed
Ambassador & Mrs. Jack Matlock 4 '
e ‘i he ﬁdM;M & (s

WHITE HOUSE

Governor & Mrs. Sununu
General Scowcroft
Hon. & Mrs. Robert Gates

A~
OTHER GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS

General & Mrs. Colin Powell
Dr. & Mrs. James Billington

,@/{Z;// ,:ZA 7 Wﬁ‘%“
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CONGRESS
SENATE:

Hon. George Mitchell (D/Maine)

Hon. Robert Dole & The Secretary of Labor (R/Kansas)
Hon. & Mrs. Claiborne Pell (D/Rhode Island)

Hon. & Mrs. Jesse Helms (R/North Carolina)

ALTERNATES: Hon. & Mrs. Joseph Biden (D/Delaware)
HoRe—i—Mrs—harey—Preester—{R/Seuth-Dakota )
Hon. & Mrs. Sam Nunn (D/Georgia)
Hon. John Warner (R/Virginia

HOUSE:

The Speaker & Mrs. Foley (D/Washington)
Hon. & Mrs. Richard Gephardt (D/Missouri)
Hon. & Mrs. Robert Michel (R/Illinois)

Hon. & Mrs. Dante Fascell (D/Florida)

Hon. & Mrs. William Broomfield (R/Michigan)

ALTERNATES: Hon. & Mrs. Lee Hamilton (D/Indiana)
Hon. & Mrs. Benjamin Gilman (R/New York)
Hon. Les Aspin (D/Wisconsin)
Hon. & Mrs. William Dickinson (R/Alabama)

GOVERNORS

Mr. & Mrs. Hugh Sidey
4-Mr. & Mrs. Arthur "Punch" Sulzberger, Sr. (Chairman, NY Times)

atfus. Wendy Walker (CNN Senior Producer)

Mr. & Mrs. Tom Brokaw (NBC)

FRIENDS OF VISITING NATION

Maestro & Mrs. Mstislav Rostropovich
Mr. & Mrs. Vladimir Feltsman

&VM&
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CADEM AN & CL
Rev. & Mrs. Billy Graham
Dr. & Mrs. Henry Kissinger

Dr. & Mrs. Zbigniew Brzezinski
Archbishop Iakovos

BUSINESS LEADERS

Dr. Armand Hammer

2 Mr ler
Mr. & Mrs. Harold Poling (Ford Motor Co.)
: i n (Chairman,-American—Express)
Hon. & Mrs. Tom Watson (former Amb. & former IBM) E§2>4&£2?;
Mr. & Mrs. W.C. Butcher (Chase Manhattan Bank)
Mr. & Mrs. Joe Allbritton (Riggs National Bank)
vMr. & Mrs. Donald Kendall (Pepsico) ﬂ1419;2
/%;yézt/ ngQFfa }%Qq > 2::: dléQ“‘}Saéﬂﬁ,

Cco ITY LEADERS/GRASS ROOTS REPESENTATIVES
A/ A—- w&' =
L] &

s. Beérfjamin Hooks

Liean spme

POLITICAL & FINANCIAL SUPPORTERS

FAMILY

Mr. & Mrs. Neil Bush
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EVENING'S ENTERTAINERS
Miss Frederica Von Stade (& guest)

CELEBRITIES/SPORTS FIGURES

Mr. & Mrs. Ivan Lendl

)
Mr. & Mrs. Jack Nicklaus

Miss Cynthia—€Sregory-
Mr. & Mrs. Michael Jordon (Basketball)
Mr. & Mrs. Hugh Cronyn (Jessica Tandy)
Mr. & Mrs. Morgan Freeman
Miss Michelle Pfeiffery

% ‘Mr. Van Cliburn '

FRIENDS

Mr. & Mrs. Jerry Weintraub
- . r. Roald Sagdeev

Ml pan Fisbr ~
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Washington, D.C. 20520

MEMORANDUM FOR BREN[ SCOWCROFT
THE WHITE HOUSE

Subject: Suggested Guest List for State Dinner for Soviet
President Gorbachev and Mrs. Gorbachev

We have prepared the following list of distinguished
Americans who might be invited to the State Dinner in honor of
Soviet President and Mrs. Gorbachev, May 31, 1990. 1In
compiling the list we have sought to identify individuals with
previous connections to the USSR. The list does not include
current U.S. officials in the executive or legislative branches.

J. Stapleton Roy
Executive Secretary
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Government Officials (former) e

Arthur Hartman, ex-Ambassador to USSR
Gen. William Odom, retired, locally based, teaching at Yale
Henry Kissinger

Jeanne Kirkpatrick
William Luers, ex-Ambassador to Czechoslovakia and President

Metropolitan Museum of Art
Susan Eisenhower and Roald Sagdeyev (her Soviet husband)
James Billington, Library of Congress
Rozanne Ridgeway, President, Atlantic Council
Robert Bernstein, Chairman, US Helsinki Watch

//1er CA/'\’" ﬂfr\l{% /‘tvjf @5-3/»)

Academicians

Ed Hewitt, economist at Brookings
S. Fred Starr, President Oberlin College
George Kennan
Richard Pipes, Harvard
Marshall Goldman, Harvard
George Breslauer, Cal-Berkeley
Jerry Hough, Duke University
Gertrude Schroeder-Greenslade, U. Virginia
Dmitri Simes, Carnegie Endowment for Intnl. Peace
Marshall Shulman, Columbia U.
Robert Levgold, Columbia U.
Murray Feshbach, Georgetown U,

Y, Harvard Univ.
Blair Ruble, Kennan Institute

Seweryn Bialer, Columbia U.
\Edward Teller, -Heover INstitute

Media G@
Hedrick Smith, former NYTimes correspondent in Moscow
Robert Kaiser, Associate Editor, Washington Post, former
correspondent in Moscow
Vivian Castleberry, former Women's Editor, Dallas Times-Herald,
prominent in U.S.-Soviet cultural exchanges
William F. Buckley Jr., editor, National Review magazine
+Ted Turner, owner, TBS/CNN broadcasting
Gary Lee, writes on Soviet Union for Washington Post
Harrison Salisbury, journalist
John McLaughlin, The Mclaughlin Group
Abe Rosenthal, NYTimes
Bill Hyland, Foreign Affairs
Bruce Van Voorst, Time Magazine
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THE WHITE HOUSE

May 11, 1990

Dear Alan:

I have received your note about the Gorbachev
dinner. We will do our best.

BN

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

The Honorable Alan Cranston
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510
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Business }\\Y/ ‘
susiness /‘¥

Charles Hugel, Chairman, ABB Inc. (Asea, Brown, Bovari, Ing, .,
formerly Combustion Engineering) \\ :
Armand Hammer, Occidental Petroleum ’
John J. Phelan Jr., Chmn and CEO, NY Stock Exchange v/// ‘
John J. Murphy, Chairman and CEO Dresser Industries, Inc. §§

Stephan P. Munn, President and CEO, Carlisle Co. Inc.
James J. Renier, Chairman and CEO, Honeywell, Inc. -— [A/ C. BUfQ/Jf ‘
(

Robert Mallott, Chairman and CEO, FMC, Inc.

John Capioltas, Chairman and CEO Sheraton Corp. Q‘\ﬂ(-ﬂ /}\//\A(ffik

Thomas Plaskett, Chairman and CEQ, PANAM @ k

Edwin Artzt, Chairman and CEO, Procter and Gamble N

Donald Kendall, Pepsico / - Jue (| /}//5, 7y
4Y

Dwayne Andreas, of ADM (Archer, Daniel, Midlands)
Robert J. Carbonell, RJR DelMonte, Chairman, American Trade KOSS

Consortium /
George Soros, investor in EE democratic institutions /V‘Vf”ﬂé
Benk

¥isc. (Arts, Religion, Entertainment) .
7 (-(;/\(m N glin

Rev. Billy Graham

Mstislav and Galine Rostropovich by Sovrtt Emb.

Bob Hope

Van Cliburn, pianist

L- Mikhail Baryshnikov
: i . i Start up

inistry im USSR
Zelda Fishchandler, Arena Stage (has done Soviet productions)
Yakov Smirnov, emigre comedian

Pam Shriver, tennis star
i y Angeles Lakers-
Tom Clancy, author, Hunt for Red October

Se onn st YH or d ober”
ich fei , S "H for"Re to "

Leon Uris, author of "Exodus"
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON DECLASSIFIED
PER E.O. 13526

Joll - 0836 - MK

sco 9513

SEeRES/ SENSITIVE

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

SUBJECT: The President’s Meeting with President
Gorbachev of the Soviet Union

PARTICIPANTS: The President
James A. Baker, III, Secretary of State
Brent Scowcroft, Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs

Mikhail Gorbachev, President
Eduard Shevardnadze, Foreign Minister
Sergei Akhromeyev, Advisor to President

Gorbachev
DATE, TIME June 2, 1990, 11:15 a.m. - 12:7? p.m.
AND PLACE: Camp David

President Gorbachev: 1In this setting, maybe we can think of some
good things to do. But first let me take one step back.
Yesterday was an important day. My main thought is that it 1is
good to make good statements and declarations but yesterday, in
addition to philosophizing, the right decisions were made. I am
pleased with the way we are working on the right actions.

Without this, nothing is possible. I promise you my constructive
efforts. Naturally, we will not always agree. Optimum solutions
are difficult. (&)

I would like Camp David to be a place where we repeat what we
said yesterday and reaffirm the kind of relationship we want. We
should reaffirm that relationship from Camp David, including
regular meetings, and a regular secure phone link so that we can
exchange views frequently. ()

The President: Do you want to say all this at our press
conference? (£)

President Gorbachev: Yes. (%)
The President: I agree. So far, I think our meeting is being
portrayed this way. (#)

President Gorbachev: Yes, even the pictures now are showing the
closeness -- ourselves, the Ministers, the two ladies, all

SEEREP/SENSITIVE
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showing closeness. (&)

The President: We will keep it going. We will take some hits on
trade and arms control from the Right, but I think we can manage
it. We talked last night about trying for meetings without all
the trappings. (&)

President Gorbachev: I have been told the Supreme Soviet has
three pages of questions for me. I said I will answer more than
that when I get back. I included two Committee Chairmen in my
delegation for this reason. One represents our military-
industrial complex, and I also brought the Chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee. Now they are not on the sidelines
and it is important that they see how these things work. Soon I
will have a Warsaw Pact meeting, and it will be a new Warsaw
Pact. Only Shevardnadze and myself and Jaruzelski are old
members -- all the others are new. I will report the results to

you. (&)

The President: Just a technical point. We will have a secure
line in a year and a direct line this fall. (Description of
secure line.) (&)

~

President Gor- ~iev: Shall we go through our points? ‘3)

The President: Fine. There are points I must raise: human
rights, refuseniks, immigration, and human rights in general.
You want us to take more Jews. We are taking more -- about all
we can. (§)

There are many vestiges of anti-Semitism. We have skinheads and
you have a problem too, and to the degree you could speak out
publicly: that would help. It helps me. We would encourage
direct flights to Israel. You should know that I am in a big
fight with Shamir over settling immigrants in the occupied
territories. My administration is seen as anti-Israel. It stems
from my saying no settlements in the occupied territories and
East Jerusalem. This caused a firestorm here and on the Right in
Israel. (Described what Netanyahu had said.) We are a true
friend of Israel. In our new relationship I hope that you can
take account of anti-Semitism, direct flights to Israel,
refuseniks, and keep up human rights progress. It would help me
a lot. If we can separate anti-Semitism from policy it would

help. (&)

President Gorbachev: Let me respond. We will seek to cooperate
on the full spectrum of human rights. On immigration, here is
information on refuseniks. There are twenty on the list. We
have given exit visas for five, a temporary departure for one, a
temporary visit for one to Great Britain (probably with
relatives), one is dead, and there is nothing on the other
eleven. We will have more movement but that is my report for
now. I agree that we do have to take a stand against anti-
Semitism. I have spoken out in general and I will find a way to
speak out specifically. (2)
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The President: That would help. It is a world-wide problem and
if we are seen cooperating on it that would help. (£)

President Gorbachev: We do have a problem between the Russian
and Jewish intelligentsia. We will speak out but I don’t want to
take sides; here we have to find a way. There are many
organizations, some even Fascist which say ugly things. Israel,
in letting that settlement go on in Jerusalem has caused an
outcry in the Arab press. Even Mubarak said he would have to
protest in our press that we are settling the West Bank and
replenishing the Israeli army. They are trying to put us against
each other. Maybe Israel should be told that if they settle in

the occupied territories I will have to stop immigration. (f)
The President: It sounds easy, but it is complicated.
Individual settlers make it hard to be clear on it. (§)
President Gorbachev: Our Ministers could consult on the
language. We must try to figure out a solution. (})

The President: Saying no more than this to Israel would get
world Jewry up in arms. We could not sign up to that. %)
President Gorbachev: Maybe Bak:: 2ad Shevardnadze can work
something out. (&)

The President: It is a risky issue for a joint statement. 2

President Gorbachev: I am not thinking of a joint statement but
just getting our policies coordinated. (&)

Secretary Baker: I just wanted to say that in 1988 we started a
dialogue that let us talk to both parties and move forward on a
peace process. It would be helpful if you could let Arafat know
that our dialogue can continue only if he speaks out on Abu
Abbas. Otherwise, we cannot continue the dialogue. (£)

President Gorbachev: He has disassociated himself, but not
condemned the attack. (f)

Secretary Baker: That is right, but the basis for our dialogue
is that there must be no terrorism. (j)

Minister Shevardnadze: We got a telegram from Arafat which says:
"Violence is getting out of control. Close to explosion.

Exacerbated by US veto." I don’t know why you had to do that --
it (the UN resolution) would have pacified the situation. (2)
Secretary Baker: (Describes U.S. actions.) (&)

President Gorbachev: Let’s think about this. There is a lot of
truth to what Arafat says. If there is an explosion, he will be
totally isolated. We have worked hard to get Assad and Arafat to
work together. Mubarak is easier and so is Benjedid. Qadhafi is
a problem. But maybe we can work on sending Goulding. We will
work on Arafat to clam things down. 2
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The President: I am having lunch with Perez de Cuellar on
Monday. I will tell him this. We will do it even against Israel
if necessary. (&)

Secretary Baker: And remember, we cannot continue the dialogue
if he is tied to terrorism. ()

President Gorbachev: But Arafat thinks this is patriotic
resistance. It is tough for him to speak out. (£)

Secretary Baker: But he disassociated himself from it. 2
Minister Shevardnadze: Shamir is more difficult. &)

The President: (Describes U.S. problems with Shamir over
settlements.) £2)

Minister Shevardnadze: Maybe this is a time to mention the idea
of an international conference. We support your idea of a
dialogue but we should think of a conference also. (£)

President Gorbachev: Everyone but Shamir supports a conference.
If we started preparations for a conference we could recognize
Israel immediately.

Secretary Baker: As Eduard knows, we don’t reject a conference
but for now I would not appear at a conference. Under the right
circumstances we could go along with one, however. Right now the
circumstances are not right. Back to Arafat. The timing of that
attack was terrible. We want to keep the pressure on for the
dialogue, and this gives Israel a way out. (&)

Minister Shevardnadze: Israel would go along with a conference?

)
Secretary Baker: No. (Describes situation). (&)

President Gorbachev: Let’s have Eduard and Jim talk about it.
Maybe we can get Israel to take the first step towards a
conference. We could jointly guarantee Israel’s existence as a
state. We could establish immediate diplomatic relations; then
we could be helpful. The bigger Arab nations could make
statements recognizing the realities and the Israeli situation.
We have contact with Jewish organizations. Eduard has met Peres
and Shamir. We could establish consulates.

The President: You have gained much by your immigration policy.
(Talks about Max Fisher comment.) (&)

Secretary Baker: One thing you said is interesting. Israel
complains that among the Arabs no one but Egypt recognizes
Israeli’s right to exist. That could help. (£)

President Gorbachev: We have worked with Arafat to bring him
around. (%)
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Secretary Baker: We will talk. (2

President Gorbachev: When Mubarak came to Moscow he spoke of a
free zone without nuclear or chemical weapons (jokes, toes
curling up). Maybe we could look at it and support Mubarak.
There are too many weapons there. They are different from the
Europeans; they get all fired up. We really should think about

it, because the region is so heavily armed. (2
The President: Israel would resist that. (f)
President Gorbachev: Let Eduard and Jim think about it. Z)

The President: Let’s move to other regional issues, starting
with India and Pakistan. We are concerned about a war. Bob
Gates came back with negative assessment. We should stay in
touch. Everyone would be a loser in such a war. In the 1970's
we tilted toward Pakistan and you tilted toward India. The
situation is different now. We won’t try to take advantage of
you. We don’t have a dog in that fight, even though we like
Bhutto. We would encourage an immediate cease fire. We are open
to suggestions. If the situation heats up I hope we can work
together. Maybe not, but I don’t want it to disrupt us. ¥:9)

President Gorbachev: I had a call from Singh -- the morning I
was coming here. He wanted me to know that he would do his best
to calm things down. I responded that I would welcome a solution
to this old problem. I want good relations with both India and
Pakistan. We never broke with Pakistan, even in the worst days
of Afghanistan. It is therefore in our interest that the
situation not become more acute. Let’s keep in touch. V9]

The President: I understand that you have a problem with making
a joint statement, but maybe we could deal with this at the press
conference. (&)

President Gorbachev: It might be sensitive for India and
Pakistan if we were concerting on them, but at the press
conference would be a good way to do it. (Discussion on what is
going on.) Let’s stay in close touch, and let’s do the press
conference thing (i.e., deal with the issue by responding to
press questions). (%)

The President: My other regional items include Africa, Ethiopia,
etc., but I need to register a point on Cuba. Jim and Eduard
have talked about Afghanistan. On Cuba, we think Castro is
swimming against the tide; he is unreconstructed. Many think we
are picking on him, but he is an outcast. If you changed your
economic relationship with Cuba, that would push him. He won’t
take the Ortega route. (£)

President Gorbachev: Castro supported the Nicaragua solution.

(Z)

The President: That was because he thought that Ortega would win
the election. But maybe we could use that as a model. (%)
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Secretary Baker: As in the case of Nicaragua, if Castro were to
change we would change our policy. &)

President Gorbachev: Let me say a few words on this. I agree
that there can be no peace in Central America if Cuba is
isolated. We are not doing that, but we see that you have that
syndrome. I spoke about it to the Vice President. He said he
had gone to the Caribbean six times, and I said "you did not stop

in Cuba." (&)

We should analyze Castro. He is criticizing us more than you.

In the Cuban missile crisis, he kept Mikoyan running around the
island for a week. Teaching lessons to Castro is useless. When
I was there, I could see they were tense. I told him I was not
trying to change the way he does things, but let me do things my
way as well. Then they relaxed and it went alright. If you got
in touch with him I think he would respond, but trying to force
him to change would be useless. He has told me, "I will not take
U.S. dictation, but if they will sit and talk ...." Maybe we
could set something up that is not bilateral. He 1is ready to
hear you out -- to talk at any level. It is better if he hears
from you rather than from us. A change in our economic relations
is coming. It -’11 be based on buying the things we ngod,
although I realize it will not be at market prices. It can be
sold for dollars on the world market. Also, we buy citrus and
nonferrous metals. We are beginning to put our economic
relations on a realistic relations. Before, no one even thought
about the economic aspects of our relations. The Latin Americans
show more understanding of the role of Cuba, so it is not that

simple. (%)
There is a remaining problem to discuss: the Contras. (Z)
The President: I think that is back on track. (%)

General Akhromeyvev: I have a personal relationship with Castro,
and he says he is prepared to go very far. He understands the
problem. (%)

The President: Let me tell you about the U.S.-Cuban problem.

(He describes the Cuban-American patriotic community.) Therefore
there is a lot of emotion in this issue for the Americans.

(Hands him a Congressional letter on Cuba). I hear what you have
said on Castro and I hope you understand our feelings on the
issue. Let’s keep it on the table. (&)

Secretary Baker: We haven’t asked Castro to give us something
pefore we sit down to talk, only that he cease subversion in El
Salvador and Latin America -- that is all. ()

President Gorbachev: Do you want us to convey this to him? ¥4

The President: It would be helpful. (f)

President Gorbachev: If El Salvador improved visibly there would
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be a change by you? 0-9)

The President: Yes, but I won’t give him a State Dinner! (f)

Secretary Baker: El Salvador has a freely elected government,
and he is subverting it. (&)

The President: I don’t like seeing Umberto Ortega as head of the
army in Nicaragua because the armed forces were a Party. &)

Minister Shevardnadze: Just a word on Cuba. We are having some
discussions with the US on Cuba in quest of some imaginative
solutions. 1If the U.S. treats Cuba as an equal, things might

work -- as in the case of Angola, where we made it work after
they got treated like equal partners. On El Salvador, I think
that Castro may undertake a serious discussion. (&)

President Gorbachev: What do you want us to do? (2)

Secretary Baker: Here is a wild suggestion: that you tell him
the President said that there will be an improvement in relations
and a dialogue, if he will firmly sign on to and support
Esquipulas, which bans the export of insurgency to Central
America. (&)

The President: That only deals with a small part of the problem.
For the establishment of full relations with Cuba the people must
be able to have free elections, and must enjoy human rights, like
letting people out of jail, etc. For normal relations, Castro
cannot be the only one out of step in the hemisphere. (2)

President Gorbachev: For now we will convey to him suggestions
that will permit the dialogue to begin. Then it can progress.

(&)

The President: I must tell you that the Soviet relationship to
Cuba sours the US view of you. (&)

Secretary Baker: The MIG-29 is a big issue for us
psychologically. (§)

The President: Why don’t we break for lunch then we can rest and
get back together at 3 p.m. (U)

(Lunch break)

President Gorbachev: (Begins with a discussion of the
differences between the Soviet and US federations, emphasizing
the nationalities aspect of the Soviet federation. Describes the
fight between Stalin and Lenin on the nature of the federation,
saying that after Lenin died Stalin left the law the same but
ruthlessly created a military state. Then Stalin said that the
nationalities problem no longer existed; there was a "Soviet"
nationality. So once the dam burst, the nationalities issues
burst out into the open. The Byelorussian language had almost
died out.) (&)
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The President: Shall we return to our agenda? I dominated the
discussion with my subjects this morning, although we didn’t
raise Afghanistan. (2)

President Gorbachev: I would be happy to discuss Afghanistan.

#)

The President: On Afghanistan, we would really like to be
disengaged. We would like to cut loose, and we have no interest
in a radical, and Muslim administration. We are also worried
about the radicals, and we are not trying to install and anti-
Soviet fundamentalist regime. (Described the political
arrangements that the U.S. seeks.) If they got underway, we
would stop our aid to the Mujahedin. If we could both state that
no party would be able to subvert the process and state that a
neutral body would arrange the elections, we would have a good
outcome. Najibullah could participate but not as head of
government. Hebmaytyar is an undesirable conservative. I asked
whether you can live with a short supervised period where
Najibullah could participate but step aside from government.

President Gorbachev: There is mutual understanding for a neutral
period plus a mechanism for conductir. =zn election leading to a
broad-based government; also, for a UN role for a transition
period and in the conduct of elections. Do we understand that
neither the government nor the opposition would transfer the
government to a neutral authority. So the only hope is elections
on the basis of the status quo. Let them conduct their elections
in their own way. We can’t remove Najibullah or Hekmaytyar from
the scene. Najibullah is beginning to put more strings on us.

&)

The President: He thinks he is getting stronger. (&)

President Gorbachev: He thinks he is getting more support. Some
former opposition members are managing local government under the
general supervision of government forces. (2)

Minister Shevardnadze: We need a new approach, because neither
side has the leverage to achieve a solution. (&)

The President: How does Najilbah feel about elections? (&)

Minister Shevardnadze: I have talked to him. He favors a
Nicaragua-type solution, with a group charged with developing
elections. (&)

President Gorbachev: Would Najilbah be willing to step aside as
part of a normal process, but not be kicked out? (£)

Minister Shevardnadze: Yes, but not as a withdrawal. Then a
conference could set up an election process. Our differences are
not great. We can’t get Najibullah out. Actually, this process
is getting under way. He is inviting Zahir Shah to take the
highest position. (g)
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President Gorbachev: We would like a neutral regime, not one
hostile to the U.S. (%)

The President: We can’t argue against Najibullah staying in
power, a la Nicaragua, but the problem is how to get the
Resistance plugged in. (&)

President Gorbachev: Neither the Mujahedin nor Najibullah will
conduct the elections. The UN or the OIC will do it. Najibullah
does not want to be kicked out. That is his minimum condition.

(&)

Secretary Baker: It is difficult for us to argue against the
Nicaraguan model. Our problem is with the Resistance. We need
something for them to show that elections would be fair, that
supervision would be neutral, and that the outcome would be
observed. What about Najibullah taking a head of state role
during this period to demonstrate that a transition authority
would conduct the election and provide security. £)

President Gorbachev: Najibullah would be a kind of interim
acting president during the election? (&)

Secretary Baker: Yes, but with something less than full
authority. 0:9)

President Gorbachev: We must think about it. (&)

The President: Let’s have Jim and Eduard talk some more about
this. 8)

President Gorbachev: Yes, let’s, because there are lots of areas
of agreement. (g)

Minister Shevardnadze: We could try to formulate three or four
points on which the Afghans could agree: on the transition period
for elections and the conduct thereof, on the role of the UN,
etc. We would agree that Afghanistan would be unified, neutral,
and demilitarized. (&)

President Gorbachev: And the only solution to Afghanistan is a
political solution. The two sides should recognize each other.
There would be four or five principles on which we could agree.

(2)

Minister Shevardnadze: This would be similar to Nicaragua and to
what we are trying to do in Angola, etc. It is a tested process.

(&)

The President: How about Ethiopia? (&)

President Gorbachev: We have an appeal from Mengistu. 2

Minister Shevardnadze: The essence of his letter is that he
would agree to the UN as observers in his talks with Eritrea.
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They were opposed to any outside body until now. One other
element: they agree to Massawa for humanitarian relief, subject
to the sovereignty of Ethiopia. The Eritreans must agree. The
US and the Soviet Union should suggest an international
conference for an overall settlement in the horn of Africa. That
should come from us, not them. Our two groups have been working
on language. Another issue was our cargo planes for relief -- we
agree, on condition that the Eritreans don’t shoot them down.

(Z)

Secretary Baker: How about a joint appeal that the Eritreans
should not shoot, on the basis that people will starve if they

do. (&)
The President: This is about all we can do today. (%)

President Gorbachev: If we can issue a joint appeal, let’s
conclude and let our experts work on it. (Dennis brings a paper
that is given to Obukov and it is read to Gorbachev.) (&)

Secretary Baker: I think that a joint statement on aid involving
Soviet planes and US food would look good. &)

Presidc... 3orbachev: On Southern Africa, we cu¢’*t have a big
disagreement on what is happening in South Africa. In Southern
Africa we are already working together. We will be flexible
toward changes in South Africa, supporting those people who are
working peacefully to abolish apartheid. We would encourage a

joint statement here. (3)

The President: Mandela is a hopeful person to conduct a dialogue
with de Klerk. Both of them are coming here. The Europeans may
ease sanctions, but we will not do that. (&)

Minister Shevardnadze: A unique situation may be emerging with
both sides urging a peaceful solution. We should stimulate this

process. (&)

Secretary Baker: On Angola, we would like to pursue the election
route. You say that Dos Santos is not quite ready. But we
should push in that direction. The two sides are talking and we
have offered talks under our joint sponsorship. &)

Minister Shevardnadze: One new element: Savimbi offered to meet
with us. Dos Santos does not object and we will do it privately.

)
The President: What shall we discuss next? (&)

President Gorbachev: Korea -- a lot of things worry us on the
peninsula. I think we agree the two sides should engage in
dialogue. A small step was taken in the release of U.S. troops.
Politically, that is an important gesture. We are worried there
is no agreement between North Korea and the IAEA, and they are
very touchy about any contacts we have with South Korea. Those
contacts are economic, and they are good. South Korea would like
Siberian resources, and we are willing. Roh asked for a contract
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and we agreed, thinking it would be kept quiet. I am worried
about the reaction of the North. We have told Kim there is no
change in our policy, no recognition. We have said were just
meeting with the South Koreans to make their acquaintance and to
promote Korean dialogue. We don’t know what will come of it.
Once again, we may be accused of betrayal. £

The President: We think it is a good thing you are seeing Roh.
Our concern is Kim and his blocking of the IAEA agreement and the
lack of moderating behavior. South Korea’s reaching out is good.
If Kim could accept safeguards, it would help. We are worried
about instability on the peninsula. Earlier, we would have been
upset about your talking to the South Koreans. This is no longer
the case.

President Gorbachev: We will try to explain ourselves. Z)

The President: North Korea made one positive move: their return
of the remains of five US soldiers. (&)

President Gorbachev: We did our bit on that. (#)

Minister Shevardnadze: The Koreans asked if the US would provide
them with n-: nuclear guarantees. Then maybe they ~-*11 sign on
with the IAEA. (f)

The President: Will there be a more moderate government in
Korea? We don’t know much about it. (&)

President Gorbachev: These Eastern systems are hard to figure
out. The way is being paved to transfer power to the son. They
have swallowed Hungary’s establishment of relations with South
Korea, but it will be different when we make contact. Think
about nuclear guarantees. (%)

General Scowcroft: If they would guarantee not to attack South
Korea. (£)

President Gorbachev: Why not? ()

General Scowcroft: We have tried formulations before but we can
look at it again. (£)

The President: Let’s talk about Japan. It can be helpful; they
can help with economic assistance, as they have in Eastern
Europe. Kaifu is stronger now, and we are working pragmatically
on trade. Many feel Japan is buying up the U.S., but I don’t
worry about that. Japan might be helpful if you could deal with

the Territories. It is your business, but I think you would find
it beneficial. I commend Kaifu to you -- and hope he is still in
power when you go there. (&)

President Gorbachev: We decided it was worthwhile for me to
visit next year. Meanwhile, Shevardnadze, Yakovlev and Yeltsin
will visit this fall. The Japanese know in principle that the
Territories issue is clear, but their involvement in our Eastern
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Territories has been unsatisfactory thus far. For a long time
they resisted any economic discussions, and they still think the
economic relationship benefits us more than them. Their Foreign
Ministry is conservative through and through. There 1s people
contact, but no real business being conducted. When we move to a
market system and open up to foreign firms, I think they will
change. But 97% of the Soviet people oppose any movement on the
Islands. (g)

The President: Let’s move on to Cambodia. (£)

President Gorbachev: I think there is some hope there. I am
slightly optimistic. Our common task is to solidify the
agreements that the four sides made, and to help set up the
supervisory organization. I have statements from Sihanouk and
from Hun Sen which are very similar. There is some convergence

emerging. (§)

The President: We have little influence, but we will urge
cooperation. We will talk to the PRC even though we are without
much influence with them. We hope that you will also do so. (2

President Gorbachev: My impression is that the Chinese are
acting more positively. She—c.Zhadze discussed the issue with Li
Peng and they are now normalizing relations with Vietnam. The
fact that China and Vietnam are talking is sending a signal to

Phnom Penh. (There was a humorous discussion of Cuba, sugar and
moonshine. The President described the US sugar problem and
Central American sales of coffee and sugar to the US.) (%)
Secretary Baker: (Renews our proposal for the Soviet Union to
join the G-24 in helping Central America.) &)

President Gorbachev: Our cooperation with Nicaragua in the past
will continue. We are considering it (the proposal regarding the

G-24) . (&)

The President: What is next? (£)

President Gorbachev: Cyprus. Vassilliou has written to both of
us. He wants us to support a UN mission to Cyprus to break the

deadlock. (&)

Minister Shevardnadze: 1In order not to antagonize Greece or
Turkey, the best way is for each side to support UN efforts. (2

The President: What is left? (£)

General Scowcroft: We need to discuss coordination for the press
conference on Germany and Lithuanian. (&)

President Gorbachev: We could say we had a good exchange, that
both sides presented their arguments and made their case, and
that it is not just a question between the two of us. As a
result we decided that these consultations should continue. That
is the shortest formula. ()
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The President: They will press me on trade, that I said
Lithuania complicated the situation. I will say that the trade
agreement is in the best interest of both sides. The next step
is emigration legislation and that is where it stands. They will
ask how about Lithuania. I will say I expressed myself fully on
Lithuania but the next step is emigration legislation. Z)

Secretary Baker: They will ask whether there is a side deal.
When I was asked, I said I could not talk about private
conversations. The President said it will be difficult to get
trade legislation through Congress and that is true, but that
issue does not arise now because the next step is Soviet
emigration legislation. (&)

President Gorbachev: The rest of it I will say. We have to bear
in mind that rigid linkage should be avoided. We had a direct
discussion of Lithuania. I discussed the situation and the
prospects. We are looking for, and I expect 1 will find a
solution within the framework of our Federation. Each Republic
can withdraw or change the form of its relationship, but this
must be in the established framework. (})

The President: The more you car 7 7lain that to the US, the
better. I will just stay away from linkage. (£)

President Gorbachev: And we will point out that it is not Jjust
one agreement, we have agreements on grain, aviation, etc. I
will say that we cannot take away the right of self-
determination, but since it is a constitutional right it must be
done constitutionally. (&)

The President: The press is now more positive. Time and
Newsweek said you were in trouble. That created a tough
environment, but you have shown yourself completely in charge.

()

President Gorbachev: It is a complex period, but we have to
accept a pluralism of views. Not every one will agree with us,
or we wouldn’t have pluralism. ()

Secretary Baker: (AFL and Donets Conference) (&)
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financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]

(b)(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information
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United States Department of State

Washington, D.C. 20520

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION
Date: Friday, May 18, 1990
Time: 11:00 am - 4:00 pm
Place: Kremlin

PARTICIPANTS:
U.S.: Secretary Baker
Dennis B. Ross, Notetaker
Interpreter

USSR: Mikhail Gorbachev
Eduard Shevardnadze
A. Chernayeb, Notetaker
Interpreter

Gorbachev: I am glad to see you again in Moscow. Our
meetings provide a chance to build on the capital in our
relationship.

You know that capital likes to be expanded and I think
given the fact our meeting is happening in a certain context we
can see that there is a certain potential for expansion. Our
relations are characterized by a greater dynamism, more than
they were in the past. What happened in the past is that we
inserted actual problems as they occurred and were not, as a
result, in a position to deal with those problems. After all,
we would see certain problems and as a result of the problems
there'd be a slow down or a contraction in our relationship.
The problem if anything would make dialogue more difficult.
Today because of our new relations and dynamism we have the
potential to increase our dialogue when there are problems.

At the same time, I have to tell you that as I watch your
country it seems to me that the process about deciding about
the Soviet Union is a process that is not fully complete yet.
One looks at a time like this, a time of great change, and you
cannot afford to look at it from the standpoint of one or two
Presidential terms. If you do, you will not really understand
what's going on. What we're talking about now is about
developing a long-term foundation for the whole world. We
developing an architecture for the whole world. And that's not
just for the life of one President's term or two terms; it has
a much longer term significance.
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You're probably bothered, it seems to me, by two problems.
One, you're being very closely involved and identified with
Gorbachev and you may ask yourself if it is worth it. We see
the public debates in your country and I know there are many
advisors who want to advise you on how to deal with this, how
to deal with me. Let me tell you that for the time being I
believe that you and the President are showing amazing
restraint in terms of sticking to your position. The second
problem is that I have the impression that we have been
formulating a mutual understanding in terms of how to build our
relations at this stage of world development. I believe that
one of the central understandings that we have agreed upon is
that we both have a very strong interest in a strong and

confident United States -- politically, economically and
militarily -- and we both have a strong interest in a strong
and confident Soviet Union -- politically, economically, and

militarily.

You know we began predicting two or three years ago, maybe
even eighteen months ago, that we were on the verge of a major
regrouping of forces in the world. We even saw that our
interaction was not only useful to the two of us, but in fact
useful for the world. My feeling now is that sometimes we
still see a philosophy that suggests maybe there can be a
repeat of the past. Maybe some of the political actions that
dominated the past have not totally been put behind us. As I
watch the critical points of our relations, sometimes I have a
sense that you want an edge, you may seek an advantage. In the
past I would note this and I would watch this. Now I think our
relations are such that I have an obligation to share my view
with you. That our relations have brought us to the point
where that kind of candid discussionis very possible. What do
I have in mind when I say this? First, I say this because I
think that you are a man of very clear ideas and understanding
and that's why I feel I can talk this way to you and that
you'll take note and understand what I am saying.

Well, for example, let's take Eastern Europe. Everything
that's happening there we have discussed with you and we are
acting in accord with what I said we would do. But I have
information that a part of your policy is driven by trying to
disassociate Eastern Europe from the Soviet Union. You know m
attitude is if these countries seek to disassociate themselves
if that's what they want, let them do so. That's okay. But
it's not okay if they are being pushed in this regard.

Let's take another example, on the question of a united
Germany. Your position on this I believe is contradictory. I
don't know what the origin of that is, maybe you fear a united
Europe. But I think that both in Europe and here in the Soviet
Union we recognize the need for US presence. It's very clear
to us, it is very clear to Europeans that there has to be a US I

presence. It doegn.f nece ilitary
presence but as to b resence in all European
processes. That's the way I view things a r¥t's the only way

to view things, I believe.
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You've said to us that both Germanies want peace, they both
want democracy, and therefore, they pose no danger. But let me
ask you if they pose no danger, if this is so, and I have said
it to President Bush when I talked with him on the phone, then
why not let the Germans go and become a member of the Warsaw
Pact. I believe when I said this, President Bush was
dismayed. Perhaps you would say that we could trust the
Germans, that they have proved themselves. But I would ask
you, if you trust the Germans why do you feel it's not
necessary to include them in NATO? So when you are talking
about a united Germany and you say that if Germany is not in
NATO, it would create problems, what you are really saying is
that you don't believe Germany can be trusted.

You know I could understand it if you offered a realistic
analysis that said if Germany is out of NATO that would
seriously undermine the infrastructure of NATO. That's an
argument I could understand. But if you are saying that, then
there's a problem. Because then you're saying you continue to
need a bloc even when the other alliance is disappearing. We
shouldn't have one alliance displace the other. What we need
is a new security structure in Europe and you're saying that
NATO is necessary for now, and the future because the Soviet
Union still has large military forces. But if that's the
position you premise NATO on now then I think that's really not
consistent, I think it's contradictory. I just don't see how
that is consistent with the principle that we're now trying to
build our relationship on -- and this is a relationship of
mutual understanding. It shouldn't be one that is driven by a
sense of a Soviet military threat.

In developing this argument, perhaps I've spoken too long,
but I believe it's important. A united Germany in NATO, that's
going to mean a very serious development in the strategic
balance; it's going to mean a serious shift in the balance. I
think you have to ask what's going to be the next logical step
for us. You are a man of logic and I ask you what's the next
logic step for us? Well, one step might be for us to suspend
all talks and to think about how this development is going to
affect our doctrine, how it's going to affect our forces; what
effect it should have on our approach to the Vienna talks. I
say this not because I am playing games, not because I want to
engage in a level of political squabbling. I say it because I
really believe this is a serious problem for us.

Sometimes I have the impression that you are tempted to
take advantage of our process of change and renewal. Now you
know that process is not easy; you know it has many
difficulties. I do know that trying to take advantage would be
a great mistake. To sum up, let me just say that we have
shared with you our plans for perestroika, for new thinking.

We have laid out our designs for our country and how it should
relate to the world. We have talked of our determination to

SECRET
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accommodate with the West, how we seek to meet the US half way,
how we seek to integrate our country economically, and
culturally with the world -- all of this is something that I
think will benefit not only us but also you. And central to
our ability to do so is the new relationship with the United
States. 1Is the United States really for this? Is the United
States really for building this kind of new understanding? Do
you really favor a mutual understanding of our two countries?

Let me tell you how I see things from Moscow now. I
believe I have a good understanding of a number of your
positions and the nuances of your position. And I must say
there are many positive aspects. But I also have to say that
there are some elements that worry us. The important factor
that shapes us for the near term is the economy. What's it
going to be like? How are we going to develop our economic
basis and how is it going to affect the political life of our
country? How is it going to affect the mentality of our people
in inter-ethnic affairs? And how is it going to affect our
country in its relations with the outside world? Now we are
approaching a time when we have to begin a transition to a
requlated market economy. It is the most important thing for
perestroika to succeed. It is a fundamental change in our
society. It means de-emphasizing state property; it means
emphasizing anti-monopoly companies. It means pushing and
developing private property, shareholders; it means changing
our banking system; it means a new tax system; it means a new
price system and a safety net. The sum total of all of this is
a radical turn-around. This is a critical time, there's no
mistaking that. In fact this is the most critical time for
perestroika.

Now, let me ask you are we entitled to expect solidarity
and support from our partners? Should events in
Nagorno-Karabakh or Vilnius really take up more time in our
relations then perestroika and change in our colossial
country? At this time of great change we need not just
understanding but mutual action. Now what is the United States
doing? The US said that it welcomes perestroika. The
Secretary of State says this, that he welcomes it. He engages
in serious nuances and sophisticated discussions on
perestroika. I have seen how you've talked about it in detail
-- it's very sophisticated, you're very knowledgeable. At the
same time you've also been out there warning everybody against
helping the Soviet Union. What's worse you say that any help
will actually slow down perestroika. I don't understand the
arguments for this position.

I really suspect that instead of doing something and
sharing in our problems, and expressing solidarity, this
approach is more like saying we'll let them go it alone. Let
them go it alone with their problems, if it becomes worse, well
maybe that's okay for us. I am saying all this before we meet

SECRET
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in Washington and at Camp David because I think we need to ask
questions. Are we going to continue to work together? 1Is
there going to be a change in our role, in the positions of our
two countries? We're at an historical juncture. Are we going
to work closely together? I had thought that we had finally
made our choices in this direction -- both you and we. I
really felt that we had already gotten beyond the question of
do we want to go forward or not. But as I look at certain
events I wonder whether or not that choice on the directions
we're going to go is still before us and still to be made.
That's why I wanted to meet with you alone first. I wanted to
have this discussion, not in front of a larger group, but just
with you. I want to have this discussion with our Ministers
and with the President.

Baker: I'm glad you decided to do it in a small session
like this and I'm glad you decided you should raise these kinds
of concerns with me. Because it gives me an opportunity to
respond to your questions and they are legitimate questions.
And it will give the President a chance as well when he reads
this transcript to focus on these issues -- and these are good

issues for discussion.

First, there was a period of time at the beginning of the
Administration when we were thinking about how to sort out our
relations with the Soviet Union. There were a lot of questions
about what our relationship should be. But that ended about a
year ago. It really ended after my meeting with you here and
with Eduard. After that, the President has made it clear that
we would no longer be in the position of deciding what our
relationship should be with the Soviet Union. We know what it
should be like. I have stated it since Wyoming. I said then
and I believe now that our relationship is moving from one of
competition to one of cooperation and dialogue across the
entire range of our relations. Now, obviously the character of
our relations at any given time is going to depend upon the
actions of not only the United States but also the Soviet
Union. Let me assure you that there is no debate in the upper
reaches of the U.S. administration about whether we should be
closely involved with the efforts that you're making on
perestroika. We made that decision last year. The President
made that decision last year and we're firmly committed to it.

I said in a speech in October that we seek opportunities
that would be mutually advantageous to both our countries.
That we need to seek points of mutual advantage, that's what I
called it. There is a lot of debate in the U.S. about whether

you are going to be successful. There are indeed some who
would prefer that you not succeed. I refer to them as old cold
warriors -- their old habits die hard. There are some, quite a

few, who criticize the President, criticize me for relying too
much on our hopes that you'll succeed and for taking action
that assist you in your efforts.
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I thank you for taking note of the fact that the President
has not yielded to the pressure, particularly in the aftermath
of Lithuania. I have told Eduard on several occasions that it
is not certain that we'll be able to maintain things as we have
in the aftermath of Lithuania. We have a fundamental
disagreement on this. You know, we have never recognized the
forcible incorporation of the Baltics in the Soviet Union, and
as a result the Baltic flags fly in the State Department
today. I first raised the Baltics and nationalities as a
possible problem on the airplane out to Wyoming. This is why
we're so anxious to see some sort of discussion develop that
could lead to a resolution of this problem. But the last thing
we're interested in seeing is instability in the Soviet Union.
We make that clear every time we speak. The President has been
extremely clear on this. The President has also made it very
clear that we don't seek unilateral advantage from changes that
have taken place. We're not looking for an edge; and we're not
engaging in political game playing.

In a moment I would like to speak more specifically about
German unification to give you the benefit of our thinking in
that regard. I want to do that because it will also give me a
chance to outline how we have been sensitive to your problems
and have tried to take your concerns into account. People have
asked me, well, what is the United States doing to contribute
to the success of perestroika. And one of the things I say is
that we are doing a lot to contribute to the stability of the
international environment. And a stable international
environment, as you yourself have often noted, is critical to
the success of perestroika inside the Soviet Union.

The last three times that I testified before Congress 1
spent a lot of time being hammered on Lithuania and I spent a
lot of time defending our policy approach in the fact of great
criticism. The President and I have both been accused of
abandoning principles. Now I say that our commitment to
support the aspirations of the Baltic people is not
inconsistent with the support for perestroika. We have major
interests at stake with the Soviet Union. It's important that
there be conventional arms reduction agreement in Europe. It's
important that we have a strategic arms reduction that reduces
the risk of nuclear war. It's important that we cooperate on
regional conflicts around the world the way we have in the last
few years. Our policy of moving from competition to
cooperation doesn't mean we are going to agree across the
board. I already mentioned our differences of view on the
Baltics. That's a fact and also a function of history. I know
that you are concerned about having the Baltics become a
precedent for other republics. But from our vantage point
these republics are different. There is a different juridical
basis on which to judge them. Another issue on which we don't
agree is Cuba. Now I know and understand that you say you have
obligations there, and you've told us about them. But it is
one on which we disagree. It is an issue on which we have a
problem, and really don't understand your position. That
doesn't mean that we don't want to move from competition to
cooperation overall.




SECRET
-7 -

I am very aware of the difficult issues facing you and the
pressures that must exist. I look at what you're doing after
70 years of a political, economic and social approach that
requires a fundamental overhaul. It's no easy thing for any
leader to do that. I really do believe and I know the
President does as well that what you're doing is really
courageous and we support it. And I think we have been able to
move public opinion in the United States in the last 15 to 16
months to support you. But you need to recognize that there is
a vocal minority that wants to fight the Cold War and it
doesn't trust the Russians. And with what's going on in
Lithuania and the economic blockade that you have instituted,
they say that Bush and Baker, you are just being naive. You
don't recognize that the bear is still there.

Now, let me ask a word about your comments about warning
people not to help the Soviet Union. After that I would like
close with a comment on Germany. I presume you must be talking
about the European Development Bank. Our position is that we
could not justify the use of U.S. taxpayer dollars to provide
subsidies for state-owned institutions in the Soviet Union.
Indeed, even with you being in a position that you could only
borrow back the capital that you paid in, we will still have a
major battle with the Congress. And this stems from the fact
that you continue to allocate, at least according to our
information, up to 14 to 15 billion dollars for support to
regimes around the world that are supporting subversion in
other countries. Like, for example, Cuba. So our Congress
says how could you draw on taxpayer dollars when the Soviets
continue to use their own resources to support Cuba? How can
we, in effect, help subsidize the Soviets when they are
subsidizing an aggressive country like Cuba. I had this
discussion with your Finance Minister when he came and he
raised the issue of direct loans from the United States.

Gorbachev: He told me about that discussion. He said the
Secretary of State categorically rejects providing direct
loans, though other Western countries are prepared to support
the idea. You really put a dam on this effort. I recently
visited Sverdlovsk and I visited a defense factory there that
is in the midst of converting itself to producing civilian
products. That plant has good workers, good designers, good
technology and research and development. But in order to
convert it's going to need two to three years. Right now their
financial situation is awful. Previously because of a lot of
defense orders it used to be a thriving plant. Now they have
found a partner for themselves -- the Phillips Corporation.
Phillips has an interest in the scientific development of this
plant. But they weren't sure they should invest in this
plant. Because, as you know, the Germans are rather cautious.
But when they actually saw the plant they apologized for their
hesitancy and signed an agreement to participate. 1In two years
time the products from that plant are going to be competitive
with any in the world. So the Germans are saying to us that
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you know there's some interesting research and development
possibilities -- let's get together. And I've been thinking
all the time that you can't really build a good U.S.-Soviet
relationship if it is not underpinned by a good economic
relationship.

Baker: I agree with that.

Gorbachev: But while you seem now to want to mark a little
time, that's going to impose a cost. Our existing cooperative
ties will be reduced as a result of that. A process like that
can be dangerous. The Supreme Soviets and our deputies want
and are insisting on new economic relations with all
countries. And they feel that should be based upon our new
economic principles. That's not going to happen over night.

We certainly don't want to see the ups and downs in our
economic ties, we don't want to have to go through another
grain embargo with you.

Baker: That was a big mistake. Let's just keep things in
perspective. Six months ago President Bush suggested a much
broader range of U.S.-Soviet economic ties. We don't disagree
with the need for broader economic ties. That's just also an
existing political fact of life. Given the history between us
we aren't likely to grant loans or use taxpayer dollars to, in
effect, help subsidize the Soviet Union if at the same time the
Soviet Union is continuing to subsidize countries around the
world that jeopardize U.S. interests. But the fact is we do
want to support you. Look at what we did yesterday. Yesterday
the U.S. voted for your observer status in the GATT.

Gorbachev: Yes, but you hesitated for a long time and

everyone else agreed.

Baker: Well, the Japanese hesitated, and in fact they only
came around because we did. The fact is there is a distinct
division of opinion in the U.S. as whether getting you more
into the international economic system is the right course to
follow. There are lot of people that don't agree with that.
There is a debate. We have to deal with that debate.

Gorbachev: We have a similar situation. For example, we
are told that we are abandoning or betraying the entire
developing world. We're turning the whole Third World over to
the capitalists, putting them in a position where they are
going to be bought by the capitalist. Well I ask people who
say this, what are we a welfare state for the Third World? Now
I'm told I betray the Arabs, that we are helping the Israelis.
That in effect we are allowing Soviet citizens to go to Israel
and settle in Palestinian territory. That's a real
provocation. There are others who say that the Soviet Union is

-SEEREF
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conceding everything unilaterally. There's a lot of resistance
but we are moving forward and we expect you to move forward as
well and not just wait for the applies to fall into the barrel.

Baker: We aren't.
Gorbachev: First we have to produce a few apples, don't we?

Baker: Well, if there aren't apples at the end of the
road, we're both going to be in trouble. Just yesterday I
proposed to Eduard that the Soviet Union should consider
joining the G-24 efforts to assist Central America and the
Caribbean, much like the G-24 has assisted Eastern Europe. Now
we have produced 14 billion dollars in that effort when we got
together. 1In Wyoming in September I suggested a process of
economic and technical cooperation. That's something that is
happening and I think it will be of benefit to both of us.
That's something I can defend in the Congress because it
doesn't require you to talk about taking U.S. taxpayer
dollars. I said yesterday that you've embarked in a new effort
and anything that we can do to be helpful, any advice we can
give as you go through this transition period, any information
or expertise we can provide, we are prepared to do and we want
to do it.

Gorbachev: Well, I will discuss that with the President.
You know there is a radical turnabout as we try to move to a
market era. And it is very important to us to have temporary
support. I will emphasize this to him especially because we
are going to need some allocation from the West to help us get
through this transition period. A transition to a market
economy is, as you know, very difficult. In our country there
is a very serious clash. I think the best way to put it is
that we need some oxygen. We are not asking for a gift. We
are asking for a loan; we are asking for specifically targetted
loans for specific purposes. For example, there are some
defense-oriented ministries that have their own factories and L’
if they have 100 to 200 million dollars to invest they could ‘s
produce goods worth one to two billion dollars within one to ()\
two years. Of course, the problem is what will we do in the ‘//’
interim during that one to two year period. We don't have the
money. As we try to move to the market, it creates a very
tense situation and it puts us in a position where we need
credit. We need credit to provide commodities. We also need
credit and loans to invest in the factories that we want to
convert. What I will say to the President is that we're going
to need 15 to 20 billion dollars to tide us over.

The truth is that is peanuts for a country like ours, but

we will pay it back in seven years. Circumstances demand it.
We have already dismantled the command economy. Unfortunately,
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there is nothing there to replace it right now so we really
don't have much choice but to move faster. Because of this we
haven't been able to accumulate enough resources to maneuver.
We just don't have it now. Please tell the President about
this request of ours. We want an understanding in Europe that
I think exists and we want an understanding in the United
States. What is at stake is a great deal, really too much. On
May 25th in the Supreme Soviet we will announce a move to a
market.

Baker: The President is familiar with your interest in
direct loans because I told him of the substance of my
conversation with your Finance Minister when he was here. But,
of course, I will tell him of the conversation that you and I
are having right now.

Gorbachev: After the Finance Minister returned from your
country we sounded out German attitudes. We also sounded out
the attitude of others in Europe. And it was good, it was
positive, but we need more understanding on your part. If we
are to reach agreement on arms reductions we will both save a
substantial amount of resources and money. For now we are in a
special situation. I oppose very much our being a debtor
country but we have a special situation and we need help from

the outside.

Baker: I anticipate that you will have very little problem
of securing loans from the West as a whole particularly if you
are prepared to secure the loan you are seeking with some of
your collateral.

Gorbachev: We are willing to collateralize.

Baker: I'll make certain the President understands this
and make certain that he understands that you are willing to
collateralize your loans as well.

Gorbachev: Yes, indeed. See our position is really one of
being able to use the external resources to buy consumer goods
and invest in industries that are converting to producing
consumer goods.

A Baker: 1I'1ll also make sure the President understands the
political significance you put on the participation of the
United States in this effort.

Gorbachev: Absolutely. It will be difficult to explain to
our people why we are pushing and promoting U.S.-Soviet
relations and then find that in this situation of a need
there's no response from the United States. Recently I saw a
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documentary here that looked at U.S.-Soviet relations over the
last century. Last Saturday Raisa and I watched it and as I
watched the faces and I saw the developments and the
vacillations in our relations I couldn't help but feel there
were a lot of opportunities that had been missed. I almost had
the sense that frequently we were passing each other and I
wonder whether we will miss another opportunity. I'm afraid
that if we're not able to implement what's going on now and
help develop what's happening in this country, that once again
we will miss an opportunity.

Baker: I will make the point to the President. Please
understand there is a political problem of our diverting loans
to the Soviet Union or loans to the European Development Bank,
if it takes place in a negative context. For example, if
Lithuania is being squeezed economically, or if your subsidies
to Cuba are unchanged, it will be very difficult. There are
still many voices in our society who will say why now, why loan
dollars to the Soviet Union when it continues to supply MIG-29
aircraft to Cuba. And why provide money to the Soviet Union
when it is engaging in economic coercion in the Baltics.

I know you will ask how can Vilnius or a couple of MIG-29's
be more important than success of perestroika in the Soviet
Union? That's a valid question. But I'm trying to point out
to you that the atmosphere that prevails is going to have a big
impact on the body politic of the United States. The Senate
has already voted three to one to suspend economic relations
with the Soviet Union pending a resolution in the Baltics. And
I am sure you know what kinds of passion Cuba arouses in the
United States.

Now if I might let me try to response to some of your
comments on Germany.

First, we don't seek to divide East European countries from
the Soviet Union. That is something we might have tried to do
in the past, we're not trying to do that any more. What we
seek is an integrated and stable Europe. That's what we want
to see built and we are prepared to participate with you in
this exercise. Now you ask if you trust Germany, why does
Germany need to be in NATO? And I might reverse that question
and say if you trust Germany, why can't you let them choose.
We're not forcing Germany into NATO. But we do think it's
important that Germany be a part of NATO, not out of any fear
of the Soviet Union but because we think unless we find a way
to truly anchor Germany to European institutions we will sow
the seeds for history to repeat itself. You remember the
League of Nations. 1It's great to talk about a Pan-European
security structure and CSCE -- but CSCE today and that
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structure are a wonderful dream but today they are only a
dream. NATO on the other hand exists. And NATO will mean that
Germany will rely upon NATO for security.

Gorbachev: Why NATO?

Baker: Well, I'm talking about the existing institutions
of the West -- NATO, the EC.

Gorbachev: That organization existed in one situation
only, and the situation is now changing.

Baker: If you don't have Germany anchored to the existing
institution, then what you are going to have is a powerful new
entity concerned about developing its security measures.

First, it is going to think about developing its own nuclear
measures. In NATO it relies upon the U.S. nuclear umbrella.

It is far easier for the Germans to renounce the development of
nuclear, biological and chemical weapons as long as it is a
part of NATO. I know this presents difficult psychological and
political problems for the Soviet Union.

Gorbachev: What about militarily, isn't that a problem?
What we have now is the Warsaw Pact simply deteriorating as a
military alliance and becoming purely a political alliance.
And at the same time what's going to happen to NATO. 1It's
going to be strengthened because it's going to be adding a
unified Germany.

Baker: Maybe so in the near term but we are talking about
adapting NATO, making it more of a political alliance. We
recognize the importance of limits on Bundeswehr to you. The
difference between us that we disagree on how and where to get
at such limits. We have thought a lot about your concerns and
we've been developing approaches and ideas with those concerns
in mind. As I have said before, we have no desire and haven't
sought any unilateral advantage. We want stability in Europe
and we want perestroika to succeed. We have fought two wars as
a consequence of instability in Europe, we're not looking to
recreate it. What I'd like to do is to give you some examples
of how we have moved in a very practical way to try to take
account of your concerns. I have nine such examples in mind:

First, we suggested that there should be limits on
Bundeswehr and that they should be addressed promptly in CFE II
negotiations. What I'm saying is that we should lock up CFE I
agreement quickly. We ought to get it behind us, and then we
can immediately go to CFE II and in those circumstances in that
context, you will see reductions in Bundeswehr as well as other
forces. 1I've talked with the Germans about this and I know
that they are agreeable.
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A second step that we've taken is that the President
announced and proposed that we should move up the time for SNF
negotiations. Here again we are taking a step that will change
the military climate and security environment in Europe and it
will lead to very different kind of nuclear posture on our part
in Europe.

Third, we proposed and the Germans have agreed that they
should recommit themselves to not develop, possess or acquire
nuclear, biological or chemical weapons.

Fourth, we proposed that there should be no NATO forces in
the GDR for some agreed transition period.

Fifth, we have the Germans believe that there ought to be a
similar transition period for Soviet forces in the GDR.

Sixth, we have made it clear that NATO has to adapt
politically and militarily. When we say that it has to adapt
militarily what we're saying is that it needs to adapt both its
conventional and military postures to conform to the new
reality. And we know that NATO's strategy is going to have to
change because the Warsaw Pact has changed and because there
have been big changes in your forces as well.

Seventh, we have also worked with the Germans to emphasize
the importance of getting an agreement on borders. Borders of
a new Germany that would only involve only the FRG, the GDR and
Berlin. This is something that is important not only to the
Poles but we know also to you.

Eighth, we have emphasized the importance of developing
CSCE. CSCE can be a new institution in Europe. It can be
developed into an institution. It can create a sense of
inclusion not exclusion in Europe. It could create a role for
both the Soviet Union and the Eastern Europeans. We know that
if you are going to develop a unified Europe based on common
values there has to be a vehicle to get us there.
Institutionalizing CSCE is one possible vehicle and I see it as
being a cornerstone over time in the development of a new
Europe.

And ninth, we know that you are very concerned about GDR
economic obligations to you and one of the things that we see
and proposed is that Germans need to work out a whole course
and range of economic relations with you. Quite frankly we can
see how that arrangement, the new economic arrangements with
Germany, can be extremely beneficial for perestroika.
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All of this is not to say that we don't recognize the
problem that you face with a unified Germany in NATO. On the
contrary, the very reasons that we are developing ideas to try
to deal with your concerns is precisely because we do recognize
the problems a unified Germany in NATO presents you. But again
I come back to the point that the best way to ensure long term
stability in Europe is to be sure that Germany is anchored in
the existing security institution and the other institutions in
the West. 1In anchoring Germany in this way we will, in
Genscher's words, see "a new European Germany".

I want to add one other point, maybe a couple other points
on Germany. I know you have certain concerns about NATO, but
the reality is that a unified Germany in NATO is not only going
to be a different Germany but there is also going to be a
different NATO. And that again is very much a function of the
changes that have taken place in Eastern and Central Europe.
Let me add one final point. If Germany doesn't want to be in
NATO it's not going to be in NATO. It's not a question of
trust. The issue here is what's going to afford the greatest
stability in Europe. I'm not thinking of the East-West
dimension. Much of the instability in Europe is not the result
of the East-West issue. The fact is that Poland,
Czecholosvakia and Hungary all support the unified Germany
NATO, not because of U.S. diplomacy but because they see that
it has a value in and of itself. They understand the
importance of a unified Germany with long-term stability in
NATO. So in short I just wanted you to know that we have been
very sensitive to your concerns. We believe that your concerns
are legitimate and I have taken some time to lay out our
thinking as a way of explaining how we have attempted to take
some of your concerns into account.

Gorbachev: You know you may be prophetic. What if one day
a unified Germany says they want to be out of NATO. What will
we do then?

Baker: Well, that's a little bit like my asking you if you
don't want Germany in NATO, what do you want?

Gorbachev: Well, that's why I said we really need to talk
more about this, we need to think about these things. We have
negotiations underway and we really ought to approach this
question sooner and not later. What you're arguing for is
based on just one premise and that's it. Though you are saying
that it is going to happen, what if it doesn't happen? There's
a real possibility that the premise that you're adopting is
wrong. Mr. Secretary let's assume at this moment that one day
Germany decides to withdraw from NATO. If that happens we
would have lost our ability to affect events. We won't have
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done anything in the interim period to try shape the new
system. Currently we have the Four-Power rights, the
unification process -- these give us a means to do something.
These give us a means to help develop a new system, a new
structure. Maybe a system based on de-militarization. Maybe
you can document all the points you've mentioned to me in a
final settlement. Maybe you can formalize that and other
issues. If that happens we'll have a better situation. Still
the Germans are still going to be closer to you but there would
be better balance.

Baker: Well in this document that you talk about, would
that document have to say that Germany would not have the right
to remain in NATO.

Gorbachev: Yes. It is outside and it should be outside a
military grouping.

Baker: Are you talking about a neutral Germany?

Gorbachev: I don't know if I'd call it that. Maybe I°'d
call it non-aligned. There are lots of different kinds of
non-aligned. Look at status of France, for example. Let me
just try to wind this up in a conceptual way. I will think
very carefully about everything you just said and I will also
ask you to please consider what I've said and I'd like very
much to continue our discussion with the President. Let me
just add that if in the end we aren't able to persuade you of
our argument, then I will say to the President that we want
enter NATO. After all you said that NATO wasn't directed
against us, you said it was a new Europe, so why shouldn't we
apply.

Baker: I got that question in the news conference in Bonn.

Gorbachev: Well, it's not such a hypothetical question.
It's also not so far-fetched.

Baker: Let me offer a couple of comments. First, there
are a number of countries that are neutral and non-aligned, but
they are neutral and non-aligned by choice, not because it's
been forced upon them.

Gorbachev: Well maybe Germany would want this. I think we

have to reserve this option and not just assume they want to be
in NATO.

Baker: Well I assume they want to be in NATO because they
say they want to be in NATO. Neutrality or non-alignment
cannot be forced upon a nation. You shouldn't contemplate that
as a condition for releasing our Four-Power rights and
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responsibilities. It runs counter to the very principles of
Helsinki. Helsinki makes it very clear that every country will
have the right to participate and to chose its own alliance.
Now if you are going to say that Germany doesn't have that
right then you are singularizing Germany in a way that I think
is going to be a source of instability for the future. That's
the very result we don't want.

Gorbachev: Well, why would there be that resentment if
Germany were not a part of either Western or Eastern military
organization.

Baker: The resentment would arise out of singling Germany
out for special treatment or requirements. The resentment
would arise in having someone else impose their will on the
Germans. If they want to join the Warsaw Pact, it might be a
different situation.

Gorbachev: But what if they do. Can I noté from your
statement that you say it would be okay if they join the Warsaw
Pact?

Baker: Helsinki says that any country can choose its own
alliance.

Gorbachev: Well, am I specifically to conclude that if a
unified Germany wanted to be a member of the Warsaw Pact the
U.S. would say okay.

Baker: Our position is that the best prescription for
stability is that a unified Germany ought to be a part of
NATO. But in the end that's a matter of choice for the Germans.

Gorbachev: 1In principle, you're for free choice for the
Germans, a right that is fundamental in international
relations. So if Germany wants this you will treat it with
understanding.

Baker: Well, again I say that from our standpoint the best
prescription for stability is for Germany to be a part of
NATO. We don't see any other approach that is likely to
produce stability. But you have to respect the Helsinki
principles.

Gorbachev: Well, I'm pleased by this argument for I think
it strengthens my position. We say for example from our
standpoint that a unified Germany in NATO will threaten the
stability that has existed for the last 45 years.

Baker: Well we have a fundamental disagreement.
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Gorbachev: We have got to find a way to match our
positions. We have to find a way to see if we can be
compatible. Whether or not we can find a solution on a basis
that reflects a balance of interests. Let's see if we can act
together -- maybe we won't be able to.

Baker: Well, let me ask you a question. Will you accept

Germanain a member of NATO?

Gorbachev: As I have said to you frankly we cannot accept
a unified Germany as a member of just NATO or the Warsaw Pact
because that's going to have a basic effect on the strategic
balance in Europe and the world. You really should not leave
us isolated at this crucial moment. We may have unusual move
to make.

Shevardnadze: Let me add two points. First, when you say
Germany will be in NATO you forget all about the Potsdam
agreement. And in Potsdam there were a number of things that
were agreed not only that there should be de-Nazification and
de-militarization, but a number of other things that were
agreed that give us the right to sort of see how things unfold
with Germany. You say that all we should do is simply divest
ourselves of these rights. Well that's very one-sided and it
doesn't take account of our rights. You're right to note
public opinion in your country. But if there is a unified
Germany in NATO it going to mean the end of perestroika.
people will say that we are the losers, we're not the v1ctors

I also don't share your assessment of CSCE. CSCE is not just al |
dream. We don't need to have military blocs all over Europe we
should do without them. If we are to achieve a new Europe

without blocs then it is not such a fantasy to think that the
Soviet Union might apply to NATO.

Gorbachev: Why not have a grand coalition of states? We
did before during the war. Why couldn't we do that again?

Baker: I understand what you are saying on not being
isolated. And that's why we made the suggestion that we have
made -- to develop the process -- I mentioned this earlier.
That's the reason we came up with the Two-Plus-Four mechanism.
We recognize that you have a need to be seen as managing with
us the process of German unification.

Gorbachev: Absolutely, that's absolutely correct. Where
we are a little concerned is that the process will become one
plus four.

Baker: Why did we come up with the Two-Plus-Four process?
We did so because we knew that everybody had to be at the table
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equally. And also we did so because we understood very well
your domestic needs.

Gorbachev: Bear in mind that it is increasingly one versus
four.

Baker: When I say CSCE is a dream I mean it is a dream
right now. But I've made specific suggestions on how to build
it into something more than just a dream. But for the interim
it is important to have Germany anchored to the existing
institutions so that they don't feel a need to seek security on
their own. You know we have an anchor in the EC and we support
that even though we are not a member of the EC. We support
German association with other institutions in Europe precisely
because we saw what happened in the past when there was an
independent neutral Germany.

Shevardnadze: Well we would like to see the Two-Plus-Four
decide Bundeswehr limits and then have those limits inscribed
in CFE. First we could have agreement among the six. Why do
we need it? Well, isn't the military capability of Germany a
legitimate question for the external unification of Germany?
Doesn't that come up as part of the external unification of
Germany?

Gorbachev: Let me sum up. We bandied about our thoughts.
And you see in me someone who just had to read-out a report to
the country on the 45th anniversary of the war. Now let's just
think about what we have lost. I didn't even mention that
before now. We lost 27 million people on the front lines and
as POWs. They were the best part of our nation, the most
active, the most dynamic. We had 18 million people injured.
The health of millions of our people was affected because they
were hungry, ill-clothed, ill-fed. This was a shock to the
entire nation. So you can not have a simplistic approach to
the situation we face today. Not just us, but you too have a
stake in this. Our people say that the United States can't be
trusted if they can't understand this. §So let me support the
key point you made -- we should manage this process today and
tomorrow. Beyond this, let me just say you should tell anyone
who tries to suggest that the Soviet Union is seeking to push
the U.S. out of Europe that they're just wrong -- don't believe
them. Without the U.S. in Europe nothing good could happen.
Then we really will see some of the conflicts of the past
repeat themselves.

Well, let's now get go on to other subjects, and invite our
other colleagues in.
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(There followed an one and one-half hour discussion on
START. At its conclusion, the Secretary met with Gorbachev and
Shevardnadze again without the delegations.)

Baker: Thank you very, very much for taking so much time
and spending it with me. You know I have had a number of
conversations with Eduard on Lithuania. We have worked hard to
get the Lithuanians to moderate their position. We have taken
the same position with our allies and urged them also to urge
the Lithuanians to move in the right direction. We had
indirect contact with Landsbergis, when I was talking to
Eduard, and we know that we should be the last ones to try to
mediate especially in this situation. But we are trying to
understand your situation and we are hoping that neither you
nor the Lithuanians will get locked into difficult positions
that are hard to back away from. And we know this a very
difficult problem. That's one of the reasons that we are very
pleased that the Lithuanians said that they were prepared to
suspend some of their actions and to come to Moscow.

Now I'm going to see Prunskiene while she is here in
Moscow. The President saw her and I'm going to see her. If I
were to tell her that if Lithuania suspends its declaration by
announcing it's prepared to come to Moscow and begin a
dialogue, would I be able to say that a dialogue would begin.
I can tell you that if you are talking to them when you are in
the United States it will make for a much more productive
Summit. I'm only stating this as a political fact of life.

Gorbachev: Well, I met her yesterday. 1I'd say that our
room for maneuver is quite limited. The situation takes a lot
of very deft handling and it takes deft handling in very narrow
context -- very little ability to be flexible or to maneuver.
I'm not going to go into detail of our arguments. The point is
that we favor a political solution. Yesterday she agreed with
me that she would go back to Vilnius and try in the Supreme
Soviet to get some formula for suspension of the laws and the
declaration.

Baker: Did she agree to that?

Gorbachev: She did agree to try to persuade the Supreme
Soviet. The fact is the situation is pushing both them and us
to try to do something. Now we had decisions made by the
Congress of Peoples Deputies that it validates her decision,
her declaration. As President, I have to approach the
independence declaration as something that is null and
non-existent. But I will make an effort to prove that the
freeze will mean going back to March 11 and we can, therefore,
go ahead and start a dialogue. I will be over-ruling the
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majority of our people who want me to invoke direct
Presidential rule. And I told her that she too would have to
make a big effort much the way I would be if we were going to
get out of this impasse. Now I know if they are forced to
revoke or cancel their declaration, that that's going to 1look
as if Moscow brought them to their knees and that's too much
for them to have to accept. That's why I'm saying that I am
prepared to accept the suspension; that's a compromise. In any
case she told me she would try to go and persuade the
Lithuanian Supreme Soviet; if the decision is taken by the
Lithuanian Supreme Soviet to suspend the declaration then we
would have an immediate dialogue and the committee would begin
meeting to discuss all the issues that will come up. We will
engage in a normal process and all of the sanctions would be
cancelled immediately.

Baker: What if they were to say that the declaration
stands but it's a declaration of intent -- as the declaration
of their aspirations to have independence?

Gorbachev: Well that is somewhat different. If they
freeze the declaration, then we can begin the discussion with
the Center and we can begin the discussion on the entire
spectrum of problems associated with implementing their right
to self-determination. 1It's possible to negotiate an
acceptable outcome from a number of different points of view.
From the Center's standpoint I think there ought to be a
referendum. If they decide that they want to leave, so be it.
But let's have the decision by referendum and then if they
decide they want to leave we have to get together, we'll have
to work it our, we have to decide how people are going to live
and work. There are 800,000 non-Lithuanians who live in
Lithuania. Several days ago ethnic Poles who want their part
of Lithuania to become a member of the Russian Federated
Republic came and saw me. They want to withdraw from
Lithuania. Others like the Belorussians believe that they
should also get territory back that had been taken from them
and given to Lithuania. You know I hear frequently that if the
US is so determined to rescue even one of its citizens that has
been taken hostage that I too as the President has to be more
active in protecting Russians, especially Russians that are
living in a places like Lithuania. Let's look at independence
-— it took France ten years to give Caledonia. The process of
divorce is not easy. Our economies are intertwined. We must
work out new economic arrangements. We have missiles there.
The problems go on and on.

We want a normal and constitutional process. We have no

irreconciliable differences with them. If they want to leave,
do it the right way. Be real people about it.
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You know it was new for me to find out that when Stalin
incorporated the Baltics into the Soviet Union he also gave
Lithuania several districts from Belorussia.

Baker: In my testimony I mentioned that there were several
districts that had formerly been part of Belorussia and are now
part of Lithuania.

Gorbachev: I know, I know that. I saw that you said that
in your testimony. Stalin gave them the port. You know all of
this is in the air. The Belorussians have come to us as a
result of Chernobyl where they‘'ve had to evacuate certain areas
around Gomel and they have said they need to be compensated for
the land we've lost. And they have passed a resolution now
saying they want the land, these five districts back, that were
given to Lithuania. I told Lithuania that this is a mess that
you have created. What we propose to them was real economic
autonomy -- a special status for Lithuania as a state. Maybe
they could have a confederal relationship with us. 1In any case
all the issues related to human rights, territories, security,
all of these would have to be removed and we are going to do
our best to untie this knot.

Baker: Do you think that Prunskiene will be successful in
getting the Lithuanian Supreme Soviet to go along with what you
have offered.

Gorbachev: I think so, there is already a split.

Baker: 1Is she with Brazaukis?

Gorbachev: Yes. We appreciate your position because we
know that you are trying to find a way out of the situation.
Please understand that we are not blood-thirsty in this
situation and we want a constitutional way to resolve it. 1In
Lithuanian villages, I might add, they are really for staying
with the Soviet Union, for staying with Moscow. 1It's in the
cities where the attitude is somewhat different, but in the
countryside they understand there is a certain value in staying
in the Union. For one thing all the villagers get their
feedgrain at a very favorable price. 1In any case I think the
current Lithuanian leadership fears referendum.

Baker: We are hopeful to see that this situation will be
resolved. It really does have an effect on our ability to move
our relationship forward.

Gorbachev: We understand that. And we also know that
we've committed ourselves to pursuing democracy and moving
things forward. If we were it committed in that way we would
have done things differently in Lithuania. I can tell you that
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I'm under very heavy pressure in this country to act -- I am
under a lot of pressure because many are saying look you have
become president and you're not acting, why not? 1I've gotten
all these telegrams, I've got telegrams from all over the
country -- maybe I'll show them to President Bush. Because
what they do is protest and say American Presidents act very
quickly to protect American citizens, why don't you as the
Soviet President act quickly to protect Russian citizens in
Lithuania. So I am under a lot of pressure but I want to
resolve this peacefully and I'm determined to do that.

End of conversation



MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

Trip from Moscow to Zagorsk and return
Thursday, May 17, 1990
Participants: Secretary Baker

Debbie Garretson, Interpreter

Minister Shevardnadze
Pavel Palashzhenko, Interpreter

1. Minister Shevardnadze, the minute he was settled in the
limousine, remarked that he found that the idea Secretary Baker
had just raised at the Osobnyak was very interesting: that the
deepening of US-USSR relations meant that they could jointly do
a great deal in Central America and in Europe. The Secretary
agreed, saying that that was the idea of having the Soviet Union
participate in international economic organizations.

2. Shevardnadze replied that, to be frank, historically it
worked out that the Soviet Union ended up isolated from world
economics, and that the politics of the time, along with the
"bloc" system, had led to this. It led to the division of
Europe, and to an economic division both of Europe and of the
world. Now the Soviet Union wanted to be integrated into the
world economy, but this couldn't happen overnight. It will take
serious reconstruction efforts. The Soviet Council for
economics wants go to a market economy, but they know that it
will take time to meet international standards. The first step
would be the step Baker proposed, that is, observer status in
GATT.

3. Baker said that this was the same idea -- support of
observer status in GATT. This international effort organized by
the U.S. could be the same as EEC is undertaking to assist
Eastern Europe. All 24 countries would participate. This could
be significant for the Soviet Union, Baker said, if the Soviet
Union would help out in Cuba. The beneficiaries would be all
the Central American countries as well as the Caribbean.

4, Shevardnadze said the idea was an interesting one, and that
he would take a close look at it, so that the two of them could
return to a discussion of it in Washington.

5. Baker then raised the issue of the Krasnoyarsk radar, and
asked Shevardnadze to look into it. When the time comes to sign
the START treaty, the U.S. would like to be able to assure
people that the dismantlement is underway, Baker stated. We
said we would sign the START treaty if the Krasnoyarsk
dismantlement has started and is proceeding at a reasonable
pace. Baker added that many people had spoken out to insist
that the dismantlement should be completed before the signing of
START, but that Baker had persuaded President Bush to agree to
signing if dismantlement had begun and was proceeding in good
-faith. As is known, our people in the SCC spend a good deal of
time arguing, Baker added, and he expressed the wish that
Shevardnadze look into this personally.
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6. Shevardnadze responded that he had addressed this issue in
Wyoming, and felt strongly about his responsibility for his
words when he stated that the decision had been taken to
dismantle the radar. As for the time frame for dismantlement
and complete elimination, it would be provided in the SCC

forum. You can be sure, Shevardnadze stated, that I will keep
my word, as stated in Wyoming. The only difficulty is the time
frame. Surely two to three months' difference in time should
not be important. 1It's a large structure, and there is a lot of
equipment to move and convert to commercial use, but the
decision has been made in principle. 1If necessary, Shevardnadze
added, this decision could be formalized in some way, in order
to show that the dismantlement has begun and is proceeding at a
reasonable pace. Perhaps a video could be made, and shown to
invited guests. _

7. Baker responded that this would be very helpful and would
calm down some of the people in the SCC. Shevardnadze stated
that apart from the Krasnoyarsk radar, other steps had been
taken, for instance, an agreement had been reached to arrange
mutual visits to other facilities. The next stage would be to
implement this, since the Soviet Union attaches a good deal of
importance to such visits to facilities.

8. Baker said he assumed Shevardnadze had in mind the visits to
Thule and Pechory. Palashzhenko intervened to say to
Shevardnadze that the time frames for these visits had not yet
been set. Shevardnadze then spoke to say that the time frames
for these visits could be arranged through diplomatic channels.

9. Baker stated he wished to raise a sensitive issue, and
expressed his concern about the extensive biological weapons
program underway in the Soviet Union. We have new information
that the Soviet Union has a large, covert program which is in
violation of the Biological Weapons convention, and that the
U.S. knows specifically that this comprehensive program is
developing the biotechnology for enhancing the effectiveness of
biological agents, Baker said. This covert organization has
been created under the cover of a research institute, with a
large amount of military money and expertise involved. The
biological weapons stocks are well over those permitted by the
BW convention. The Soviet Union has been producing and
stockpiling BW agents and field testing them throughout the
'80's. This information comes from a variety of sources, over a
number of years, and the activity is taking place in the Chief
Directorate for Biological Preparation. On the same basis we
are aware that, in the past, the organization worked under what
was known as a medical and biological industry, and that this
Ministry is now known as the Ministry of Microbiology.

10. Baker stated that he was concerned about these activities,
since they have serious implications for the ministers' joint
efforts in improving U.S.-USSR relations. Baker said he would
like to ask the Soviet government to take tne necessary steps to
dimantle this BW program and destroy these weapons. Baker said
he hoped that his people would soon be able to tell President
Bush that these steps are underway.
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Baker stated that the U.S. would not publicize these activities,
but that Congress would have to be briefed, and that some
information could be public. Perhaps the Soviet Union could
reveal this program, Baker added, and announce the steps taken
to remedy the situation, before the facts come out. This could
lessen the negative impact.

11. Shevardnadze said that he knew a little bit about this
issue, since Ambassador Matlock and the British ambassador had
come to the Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs to raise this
problem with Shevardnadze and Yazov. Shevardnadze remarked,
"What could I say?" Shevardnadze said he could only repeat what
he had said to Baker the preceding day. The '72 convention of
biological weapons has one serious drawback in that it does not
have a comprehensive verification system. Such a system needs
to be developed to put an end to suspicions of this kind.

12. Shevardnadze stated that he had no concrete facts, but he
had been told on several occasions that the U.S. has similar
work going on, and that a verification regime is necessary to
remove suspicions. One cannot seriously accuse the Soviet Union
of producing biological weapons, Shevardnadze continued, and
stated that, although he could not speak to past practices, he
had nonetheless served as a member of the Soviet Council on
Defense for the past five years, and there is no basis for
making such an accusation or raising such suspicions.
Shevardnadze said that he did not want to get into discussing
the source of such information, but that the best way to remove
suspicions would be by organizing mutual visits to facilities
and establishing a mutual system of verification. Then this
subject could be seriously discussed. The Soviet Union has
already provided a list of facilities in the Soviet Union
involved in biological research which might have this kind of
potential. Research institutes of this type, whether in the
U.S. or USSR, are at work on combatting various diseases,
cholera, for instance. The Soviet Union has made this list of
facilities available to the UN, and Shevardnadze offered to
provide one for Secretary Baker, in case people might want to
look into a particular facility. The U.S. needs to know that it
can have complete confidence in the Soviet Union that the Soviet
Union is honoring the convention, and that is why Shevardnadze
suggested exchanges the preceding day. '

13. Shevardnadze said that he had calmed down now about this
issue, but that when the ambassadors first came to the MFA to
raise this question he was dismayed. He would be upset,
Shevardnadze said, if there were people who had deceived him as
Foreign Minister and as a member of the Defense Council about
something like this, and that if work of this nature is going
on, then it would have to be with the highest. authority. That
would mean that the U.S. could not believe him, neither him,
Shevardnadze, nor the Soviet Government nor the President of the
Soviet Union.
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14. Baker agreed, stating that this is precisely why it was
such a serious matter. Baker stated that he would not raise
this matter personally with Shevardnadze, if he did not think
that the information was reliable. Baker suggested that
Shevardnadze's suggestion be taken up, and that somehow, through
inspections, or further inquiry and research, something be done
to satisfy the concern.

15. Shevardnadze said he would not argue about U.S. sources,
but that he had been told by some that it was possible that
certain people were simply trying to make themselves look
important in bringing up this kind of thing. It is important
that there be no suspicions, and that is why a system is

needed. It should be stated, Shevardnadze added, that it is
theoretically possible that any institute involved in biological
research, in both the U.S. and the USSR, could also be involved
in work on biological agents. A system of inspections and
verification, along with visits, as in the INF treaty and in the
area of chemical weapons, should be instituted. Without mutual
inspection visits and verification visits, it would be difficult
to dispel rumors. Shevardnadze stated that he personally
attached a great deal of importance to this issue, since
otherwise the U.S. and USSR could not trust each other.

16. Baker agreed that this was very important, and said that
there were people who were not interested in seeing progress
made, who would seize on this issue. Shevardnadze said that
each side had to prove that it was keeping its word, and that,
if a side was not keeping its word, the other side had the right
to call it on it. It is a most serious matter, Shevardnadze
concluded.

17. Shevardnadze wished to turn to another issue, since trust
was being discussed, and stated that a group of U.S.
psychiatrists and legal experts had recently completed visits to
the Soviet Union. The visit received a broad public response in
the U.S. and throughout the world, since the group was able to
visit everything they wanted to see, with no restrictions placed
on them. It had then been agreed that a group of Soviet
psychiatrists could visit locations in the U.S., but
Shevardnadze said he had been informed that their request had
been denied.

18. Baker responded that this matter had been brought to his
attention and that it was outrageous, simply outrageous, and
that he was very angry about it. Baker said he would correct
the situation as soon as he returned to the U.S., but that he
wanted to explain how this came about. The USIA was supposed to
sponsor the visit financially, and the USIA is an independent
agency, although it works closely with the State Department.
There had been a recent visit to the U.S. by a group of
intellectuals from the Soviet Union, some of whom had very
strong anti-semitic views.
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The USIA received considerable criticism for sponsoring a visit
carrying such a strong anti-semitic message, and was therefore
nervous about the psychiatrists' visit and suspended it. Baker
assured Shevardnadze that he would look into this as soon as he
returned to the U.S., and pointed out that Ambassador Schifter
had done his best to prevent the denial, but had been
unsuccessful. Baker stated that if he had known about it
himself he would have spoken to Bruce Gelb, who was in charge,
in person.

19. Shevardnadze said that if there were any requests,
regarding issues of prestige or good faith, even regarding
rumors, that they should be brought up, so that the ministers
could discuss them. This is a matter of principle, Shevardnadze
stated. Just as in the case of the Krasnoyarsk radar,
Shevardnadze said the question of trust was extremely important
to him personally. Hence the need for addressing suspicions
regarding biological weapons, and putting them to rest. There
is no other way to establish good relations for the two powers,
who are responsible to the whole world.

20. Baker responded that it was indeed true that everything is
based on credibility and trust, and that the fact that he and
President Bush can trust Shevardnadze and President Gorbachev
has been the main reason that so much has been accomplished.
Baker stated that he had asked his people to go back and verify
their sources on biological weapons many times, and he wished to
make clear that he was not raising this question lightly. Baker
stated that there.was another rumor he had heard, that he wished
to ask Shevardnadze about. Perhaps the minister can respond to
it, and perhaps not, but the U.S. press had recently been
suggesting that Shevardnadze was planning to leave his post of
Foreign Minister, which would indeed be unfortunate, and
replace, for instance Mr. Ryshkov. Could the Minister comment
on this in any way, Baker inquired.

21. Shevardnadze chuckled and responded that he had already
been asked the same question by Dan Rather. Shevardnadze said
he knew nothing about it, and that neither he nor President
Gorbachev had any such plans. Shevardnadze added that he
assumed Secretary Baker had no plans of changing jobs either.
Shevardnadze said he would like to recommend that the Secretary
meet Ryshkov, that he was a knowledgeable, honest and
progressive person, and knew life for what it was. Ryshkov rose
to a very responsible position as a young man at the Ural
machine building plant, legendary in World War II days. He is
presently very active in the Supreme Soviet, and is particularly
interested in the issue of transition to a market economy.
Shevardnadze said he had no reason to believe that Ryshkov might
be moving, and that he thought Secretary Baker ought to see him
the next time he visited. Baker agreed that it would be a good
idea.
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22. On the return trip Baker briefly raised the issue of
Ethiopia, stating that the U.S. and USSR should be able to do
something to help the famine victims, without impinging on
either Mengistu or the insurgents. Shevardnadze responded that
he wanted to look into this matter, and that the situation in
the whole region, Sudan and Somalia, was an extremely unstable
one. Baker expressed his understanding that the situation was
complicated for the Soviet Union since the three Soviet planes
were blown up, and Shevardnadze agreed, saying that he had
always wanted to visit the region, but had not been able to for
lack of time. He was still interested in doing so, Shevardnadze
added, since he wanted personally to try to influence the
parties involved. Former President Carter had been doing good
work in this area, Shevardnadze pointed out, and Baker agreed.
Shevardnadze concluded that Carter's efforts were not enough and
that, overall, what was needed was relief at a government

level.
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In talking to JAB you felt we were pushing Eatsern Europe to ';ﬁ‘«'
'disassociate' from Sov Union..... (mot so) ~ o ' N

wou welcome U.S. presence (saying not necessarily military) B
{ &

i

1§ A

Next question.... do we trust Germany. Germnay does not want in Warsﬁﬁr?act
they want in Nato.../ . N

¥

7

Not :driven" by fear of Soviet Threat..but make no mistake there is still a
concern about Soviet Threat--- in Wstrn Europe and in E. Europe...There ¥
is no fear of USA threat. N

You cite Economic problems and ask should Vilnius etc take precedence...?;x
Make no mistake Vilnius is seriosu roadblock to full cooperation
on economic front.

16-20 bill loan to 'tide us over'...6-7 years to repay.
How bout Godl backing..gurantees where loans go.
stuill big problem for USA.

HARd to loan when missilies aimed at USA.... that's the key point.

I must convince you, Mr. ZPresident, that you have

nothing to fear from a united Germany in NATo. You have less to fear

by far than having Germany floating free with no constraints. i happen

to belive Germany has learned a difficult lesson. 1 dont' believ they will]
threaten neighbors or resort to expansionism in any way. But before
convincing you on this you must know you have nothing ot fear

from USA... Yyou ask... what,someday, if Germany elects ot get out

of NATO?... By htne trust will have been solidified between

you and the rest of Europe... Gemrnay will never risk being

totally isolated.

Yopu asked about entering NATO.... the problem is... Nato members
dont' aim their missiles at each other( noty sure where htis leads)

You ask about Germnay joining Warsaw Pact.... That just won't happen.
If they so elected,finer.. but I have talked ot many Easern
European democratic leaders, and they want to be aligned with West...

Lithuania.....

after reading transcript i see know answer here. Referendum has some
appeal to me 9minority rights) but Lith strongly opposes.

Only hope for pre summit solution is that miraculously

negotiations begin.
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