Ronald Reagan Presidential Library
Digital Library Collections

This iIs a PDF of a folder from our textual collections.

Collection: Matlock, Jack F.: Files
Folder Title: [President Address: US-Soviet
Relations 01/16/1984]

Box: 31

To see more digitized collections visit:
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digital-library

To see all Ronald Reagan Presidential Library inventories visit:
https://reaganlibrary.gov/document-collection

Contact a reference archivist at: reagan.library@nara.gov

Citation Guidelines: https://reaganlibrary.gov/citing

National Archives Catalogue: https://catalog.archives.qgov/



https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digital-library
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digital-library
https://reaganlibrary.gov/document-collection
https://reaganlibrary.gov/document-collection
mailto:reagan.library@nara.gov
https://reaganlibrary.gov/citing
https://catalog.archives.gov/

WITHDRAWAL SHEET

Ronald Reagan Library

Collection Name MATLOCK, JACK: FILES Withdrawer
JET 5/18/2005

File Folder [PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS FOIA

1/16/84] F06-114/9

Box Number 31 YARHI-MILO

3111
ID Doc Type Document Description No of Doc Date Restrictions
Pages
10825 MEMO FORTIER TO MCFARLANE RE SOVIET 3 1/7/1984 Bl
SPEECH

R 3/24/2011 F2006-114/9

Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

B-1 National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]

B-2 Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

B-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

B-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

B-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

B-7 Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

B-8 Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]
B-9 Release would disclose geological or geophysical information concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOIA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed of gift.



0825
0179

MEMORANDUM
~CORTIDENTTIAT" NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

INFORMATION January 7, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE

. Lictated GnA
FROM: DONALD R. FORTIE (e,
) x&pa»aa)jf

SUBJECT: Soviet Speech <=

In preparing for my trip to Turkey I have not had as much time as
I would have liked to devote to the Soviet speech. I am
concerned about the present draft, however, and wanted to pass on
my basic thoughts to you.

All of us agree that the time has come to demonstrate to a
broader Western audience that we are not guided by a blind and
uncomprehending form of anti-Sovietism. We have to send a
message of reassurance, in part to resolidify support for the
inevitable competition that we will continue to face and in part
to rebut the Soviet argument that the world is becoming a more
dangerous place.

The speech does convey a sense of reassurance, but it does so in
a rather simple way. The speech will not impress either domestic
or foreign audiences with its thoughtfulness, and it fails to
send a very concrete message to the Soviets--a fact that will
only help to contribute to the impression that we are aiming at
an electoral audience rather than trying to achieve more durable
substantive gains.

The emptiness of the message to the Soviets is particularly
apparent, I think, in the presentation of "our goals" in the
first half of the speech. Instead of anything concrete, these
include vague appeals to let the Third World focus on economic
development, or to abolish nuclear weapons, or to stop stealing
Western industrial secrets. I doubt these are appeals with much
meaning for the Soviets, who speak a more sober language of
power, security, and interest.

Just to take two obvious examples, the point about the Third
World that Moscow would best understand (but which is not made in
the current draft) is a statement that we are concerned about the
risk of confrontations that are in neither side's interest.
Similarly, the Soviets will not know what to make of the
off-handed way compliance is treated in the section of the speech
on establishing a better working relationship. They know this
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problem is coming and want to see how the President deals with
it. In light of where we're likely to be by the time of the

speech, we run a major risk of being misunderstood if we don't
say more to indicate the gravity of our concern on this issue.

The speech, in my view, also needs to be more direct and candid
about some of the difficulties that we face in trying to solve
problems between us. If the President discusses these
difficulties, his main message--the expression of a forthcoming
desire to work on disagreements or conflicts--may in fact be
taken even more seriously.

Having said this, I don't think that improving the speech
requires starting over. One small change that might begin to
move it in the right direction is to build on the important claim
made at the beginning that we see some important potential
"opportunities for peace" at this time. The President should
then ask the guestion--what do we and the Soviets have to do to
seize these opportunities?--and give concrete, thoughtful
answers. In this way, the "goals" of the present draft would
become "tasks," or "challenges," or problems to be solved.

By focusing on key immediate tasks rather than long-term goals
the President would sound more programmatic and purposeful than
he is likely to now. He needs to sound as though his policy is
designed to reach more than just distant and possibly
unattainable goals. (Each of these "tasks" or "challenges," I
might add, could usefully include some historical comparisons,
indicating how the nature of the task is different or harder than
in the past but also why the opportunity for progress now
exists--after three years of trying to get our message across to
Moscow. )

This change from "goals" to "tasks" would, with some significant
re-drafting, send a different message in the entire first half of
the speech. The talk about our desire to reduce the use of force
would, for example, be made much less airy, focusing more on what
each side has to do (and not do) to limit the risk of superpower
conflict. This can sound tough but it has a constructive side.
For example:

"We believe that the situation in the Middle East has been
made more dangerous for all concerned by the introduction of
thousands of additional Soviet military personnel into Syria
in the past year. Our efforts in that region are aimed at
limiting these dangers. This is just one of many situations
around the world in which the Soviet Union could bring its
influence to bear to reduce risks for both sides. The
confidence created by such progress would be valuable in
trying to deal with other aspects of our competition."

—CORFIDENETAL.
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Similarly, using the three tasks of U.S.-Soviet relations in the
present draft, the President could say that the second
task--reducing armaments--requires some serious thinking about
how to increase strategic stability. Rather than simply try to
top the Soviets in a vague commitment to a non-nuclear world, we
can challenge them with our commitment to specific negotiating
measures. For example:

"Our thinking in the area of arms control has led us to
embrace the build-down approach to reducing strategic
weapons. [ One sentence explaining build-down. ] We wish
the Soviet Union would do the same, and call on its leaders
to do so. This is a time when we need more, not less
discussion of this approach, for it is a formula that could
make it possible for both sides to rethink many of their
strategic programs."

The Soviets would be greatly intrigued to hear a hint that we
might not have to build everything we plan, and would begin to
ask what systems this could mean. In short, we would have their
interest.

As for the final task--developing a constructive working
relationship--the President could again make hard points and
soft--hard on issues like the need for compliance with past
agreements, soft-sounding on the obvious fact that we are willing
to work even for small improvements in the relationship.

I have gone over this first half of the speech at some length
because once it is recast, the remainder can be devoted to
elaborating our approach. I have fewer difficulties with the
rest of the text as it now stands, but it too could be
strengthened by more concreteness. (And by less rhetoric that
could open us to ridicule. For example, the President can't say
that "ignorance" is a common enemy of the U.S. and the USSR. The
country with the world's largest censorship apparatus is not an
enemy of ignorance!) T

Finally, the concluding quote from JFK's American University
speech is a useful reminder of how different our job is from
Kennedy's. He was lucky enough to be able to produce an
agreement on a comparatively simple gquestion--the test ban--in
six weeks. Because we have much less chance of such
breakthroughs, we have to give a more convincing proof that we
are doing everything prudent to achieve them and that if we fail
it will not be our fault. It just won't be enough to say "we all
breathe the same air."
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

10 January 1984

Memo For Gen. Colin Powell

Attached are two proposed inserts and a mark-
up of the President's Speech.

n
SRSENERLEP S RO SO, UESSRUELIOT ¥ 2,

e Attachments

at
o
’ o
!
]
N %, —. = -
. .
'
)
.
- /.i
L " %5 :
. N
: ) :
: Y >
,
-
‘ \ -



\a

7(:,?%&5' v /LL(:—'/)

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL SPEECH MATERIAL: C::?
IS 5,

In a few days, | will be sending to the Congress a report that outlines
the record of Soviet ﬁompliance with past arms control treaties. It is a
report that warrants the most serious of attention by all our lawmakers.

Its results, which | want to share with you, are of deep concern to all of
us who fervently want to reduce the risk of nuclear war through deep and
verifiable arms reductions.

Let me assure you, this report was carefully prepared. All the available
evidence was scrutinized for months. The relevant treaty provisions and
negotiating records were examined in detail. And all plausible explanations
for Soviet behavior were closely examined against the evidence available to us.

Based on this evidence, we have had no choice but to conclude that the
Soviets have violated a number of arms control treaties. Specifically, they
have violated the Biological Weapons Convention ban on toxin weapons; the
Helsinki Final Act procedures for notifying large military exercises, and,
almost certainly, the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty prohibitions concerning
the deployment of ABM radars. They have also violated critical provisions
of the SALT Il treaty with respect to the encryption of telemetry needed to
verify compliance with that accord and at least one provision intended to
ensure that no more than one new type of ICBM is deployed by either party.

To all who have studied the Soviet compliance record it has been obvious
for some time that Moscow has exploited every loophole and ambiguity that could
be advanced as a justification for continuing their build up of nuclear weapons.
The Soviets have, since the first SALT | negotiations began in 1969, added
some 7,000 warheads to their inventory of strategic and intermediate nuclear

forces. What is perhaps most disturbing is that the earlier pattern of exploiting
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loopholes and ambiguities has given way to an expanding pattern of out and
out violations -- actions lacking even the thin veneer of plausibility behind
which the Soviets have long violated the spirit of arms control agreements
while claiming adherence to their letter.

| have called upon Soviet President Yuri Andropov to take those actions
necessary to end the several violations that we have identified. And | have

initiated a comprehensive study of the options available to us to deal with

any violations that the Soviet leaders prove unwilling to reverse.
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Today the United States has some 8,000 fewer nuclear weapons deployed
than we had in the late 1960's. And the megatonnage of this reduced force
is barely a quarter of what it was in the 1960's, and the lowest level in
more than 25 years. Even our vital modernization program is aimed, not at
increasing our strategic forces, but at replacing weapons that are approaching
obsolesence with substitutes that are safer, more reliable and more capable
of.withstanding attack from numerically superior Soviet forces.

Some of the strategic weapons in our inventory are 25 years old or
older. Many are nearing the end of their useful operational life. But
even after we have replaced obsolete forces we will have thousands fewer

nuclear warheads than in the late 1960's.
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PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: National Press Club et

Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your

distinguished group. I'm grateful for this opportunity during

these first days of 1984, to speak through you to the people oi
the world on a subject of great importance to the cause of -
peace -- relations between the United States and the Soviet

Union.

In just a ﬁew days, the United States will join the Soviet
dnion and.the other nations of Europe at an international
security eonference in Stockholm. We are determined to uphold

our responsibility as a major power to ease potential sources of

conflict. The conference will search for practical and
Al 8 o BAL Ltel ) oo OTr L LLfs s ;o At o

meanlngful ways to increase European secur1tw¢fné—e=eserve~peacé]
un'a.w (,u./z(tb»éf')‘v.ff A/OM AL . ,'q( P(./(&'I
Vie w111 éo to Stockholm bearing the’ heartfelt w1shes of our

people for genuine progress.
We live in a time not only of challehges to peace but also
of opportunities for peace. Through decades of difficulty and

frustration, America's highest aspiration has never wavered: We

-

have and will continue to struggle for a lasting peace that

i
enhances dignity for men and women everywhere. I believe 1984

finds the United States in its strongest position in vears to

establish a constructive and realistic working relationship with

the Soviet Union.

Some fundamental changes have taken place since the decade
el st / e <, /"’:‘
of the seventies -- vears when the United States«gvestibnéa 1ts
Jdedy ot vl AU Atpdiielia e
A\~ role.in- the«wor147and neciec ed its defenses, while the Soviet
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Union increased its military might and sought to expand its
influence through threats and use of force.

Three years ago we embraced a mandate from the American
people to change course, and we have. Today America can once
again demonstrate, with--equal conviction, our commitment to stay

@1/1 A Tt Ter ik 7l Aot -
secur%)andA_o “find peaceful solutlons to o*oblems through

negotiations. January 1984 is a time of opportunities for peace.

. ‘ o0 aJ/va&(%ﬂnun
History teaches that wars begin when believe the

(-

price of aggression is cheap. To keep the peace, we and our
allies must remain strdng enough to convince any potential
aggressor.- that war could bring no benefit, only disaster. Our
goal is deterrence, plain and simple.

With the support of the American people and the Congress, we |
halted America's deciineﬁ Our econoﬁy is in the midst of the
best recovery since the sixties. Our.defenses are being rebuilt.
Our alliances are solid and our commitment to defend our values
has never been more clear. TheréAis credibility and consistency.
America's récovery may have taken Soviet leaders by
surprise. They may have counted on us to keep weakening
ourselves. They have.been saying for years that our demise was
inevitable. They said it so often they probably started
believing it. But they can see now they were wrong.

Neiﬁher we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the
differences between our two societies. Our rivalry will persist.
But we should always-remember that we do have common interests.

And the foremost among them is to avoid war and reduce the level
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of arms. There is no rational alternative but to steer a course
which I would call "constructive competition.”

Nevertheless, we've recently been hearing some very strident
rhetoric from the Kremlin. These harsh words have led some to
speak of heightened uncertainty and an increased danger-of
conflict. This is understandable, but profoundly mistaken. Look
beyond the words, and one fact stands out plainly: Deterrénce is
being restored and making the world a safer place. : o
WL

The world is safer because there is less dangerﬁthat the

Soviet leadership will provoke a confrontation by underestimating

our strength or resolve. We have no desire to threaten. Freedom

poses no threat, it speaks the language of progress. We proved
this 35 years ago when we had a monopoly -0f nuclear weaponsji and

could have dominated the world. But we used our power to write a

new chapter in the history of mankind, rebuilding the war-ravaged

economies of East and West, including those nations who had been

\

our enemies.

America's character has not changed. Our strength and
vision of progress provide the basis for stability and meaningful
negotiations. Soviet leaders know it makes sense.to compromise
only if they can get something in return. America's economic and
military strength permit us to offer something in return. Yes,
today-is a time of opportunities for peace.

Bu: to sav that the world is safer is not to sav that it is

safe enough. Jje are witnessing tragic conflicts in mary parts of

the world. Nuclear arsenals are far too high. And our working

v
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felationship with the Soviet Union is not what it must be. These
are conditions which must be addressed and improved.

Deterrence is essential to preserve peace and protect our
way of life, but deterrence is not the beginning and end of our
policy toward the Soviet Union. We must and will engage the

comrchi e Ar
Soviets in a dialogue as eerdial and cooperative as possible, -a
dialogue that :é%i serve to promote peace in the troubled”regions
of the world, reduce the level of arms; and build a constructive
working :elationship.

First, we must fiﬂd ways to eliminate the use and threat of
force in solving international dispute;.

The world has witnessed mofe than 150 conflicts since the
end of World War II alone. Armed conflicts are raging in the
Middle East, Afghaniétan} Southeast ﬂsia, Central America, and
Africa. In other regions, independent nations are confronted by
heavily armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack
or subversion. - ~ﬂ*7:>

’wﬁ t\ohese conflicts have’ thelr .roots in local problems,
but mag? have been fanned and exploited by the Soviet Union and
™m ¢ .
its surrogates -- and, of course, Afghanistan has suffered an
outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and
© Yplelibonign nunle
exoortlng revolTtien only exacerbates local conilicts, increases X
sufferlng, and makes solutions to real social ané economic
zroblems more difficult.
Would it not be.better and safer to assist the peoples and |

R . [ Weq
- : . ; o : / <
governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful [ ey

b,
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solutions? Today, I am asking the Soviet leaders to join with us
in coopefative efforts to move the world in this safer direction.

Second, our aim is to find ways to reduce the vast
stockpiles of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear
weapons. . R

707 by AL tluoe Cowflicte QU Shwtinee b A ad st crutir .,
AIt is tragic to see the world's develoolng natlo%§ spendlng

more than $150 billion a year on arms -- almost 20 percent of

X2 TTP 49 O A2 )

/ Whlle modernlzlng our defeﬁs~ ave done onI& what i

needed to establish a stable military balance. In fact,

America's total nuclear stockpile has deélined.l We have fewger

ﬁg@ warheads today than Qe had 28 years aéo. And our nuclear ¢
v

’QD stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 years in terms of its

¥

total destructive power. ' o

Just 2 months ago, we and our allies agreed to withdraw an
addit;onal 1,460 nuclear warheads from Western Europe. This
comes after the removal of a thousand nuclear warhéads from
Europe over the last 3 years. -Even if all our plénn@d
intermediate-range missiles have to be deployed in Europe over

s Sorvtd wewdldd nrue 0 .[t"u‘/) St
the next 5 years —-Qéﬁd—-we—-hopg" this will not be necessary 4= we€ _freed

will have eliminated five existing warheads for cach new warhead
deployed.

But this is not enough. We must accelerate our efforts to
reach agreements to reduce greatly the numbers of nuclear

weapons. It was with this goal in mind that I first proposed
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here, in November 1981, the "zeroloption“ for intermediate-range
missiles. Our aim was and remains to eliminate in one fell swoop
an entire class of nuclear arms. Although NATO's initial
deployment of INF missiles was an important achievement, I would
still/prefer that there _be no INF missile deolovments on either
side. 1Indeed, I support a zero option for all nuclear arms. As /
I have said before, my dream is to see the day when nucleéf

weapons will be banished from the face of'the Earth.

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his

’

VVVA“/count;y shares the vision of a wor free of rucjear weapons. B
when S T Gomr Ltehc, con thuntics s (Ahiss /w; { ut BB g e 0t vl AL
;v4 ./ These are encou*aglng words. j ~THiow i a time for | 7QJ(Jjn;fy¢wap;
! : Llat ghay

RR opportunity -- a time to move from words to deeds -z;A. /
;,yr:, A AL T i Ar 2L L e (LC« O AL
& Our third aim is fo work with the Soviet Union to establish
Y )
;ﬁﬁ“h a better working relationship with greater cooperation and
gy
swd  understanding. ’
g :

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words.
Complying with agreements helps; violating them hurts. '
Respeéting the rights of individuél citizens bolsters the
relationship; denying these rights harms it. Expanding contacts
across borders and pefmitting a free interchange of information
and ideas increase confidence; sealing off one's people from the
rest of’the world reduces it. .- Peaceful trade helps, while
organized theft of industrial secrets certainly hurts. °

These examples illustrate clearly why our relationship with
the Soviet Union is not what it should be. We have a long way to

go, but we are determined to try and try again.
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In working toward these goals, our approach is baséd on
three guiding principles: realism, strength, and dialogue.

Realism means Qe start by understanding the world we live
in. We must recognize that we are in a long-term competition
with a government that does not shére our notions of individual
liberties at home and peaceful change abroad. We must be frank
in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to defend our
values. ’

I héve openly exprgssed my view of the Soviet system. This
should come as no surprise to Soviet leaders who have never shied
away from-expressing their view of our'system. But this does not
mean we can't deal with each other. We do not refuse to talk
when the Soviets call us "imperialist aggressors," or because
they cling to the faa£as§ of a communist triumph over democracy.
The fact that neither of us likes the other's system is no reason
to refuse to talk. Living in this nuclear age makes it
imperative that we talk. N

étreﬂgth means we Krew-we canfed negotiate successfully or

un Clrieil 0 e
protect our interests;IE we are weaky Our strength is necessary
not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation and

CSOMPIronl Se——

Strength is more than militarv power. Economic strength is
crucial and America's economy is leading the world into recovery.
Equally important is unity among our people at home and with our

l". .
allies abroad. We areqstronger in all these areas than 3 vears

ago.
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Dialogue means we are determined to deal with our
differences peacefully, throdgh negotiation. We are prepared to
discuss all the problems that divide us, and to work for
practical, fair eolutions on the basis of mutual ce;;Z:;Zse. We \*f
will never retreat fromunegotiatiehs.> |

~Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakeable. But we

do insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, not

\ l-

atmospherics.

In our approach to negotiations, reducing the risk of war --

and especially nuclear war -- is priorityv number one. A nuclear
Wan ' o
confrontation could well be mankind's last. The comprehensive A(

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce

substantially the size of nuclear arsena¥s. And I am readysto go

o~

much further: TIf the Soviet Union is willing, we can work
£lﬂtF%L&/ :
?Z nuclear threat

7.

together and with others to rid our planet of

FitegethEr/ ; ——ApMD Vo onE Mol mmww'ﬂﬁtii;;)
(witilé s DBLRoKLa
The world regrets that the Soviet Unlon broke off

negotiations on.intermediate—range nuclear forces, and has

S

refused to set a date for further talks on strategic arms. Our f

negotiators are ready to return to the negetiatéag table, and to (41:§

,\ﬂ'u\)JL: A0 X

conclude agreements ié:INF and START. We w11; negotiate in good \
faith.. Whenever the Soviet Union is ready to do likewise, we \<
i ) // /' - 4}4./' / '2'\/~/I /. 3 1"""" - ‘.':: \—_- 'p'»;,u— e 4
will meet them half way. + 7% 7 i et s —_— e L
L'Y‘J PN + ~a 745’4-. X Cl A Y W O 71_» /'\_, a_/v\— ,‘\T “Uak o 1l ergaan Jr b /—-JJ'- / é/{,’bf -
r "We seék not only to reduce the numbers of nuclear weapons,
but also to reduce the chances for dangerous misunderstanding and -
- pees
. L P
miscalculation. So we have put forward proposals for what we
call "confidence-building measures." They cover a wide range of _ ,
: R

(, f V"" /!-.—‘. 'L‘v' ' ' a— .
Yo C. £ 4
I M8 ey e ;
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activitiegj/,In the Geneva negotiations, we have proposed that ra9fe o)
: -
bary Ay

the U.S. and Soviet Union exchange advance notifications of i //
worz b Co
missile tests and méjor military exercises. Forlowing—up-on Mmroalel
congressionalwsuggestionsymwe~élso proposed-a-number of ways—to |
impzeve~direct’UTS?=Soviet~channeis—ofmeommunioation;

These bilateral proposals will be broadened at the Stockholm
conference. We will work hard to develop practical, meaniggful
ways to reduce the uncertainty and potential for
misinterpretation surrounding military activities, and to
diminish the risks of s;rprise attack.

Arms.qont;ol has long been £he moét visible area of
U.S.-Soviet dialogue. But a durable peace also requires us to
defuse tensions and regional conflicts. We and the Sovietss
should have a common'intérest in promating regional stability,
and in finding peaceful-SOIutions to existing conflicts that.
permit developing nations to concentrate their energies on
economic growth. - Thus we seek to engage the Soviets in exchanges
of viéws on these regional conflicts and tensions and on how we
can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions.

Our .approach is constructive, but little has-come of it. We
remain convinced that on issues like these it is in the Soviep
Uhion's best interest to cooperate in achieving broad-based,
negotigtéd solutions. If the Soviet leaders make that choice,
they will find the United States ready to cooperate.

Another major problem in our dialogue with the Soviet Union

is human rights. It is Soviet practices in this area, as much as
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any other issue, that have created the mistrust and ill will thet
hangs over our relationship.

Moral considerations alone compel us to express our deep
concern over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union, over
the virtual halt in the.emigration of Jews, Armenians, and others
who wish to join their families aEroad, and over the continuing
harrassment of courageous people like Andrei Sakharov. |

Our request is simple and straightfo;yard: The Soviet Union

must live up to the obligations it has freely assumed under

international covenants Sl i partlcu’ar, 1ts commitments under

for human rlghts can contribute to progress in other areas of the

Soviet-American relationship. =

Conflicts of interest between the United States and the
Soviet Union are real. But we can and must keep the peace

between our\two nations and make it a better and more peaceful
world for all mankind.

%hesehare the objectives of our poiicy toward the Soviet
Union, a policy of constructive competition that will serve both
nations and people everywhere for the long haul. Constructive

competition is a challenge for Americans; it will require

patience. It is also a challenge for the Soviets. [Ef—ehey
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Cooperation begins with communication. We seek such’
communication. We will stay at the negotiating tables in Geneva
and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary'Shultz is prepared to meet
with Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting
should be followed by others, so that high-level consultations
become a regular and normal component of U.S.-Soviet relations.

|

Our challenge is peaceful. It will bring out the best in
us. It also calls for the best from the Soviet Union. No one
can predict how the Soviet leaders will respond to our challenge.
But our two countries share with all mankind the dream of
eliminating the risks of nuclear war. It is not an impossible

' risks
dream, because eliminating thosepis so clearly a vital interest
for all of us. We have never fought each other; there is nd
reason we ever should. Indeed, we have fought alongside one
another in the past. Today our common enemies are hunger, .
disease, ignorance and, above all, war.

More than 20 years ago, President Kennedy defined an
approach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he
announced it:

"So, let us not be blind to our differences -- but let

us also direct attention to our common interests and to

the means by which those differences can be resolved.

And if we cannot end now our differences, at least we'

can help make the world safe for diversitv. For, in

the final analysis, our most basic common 1link is that

we all inhabit this small planet. We all breathe the

same air. We all cherish our children's future. And

we are all mortal."

I urge the Soviet leadership to move from pause to progress.

If the Soviet government wants peace then there will be peace.

The journev from proposals to progress to agreements may be
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difficult. But that should not indict the past B;,despaigﬂ;he
future. America is p;epared for a major breakthrough or modest
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advances. We welcome compromise, 'In thi§fspirit of ns:;?ctive
y

competition, we can strengthen peace, we can reduce grea the

level of arms, and, yes, we can brighten the hopes and” dreams of

people everywhere. Let us begin now.
Clad e AAveareeq -
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Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your
distinguished group. I'm grateful for this opportunity during
these first days of 1984, to speak through you to the people of
the world on a subject of great importance to the cause of

peace -- relations between the United States and the Soviet

Union.

In just a ﬁew days, the United States will join the SoQiet
dnion and_the other nations of Europe at an international
security tonference in Stockholm. We are determined to uphold

our responsibility as a major power to ease potential sources of

conflict. The conference will search for practical and
. AL 08 s MBAL Lty OAall. o TLp ) b 4o a_
meanlngful ways to increase European secur1tw%fné—emeserve~peace]
dt) yuls 4 (,u;'»((.c”éevu‘; Aoud 1o o /,:“Lr plaeal,
We’will go to Stockholm bearing thé heartfelt wishes of our

people for genuine progress.

We live in a time not only of'cha;ledges to peace but also
of opportunities for peace.. Through decades of difficult? and
frustration, America'sdhighest espiration has never wavered: &e
have and will contitue to struggle for a lasting peace that
enhances dignity for men and women everywhere. I believe 1984
finds the United States in its strongest position in vears to
establish a constructive and realistic working relationship with
the Soviet Union.

Some fundamental changes have taken place since the decade

.aéfnur //u'{ '(ﬁ‘?f}ll )

of the seventles e vears when the United States/gves*roned 1ts
,'\'j»(i’/ & { / a l_/‘(‘ -/Q C \A _,L_{, “t _“t,‘ '
i@—-in- the wo*idjand neglected its cdefenses, while the Soviet

ey
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Uﬁion increased its military might and sought to expand its
influence through threats and use of force. .

Three years ago we embraced a mandate from the American
people to change course, and we have. Today America can once
again demonstrate, w1thnequal convrctlon, our commitment to stay

e Stk (Al At >

secure)andA_o find peaceful ;solutions to Droblems through

negotiations. January 1984 is a time of opportunities for peace.
. : . LI, WAT L 422
History teaches that wars begin when gg¥ e believe the
price of aggression is cheap. To keep the peace, we and our
allies must remain strong enough to convince any potential
aggressor. that war could bring no benefit, only disaster. Our

goal is deterrence, plain and simple.

With the support of the American people and the Congress, we

halted America's deciinei- Our econoﬁy is in the midst of the
best recovery since the sixties. Our-defenses are being rebuilt.
Our alliances are solid and our commitment to defend our values
has never been more clear. There is credibility and consistency.
America's reéovery may have taken Soviet leaders by
surprise. They may have counted on us to keep weakening
ourselves. They have.been saying for years that our demise was
inevitable. They said it so often they probably started
believing it. But they can see now they were wrong.

Neirher we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the
differences between our two societies. Our rivalry will persist.

But we should always-remember that we do have common interests.

And the foremost among them is to avoid war and reduce the level

Y,
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of arms. There is no rational alternative but to steer a course
which I would call "constructive competition." |
Nevertheless, we've recently been hearing some Qery strident
rhetoric from the Kremlin. These harsh words have led some to
speak of heightened uncertainty and an increased danger.of
conflict. This is understandable, but profoundly mistaken. Look
beyond the Qords, and one fact stands out plainly: Deterrénce is
being restored and making the world a safer place.

oS
The world is safer because there is less danger,that the

’
Soviet leadership will.provoke a confrontation by underestimating
our strength or resolve. Ve haQe no désire to threaten. Freedom
poses no threat, it speaks the language of progress. We proved
this 35 years ago when we had a monopoly -0f nuclear weaponsi and
could have dominated;the”world. But Qe used our power to write a
new chapter in the history of mankind, rebuilding the war-ravaged
economies of East and West, including those nations who had been

\

our enemies.
Ameriéa's chéracter has not changed. Our strength and
vision of progress provide the basis for stability and meaningful
negotiations. Soviet leaders know it makes sense.to compromise
onlv if they can get something in return. America's economic and
military _strengi:h permit us to offer something in Ireturn. Yes,
today-isAa time of opportunities for peace.

Bu: to sav that the world is safer is not to say that it is

safe enough. We are witnessing tragic conflicts in many parts of

the world. Nuclear arsenals are far too high. And our working
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relationship with the Soviet Union is not what it must be. These
are condltlons whlch must be addressed and lmoroved

Deterrence is essential to preserve peace and protect our
way of life, but deterrence is not the beginning and end of our
policy toward the Soviet Union. We mnst and will engage the
Soviets in a dialogue as'cordial and cooperative as possible, -a
dialogue that will serve to promote peace in the troubledﬂregions
of the world, reduce the level of arms, and build a constructive
| working relationship.

First, we must find ways to eliminate the use and threat of
force in solving international disputeg.

The world has witnessed mone than 150 conflicts since the
end of World War II alone. Armed confliets are raging in the
Middle East, Afghaniétan; Southeast ﬂsia, Central America, and
Africa. 1In other regions, independent nations are confrontgd by

heavily armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack

or subversio Y 4 ;.
Most)of these conflicts have their roots in local problems,

bLt man? have been fanned and exploited by the Soviet Union and

its surrogates -- and of course, Afghanistan has suffered an
outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and
exporting revolution only exacerbates local conflicts, increases
suffeniné, and makes solutions to real social ané economic
zroblems more difficult.

Would it-not be.better and safer to assist the peoples and

governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful
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solutions? Today, I am asking the Soviet leaders to join with us

in coopefative efforts to move the world in this safer direction.
Second, our aim is to find ways to reduce the vast

stockpiles of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear

weapons.

’

07 ol AL titse Coulbi e At S ctione. Hoey Aut ad Sp cectier
ﬁIt is tréé%c to see %ég world's devel ping nEtioég spending

more than $150 billion a year on arms -- almost 20 percent of

needed to establish a stable military balance. 1In fact, -
America's total nuclear stockpile has declined. We have'feier
warheads today than @e had 28 years aéo. And our nuclear ¢
stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 years in terms of its.
total destructive power.

Just 2 months ago, we and-our allies agreed to withdraw an
addit;onal 1,400 nuclear warheads from.Western Europe. This
comes after the removal of a thousand nuclear warhéads from
Europe over the last 3-years. Even if all our plénn@d
intermediate-range missiles have to be deployed in Europe over

) L. tw Sovreh weuldd apree ﬂ)LlZ{cet/) Seerner
the next 5 years --Qéﬁd—we—hogg this will not be neceSsaryn4£ we Yol

will havé eliminated five existing warheads for each new warhead
deployed. i

But this is not enough. WYe must accelerate our efforts to
reach agreements to reduce greatly the numbers of nuclear

weapons. It was with this goal in mind that I first proposed
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here, in November 1981, the "zero option" for intermediate-range
missiles. Our aim was and remains to eliminate in one fell swoop
an entire claés of nuclear arms. Although NATO's initial
deployment of INF missiles was an important achievement, I would
still prefer that there _be no INF missile deployvments on either
side. 1Indeed, I support a zero option for all nuclear arms. As
I have said before, my dream is to see the day when nuclear
weapons will be banished from the face of the Earth.

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his
country shares the_ vision of a world free of nuclear weapons. -v.;_m

(g oo Aethe) cun Cfg(w?lcu s (xlE  SATIL (u’U e R22% 4 '{/‘C/; L0340 it '/(;c\
These are encou*aglng words. /i Bef now iS a tlme for ,{Lw{_QA reutackd /
“Nalat ¥4

opportunity -- a time to move from words to deeds..-aqut T
4» ALt Ao it Grasi g Aadie .

Our third aim is to work'with the Soviet Union to esta?lish
a better working relétionship with gféater cooperation and
understanding. i

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words.
Complying with agreements helps; violating them hurts.
Respeéting'the rights of individual citizens bolsters the
relationship; ‘denying these rights harms it. Expanding contacts
écross borders and pefmitting a free interchange of information
and ideas increase confidence; sealing off one's people from the
rest of the world reduces it. Peaceful trade helps, while
organizea theft of industrial secrets certaihly hurts.

These examples illustrate clearly why our relationship with
the Soviet Union is not what it should be. We have a long way to

go, but we are determined to try and try again.
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In working toward these goals, our approach is_baséd on
three guiding principles: realism, strength, and dialogue.

Realism means wé start by understanding the world we live
in. We must recognize that we are in a long-term competition
with a government that does not share our notions of individual
liberties at home and peaceful change abroad. We must be frank
in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to defend our
values.

I have openly exprgssed my view of the Soviet system. This
should come as no surprise to Soviet leaders who have never shied
away from-expressing their view of our.system. But this does not
mean we can't deal with each other. We_do not refuse to talk
when the Soviets call us "imperialist aggressors," or because
they cling to the fagtasy of a communist triumph over democracy.
The fact that neither of us likes the other's system is no reason
to refuse to talk. Living in this nuclear age makes it
1mperat1ve that we talk.

Strength means we E%ew-we canhed negotiate successfully or

M&MV}LDf@W.
protect our interests;IE we are weaky Our strength is neceseary
not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation and
compromise{

Strength is more than militarv power. Economic strength ié
crucial énd America's economy is leading the world into recovery.
Equally important is unity among our people at home and wifh our
allies abroad. We areqsggbnger in all these areas than 3 vears

ago.
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Dialogue means we are determined to deal with our
differences peacefully, through negotiation. We are prepared to
discuss all the problems that divide us, and to work fer
practical, fair solutions on the basis of mutual compromise. We
will never retreat fromunegotiations..

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakeable. But we
do insist that eur negotiations deal with real problems, Aot
atmospherics.

In our approach to negotiations, reducing the risk of war --
and especially nuclear'Qar -- is priority number one. A nuclear
confrontation.could well be mankipd;s iast. The comprehensive
set of initiatives that we have proposedeould reduce
substantially the size of nuclear arsena¥s. And I am readysto go
much further: If the SoViet Union ie-willing, we can work
together and with others to rid our plagg%no- t‘ nuclear t@reat
Freegetner/

The world regrets that the Soviet Unlon broke off
negot;atlons on 1ntermed1ate-range nuclear forces, and has
refused to set a date for further talks on strategic arms. Our

negotiators are ready to return to the negotiating table, and to

conclude agreements in INF and START. We will negotiate in good

/%/ X A ane S ltonn )z»{;;q ﬁwfc\.,,

faith Whenever the Soviet Union is ready to do l'kewise, we

e fnne _ ,.45_,;

will meet them half way ﬁ 7’“’ 7/““““11 Nt 2] )y WM
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We seeék not only’to reduce the numbers of nuclear weapons,

but also to reduce the chances for dangerous misunderstanding and )

miscalculation. So we have put forward proposals for what we _ : \
call "confidence-building measures." They cover a w:.de range of M,
: . . tlen ©
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activities In the Geneva negotlations, wé have proposed that A4&ﬂ a
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the U.S. and Soviet Union exchange advance notlflcatlons of

missile tests and major military exercises. ZFotTowing—up—on %w%%&u&UZ%t
congxessionai~5ﬂggestionsvwwemélso«proposed*a*nﬁmbér”bf“Wé?§‘tdf.
improve-direct UTST=Soviet—channels—of-communicationw

These bilateral propdsals will be broadened at the Stockholm
conference. We will work hard to develop practical, meaniégful
ways to reduce the uncertainty and potential for
misinterpretation surrounding military activities, and to
diminish the risks of sﬁrprise attack.

Arms.qont;ol has long been fhe mo;t visible area of
U.S.—So#iet dialogue. But a durable peace also requires us to
defuse tensions and regional conflicts. %We and the Sovietss$
should have a common'intérest in prométing regional stability,
and in finding peaceful solutions to existing conflicts that.
permit developing nations to concentrate their energies on
economic growth. Thus we seek.to engage the Soviets in exchanges
of vi;ws on tﬁesé regional conflicfs and tensions and on how we
can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions.

Our -approach is constructive, but little has'come of it. We
remain convinced that on issues like these it is in the Soviet
Union's best interest to cooperate in achieving broad-based,
negotiétéd solutions. If the Soviet leaders make that choice,
they will find the United States ready to cooperate.

Another major problem in our dialogue with the Soviet Union

is human rights. It is Soviet practices in this area, as much as
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any other issue, that have created the mistrust andvill will that
hangs_oVer our relationship.

Moral coﬁsiderétions alone compel us to express dur deep
concern over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union, over
the virtual halt in the. emigration of Jews, Armenians, and others
who wish to join their families abroad, and over the continuing
harrassment of courageous people like Andrei Sakharov. |

Our request is simple and straightfo;ward: The Soviet Union
must live up to the obligations it has freely.assumed under
international covenants -- in particular, its commitments under

Andl 208 chemicall + bolegical, soaiface rcaties .
the Helsinki A;cordsa Experience has shown that g:eater respect

for human rights can contribute to progress in other areas of the

Soviet-American relationship. =

wir

Conflicts of interest between tﬁe United States and the

Soviet Union are real. But we can and must keep the peace

between our two nations and make it a better and more peaceful
i .

world for all mankind. _ sl

%hesé are tﬁé objectives of our policy toward the Soviet
Union, a policy of constructive competition that will serve both
éations and people evérywhere for the long haul. Constructive
competition is a challenge for Americans; it will require
patience. It is also a challenge for the Soviets. 1If they
cannoé meet us half way, we will be prepared to protect our

interests, and those of our friends and allies. But we want more

than deterrence; we seek geruine cooperation; we seek progress
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Cooperation begins with communication. We seek such’
communication. We 'will stay at the negotiating tables in Geneva
and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary‘Shultz is prepared to meet
with Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting
should be followed by others, so that high-level consultations
become a regular and normal component of U.S.-Soviet relations.

Our challenge is peaceful. It will bring out the best in
us. It also calls for the best from the Soviet Union. No one
can predict how the Soviet leaders will respond to our challenge.
But our two countries share with all mankind the dream of -
eliminating the risks of nuclear war. It is not an impossible

' risks -
dream, because eliminating thosepis so clearly a vital interes
for all of us. We have never fought each other; there is né
reason we ever should. 1Indeed, we have fought alongside one
another in the past. Today our common enemies are hunger, .
disease, ignorance and, above all, war.

More than 20 years ago, President Kennedy defined an
approach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he
announced it: '

"So, let us not be blind to our differences -- but let

us also direct attention to our common interests and to

the means by which those differences can be resolved.

And if we cannot end now our differences, at least we

can help make the world safe for diversitv. For, in

the final analysis, our most bhasic common 1link is that

we all inhabit this small planet. We all breathe the

same air. We all cherish our children's future. And

we are all mortal."”

I urge the Soviet leadership to move from pause to progress.

If the Soviet government wants peace then there will be peace.

The journev from proposals to progress to agreements may be
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difficult. But that should not indict the past By despair,,%‘ﬁfa'

future. _America is prepared for a major breakthroﬁgh or modest
f e fie aedidomel Mf«vrmu,mndzi Ol Agait Ge .

advances. We welcome compromise,\ In this] spirit of nstructive

competition, we can strengthen peace, we can reduce greatdy the

level of arms, and, yes, we can brighten the hopes and dreams of

people everywhere. Let us begin now.

“ i e Advanecq
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Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your
distinguished group. I'm grateful for this opportunity during
these first days of 1984, to speak through you to the people of
the world on a subject of great importance to the cause of

peace -- relations between the United States and the Soviet

Union.
[owerrow ,

FnJjust a few dayes the United States will join the Soviet

Union and the other nations of Europe at an international
security conference in Stockholm. We intend to uphold our
responsibility as a major power in easing potential sources of
conflict. The conference will search for practical and
meaningful ways to increase European security and preserve peace.
We will go to Stockholm bearing the heartfelt wishes of our
people for genuine progress.

We live in a time of challenges to peace, but also of
opportunities for peace. Through decades of difficulty and
frustration, America's highest aspiration has never wavéred: We
have and will continue to struggle for a lasting peace that
eﬁhances dignity for men and women everywhere. I believe 1984
finds the United States in its strongest position in years to
establish a constﬁyctive and realistic workiﬁg relationship with
the SqQviet Union.

(g%) Some® fundamental changes have taken place since the decade

of the seventies -- years when the United States guestioned its
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role in the world and neglected its defenses, while the Soviet
Union increased its military might and sought to expand its
influence through threats and use of force.

Qéféiy(:> Three years ago we embraced a mandate from the American
people to'change course, and we have. Today America can once
again demonstrate, with egual conviction, our commitment to stay
secure and to find peaceful solutions to problems through
negotiations. Ea_guary 1984 is a time of opportunities for peace.j

ééi>- History teaches that wars begin when governments believe the
price of aggression is cheap. To keep the peace, we and our
allies must remain strong enough to convince any potential
aggressor that war could bring no benefit, only disaster. 1In
other words, our goal is deterrence, plain and simple.

With the support of the American people and the Congress, we
halted America's decline. Our economy is in the midst of the
best recover& since the sixties. Our defenses are being rebuilt.
Our alliances are solid and our commitment to defend our values
has never been more clear. There is credibility and consistency.

America's recovery may have taken Soviet leaders by
surprise. They may have counted on us to keep weakening
ourselves. They have been séying for years that our demise was
inevitable. They said it so often they probably started .
believing it. I think they can see now they were wrong.

either we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the

®

differeRces between our two societies. But we should always

remember that we do have common interests. And the foremost

among them is to avoid war and reduce the level of arms. There

9
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is no rational alternative but to steer a course which I would
call credible deterrence and peaceful competition; and if we do

so, we might find areas in which we could engage in constructive

cooperation.

Recently we've been hearing some very strident rhetoric from

the Kremlin. These harsh words have led some to speak of

heightened uncertainty and an increased danger of conflict. This

is understandable, but profoundly mistaken. Look beyond the

. . - (@
words, and one fact staxds out plainly: Deterrence 1s~5ﬁ2§§¥

restored and it is making\the world a safer place; safer because .

there is less danger that the Soviet leadership will

underestimate our strength or Yesolve.

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. ¥Freedoem _poses no

dominatef-the—world. BUt we didnlt. Instead we“used our power

to write a new chapter in the history of mankind. We helped

m tur«)pea,w:{ ')‘&LF;! EA.n‘,

rebuild W war-ravaged economiesAPf—East—and—west, including

of
thosgﬂnations who had been our enemies. Indeed, those former

enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends.

Americals character has not charged. Our strength and

vision of progxess provide the basis for stability and meaningful

negotiations. S¥viet leadefs know it makes sense to compromise

only if they can ggt sefiething in return. America's economic and

military strength it us to offer something in return. Yes,
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that the world is safer is not /to say that it is

But to sa

safe enough. gic conflicts in many parts of
the world. Nuclear\arsenal igh. And our working

t what it must be. These

are conditions whij e addresgsed and improved.

Deterrenég/zi essential to preserve peace and protect our
way of life, but deterrence is not the beginning and end of our
policy toward the Soviet Union. We must and will engage the
/Soviets in a dialogue as cordial and cooperative as possible, a
dialogue that will serve to promote peace in the troubled regions
of the world, reduce the level of arms, and build a constructive
working relationship.

First, we must find ways to eliminate the use and threat of
force in solving international disputes.

The world has witnessed more than 150 conflicts since the
end of World War II alone. Armed conflicts are raging in the
Middle East, Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America, and
Africa. 1In other regions, independent nations are confronted by
heavily armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack
or subversion.

Most of these conflicts have their roots in local problems,
but many have been fanned and exploited by the Soviet Union aﬁd
its surrogates -- and, of course, Afghanistan has suffered an
outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and
exporting revolution only exacerbates local conflicts, increases

suffering, and makes solutions to real social  and economic

problems more difficult.
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Would it not be better and safer to assist the peoples and
governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful
solutions? Today, I am asking the Soviet leaders to join with us
in cooperative efforts to move the world in this safer direction.

Second, our aim is to find ways to reduce the vast
stockpiles of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear
weapons.

It is tragic to see the world's developing nations spending
more than $150 billion a year on arms -- almost 20 percent of
their national budgets. We must find ways to reverse the vicious
cycle of threat and response which drives arms races everywhere
it occurs.

While modernizing our defenses, we have done only what is
needed to establish a stable military balance. The simple truth
is, America's total nuclear stockpile has declined. We have
fewer nuclear weapons today than we had 28 years ago. And our
nuclear stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 years in terms of
its total destructive power.

Just 2 months ago, we and our allies agreed to withdraw an
additional 1,400 nuclear weapons from Western Europe. This comes
after the removal of a thousand nuclear weapons from Europe over
the last 3 -years. Even if all our planned intermediate—range.
missiles have to be deployed in Europe over the next 5 years --
and we hope this will not be necessary -- we will have eliminated

five existing nuclear weapons for each new weapon deployed.

But this is not enough. We must accelerate our efforts to

reach agreements that will greatly reduce nuclear arsenals. It



was with this goal in mind that I first proposed here, in
November 1981, the "zero option" for intermediate-range missiles.
Our aim was then and is now to eliminate in one fell swoop an
entire class of nuclear arms. Although NATO's initial deployment
of INF missiles was an important achievement, I would still
prefer that there be no INF missile deployments on either side.
Indeed, I support a zero option for all nuclear arms. As I have
said before, my dream is to see the day when nucleaf‘weapons will
be banished from the face of the Earth.

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his
country shares the vision of a world free of nuclear weapbns.
These are encouraging words. Well, now is a time to move from
words to deeds.

Our third aim is to work with the Soviet Union to establish
a better working relationship with greater cooperation and
understandiﬂg.

/ Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words.

Vq Complying with agreements helps; violating them hurts.
Respecting the rights of individual citizens bolsters the
relationship; denying these rights harms it. Expanding contacts
across borders and permitting a free interchange of information
and ideas increase confidence; sealing off one's people from the
‘rest of the world reduces it. Peaceful trade helps, while
organized theft of industrial secrets certainly hurts.

J Kave ciledd

Thews examplesAillustrate clearly why our relationship with

S
_the Soviet Union is not what it should be’!'Wefhave a long way to

go, but we are determined to try and try again.
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In working toward these goals, our approach is based on
three guiding principles: realism, strength, and dialogue.

Realism means we start by understanding the world we live
in. We must recognize that we are in a long-term competition
with a government that does not share our notions of individual
liberties at home and peaceful change abroad. We must be frank
in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to promote our
values.

Strength means we know we cannot negotiate successfullf or
protect our interests if we are weak. Our strength is necessary
not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation and
compromise.

Strength is more than military power. Economic strength is
crucial and Ameriéa's economy is leading the world into recovery.
Equally important is unity among our people at hoﬁe and with our

allies abroad. We are stronger in all these areas than we were

3 years ago.

Dialogue means we are determined to deal with our
differences peacefully, through negotiation. We are prepared to
discuss all the problems that divide us, and to work for
practical, fair solutions on the basis of mutual compromise. We
will néver retreat from negotiations. |

I have openly expressed my view of the Soviet system. I
don't know why this should come as a surprise to Soviet leaders
who have never shied away from expressing their view of our
system. But this does not mean we can't deal with each other.

We don't refuse to talk when the Soviets call us "imperialist
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aggressors” and worse, or because they cling to the fantasy of a
communist triumph over democracy. The fact that neither of us
likes the other's system is no reason to refuse to talk. Living
in this nuclear age makes it imperative that we do talk.

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakable. But we

insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, not

p atmospherics.

(fa T In our approach to negotiations, reducing the risk of war --
and especially nuclear war -- is priority number one. A nuclear
confrontation could well be mankind's last. The compréhensive
set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce
substantially the size of nuclear arsenals. And again, I would
hope that in the years ahead we could go much further toward the
ultimate goal of ridding our planet of the nuclear threat
altogether. -

The world regrets -- certainly we do -- that the Soviet
Union broke off negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear
forces, and has refused to set a date for further talks on
strategic arms. Our negotiators are ready to return to the
negotiating table, and to conclude agreements in INF and START.
We will negotiate in good faith. Whenever the Soviet Union is

ready to do likewise, we will meet them half way.

We seek both to reduce nuclear arsenals, and to reduce the
chances for dangerous misunderstanding and miscalculation. So we
have put forward proposals for what we call "confidence-building
measures.”™ They cover a wide range of activities. In the Geneva

Unibed Stodes
negotiations, we have proposed that thﬁ{ﬂ:&. and Soviet Union
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exchange advance notifications of missile tests and major
military exercises. Following up on congressional suggestions,
we also proposed a number of ways to improve direct U.S.-Soviet
channels of communication. Last week, we had further discussions
with the Soviets here in Washington on improving communications,
including the "Hotline."

These bilateral proposals will be broadened at the
conference in Stockholm. We are working with our allies to
develop practical, meaningful ways to reduce the uncertainty and
potential for misinterpretation surrounding military activities,
and to diminish the risks of surprise attack.

Arms control has long been the most visible area of
U.S.-Soviet dialogue. But a durable peace also requires us to
defuse tensions and regional conflicts. We and the Soviets
should have a common interest in promoting regional stability,
and in finding peaceful solutions to existing conflicts that
permit developing nations to concentrate their energies on
economic growth. Thus we seek to engage the Soviets in eichanges
of views on these regional conflicts and tensions‘and on how we
can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions.

We remain convinced that on issues like these it is in th

Wwonld, '
Soviet Union's best interest to in achieving

broad-based, negotiated solutions. If the Soviet leaders make

that choice, they will find us ready to cooperate.

,Anoxﬁér major problem in our relationship with the Soviet

Union is human rights. Soviet practices in this area, as much as
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any other issue, have created #he mistrust and ill will that
—i%%%gfgﬁf? our relationship.

Moral considerations alone compel us to express our deep
concern over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union, over
the virtual halt in the emigration of Jews, Armenians, and others
who wish to join their families abroad, and over the continuing
harassment o?:ézzggg;ous peoplg.Like—ﬂn&rei-ﬁakha&ouv

Our request is simple and straightforward: That the Soviet
Union live up to the obligations it has freely assumed under
international covenants -- in particular, its commitments under
the Helsinki Accords. Experience has shown that greater respect
for human rights 33% contribute to progress in other areas of the
Soviet-American relationship.

Conflicts of interest between the United States and the
Soviet Union are real. But we can and must keep the peace
between our fwo nations and make it a better and more peaceful
world for all mankind.

These are the objectives of our policy toward the Soviet
Union, a policy of credlble’deterrencg)ahd-peaceful competltlon
o Lonstructiug eos

Afhat will serve both nations and people everywhere igr the long
haul. It is a challenge for Americans. It is also a challenge
for thg Soviets. If they cannot meet us half way, we will be.

prepared to protect'our interests, and those of our friends and

allies. But we want more than deterrence; we seek genuine

Ccoo &ration; we seek progress Euz:;_e&aéf""&*\\“\‘"“)’% “w é-“’“‘"’ s

XD
Cooperation begins with communication. We seek such

communication. : st at e otiati 3 A%%%
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and—Vienna. —Fusthermore, Secretary Shultz will b%‘%m{ng 'w'zigff

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm) This meeting

should be followed by others, so that high—tevel consultationg}h‘h&uq
L ocwups e~ ek At hiher lec2)

become a regular and normal component of U.S.-Soviet relations.

Our challenge is.pgkzzéulv It will bping out the best in
us. It als§ calls for the best from t -'Soviet Union. No one
can predict how the Soviet leaders will respond to our challenge.
But the people pof our two countries share with all mankind the
dream of eliminaking the riskg of nuclear war. It is not an
impossible dream, Kecause g@liminating those is so clearly a vital

interest for all of §s. /Our two countries have never fought each

other; there is no reZson we ever should. Indeed, we kewes fought

) ) old Wasr IC .
alongside one anotlper in\pweworid—wars. Today our common
enemies are hungér, disease) Sl and, above all, war.

More thar/ 20 years ago, Pxesident Kennedy defined an
approach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he

announced/it:

"Sp, let us not be blind to our Hifferences™ he said,
"Put let us also direct attention\to our common
nterests and to the means by which those differences

can be resolved."

Well, those differences would turn out to be differences in
governmental structure and philosophy. The common interest would
have to do with the things of everyday life for people

everywhere.

Suppose Ivan and Anya found themselves in a waiting room, or
sharing a shelter from the rain with Jim and Sally, and there was
no language barrier to keep them from getting acquainted. Would

they debate the differences between their respective governments?

/
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Or, would they find themselves comparing notes about their
children, and what each other did for a living?

Before they parted company they would probably have touched
on ambitions, hobbies, what they wanted for their children and
the problems of making ends meet. They might even have decided
they were all going to get together for dinner some evening soon.

Above all, they would have proven that people don't make
wars. People want to raise their children in a world without
fear, and without war. They want to have some of the good things
over and above bare subsistance that make life worth living.
They want to work at some craft, trade or profession that gives
them satisfaction and a sense of worth. Their common interests
cross all borders.

If the Soviet Government'wants peace, then there will be
peace. Together we caﬁ strengthen peace, reduce the level of
arms and know in doing so we have fulfilled the hopes and dreams
of those we represent and indeed of people everywhere. Let us

begin now.
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Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your
distinguished group. I'm grateful for this opportunity during
these first days of 1984, to speak through you to the people of
the world on a subject of great importance to the cause of

peace -- relations between the United States and the Soviet

Union.
[owerrow ,

In—just a fewdaysw the United States will join the Soviet

Union and the other nations of Europe at an international
security conference in Stockholm. We intend to uphold our
responsibility as a major power in easing potential sources of
conflict. The conference will search for practical and
meaningful ways to increase European securi£y and preserve peace.
We will go fo Stockholm bearing the heartfelt wishes of our
people for genuine progress.

We live in a time of challenges to peace, but also of
opportunities for peace. Through decades of difficulty and
frustration, America's highest aspiration has never wavered: We
have and will continue to struggle for a lasting peace that
enhances dignity for men and women everywhere. I believe 1984
finds the United States in its strongest position in years to
establish a constructive and realistic working relationship with
the Soviet Union.

Some fundamental changes have taken place since the decade

of the seventies -- years when the United States questioned its
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role in the world and neglected its defenses, while the Soviet
Union increased its military might and sought to expand its
influence through threats and use of force.

Three years ago we embraced a mandate from the American
people to change course, and we have. Today America can once
again demonstrate, with egual conviction, our commitment to stay
secure and to find peaceful solutions to problems through
negotiations. January 1984 is a time of opportunities for peace.

History teaches that wars begin when governments believe the
price of aggression is cheap. To keep the peace, we and our
allies must remain strong enough to convince any potential
aggressor that war could bring no benefit, only disaster. 1In
other words, our goal is deterrence, plain and simple.

With the support of the American people and the Congress, we
halted America's decline. Our economy is in the midst of the
best recover& since the sixties. Our defenses are being rebuilt.
Our alliances are solid and our commitment to defend our values
has never been more clear. There is credibility and consistency.

America's recovery may have taken Soviet leaders by
surprise. They may have counted on us to keep weakening
ourselves. They have been saying for years that our demise was
inevitable. They said it so often they probably started '
believing it. I think they can see now they were wrong.

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the
differences between our two societies. But we should always
remember that we do have common interests. And the foremost

among them is to avoid war and reduce the level of arms. There
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is no rational alternative but to steer a course which I would
call credible deterrence and peaceful competition; and if we do
so, we might find areas in which we could engage in constructive
cooperation.

Recently we've been hearing some very strident rhetoric from
the Kremlin. These harsh words have led some to speak of
heightened uncertainty and an increased danger of conflict. This
is understandable, but profoundly mistaken. Look beyond the

words, and one fact stands out plainly: Deterrence is being

restored and it is making the world a safer place; safer because .

there is less danger that the Soviet leadership will

underestimate our strength or resolve.

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. Freedom poses no

threat, it is the language of progress. We proved this 35 years

ago when we had a monopoly of nuclear weapons, and could have fr:‘ej 7{7

dominated the world. But we didn't. Instead we used our power

to write a new chapter in the history of mankind. We helped

m turbfeﬂ»ac( 7"&4_&!’ Ea.rf',

rebuil? W war-ravaged economiesAef—East-mwd—ﬂest, including
e

thosgﬁnations who had been our enemies. Indeed, those former
enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends.

America's character has not changed. Our strength and
vision of progress provide the basis for stability and meaninéful
negotiations. Soviet leaders know it makes sense to compromise
only if they can get something in return. America's economic and

military strength permit us to offer something in return. Yes,

today is a time of opportunities for peace.

7
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But to say that the world is safer is not to say that it is
safe enough. We are witnessing tragic conflicts in many parts of
the world. Nuclear arsenals are far too high. And our working
relationship with the Soviet Union is not what it must be. These
are conditions which must be addressed and improved.

Deterrence is essential to preserve peace and protect our
way of life, but deterrence is not the beginning and end of our
policy toward the Soviet Union. We must and will engage the
/Soviets in a dialogue as cordial and cooperative as possible, a
dialogue that will serve to promote peace in the troubled regions
of the world, reduce the level of arms, and build a constructive
working relationship.

First, we must find ways to eliminate the use and threat of
force in solving international disputes.

The world has witnessed more than 150 conflicts since the
end of World War II alone. Armed conflicts are raging in the
Middle East, Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America, and
Africa. In other regions, independent nations are confronted by
heavily armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack
or subversion.

Most of these conflicts have their roots in local problems,
but many have been fanned and exploited by the Soviet Union aﬁd
its surrogates -- and, of course, Afghanistan has suffered an
outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and
exporting revolution only exacerbates local conflicts, increases
suffering, and makes solutions to real social” and economic

problems more difficult.
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Would it not be better and safer to assist the peoples and
governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful
solutions? Today, I am asking the Soviet leaders to join with us
in cooperative efforts to move the world in this safer direction.

Second, our aim is to find ways to reduce the vast
stockpiles of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear
weapons.

It is tragic to see the world's developing nations spending
more than $150 billion a year on arms -- almost 20 percent of
their national budgets. We must find ways to reverse the vicious
cycle of threat and response which drives arms races everywhere
it occurs.

While modernizing our defenses, we have done only what is
needed to establish a stable military balance. The simple truth
is, America's total nuclear stockpile has declined. We have
fewer nuclear weapons today than we had 28 years ago. And our
nuclear stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 years in terms of
its total destructive power.

Just 2 months ago, we and our allies agreed to withdraw an
additional 1,400 nuclear weapons from Western Europe. This comes
after the removal of a thousand nuclear weapons from Europe over
the last 3 -years. Even if all our planned intermediate—range.
missiles have to be deployed in Europe over the next 5 years —-
and we hope this will not be necessary -- we will have eliminated
five existing nuclear weapons for each new weapon deployed.

But this is not enough. We must accelerate our efforts to

reach agreements that will greatly reduce nuclear arsenals. It
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was with this goal in mind that I first proposed here, in
November 1981, the "zero option" for intermediate-range missiles.
Our aim was then and is now to eliminate in one fell swoop an
entire class of nuclear arms. Although NATO's initial deployment
of INF missiles was an important achievement, I would still
prefer that there be no INF missile deployments on either side.
Indeed, I support a zero option for all nuclear arms. As I have
said before, my dream is to see the day when nuclear weapons will
be banished from the face of the Earth.

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his
country shares the vision of a world free of nuclear weapons.
These are encouraging words. Well, now is a time to move from
words to deeds.

Our third aim is to work with the Soviet Union to establish
a better working relationship with greater cooperation and
understandiﬁg.

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words.
Complying with agreements helps; violating them hurts.
Respecting the rights of individual citizens bolsters the
relationship; denying these rights harms it. Expanding contacts
across borders and permitting a free interchange of information

and ideas increase confidence; sealing off one's people from the

‘rest of the world reduces it. Peaceful trade helps, while

organized theft of industrial secrets certainly hurts.
(INVSERT A ) I hew clited
Thesn examplesAillustrate clearly why our relationship with
AR T
the Soviet Union is not what it should bez§JWe-have a long way to

go, but we are determined to try and try again.
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In working toward these goals, our approach is based on
three guiding principles: realism, strength, and dialogue.

Realism means we start by understanding the world we live
in. We must recognize that we are in a long-term competition
with a government that does not share our notions of individual
liberties at home and peaceful change abroad. We must be frank
in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to promote our
values.

Strength means we know we cannot negotiate successfullf or
protect our interests if we are weak. Our strength is necessary
not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation and
compromise.

Strength is more than military power. Economic strength is
crucial and America's economy is leading the world into recovery.
Equally important is unity among our people at hoﬁe and with our

allies abroad. We are stronger in all these areas than we were

.

3 years ago.

Dialogue means we are determined to deal with our
differences peacefully, through negotiation. We are prepared to
discuss all the problems that divide us, and to work for
practical, fair solutions on the basis of mutual compromise. We
will néver retreat from negotiations. .

I have openly expressed my view of the Soviet system. I
don't know why this should come as a surprise to Soviet leaders
who have never shied away from expressing their view of our
system. But this does not mean we can't deal with each other.

We don't refuse to talk when the Soviets call us "imperialist
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aggressors" and worse, or because they cling to the fantasy of a
communist triumph over democracy. The fact that neither of us
likes the other's system is no reason to refuse to talk. Living
in this nuclear age makes it imperative that we do talk.

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakable. But we
insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, not
atmospherics.

In our approach to negotiations, reducing the risk of war --
and especially nuclear war -- is priority number one. A nuclear
confrontation could well be mankind's last. The compréhensive
set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce
substantially the size of nuclear arsenals. And again, I would
hope that in the years ahead we could go much further toward the
ultimate goal of ridding our planet of the nuclear threat
altogether. -

The world regrets -- certainly we do -- that the Soviet
Union broke off negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear
forces, and has refused to set a date for further talks on
strategic arms. Our negotiators are ready to return to the
negotiating table, and to conclude agreements in INF and START.
We will negotiate in good faith. Whenever the Soviet Union is

ready to do likewise, we will meet them half way.

We seek both to reduce nuclear arsenals, and to reduce the
chances for dangerous misunderstanding and miscalculation. So we
have put forward proposals for what we call "confidence-building
measures.” They cover a wide range of activities. In the Geneva

M/MIM S'r‘afts

negotiations, we have proposed that thﬁ{ﬂzs. and Soviet Union
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exchange advance notifications of missile tests and major
military exercises. Following up on congressional suggestions,
we also proposed a number of ways to improve direct U.S.-Soviet
channels of communication. Last week, we had further discussions
with the Soviets here in Washington on improving communications,
including the "Hotline."

These bilateral proposals will be broadened at the
conference in Stockholm. We are working with our allies to
develop practical, meaningful ways to reduce the uncertainty and
potential for misinterpretation surrounding military activities,
and to diminish the risks of surprise attack.

Arms control has long been the most visible area of
U.S.-Soviet dialogue. But a durable peace also requires us to
defuse tensions and regional conflicts. We and the Soviets
should have a common interest in promoting regional stability,
and in finding peaceful solutions to existing conflicts that
permit developing nations to concentrate their energies on
economic growth. Thus we seek to engage the Soviets in exchanges
of views on these regional conflicts and tensions and on how we
can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions.

We remain convinced that on issues like these it is in the
Soviet Union's best interest to cooperate in achieving .
broad-based, negotiated solutions. If the Soviet leaders make

that choice, they will find us ready to cooperate.

Another major problem in our relationship with the Soviet

Union is human rights. Soviet practices in this area, as much as
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any other issue, have created the mistrust and ill will that
hangs over our relationship.

Moral considerations alone compel us to express our deep
concern over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union, ‘over
the virtual halt in the emigration of Jews, Armenians, and others
who wish to join their families abroad, and over the continuing
harassment o?iézsggg;ous peoplq'Léke—ﬁn&rei—ﬁakha;on.

Our request is simple and straightforward: That the Soviet
Union live up to the obligations it has freely assumed under
international covenants -- in particular, its commitments under
the Helsinki Accords. Experience has shown that greater respect
for human rights can contribute to progress in other areas of the
Soviet-American relationship.

Conflicts of interest between the United States and the
Soviet Union are real. But we can and must keep the peace
between our-two nations and make it a better and more peaceful
world for all mankind.

These are the objectives of our policy toward the Soviet
Union, a policy of credible deterrencgjané-peaceful competition

M LonstAaamctiut coe
that will serve both nations and people everywhere for the long

A
haul. It is a challenge for Americans. It is also a challenge
for thg Soviets. If they cannot meet us half way, we will be'
prepared to protect our interests, and those of our friends and
allies. But we want more than deterrence; we seek genuine
cooperation; we seek progress for peace.

Cooperation begins with communication. We seek such

communication. We will stay at the negotiating tables in Geneva
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and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz will be meeting with
Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting
should be followed by others, so that high-level consultations
become a regular and normal component of U.S.-Soviet relations.

Our challenge is peaceful. It will bring out the best in
us. It also calls for the best from the Soviet Union. No one
can predict how the Soviet leaders will respond to our challenge.
But the people of our two countries share with all mankind the
dream of eliminating the risks of nuclear war. It is not an
impossible dream, because eliminating those is so clearly a vital
interest for all of us. Our two countries have never fought each
other; there is no reason we ever should. Indeed, we kews fought

twentd Wasr IT .

alongside one another in swe—worid—wsEs. Today our common
enemies are hunger, disease . ‘apessssme and, above all, war.

More than 20 years ago, President Kennedy defined an
approach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he
announced it:

"So, let us not be blind to our differences" he said,
"but let us also direct attention to our common
interests and to the means by which those differences

can be resolved."”

Well, those differences would turn out to be differences in
governmental structure and philosophy. The common interest would
have to do with the things of‘everyday life for people

everywhere.

Suppose Ivan and Anya found themselves in a waiting room, or
sharing a shelter from the rain with Jim and Sally, and there was
no language barrier to keep them from getting acquainted. Would

they debate the differences between their respective governments?



Page 12

Or, would they find themselves comparing notes about their
children, and what each other did for a living?

Before they parted company they would brobably have touched
on ambitions, hobbies, what they wanted for their children and
the problems of making ends meet. They might even have decided
they were all going to get together for dinner some evening soon.

Above all, they would have proven that people don't make
wars. People want to raise their children in a world without
fear, and without war. They want to have some of the good things
over and above bare subsistance that make life worth living.
They want to work at some craft, trade or profession that gives
them satisfaction and a sense of worth. Their common interests
cross all borders.

If the Soviet Government.wants peace, then there will be
peace. Together we caﬁ strengthen peace, reduce the level of
arms and know in doing so we have fulfilled the hopes and dreams
of those we represent and indeed of people everywhere. Let us

begin now.
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Cooperation and understanding are especially important
to arms control. In recent years, we have been disturbed by mounting
evidence that the Soviet Union has breached important elements of
several arms control agreements. It has also established a pattern
of taking advantage of any imprecision or ambiguity in agreements.
Such actions jeopardize the arms control process.

I will soon submit to the Congress the report on these
Soviet activities which it requested from me. I will of course see
to it that our modernization program takes them into account so that
we will not be at a disadvantage. But I will also continue our
discussions with the Soviet government on activities which under-
mine agreements. I believe it is in our mutual interest to remove
impediments to - arms control, which offers us the means to

improve the security of both our countries and to create a safer

world.





