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MEMO RAND PM 
.-€8NFJ1'f!!N I !Afr' NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

INFORMATION January 7, 19 84 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT c. MCFARLANE 

FROM: DONALD R. FORT IE;pp-f .tt,~ "::71,..1 

SUBJECT: Soviet Speech M ;,e,,.,...,..CJL J s.J, 

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 
u ncomprehending 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 spe ech 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, t he 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 corning 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--rnay 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 question--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 wor ld in which the Soviet Union could bring its 
influence to bear to reduce risks for both sides. The 
confidence cre ated by such progress would be valuable in 
trying to dea l with other aspects of our competition." 
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Similar l y , using the thr ee tasks o f U.S.-Soviet r elations in the 
present dra f t, the Pres i dent cou l d say that the s e cond 
task--re ducing armaments--requires some serious thin king about 
how to incre ase strategi c stability. Rather than simp ly try to 
top the Soviets in a v a gue commitment to a non-nuclear world, we 
can challenge them with our commitment to specific negotiating 
measures. For e x ample: 

"Our thinking in t he area of arms control has led us to 
embrace t h e build-down approach to reducing strategic 
wea pons. [ On e senten ce e xplaining build-down. ] We wish 
the Soviet Union wou ld do the s ame, and call on i ts leaders 
to do so. This is a t ime when we need more, not less 
d i scussion of this approach, for it is a formula that could 
make it possible for both sides to rethink many of their 
strategic p r ograms." 

The Soviets would be greatly intrigu ed to hear a hint that we 
might not h ave t o build everything we plan, and would begin to 
a sk what s ystems t his c ould mean. In short, we would have their 
inte r est. 

As for the final task- - developing a constructive wor king 
r elationship--th e Pre sident could again make hard points and 
soft--hard on is sues like the need for compliance with past 
a greements, soft-sounding on the obvious fact that we are willing 
to work even for small improvements in the relation ship. 

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!) 

Finally, the c on cluding quote from JFK's American University 
speech is a u s eful r eminder of how different our job is from 
Kennedy's. He was l ucky enough to be able to produce an 
agreement on a comparativ ely simple question--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 e verything 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 ai r." 

C8NFID£1UWJAI ~ 
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PROPOSED ADDITIONAL SPEECH MATERIAL: 
{],.., /Y ~'\,/~ ' 

In a few days, I will be sending to the Congress a report that outlines 

the record of Soviet compliance with past arms control treaties. It is a 

report that warrants the most serious of attention by all our lawmakers. 

Its results, which I 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 scrutinize~ 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-Bal 1 istic Missile Treaty prohibitions concerning 

the deployment of ABM radars. They have also violated critical provisions 

of the SALT I l 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 I 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 



' -

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 th~ _spirit of arms control agreements 

while claiming adherence to their letter. 

I have called upon Soviet President Yuri Andropov to take those actions 

necessary to end the several violations that we have identified. And I 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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SUBSTITUTE PARAGRAPH 1 

Today the United States has some 8,000 fewer nuclear weapons deployed 

than we had in the late 1960's. And the megat9nnage 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 1 ife. 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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January 5, 1984 
4:30 p.rn. 

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: National Press Club 

Thank you very much for inviting ne 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 few days, the United States will join the Soviet 

Union and the other nations of Europe at an international 

securitv conference in Stockholm. We are determined to uphold 

our responsibility as a major power to ease potential sources of 
: : 

conflict. 

meaningful 
JuA • • __ ~.'T:01. .,, .. -1 1..(-1 \.Cl 

We. will 91
0 

The conference will search· for practical and 
. 9-1- AA "-l- (!fl. I ;_,, ,.-yUUL-(_ ,£. ( L-{ ., .,_/ ~-n-....;,--f..J..... ,..;) --t:L .) 

ways to intrease European security~@'fifl~-~~~~-r,;r-e--oe:-e:~ 
~ : , i .;{.,(,{.I.,. U,1-C'f /).,,0 tLd , ,{;e, Ci-., ,:J ·; t 4 f ,.p l./( t: r . .' 
to Stockhoi'fu bearing th~1 hear~felt wishes of our 

people for genuine progress. 

We live in ·a time not only of challenges to oeace but also 

of opportunities for peace. Through decades of difficulty and 

frustration, America's . highest aspiration has never wavered: Ne 

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 vears to 

establish a constructive and realistic working relationshin with 

the Soviet Union. 

Sone fundamental changes have taken place s i nce the decade . 
I I ' I.{ ,,, -'/ • ,,{ , .c).<. f 1 , • ..((' .- , • [ _. ._ "" , , l /1 

of the seventies -- year _s when the United Sta te51,quest..ion ec.1ts 
..Jt"..1.../ t! ( , : / I~ [J. l'~ - ....o -:-U. .tLf., !£ ,: Cl ..--' ,.__ 

~ l.e - -i-n .. the--worlg.Ja nd 1 n eg i e c te d its defen s es, while t he Sov i et 

10 
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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 demon~:t;,!;-9-te, wi_:!:h::~qual convic{tion, our commitment to s _tay 

secure.J an<fj:J-{¥~~ ';~~'/u'i,'.ffc;iJ;{i~1 t~ problems through 
,, 

negotiations. January 1984 is a time of opportunities for peace. , 
~ ti..4-,-1 -1.,.{...:) .I)..(.~ ,~-tt. '{.:1.-f, , -t-:) 

History teaches th.at wars begin when _"9'Jernl"f',e11ls 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 Congre~s, we 

halted America's deciine·~ Our economy is in the midst of the 

best recovery since the sixties. Our defenses are being reb~ilt. 

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. But they can see now they were wrong. 

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the 

differences bt::tween our two societies. Our rivalry will '?ersist. 

But we should always -reme~~er that we do have co~~on interests. 

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

fl 



of arms. There is no rational alternative but to steer a course 

which I would ca11 · "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: Deterrence is 

being restored and making thi world a saf~r place. .-
-")t)'•vV 

The · world is safer because ther~ is l~ss dange~that the 

Soviet leadership will provoke a confrontation by underestimating 

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

poses no t~reat, it speaks the language of progress. We proved 

this 35 years ago when we had a monopoly -of nuclear weaponsj and 

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

new chapter in the history of mankind, rebuilding the war-r~yaged 

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 ;the·y 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. 

Be~ to sav that the world is safer is not to sav that it is 

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

the world . . Nuclear arsenals are far too high. Ana ou~ work i ~g 



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 eordi~~ and cooperative as possible,·a 
co. .. ,..&/ 

dialogue that w-i-H. 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 find ways to · elirninate 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 confliets are raging in t~e 
- . 

Middle East, Afghani-stan .. , Southeas1; Asia, Central America, and 

Africa. In other regions, independent nations are confront~d by 

heavily armed ·neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack 

o~~~-hoM~7~ · .. 
µ~··c,f th~--se conflicts have · their roots in local problems, . a-

but~ have been fanned and exploited by the Soviet Union and 
Yn t,J + . 

its surrogates -- and, · of course, Afghanistan has suffered an 

outright' Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and 
~~~ ~ 

_export_ing re VO!.½ Lien only exacerbates local conflicts, increases 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

;roblems more difficult. 

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

governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful I
I W4.,,t., 

b, ' 
I vf . 

,' ~ 
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solu•tions? Today, I am asking the Soviet leaders to join with us 

in cooperative efforts to move the world in this safer direction. 

Secon~, our aim is to find ways to reduce the vast 

stockpiles of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear 

weapons. . 
~ -t c tw _ _., au ttu .x.. co t1t.4( etc fJJ s-i;,.(1 ct<.· r ·-l , t: :J. .l./ ~vl{ at s D {).(_ .,ct l< r • . 

tL~ is traglc to see t e world's developing natio7cr spendin~ 
, 

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

their national budgets. We must find way~ fa reverse the viciou 

circle of threat and response which drives arms races everywhere 

needed to establish a stable military balance. In fact, 
------~ -!&:~ -t,-1,,f,.~ 

America's total nuclear stockoile has dec-iined. I We have · e._,. .' 

warheads today than we had 28 years ago. And our nuclear 

stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 years in terms of it~ 

total destructive power. 

- Just 2 months ago, ·we and our allies agreed to withdraw an 

' additional 1,400 nuclear warheads from .Western Europe. This 

comes after the removal of a thousand nuclear warheads from 

Europe over the last 3 years. Even if all our plann~d 

intermediate-range missiles have ~o be deployed in Europe over 
1 

' . A-f. .U ..f <;C> l'-11, ./; h •t- 1+J.. t l l if:, .. u. ,.1J .{.,?<<.<,.) 
the next 5 years -- ~nd wc ho~ this · will not be nec::'essaryJ1 ...I- wc 

will have eliminated five existing warheads for ~ach new warhead· 

deployed. 

But this is not enough. ~'ie must accelerate our efforts to 

reach agreements to reduce greatly the ntunbers of nuclear 

we apons. It was wi t h this goal in mind that I f i r st proposed 

I 

I , 

. 
.0J 
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here, in Noveraber 1981, the "zero option" for inter1:1ediate-ra:1ge 

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/t::;:;,·that there __ be no INF . missile deployments on either 

side. Indeed, I support a zero option for all nuclear ams. As 
f 

I have said before, my dream is to see the day when nuclear 

weapons will be banished from the face of the Earth. 

a better working rel~tionship with greater cooperation and 

understanding. 

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words. 

Co~plying with agreements helps; viol~ting them hurts. 

Respecting the rights of individual citizens bolsters the 

relationship; ·denying these rights harms it. Expanding contact~ 

across borders and permitting a free interchange of informat5..on 

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

rest of the world .reduces it. , Peaceful trade helos, 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. 

I 

! 



,.·, 

. . 
. .- . . r~g"e_7 

In working toward these goals, our approach i~ 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 do.es 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 exp_ressed my view of the Soviet system. This 

should come as no surprise to Soviet leaders who have never shied 

away from -expr~ssing 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 aggress·ors," or becauie 
- . 

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 talk. 
-
Strer1gth means we lftow we ca~ negotiate s1:ccessfully or 

~ l/(...~ V I ;.() t ~ ; till~ , 
protect our interests_il we are weak! Our strength is necessary 

not onlv to deter war# but to facilitate negotiation and 
s~~ 

somp::romi..;ie ... 

Strength is more than military power. Economic strength is 

crucial and America's economy is leading the world into recovery. 

Equally 

allies 

ago. 

important is unity among our people at home and with our 

abroad. We are'(s;;;onger in all these areas than 3 vears 



Dialogue means we are d e termined to deal with our 

differences peacefully, throJgh negotiation. We are prepared to 

discuss all the problems that divide us, and to work for 

practical, fair solutions on the basis of mutual c;.e~se. 

will never retreat from--negotiations. 

We 

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakeable. But we 

do insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, not 

atmospherics. 

In our apprpach to negotiations, reducing the risk o~ war -­

and especially nuclear war -- is priority number one. A nuclear 
W4A., 

oonfronta.t..i.on could well be mankind's last. The comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

(1 

substantially the size of nuclear arsenaFs. And I am ready~to go \ 

much further: If the Soviet Union is willing, we can work 
. U,Jt~...t-t.t('i, 

together and witp others to rid our plane71 of tU nuclear tqreat 

~togeth€:rJ 
t,.iltlii 

The
1 

world 

-- A,vO fl}c orv..;- /vi ~ De:.,;,,t>', --nf.A,J 0 
r- . /.h'I s B 12...:J /d- on-J 

regrets l that the Soviet Union~broke off 

negotiations ~n _intermediate-range nuclear forces, and has 

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

negotiators are ready to return to th~ 

1~ 
conclude agreements in INF and START. 

I\ 

· · table, and to 
Co,Jhl',)J~ 1""V 

We wil~ negotiate in g~od 

but also to reduce the chances for dangerous misunderstanding and / ' 
_,,/ 

!!'! iscalculation. So we have put forward proposals for what we 

c a ll "conf idence-building mea sures." They cover:- a wide range of :v.,L_ 

I 
. l <- -' ' ~ 1 

• • ,I'-

~ _, /._j _1..~ '--1' -- . 
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congress.i.ona·l --suggestions,--we···also ··pr-oposed·- a -number 'of·-w2:ys-·to 

irqpr...ev.e--d±re-ct U. S ~~--sov±e-:t--channe,l-s-- -0-:f ~-G-0mmnn-ioati0n ·• · 

These bilateral proposals will be broadened at the Stockholm 

conference. We will work hard to develop practical, meaningful 

ways to reduce the uncertainty and potent~al 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 Sovietsj 

should have a common-interest in promoting regional stability, 

and in finding peaceful s·olutions 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 an.d 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, 

negotiated solutions. If the Soviet leaders make that choi~e, 

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 auch as 
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any other issue, that have created the mistru s t 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 .. ernigration 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 straightforward: The Soviet Union 

must live up to the obligations it has freely assumed under 

i _nternational covenants --, in pa~tisular, its comrni tments under 
b&rcP i:ti:P &krn,·J { &wi~fcA/;,~ X,"c[~[v~r4u-:;­

the Helsipki A?cords~ Experience as shown that greater respect 

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

Soviet-American relationship. = 

Conflicts of in~erest 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 constructive competition that will serve both 

nations and people everywhere for the long haul. Constructive 

competition is a challenge for Americans; it will require 

patien_ce. It is also a challenge fo~ the Sov~ets. [!_~ they 
,t,J i=', ~ e:,v)L (Jt"l .J-; h)I tl )>1 ,4-,~tvi-,.) -J)fc ~ "J\L,vb--1-,1 We: f2L~J' k Ta) 

cannot :meet us half ·wa.y, we will be prepared: to prot_ect ouz.: 
Dc:"'l""l'R <;vvtt?r l2e:--SD~'TD -nfi? use;- DS: n;/u,,e. 
in t erests, and those of our friendc and all:i es] But w-2. want r.1ore 

than deterrence; we seek genuine cooperation; we seek progress 
- .· . ~ . 

:f;or peace~ '-~ {,:;..;_\.-. ~ t-- U.,, 6 {(:.,__.,.,"r ~ • -' &-- .{-ipt)~ 7,✓....,.-<: .,,,,.; . ..-\.,t-...,, . .,.,;l 
-1;\ (; "I.; . ..... 1, __ - ~ L . 

f 
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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 n·ormal compo~ent of U.S. -Soviet relations. 
I 

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 inpossible 
\-iS~5 

dream, because eliminating those~is so clearly a vital interest 

for all of us. We have never fought eacnother; there is n~ 

reason we ever should. !ndeed, 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, Presiden~ Kennedy defined an 

approach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he 

announced it: · 

"So, let u~ 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 diversity. For, in 
the .final analysis, our most basic corn.~on link is that 
we all inhabit this small planet. We all breathe the 
same air. We all cherish our children's futuic. And 
we are all mortal." 

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

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

The journey from proposals to prosress to ag~eernents may be 
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difficult. But that should not indict the past~~ despair~f{h; 

future. America is prepared for a major breakthrough or modest 
/vf ./ ( ~JI,[µ.. {/_ (. /l l:. ("'-./.___ u .+l/1 ( ; 1 {" Un''F t ( 1 / , L _.' ;.(. (\ ( I \,- .--!'-([ 0,: / (',,; tj/rJ ,J._,, 

advances. We welcome compromise~ In thi~spirit of cy'>nst= ctive 

competition, we can strengthen peace, we can reduce great y the 

:::::eo:Y:::::e::~• :::•u:eb:::nb:::~ten the hop( dreams of 
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PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: National Press Club 

Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your 

distinguished group. I'm grateful . for this opportunity . during 

these first days of 1~84, to speak through you to - the people of 

the world on a subject of great importance to the cause of· · 

oeace -- relations between the United States and the Soviet 

Union. 

In just a few days, the United States will join the Soviet 

Union and the other nations of Europe at an international 

securitv conference in Stockholm. We are determined to uphold 

our responsibility as a major power to e~se pot ential sourc~s of 

conflict. 

meaningful 

The conference will search· for practical and 

J°'.uA • ' - -;.,1:-<1'£..,Vi .. ·} !..(,,~ ~ 

9.f A...:£_"-(.., u._ > :...., , -·n.A--/1...L -e -D-t-1 V ~ ,<;;J.,f;:L./J. '] A,,CJ ....(.a 4-...,, 

ways to increase European security!\@nd p r es~-rve-pea-eeJ 
~ ,, .;r.1,tA, ~, /i.,,OM , -i::o c,...,, j '1--1.. <J..f-

1
.p.l.lt ~.t1. , _, 

We will §o to Stockho l".fu bearing the'hear~ felt wishes of our 

people for genuine progress. 

We live in a · time not only of · challenges to oeace but also 

of opportunities for peace. Through decades of difficulty and 

frustration, America's highest aspiration has never wavered: i~e 

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 constructi~e and realistic working relationshin with 

the Soviet Union. 

Some fundamental changes have taken 

of the s e venties -- vears when the United 
_4d-1 cte1., 1~1; a -1-._ )- A :·c1 1..1 .• -p c..-l··,:l ~.\ .; '­

~ J/e~ ---the~ -worlgj and I neglected it s defenses, whi le t h e Sovie t 
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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, wi th- -equal conviction, our commitment to stay 
~~--; ~--;;;: .::> 

secure; an~find "pe-ac~l "(~~Wt~; ! ~ to problems through 

negotiations. January 1984 is a time of opportunities for peace. 
Cc.444t.4.v-M ;1..11.,p..(.3. >--1-() 

History teaches that wars begin when _mernments 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 Congre~s, we 

halted America's deciine·~- Our economy is in the midst of the 

best recovery since the sixties. Our defenses are being rebllilt. 

Our alliances are solid and our commitment to defend our values 
. 

has . never been more clear. There is c;~qi~ility and consistency. 

America's recovery may have taken Soviet leaders by 

surpri~e. They may ha_ve 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. 

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the 

differences bt:;tween our two societies. Our rivalry will ?ersist. 

But we should always-rerne~~er that. we do have coITmon interests. 

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



of arms. There is no rational alternative but to steer a course 

which I would ca11 · "constructive competition." 

Nevertheless, we've recently been hearing some very strident 

rhetoric from the Kremlin. These harsh words have led some to 

speak of heig~tened uncertainty and· an increased danger of 

conflict. This is understandable, but profoundly mistaken. Look 

beyond the w_ords, and one fact stands out plainly: Deterrence is 

being restored and making the world a safe_r place. 
~v.f" 

The world is safer because there is less danger~that the 

Soviet leadership will provoke a confrontation by underestimating 

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

poses no t~reat, it speaks the language of progress. We proved 

this 35 years ago when we had a monopoly-of nuclear weaponsi and 

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

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

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 the·y 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. 

Be~ to say that the world is safer is not to _ say that it is 

safe enough. We are witnessing tragic conflicts in rnar.y parts of 

the world. Nuclear arsenals are f ar too high. And our worki~g 
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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 confliets are raging in t~e 

Middle East, Afghani.stan .. , Southeast Asia, Central America, and 

Africa. In other regions, independent nations are confront~d by 

heavily armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack · 

or~sub ~ ~ ·· . ~ --~ . 
~o these conflicts have their 

but~ have been fanned and exploited 
m ~i+ 

roots in local problems, 

by the Soviet Union and 

its surrogates -- and, of course, Afghanistan has suffered an 

outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and 

_export_ing revol~tion only exacerbates local conflicts, increases 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

;roblems 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?-
·.:. ."14 

Today, I am asking the Soviet leaders to join with us 

in cooperative efforts to move the world in this safer direction. 

Secon~, our aim is to find ways to reduce the vast 

stockpiles of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear 

weapons. . •· 
o,t,o~ U t~ C,l)u.J.Jlde-tll~)flun fue.al..JOOb , 

~r1t7:s trag+c to see t~e world's deveiaping _natiot5 spending 
f 

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

their national budgets. We must find way~ to reverse the viciou mov--e-m 
J~W1 

~ 
~:...S~ ~~ M~ u~ ~':::'" ~-~- -:-- il:J- ~-; c,-- -t;~ ri- ~~ ni~7~ ,-;t:ti;--~- ti~~-ta- W:-'fb-;--tll-:;-~:-b;-ir~-r#l~~-;-'l-;-A--:-~~~-9-:-~ - N- w- ~- wi- ~---;~LV,\.t;U Y-

circle of threat and response which drives arms races everywhere 

needed to establish a stable military balance.. In fact, 

America's total nuclear stockpile has dec-iined. We have 

warheads today than we had 28 years ago. And our nuclear 

stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 years in terms of it~ 

total destructive power. 

Just 2 months ago, we and our allies agreed to withdraw an 

additional 1,400 nuclear warheads from~estern Europe. This 

comes after the removal of a thousand nuclear warheads from 

Europe over the last 3 years. Even if all our plann~d 

intermediat·e-range missiles have 1:0 be deployed in Europe over 
. . . -:1: ·tf t.P . c; ()~ "'-) D t+!.t l.. ltf-i.t.t. .tD .£11,-t.UI) 

the next _5 years -- %'.nd we h-oPj tlh.s · will not be ne&essary)1 ~L we 

will have eliminated five existing warheads for each new wa~head· 

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 fi rst proposed 

ro ~ 1. 
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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 class of nuclear arms. Although NATO's initial 

~eployment 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 ams. As 
f 

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 
. . 

count~ s_h.ar_e_s.......t.he _:vis_i _on ..... _o_;f _ a world free o_f ..nJ.1cl_e_ar _weapons. - - _ 
. ~•IIC.U ~i~~ Uc.<,11 t¼l ; ffe -L{Jtf1.e, tiu~-p~~-~_}ej,~', i,(tJt1cU11; U ·lr~ 

These are~-:en-couraging wor s. /l~ now 1. a time Ior ( 'H-l J-t ~-/) fou,~ 1 
· . ---.;,;I-.At q4rn,.e · 

opportunity -- a time to ,mo'\;e from words to deeds- -~t✓-l--- f----· ___ ,.:.. __ __,1 
;;tb ~t:u-v,i., ;;tJ; itit,,C.. ~C,--ttCi.,.Ci. it.q_ ~{.( ' _, 

.Our third aim is to work"with the Soviet Union to esta~lish 

a better working rel~tionship with greater cooperation and 

understanding. 

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words. 

Co~plying with agreements helps; violating them hurts. 

Respecting the rights of individual citizens bolsters the 

relationship; : denying these rights harms it. Expanding contact~ 

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. 

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 app~oach 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 defend our 

values. 

I have openly expressed my view of the Soviet system. This 

should come as no surprise to Soviet -leaders who have never shied 

away from -expr~ssing 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 aggi-ess·ors," or becauie 

they cling to the fantasy of a communist triumph over democracy. 

The fact that neither of us likes the other's system is no r~ason 

to refuse to talk. Living in t _his nuclear age makes it 

imperative that we talk. · 
- . 

Stren.gth means we ~e ca~ n.egotiate s1:ccessfully or 
U>t. eM-vn,c·r di>~~ . 

protect our interests.ail we are weak; Our strength is necessary 

not only to deter war~ but to facilitate negotiation and 

compromise.-

Stre ngth is more than military power. Economic strength is 

crucial and America's economy is leading the world into recovery. 

Equally important is unity a mong our people at home and with our · 

abroad. We are~ onger in all these a r eas than 3 allies 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 for 

practical·, fair solutions on the basis of mutual compromise. We 

will never retreat from .. negotiations. 

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

do 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 comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

substantially the size of nuclear arsenaYs. And I am ready~to go 

much further: If 

together and witp 

the SoViet Union is w~~~ 

others to rid our planet,,of tQ 

can work 

nuclear threat 

The world regrets that the Soviet Union broke off - ,....._._. 
. . 

negotiations ~n _intermediate-range nuclear forces, and has 

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

negotiators are ready to return to th~ 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. }; ~ </1vc-u.e/l ·~.A· 14! ,iµv-,,. - ~~- ~~~ \ 
w1r k/4 -f-~~- f ;:v.d, c7 /fa1 "lJ,.J_.:.. .,¾.i;,v-... -· /At LU~v1 1..,., ,t l IC~-~ I)µ_:. f-'1{ A,,t-iv .j 

~,vr ' We seek not onlyv to reduce the numbers of nuclear weapons, ~ 

but also to reduce .t~e chances for dangerous misunderstanding and . ~ 

miscalculation. So we have put forward proposals for what w~_/ . l 
---- ' They cover a \~ d _e - r ci"ng~ of "~j 

- ---· .l, v--e,J • ~ t,L,, ... /; ~. c-V""" /lJ. - , '17 • 
CJ\,J"r I. / a ~1'..jff.µ/N/ / ...._,4 

i'l-l ,.. _ _; ~ \ - . .... i r.,: ,/ J. /. .,u__, 

call "conf idence-building measures." 
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activitiesJ II In the Geneva negotiations, wJ tiave proposed that51·· • A. 
-· I I WM 

the U.S. and Soviet · U~ion exchange advance notifications of . 
t)v 

missile tests and major military exercises. ~ttowing ap on ~~-. 

co ~gr e s s i.Gaa~- s-ug-ges•t:ion-s-,--we~ 3:-so-pTopo·s--eli- a:····nu"1nl:fe: '<Sf·-wa-:ys-tc:r·. 

i~,e-d-±:cet:t""U':~s-:=sov±et-cha-n-n~mmwi.;i..Qa.~ i.gn-r .. 

These bilateral proposals will be broadened at the Stockholm 

conference. We will work hard to develop practical, meaningful 

ways to reduce the uncertainty and potent~al 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.-Sovie~ dialogue. But a durable peace also requires us to 

defuse tensions and regional conflicts. We and the Sovietsj 

should have a comrnon#interest in promoting regional stability, 

and in finding peaceful s·olutions 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 an_d 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. l·1e 

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 tnat choi~e, 

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 nuch as 
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any other issue, that have created the mistrust and ill will that 

hangs over our relationship. 

Mor.al considerations alone compel us to express our deep 

concern _over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union, over 

the virtual nalt 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 straightforward: The Soviet Union 

must live up to the obligations it has freely assumed under 

international covenants -- - in particular, its commitments under 
. ~ bifl · UtMnA~ {. ho~~ ~ , 

the Helsip~i ~?cords~ Experience ~as -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 ma~kind. 

These are the objectives of our policy 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 

pat ience. It is also a challenge for the Soviets. I~ they 

cannot meet us half way, we will be prepared to protect our 

interests, and those of our friends and allies. But we want ~ore 
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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 foilowed by others, so that high-level consult~tions 

become a regular and n·ormal compo~ent 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 i~possible 
\-i"7k-5 

dream, because eliminating those~is so clearly a vital interest 

for all of us. We have never fought eac~oth~r1 there i~ n~· 

reason we ever should. !ndeed, 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 _~e.~~edy defined an 

approach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he 

announced it: '. 

"So; let Up 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 
c~n help make the world safe for diversity. For, in 
the .final analysis, our most b a sic common link is that 
we all inhabit this small planet. We all breathe the 
same air. We all cherish our children's futuxe. And 
we are all mortal." · 

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

If the Soviet government wants peace then there ~ill be peace. 

The journey from proposals to progress to agreements may be 
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?uVvuaa..e.. Jlh/ 
difficult • . But that should not indict the past JY-4 despair11Tthe· 

future. America is prepared for a major breakthrough or modest 
~ dea,y,~ tu,/,·~ w-W'1c,~ u,,,i17 l& ,1~_::it1 o--tM.- k~-tu7J-i-<w , 

advances. We welcome compromise~ In thiij spirit of ~nstr ctive 

competition, we can strengthen peace, we can 

level of arm-s, and, yes., we can brighten the 

people everywhere. Let us begin now. 

· ~~( ,6/iR, ad~ _ 

.AAA ... A .. ,1u~ 1na d.l-- AJh~ 

~ -:-7 7uM, 

= :: . 
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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. -I o \1119 r-r G w 1 
~R ju&t a few day&t 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 i~crease 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 difficµlty and 

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

have and will continue to struggl 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 -years to 

establish a constructive and realistic working relationship with 
• 

/~he S viet Union. 

\V Som 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 incr~ased its military might and sought to expand its 

~uence through threats and use of force. 

~ / '2J 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 

secure and to find peaceful solutions to problems through 

rd\ negotiations. fuuary 1984 is a time of opportunities for peace .J 

~ 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. In 

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 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 recovery may have taken Soviet leaders by 

surprise. They may have counted on us to keep weakening 

ourselves. They have :been s~ying 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 

our two societies. But we should always 

remember 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 alterna~ ve but to steer a course which I would 

call credible deterrence an peaceful competition: and if we do 

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

cooperation. 

the Kremlin. 

been hearing some very strident rhetoric from 

harsh words have led some to speak of 

heightened uncerta·nty and an increased danger of conflict. This 

is understandable, b profoundly mistaken. Look beyond the 

words, and one fact sta ds out plainly: Deterrence is~<._ 

there is less danger that Soviet leadership will 

underestimate our strength or esolve. 

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. ~reeaem pos~& .no 

~ - ,I.. i t • \... 'I-..~ - & ..Ll .::I ,._ \... • 3 I:; u crN:8ilt, • _ k'S" ""1:nc -.JJ nJJguage ~ progress. nC p;r:oveu enis""'--J'ears 

;t90 when we ~d a moDopaly 0:f ntlSlear weapons, ~d could have--fud. "n, 

q_-omiDatel t:he- -world. :But we didi~ Instead w~ our power 

to write a new chapter in the history of mankind. We helped 
i n Ev-r-~ ,-~ ~ -ff.u._ w t.A.,$-(-J 

rebuild - war-ravaged economies/\ef E~st and Hest..y including 
~f . 

thoseAnations who h_ad been our enemies. Indeed, those former 

enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends. 

character 

negotiations. 

only if they can 

military 

today is a tim 

Our strength and 

for stability and meaningful 

s know it makes sense to compromise 

in return. America's economic and 

offer something in return. Yes, 

peace. 
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But to sa 

safe enough. 

the world. 

that the world is safer ·snot to say that it is 

relationship with the 

cts in many parts of 

And our working 

t what it must be. These 

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 and 

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 coope~ative 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 E~rope 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 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 • 
.1 

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 arid 

understanding. 

a? Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words. 

U 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~~ 

The• examplesAillustrate clearly why our relationship with 
Utt l@B :) 

the Soviet Union is not what it should be~ ~e , ha~ 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 successfully 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 home 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 never 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 

hO 
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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 irnpera~ive 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 pe mankind's last. The comprehensive 

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 

a 1 together. -

The world regrets -- certainly we co -- 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 wconfidence-building 

measures." They cover a wide range 

negotiations, we have proposed that 

of activities. In the Geneva 
c)A.,'kJ Sl-r>:hs 

the ~- and Soviet Union 
/\ 

A 
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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 s_eek 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 
w DJ\-IL_ ~~ µ/ 

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. 

~AnotL. major problem in our ~elationship with the Soviet 

Union is human rights. Soviet practices in this area, as much as 
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C 
any other issue, have created it:he mistrust and ill will that 

~~ our relationship. 

Moral considerations alone compel us to express our deep 

concern Qver 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~ c~ous people 1i1te .Andrei Saltl-ia.rou.-
A ~ 

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 

f h · -v-.U · b · h f h or uman rights 1MMl contri ute to progress in ot er areas o t e 

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 deterrencej,a,n,e,.peaceful competition 
~ ~-rl\.M.4.-+~ \J. -~. ~ . 10--,d\.-

l\ that will serve both nations and people everywhere .&,r the long 

haul. It is a challenge for Americans. It is also a challenge 

for the Soviets. If they cannot meet us half way, we will be 

prepared ~o protect our interests, and those of our friends and 

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

coo,P.eration; we seek progress ~~ ~~\\,.\.J. ~ "- &~ J_ 
~~\Lt. ~-

Cooperation begins with communication. We seek such 

communication. 'We will._stay at the oean~jatin, tables in GLnev/~ 
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and "v'ienne.-----f!w.e~hezmore, Secretary Shultz w 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm This meeting 

should be followed by others, so that 
£...&C;"'b~----~ ~ ~ 1-v.~ l-4,a,\J 

~i~ level consultations./ v--.dJw; 

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

Our 
e,\edcv 

is poaeef'li-J.. It will ng out the best in 

us. for the best _from t Union. No one 

can predict 

But the people 

the Soviet respond to our chall~nge. 

share with all mankind the 

dream of elimina ing the risk of nuclear war. It is not an 

impossible dream, 

interest for 

other; there is no 

alongside one anot 

enemies are hun 

iminating those is so clearly a vital 

two countries have never fought each 

we ever should • 
..,J..l lV~ Jr . 

Indeed, we fl9¥e fought 

Today our common 

is as realistic 

and, above all, war. 

Kennedy defined an 

hopeful today as when he 

ns, let us not be blind to our ifferences• he said, 
nut let us also direct attention to our common 
nterests and to the means by 

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 ambit~ons, 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 can 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. -I <, \11~ r-r 6' u.J J 

~B ju~t a few daye~ 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 ibcrease 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 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 n e glected 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 equal 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. In 

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 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 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 

They said it so often they probably started inevitable. 

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 tr,·d. ~ 
dominatef the world. But we didn't. Instead we used our power 

to write a new chapter in the history of mankind. We helped 
j n £ v. re te. ~ -I&,._ H..r G>...s-f-J 

rebuild - war-ravaged economies/\.ef Ea.st and Ues:t.., including 
~f 

those~nations 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 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. 
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But to say that the world is safer is not to say that it is 

safe enough. 

the world. 

We are witnessing tragic conflicts in many parts of 

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. 

I 

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 and 

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 ~olutions 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 coope~ative 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 E~rope 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 arid 

understanding. 

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. 
( /AJS&-R. I /:}) J ~ ~ 

The• examplesAillustrate clearly 

the Soviet Union is not what it shou-ld 

why our relationship with 
iii Ii ,1 

be;A we ,ha~ a long way to 

go, but we are determined to try and try again. 



Page 7 

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 successfully 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 home 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 never 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 impera~ive 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 comprehensive 

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 

al together. -

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 

negotiations, we have proposed that 

of activities. In the Geneva 
<.,«.,'./d S~s 

the .;llid.. 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 ~eek 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-:° c~ous people lilEe And:t:ei Saltl-largu, A , 

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 deterrencej.a-!"t6opeaceful competition 
-~ ~..J'Jv.>J...+}\J -~·~ . 
"-that will serve both nations and people everywhere for the long 

haul. It is a challenge for Americans. It is also a challenge 

for the 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 flaue fought 
W~l WtV4- JI · 

alongside one another in ,iw :, PB ..-J d SC§rs.- Today our common 

enemies are hunger, disease,(ij 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? 
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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 arnbit~ons, 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 can 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. 



Cooper a ti on 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. 




