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PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: NATIONAL STRATEGY PORUM

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

WEDNESDAY, MAY 4, 1988

Thank you, Morris, and thank you all. 1It’s a pleasure to be

back in Chicago -- Chicago always has been my kind of town -- and
an honor to be able to speak to you, the members of the National
Strategy Forum. I’l1 keep my remarks brief today so that we’ll
have ample time for questions. But I can’t help but reflect here
at the opening that it can be pretty tough in this State for a
Chief Executive. 1In fact, let me tell you what The Illinois
State Register had to say about the occupant of the White House.
They said, and I quote, "the craftiest and most dishonest
politician that ever disgraced an office in America."™ Can you
believe that? Of course that wasn’t me they were writing about,
that was Abraham Lincoln. Come to think of it, I must be doing

something right.

NQw, preparing for the cqming Moscow summit is, of courge, a




PJER fis you know, our agenda for U.S.-Soviet relations has

four main parts -- regional conflicts, bilateral exchanges, arms
reductions, and human rights. I’ve spoken elsewhere at some

length about the first three. Today I’d like to take a moment .,to
discuss with you the subject dealt with in swelr-en-anuedne=but,

- the subject of human

rights.

We Americans of course use the phrase "human rights" often.
We know that the promotion of human rights represents a central
tenet of our foreign policy; we even believe that a passionate
commitment to human rights is one of the special characteristics
that helps to make America, America. And it is worth noting that
the American emphasis on human rights represents much more than
merely a vague respect for human dignity. No, part of our
heritage as Americans is a very specific and definite
understanding of human rights -~ a definition of human rights
that we can assert to challenge ourselves 2

institutions, and that we can hold up a-‘tﬁ?%;_‘_

world.




Ultimately, our view of human rights derives from our
Judeo-Christian heritage and the view that each individual 1life
is sacred. It takes more detailed form in the works of the
French and English writers of the 18th-century Enlightenment.
Government, they argued, should derive its mandate from the
consent of the governed, this consent being expressed in free
elections. And there you have the first human right, the right
to have a voice in Government -- the right to vote.

Elected governments would reflect the will of the majority,
but the Enlightenment writers and our own Founding Fathers gave
the concept of human rights still more definite, specific form.
For they held that each individual has certain rights that are.so
basic, so fundamental to his dignity as a human being, that no
government -- however large the majority it represents -- no
government may violate them.

Freedom of speech. Freedom of religion. Freedom of
assembly. Freedom of the press.
owl,

These and other rights enshrined in Constitution consist
in severe limitations upon the power of Government. They are
rights -- and this is another, basic point -- they are rights
that every citizen can call upon our independent court system to
uphold. They proclaim the belief -- and represent a specific
means of enforcing the belief -- that the individual comes first:

That the Government is the servant of the people, and not the
That is a basic difference (1 our Vlew and

other way around. the foviet view of govevamsd s For [0 a Lcnm,gf-
stale, the
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Lepin -- if you will, the Founding Father of the Soviet Rj
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2 E Within the Party \i{self, Lenin asserted that decision-making
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In the Soviet Union, then, it is not the individual wives

and
\nnnth is not even the State that comes first. It is

its
the Communist Party -- and W leadershipb&t
the-highest.raachess Human rights as we understand them -- the
civil and political rights baside—be-~thadigmity of every human
do not have the same #andins theved
being -- pesseses—ro—atendirg,
None of this is new, of course. And while it is always

useful to remind ourselves of these basic distinctions between
our two systems, today I have much more in mind. For in recent

months, the Soviet Union has shown a willingness “——ildett=erretiin.

ceiibidbodepiskbhingnettamns to respect at least some human rights. 1It
is my belief that there is hope for W further change, hope

that in the days ahead the Soviets will grant further recognition
to the fundamental civil and political rights of allfmsee

But before discussing our hopes for the future, I’d like to
turn for a moment to a subject that the Soviets themselves often
raise.

The United States may recognize civil and political rights,
the;souioio-oiten--.-t, but what of economic and social rights?
The Soviets point out, for example, that while the United States
has an unemployment problem, everyone in the Soviet Union is
guaranteed a job. Or they point to the American problem of

M!’)

homelessness. Or to racial discrimination. 3Sedieve—ity.l baaid.

-amd it deserves a full response.




To begin with, so-called economic and social "rights" -- it
would probably be more fitting to use the term economic and
social "conditions" -- belong to an essentially different
category from civil and political rights. The economic and
social conditions in any society are constantly changing -- new
social groupings constantly taking shape; new markets forming as
old markets disappear. Yet there is nothing shifting about civil
and political rights like freedom of speech or worship: They are
constant and immutable, forever basic to the dignity of each
human being.

wmm Yes,

the United States has social and economic failings, sea&na.-‘ao-\
Unenplovaciitodaine—boo-high, As a free people, we have
created an economic expansion that over the past 5 years has
created nearly 16 million jobs =-- but we need to do more.
Homelessness is indeed a problem, an agonizing one. To some
extent, we are bound in dealing with it by our very commitment to
liberty: Laws have been passed in recent years that make it
illegal to force those who live on our sidewalks into hospitals
or shelters unless they represent a threat to society or
themselves. It is true that as a free people, we spend hundreds
of millions of dollars a year through our Federal and State
governments to care for the homeless. As a free people, our

churches, synagogues, and a host of volunteer organizations do

much to provide the homeless with food, clothing, and medicines. -

And yet -- there is no denying that the problem remains.

o eaunacn prae
-




Racial discrimination -- our strides as a free people during
just the past three decades have been dramatic. Yet the problem
lingers, and we continue to battle bigotry and prejudice.

The problems, as I said, are serious =-- no one would seek to
deny that. Yet in freedom we are constantly confronting thenm,
criticizing ourselves, adweye seeking to do better... in full view for

&% consider, if you will, the seeidd-and economic Sedldings - —

. : . Condi hon s
of the Soviet Unlond’tc.ii-

know, for example, that there are consid

able tensions

between e various peoples of he issue is

so sensitiv indeed, that I will no more than men\ion it in

passing.

essness in the Soviet\Ynion? Not exact

ItXs true that uNemployment as we understand it\ does not

exist in e Soviet Uni -- without\a free labor markgt, it

cannot. Bub today, the Soviet standard of living remain® barely




line. SoWet food

"Why is there a meat shortage in the Soviet Union?" goes ‘—T

another Soviet joke. Answer: "Because the Party has made great

strides toward Communism, and the cattle just couldn’t keep up."

Now, I do not mean to suggest that the Soviet economy has
made no progress. But the limited successes of the past arose
largely from constant additions to the labor force and the
availability of inexpensive resources. Now that these have been
to a grgat extent depleted, the Soviet Union is no longer closing
the gap between itself and the West. 1Indeed, given the enormous

ad ]
\hew-g;ggziuigb-olIWestern technology, the gap is likely to widen.

Sygtean
I have no desire mm® to berate the Soviet&; I mention

i+ _here . ‘a3
thebp-poeieverdress because in recent months -- and this is a

development of tremendous significance -- in recent months they
== like Americans do abad their Proslemsc
have begun to mention 1t emselv Sovi economnists have

. e8 . . s kar*‘{tt
sipeerarTr=15e publlsﬁ\artlcles about Soviet shemseseminge® -- one recent

article dealt fSsanlsp—errd—tmr—deteii with the inadequacies of
. . how uni'es
Soviet housing. The Soviet press\ss-ft%&ed—wrthfétories about
the need for progress. And, of course, Soviet economic progress
is one of Mr. Gorbachev’s chief aims.
And this brings us back to the subject of the day, human
rights. For I believe that the Soviets may a%=kerws be coming to

understand something of the connection -- the necessary and




inextricable connection -- between human rights and economic
growth.
The connection between economic productivity and certain

(2f o) meke,
kinds of freedom is obvious. Private plots up only

4 percent of the arable land in the Soviet Union but account for

a quarter of the produce, besousto-the=tmero—of—throse-protry—ure
‘Tt¢4%¢¢lﬁbu»;'
R T e i e O

information, to provide another example, will clearly prove vital
eroviet scientists zme to have sy hope of reaching &‘“‘ h(,‘”
standards.

And yet there is a still deeper connection.

For it is the individual who is always the source of
economic creativity -- the frained mind that produces a technical
breakthrough, the imagination that conceives of new products and
markets. And in order for the individual to create, he must have
a sense of just that -- his own individuality, his own

self-worth. He must sense that others respect him -- and yes,

that his nation respects him. Respects him enough to permit him

his own opinions. Respects the relationship between the
individual and his God enough to permit him to worship as he

chooses. Even respects him enough to permit him, if he chooses

to do so, to leave. *45&23"”
[
The Soviets should recognizeYhuman rights because it is the

right thing to do. if they beowuimssbw recognize human rights
for other reasons -- because they seek economic growth, or

because they want to enter into a more normal relationship with
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the United States and other nations -- well, I want to say here
and now, that’s fine by me.

The signs, as I’ve said, have been hopeful.

Over the past 3 years, some 300 political and religious

prisoners have been released from labor camps. More recently,

prisons
the incarceration of dissidents in mental hospitals¥has slowedg and,
e T———
T St Clatn , d-omﬂ_ WM \

ress remains tightly contro

the Party and state, we’ve seen the publication of stories on

topics that used to be forbidden -- topics like crime, drug
addictions, corruption, even police brutality.

These changes are limited, weswwNNAw®ewsl, and the basic

standards contained in the Helsinki Accords still are not being

met. But we applaud the changes that have taken place =-- and €wncour

”fwv, :Q““”J ’mq
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wege the Soviets to go farther.) And if I may, I’d like now to
share with you a brief summary of the human rights agenda that
I’11 be%y meetings \Itma‘;;;uehe( It has four
R aims.

First, freedom of religion. Despite the recent relaxation
of some controls on the exercise of religion, it is still true
that =» church“f synagogue), mosque’, or other house? of worshig may
exist \i‘;w-th/government e B ana o ) permissio?@»x“

tmpis

: u .
3 . ‘-\Many aFre—Tm
"T,T%u;?tﬂ' ] =g —— S
Macts of worship. And yet -=to qucote the Universal
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Declaration of Human Rights -- "everyone has a//ight to freedom

of thought, conscience and religion."™ I knoy you agree: 1It'’s

for Such ‘
time Moverment gulation of religion o
. . . n es:
to @ end. M h M S‘-G-Vb*l’ ‘\.3 ”\*C.*‘d e Ua él

Yo consider "a acw law " en S Crecdem oF Comscicnce .
Second, freedom of speech. FI=regret=bo-sadyp-tiad fhere are

still many mesms serving long prison sentences

~Sibesian-campe for offenses that involve only the spoken or

written word. Yet the clear, internationally-recognized

standard, as defined, once again, in the Universal Declaration of

Human Rights, is that -- and I quote -- "everyone has the right
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Showld Pput Hhis Iisye belid
to freedom of opinion and expression."A The Sovi ni
by Sraspk- e : :
M’écognltlon to this basic human right. And I know you

o ; i +he ) ) ,0f
join me in urging Shem—teo=iveTn freelng)-aqht-na'{ every last

person imprisoned for nothing more than the expression of his

views.

Emigration, third, has long represented a matter of great
concern to us. The Universal Declaration states that, quote,

"everyone has a right to leave any country, including his own,

and to return to his country." It is true that during the past

12 months, more people have been permitted to leave the Soviet

Union than during the preceding 6 years. And it is true as well
that the numbers of those permitted to leave for short trips --

often family visits -- has gone up. We’re heartened by this

AN Our hepe I3 Thet ]
progress. the Soviets grant all
fuif and
their peoplesVYcomplete freedom of movement.

And | . . . .
M iy one point in partlculardv-reh-

. -
drr—CGorbechrev. —Iou—oee, \he Soviets refuse many the right to
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leave on the grounds that they possess secret information --
though they had ended their secret work many years before, and
whatever information they had has become public or obsolete. I
these people and their families.

This brings me now to the fourth and final area I want to
discuss, the institutionalization of progress.

As I’ve said a number of times now, we welcome the human
rights progress that the Soviets have made -- and believe there
is good reason to hope for still more. Yet it is only being
realistic to point out that we have seen progress in the Soviet
Union before. Khrushchev permitted relatively wide freedoms,

(3

particuiarly freedom of speech. The intellectual and cultural

life of the Soviet Union underwent a kind of thaw, a kind of
springtime.

But it was a springtime followed by winter -- for

.

Khrushchev’s relaxations weré!,l.".hpﬁieversed. And for the
=y

nearly three decades until our own day, oppression and

stagnation -= pONce again became the determining
characteristiés\aﬁ7Sovi§€ life.

And that is why those of us in theWest both publicly and in
direct conversation with the Soviets must continue to make candor
and realism the basis of our bilateral relationship. My Chief of
Staff Howard Baker told me recently of an old Tennessee saying,

"Plain talk -- easy understood." Exactly. And just as previous

hopeful moments in Soviet history ended all too soon, so, too,

"perestroika" -- today’s new Openness -——mRiiieRel-—iPRePeitrmmn
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wll succeed 5-5/ ‘
Lﬂr&-ﬂ!e Soviets take steps to make it permanent, to
institutionalize it. Jeep-sefarne-ewseElEliT——{ow=iawe=purt=he

Smetenandenses
Of course, none of this can be accomplished quickly. But
there is one specific reform the Soviets can make, one that in

itself would do much to ratify thelr progress and hearten _r‘l

—— - —_—

/_ peoples. Ww

I
e e ——

Freedom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom to

emigrate -- and the willingness to make new freedoms permanent:

These are our hopes -- these are our prayers -- for the future of
human rights in the Soviet Union, 19 the world, in our oun “”r}"d
In granting greater liberty, I am confident, the Soviets
will discover that they have made possible economic growth. But

even more important, 'recognition of human rights <n-bhe-
SISt~ omben will advance the cause of peace. For in the words
of Andrei Sakharov -- a man who tamst suffered much under the
Soviet system, but who has also experienced the benefits of
"glasnost" AAcin-the—werdo—of—inmdrer—SaNIxY: "Human rights,
peace, and security are indivisible [Barbara, please get the
exact quotation from Lisa Jameson].

Thank you all, and God bless you.

And now I’d be happy to answer your questions.
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PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: NATIONAL STRATEGY FORUM
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS
WEDNESDAY, MAY 4, 1988

Thank you, Morris, and thank you all. 1It’s a pleabure to be
back in Chicago -- Chicago always has been my kind of town -- and
an honor to be able to speak to you, the members of the Nationél
Strategy Forum. I’1l1l keep my remarks brief today so that we’ll
have ample time for questions. But I can’t help but reflect here
at the opening that it can be pretty tough in this State for a
Chief Executive. 1In fact, let me tell you what The Illinois
State Register had to say about the occupant of the White House.
They said, and I quote, "the craftiest and most dishonest
politician that ever disgraced an office in America." Can you
believe that? Of course that wasn’t me they were writing about,
that was Abraham Lincoln. Come to think of it, I must be doing
something right.

As you know, our agenda for U.S.-Soviet relations has four
main parts -- regional conflicts, bilateral exchanges, arms
reductions, and human rights. I’ve spoken elsewhere at some

length about the first three. Today I’d like to take a moment to

discuss with you the subject dealt with in -- the subject of .)ﬂ}E:”’

human rights. . )"’ 6
% o5 ke Spaak, otrand /“"- ﬁv)

We Americans of course Phuman rightsa)aﬁ.n—
We know that the promotion of human rights represents a central
tenet of our foreign policy; we even believe that a passionate
commitment to human rights is one of the special characteristics

that helps to make America, America. And it is worth noting that
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the American emphasis on human rights represents much more than
merely a vague respect for human dignity. No, part of our
heritage as Americans is a very specific and definite
understanding of human rights -- a definition of human rights
that we can assert to challenge ourselves and our own
institutions, and that we can hold up as an example for all the
world.

Ultimately, our view of human rights derives from our
Judeo-Christian heritage and the view that each individual life
is sacred. It takes more detailed form in the works of the

French and English writers of the 18th-century Enlightenment.

fins

overnmen = should derive its mandate from the
consent of the governed, this consent being expressed in fre%,COﬂ+¢‘h*¢
elections. And there you have the first human right, the right
to have a voice in Government -- the right to vote.
Elected governments would reflect the will of the majority,
but the Enlightenment writers and our own Founding Fathers gave
the concept of human rights still more definite, specific form.
For they held that each individual has certain rights that are so
basic, so fundamental to his dignity as a human being, that no
government -- however large the majority it represents -- no
government may violate them.
Freedom of speech. Freedom of religion. Freedom of
assembly. Freedom of the press. M
These and other rights enshrined in our Constitution ‘consist
in severe limitations upon the power of Government. They are

rights -- and this is another, basic point -- they are rights




that every citizen can call upon our independent court system to
uphold. They proclaim the belief -- and represent a specific
means of enforcing the belief -- that the individual comes first:
That the Government is the servant of the people, and not the
other way around.

That contrasts with those systems of government which
provide no limit on the power of the government over its people.

Within the Soviet Union, decision-making is tightly
concentrated at the top. The authority of the Communist Party is
not determined by a document -- a Constitution, if you will --
but by the leadership who determine what is right for the people.
Rights such as free speech, free press, and free assembly are
granted if they are "in accordance with the interests of the
people and in order to strengthen and develop the socialist
system."

So there are contrasts between the United States and the
Soviet Union. Our differing points of view concerning civil and
political rights leave room for further discussion.

None of this is new, of course. And while it is always
useful to remind ourselves of these basic distinctions between
our two systems, today I have much more in mind. For in recent
months, the Soviet Union has shown a willingness to respect at
least some human rights. It is my belief that there is hope for
further change, hope that in the days ahead the Soviets will
grant further recognition to the fundamental civil and political

rights of all.




But before discussing our hopes for the future, I’d like to
turn for a moment to a subject that the Soviets themselves often
raise.

The United States may recognize civil and political rights,
but what of economic and social rights? The Soviets point out,
for example, that while the United States has an unemployment
problem, everyone in the Soviet Union is guaranteed a job. Or
they point to the American problem of homelessness. Or to racial
discrimination. Well, it deserves a full response.

To begin with, so-called economic and social "rights" -- it
would probably be more fitting to use the term economic and
social "conditions" -- belong to an essentially different
category from civil and political rights. The economic and
social conditions in any society are constantly changing =-- new
social groupings constantly taking shape; new markets forming as
old markets disappear. Yet there is nothing shifting about civil
and political rights like freedom of speech or worship: They are

constant and immutable, forever basic to the dignity of each |‘ G)

SAfs c - P‘b\-‘-
human being.
‘Skwv*cl~h*~*° )
Yes, the United States has social and economic\feéiéﬂgs,

As a free people, we have created an economic expansion that
over the past 5 years has created nearly 16 million jobs -~ but
we need to do more.

Homelessness is indeed a problem, an agonizing one. To some
extent, we are bound in dealing with it by our very commitment to
liberty: Laws have been passed in recent years that make it

illegal to force those who live on our sidewalks into hospitals
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or shelters unless they represent a threat to society or
themselves. It is true that as a free people, we spend hundreds
of millions of dollars a year through our Federal and State
governments to care for the homeless. As a free people, our
churches, synagogues, and a host of volunteer organizations do
much to provide the homeless with food, clothing, and medicines.
And yet -- there is no denying that the problem remains.

Racial discrimination -- our strides as a free people during
just the past three decades have been dramatic. Yet the problem
lingers, and we continue to battle bigotry and prejudice.

The problems, as I said, are serious -- no one would seek to
deny that. Yet in freedom we are constantly confronting them,
criticizing ourselves, seeking to do better... in full view for
all to see.

Now consider, if you will, the economic conditions of the
Soviet Union.

Now, I do not mean to suggest that the Soviet economy has
made no progress. But the limited successes of the past arose
largely from constant additions to the labor force and the

availability of inexpensive resources. Now that these have been

‘*Thane Mowven, S~
to a great extent depleted, &he~feiibilinieon—to—noniongereioutrro—

Mg St -
Wre gap betwee n e West. 1Indeed, given the enormous

advances in Western technology, the gap is likely to widen.

QV‘?/ I have no desire to\m mention it

here because in recent months -- and this is a development of
tremendous significance -- in recent months they have begun to

mention it themselves -- just like Americans do about their
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problems. Soviet economists have published articles about Soviet
shortcomings -- one recent article dealt with the inadequacies of
Soviet housing. The Soviet press now carries stories about the
need for progress. And, of course, Soviet economic progress is
one of Mr. Gorbachev’s chief aims.

And this brings us back to the subject of the day, human
rights. For I believe that the Soviets may be coming to
understand something of the connection -- the necessary and
inextricable connection -- between human rights and economnic
growth.

The connection between economic productivity and certain
kinds of freedom is obvious. Private plots of land make up only
4 percent of the arable land in the Soviet Union but account for
a quarter of the produce. The free flow information, to provide
another example, will clearly prove vital for Soviet\ggzg:gigééfft::tgj
to have hope of reaching new and higher standards.

And yet there is a still deeper connection.

For it is the individual who is always the source of
econonic creativity -- the\;:;;:ZS’;ind that produces a technical
breakthrough, the imagination that conceives of new products and
markets. And in order for the individual to create, he must have
a sense of just that -- his own individuality, his own
self-worth. He must sense that others respect him -- and yes,
that his nation respects him. Respects him enough to permit him
his own opinions. Respects the relationship between the

individual and his God enough to permit him to worship as he
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chooses. Even respects him enough to permit him, if he chooses
to do so, to leave.

The Soviets should recognize basic human rights because it
is the right thing to do. And if they recognize human rights for
other reasons -- because they seek economic growth, or because
they want to enter into a more normal relationship with the
United States and other nations -- well, I want to say here and
now, that’s fine by me.

The signs, as I’ve said, have been hopeful.

Over the past 3 years, some 300 political and religious
prisoners have been released from labor camps. More recently,
the incarceration of dissidents in mental hospitals has slowed.
And while the press remains tightly controlled by the Party and
state, we’ve seen the publication of stories on topics that used
to be forbidden -- topics like crime, drug addictions,
corruption, even police brutality.

These changes are limited, and the basic standards contained
in the Helsinki Accords still are not being met. But we applaud
the changes that have taken place -- and encourage the Soviets to
go farther. We recognize changes occur slowly; but that is mellie
better than no change at all. And if I may, I’d like now to
share with you a brief summary of the human rights agenda that
I’11 be discussing in my meetings in Moscow. It has four aims.

First, freedom of religion. Despite the recent relaxation
of some controls on the exercise of religion, it is still true
that churches, synagogues, mosques, or other houses of worship

may not exist without government permission. Many have been




imprisoned in the past for acts of worship. And yet -- to quote
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights -- "everyone has a

right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion." <=lwmen

so=and.. And General Secretary Gorbachev has indicated a
willingness to consider "a new law" on the freedom of conscience.
Second, freedom of speech. There are still many serving

long prison sentences for offenses that involve only the spoken
or written word. Yet the clear, internationally-recognized
standard, as defined, once again, in the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, is that -- and I quote -- "everyone has the right
to freedom of opinion and expression." And today, there is more
such freedom in the Soviet Union than two years ago. Many

persons imprisoned for expressing dissenting views have been

released from the prison. The=Seiieinllnion shaild—puat -—‘Tmis issue
Com be w0V o . .

- granting full recognition to this basic human right.
And I know you join me in urging the freeing of eh—yhmﬁe—

imprisoned for nothing more than the expression of his views.
Emigration, third, has long represented a matter of great

concern to us. The Universal Declaration states that, quote,

"everyone has a right to leave any country, including his own,

and to return to his country."” It is true that during the past

nele
12 monthsf;==-e'§éggfg permitted to leave the Soviet
Unioaﬁ§:an during the preceding 6 years. And it is true as well

that th® numbers of those permitted to leave for short trips --

often family visits -- has gone up. We’re heartened by this
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progress. Our hope that the Soviets grant all their peoples
full and complete freedom of movement.

And one point in particular. The Soviets refuse many the
right to leave on the grounds that they possess secret
information -- even though they had ended their secret work many
years before, and whatever information they had has become public
or obsolete. I hope such cases will be rationally reviewed =--
and the decision will be made to free these people and their

families.

This brings me now to the fourth and final area I want to
discuss ,\wMMwﬂi/progressw

As I’ve said a number of times now, we welcome the human
rights progress that the Soviets have made -- and believe there
is good reason to hope for still more. Yet it is only being

realistic to point out that we have seen progress in the Soviet

lostaned +hings up & bit D
Union before. Khrushchev
Jaxticularlyfisedoieotf-oposohr. The intellectual and cultural

life of the Soviet Union underwent a kind of thaw, a kind of
springtime.

But it was a springtime followed by winter -- for
Khrushchev’s relaxations were reversed. And for the nearly three
decades until our own day, oppression and stagnation once again
became the determihing characteristics of Soviet life.

And that is why those of us in theWest both publicly and in
direct conversation with the Soviets must continue to make candor
and realism the basis of our bilateral relationship. My Chief of

Staff Howard Baker told me recently of an old Tennessee saying,




v/

"Plain talk -- easy understood.” Exactly. And just as previous
hopeful moments in Soviet history ended all too soon, so, too,
v glagmort * Candor
- -- today’s nev epemme®® will succeed if the Soviets

take steps to make it permanent, to institutionalize it.

) . ifi : the Soviet . .
i d do much to rati 3

peo .
Freedom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom to

emigrate -- and the willingness to make new freedoms permanent:

These are our hopes -- these are our prayers -- for the future of

human rights in the Soviet Union, in the world, in our own

country.

In granting greater liberty, I am confident, the Soviets
will discover that they have made possible economic growth. But
even more important, this recognition of human rights will
advance the cause of peace. For in the words of Andrei
Sakharov -- a man who suffered much under the Soviet system, but
who has also experienced the benefits of "glasnost": "Human
rights, peace, and security are indivisible." Thank you all, and
God bless you.

And now I‘’d be happy to answer your questions.
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Thank you, Morris, and thank you all. 1It’s a pleasure to be

back in Chicago -- Chicago always has been my kind of town -- and
an honor to be able to speak to you, the members of the National
Strategy Forum. I’1l1 keep my remarks brief today so that we’ll
have ample time for questions. But I can’t help but reflect here
at the opening that it can be pretty tough in this State for a
Chief Executive. 1In fact, let me tell you what The Illinois
State Register had to say about the occupant of the White House.
They said, and I quote, "the craftiest and most dishonest
politician that ever disgraced an office in America." Can you
believe that? Of course that wasn’t me they were writing about,
that was Abraham Lincoln. Come to think of it, I must be doing
something right.

Ngw, preparing for the cqming Moscow summit is, of courge, a

very earned{ business, but I’ve covered over the ars that

freedom in thelxr two countries. The American boasted: "why, I




PR fis you know, our agenda for U.S.-Soviet relations has

four main parts -- regional conflicts, bilateral exchanges, arms
reductions, and human rights. I’ve spoken elsewhere at some
length about the first three. Today I’d like to take a moment to
discuss with you the subject dealt with in ewelreanmanuebne=ibai.,

spovwerfwimywey=in the story I just told -- the subject of human
rights.

We Americans of course use the phrase "human rights" often.
We know that the promotion of human rights represents a central
tenet of our foreign policy:; we even believe that a passionate
commitment to human rights is one of the special characteristics
that helps to make America, America. And it is worth noting that
the American emphasis on human rights represents much more than
merely a vague respect for human dignity. No, part of our
heritage as Americans is a very specific and definite
understanding of human rights -- a definition of human rights
that we can assert to challenge ourselves and our own

institutions, and that we can hold up as a standard for all the

world.




Ultimately, our view of human rights derives from our
Judeo-Christian heritage and the view that each individual life
is sacred. It takes more detailed form in the works of the
French and English writers of the 18th-century Enlightenment.
Government, they argued, should derive its mandate from the
consent of the governed, this consent being expressed in free
elections. And there you have the first human right, the right
to have a voice in Government -- the right to vote.

Elected governments would reflect the will of the majority,
but the Enlightenment writers and our own Founding Fathers gave
the concept of human rights still more definite, specific form.
For they held that each individual has certain rights that are.so
basic, so fundamental to his dignity as a human being, that no
government -- however large the majority it represents -- no
government may violate them.

Freedom of speech. Freedom of religion. Freedom of
assembly. Freedom of the press.
owl,

These and other rights enshrined in Constitution consist
in severe limitations upon the power of Government. They are
rights -- and this is another, basic point -- they are rights
that every citizen can call upon our independent court system to
uphold. They proclaim the belief -- and represent a specific
means of enforcing the belief -- that the individual comes first:
That the Government is the servant of the people, and not the

) That is a basic difference {1y our view and .
other way around. the foviet view of "wvnnu..l'@ Feor in a Leninigp-
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Lenin -~ if you will, the Founding Father of the Soviet

state -- stated in a report to the Soviet Communist Party: "[W])e j
constitute the single legal party in Russia.... We have taken V’v”

away political freedom from our opponents...."

¥ Within the Party itself, Lenin asserted that decision-making
§' Law is made and
K was to be tightly concentrated at the top.
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X . an ® @ ®o 0 .
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It is against this background that the Soviet#—imbenpres
exishs() Rights such of free Speecl free PTCSS,
Shedr Constitutiong
free assembly ave 'muh.a in the Somd” Unagh Ff Jhey are
"In accordance with the interests of the people and in order
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f. to strengthen and develop the socialist system, eitirers—mtbhe
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In the Soviet Union, then, it is not the individual wive-

and
\'alns.ﬁ.uh/,(t is not even the State that comes first. It is

its
the Communist Party -- and W leadershi;btt
the-highaest.reachas, Human rights as we understand them -- the

civil and political rights basie=be-the.digwity of every human

do wnot rhave the same #andind theve®
being -- pessese—meo—standimgy

None of this is new, of course. And while it is always
useful to remind ourselves of these basic distinctions between

our two systems, today I have much more in mind. For in recent
months, the Soviet Union has shown a willingness “m—alibeiter—reiiin

wniibibedeiingnetsiees to respect at least some human rights., It
is my belief that there is hope for Wl further change, hope

that in the days ahead the Soviets will grant further recognition
to the fundamental civil and political rights of allpymswe

But before discussing our hopes for the future, I’d like to
turn for a moment to a subject that the Soviets themselves often

raise.

The United States may recognize civil and political rights, .
M, but what of economic and social rights?
The Soviets point out, for example, that while the United States
has an unemployment problem, everyone in the Soviet Union is
guaranteed a job. Or they point to the American problem of

well,

homelessness. Or to racial discrimination. Beldeve—itity.l beard...
Garkpe—erdob=rbont=tiri==WTCN NI . GOLDACICV WIS I wasirimreen --

-amd it deserves a full response.
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To begin with, so-called economic and social "rights® -- it
would probably be more fitting to use the term economic and
social "conditions" -- belong to an essentially different
category from civil and political rights. The economic and
social conditions in any society are constantly changing -- new
social groupings constantly taking shape; new markets forming as
old markets disappear. Yet there is nothing shifting about civil
and political rights like freedom of speech or worship: They are
constant and immutable, forever basic to the dignity of each
human being.

Biibrlbepireottdubtmibive=sitbobomorapi-bire=torict=ciroryosy  Yes,

the United States has social and economic failings, neaiaac-‘n..\
Unenpleynanilohline=boo=highy, As a free people, we have
created an economic expansion that over the past 5 years has
created nearly 16 million jobs -- but we need to do more.
Homelessness is indeed a problem, an agonizing one. To some
extent, we are bound in dealing with it by our very commitment to
liberty: Laws have been passed in recent years that make it
illegal to force those who live on our sidewalks into hospitals
or shelters unless they represent a threat to society or
themselves. It is true that as a free people, we spend hundreds
of millions of dollars a year through our Federal and State
governments to care for the homeless. As a free people, our
churches, synagogues, and a host of volunteer organizations do
much to provide the homeless with food, clothing, and medicines.

And yet -- there is no denying that the problem remains.




Racial discrimination -- our strides as a free people during
just the past three decades have been dramatic. Yet the problem
lingers, and we continue to battle bigotry and prejudice.
The problems, as I said, are serious =-- no one would seek to
deny that. Yet in freedom we are constantly confronting them,
criticizing ourselves, esdweype seeking to do better... in full view for
~Now T N Lo
&% consider, if you will, the seobad—and economic Sedddngs @

. . . Condihons
of the Soviet Unloqd’t.‘ii-

know, for example, that there are considexable tensions

e Soviet Union -- Yhe issue is

between ®pe various peoples of

so sensitiv indeed, that I will no more than menNion it in

passing.

essness in the Soviet\Union? Not exact

In 1983, nearlWZone-third of all SoNiet

cannot. Bubh today, the Soviet standar® of living remain® barely




SoWiet food

have become famous the world o%er.

=

another Soviet joke. Answer: "Because the Party has made great

"Why is there a meat shortage in the Soviet Union?" goes

strides toward Communism, and the cattle just couldn’t keep up."

Now, I do not mean to suggest that the Soviet economy has
made no progress. But the limited successes of the past arose
largely from constant additions to the labor force and the
availability of inexpensive resources. Now that these have been
to a great extent depleted, the Soviet Union is no longer closing

the gap between itself and the West. Indeed, given the enormous

‘ L
N & uam& "‘l KWestern technology, the gap is likely to widen.

‘Tijrqu’
I have no desire ams® to berate the Soviet¥. mention

i¥ _here . P
thedp-poreclovardress because in recent months -- and this is a

development of tremendous significance -- -in Fecent=meénths they

R like Amervicans do abad heir Proviem
have begqun to mention ems Sovi®t economists have

ed s hertages
R aariecean publisq\articles about Soviet eh.ntoon!ug. -- one recent

article dealt SsaRisp-errd—im—detwti with the inadequacies of
. hows eCarrieg
Soviet housing. The Soviet press\5a-§§itee—v=th’;tories about

the need for progress. And, of course, Soviet economic progress

is one of Mr. Gorbachev’s chief aims.
And this brings us back to the subject of the day, human
rights. For I believe that the Soviets may aé=-demd be coming to

understand something of the connection -- the necessary and




inextricable connection -- between human rights and economic

growth.

The connection between economic productivity and certain
(2 _lw) meake,
kinds of freedom is obvious. Private plots up only

4 percent of the arable land in the Soviet Union but account for

a quarter of the produce, deosaute=he=twnero-of~those-ploty—=re I
('ﬂne free £low s I

|

|

information, to provide another example, will clearly prove vital

$or " :
i Soviet scientists gms to have sy hope of reaching &‘“ hgbfi

standards.

And yet there is a still deeper connection.

For it is the individual who is always the source of
economic creativity -- the tfained mind that produces a technical
breakthrough, the imagination that conceives of new products and
markets. And in order for the individual to create, he must have
a sense of just that -- his own individuality, his own t
self-worth. He must sense that others respect him -- and yes,

that his nation respects him. Respects him enough to permit him

his own opinions. Respects the relationship between the
individual and his God enough to permit him to worship as he

chooses. Even respects him enough to permit him, if he chooses

to do so, to leave. <
The Soviets should recogni;jeadgz;‘:;ghts because it is the

right thing to do. \”{f they bwwiwssbe recognize human rights
for other reasons -- because they seek economic growth, or

because they want to enter into a more normal relationship with
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the United States and other nations ~-- well, I want to say here
and now, that’s fine by me.

The signs, as I’ve said, have been hopeful.

Over the past 3 years, some 300 political and religious
prisoners have been released from labor camps. More recently,
the incarceration of dissidents in mental hospitals has slowed.
During the past 20 months, no one has been sent to prison under
Article 70 of the Soviet Constitution, the article the Soviets
had previously used as their umbrella law for imprisoning
dissidents. And while the press remains tightly controlled by
the Party and state, we’ve seen the publication of stories on
topics that used to be forbidden -- topics like crime, drug
addictions, corruption, even police brutality.

These changes are limited, weswwtiNewSeesl, and the basic
standards contained in the Helsinki Accords still are not being

met. But we applaud the changes that have taken place -- and enauutst

¢ Lymeys w20 37buvys Hiubesss 3m 7

Wye Jo_Feyo ou Wugp Sugeg VW 51 ey,

+79

wege the Soviets to go farther.j And if I may, I’d like now to
share with you a brief summary of the human rights agenda that
I’11 bemi'ﬁn’my meetings \‘%( It has four
wmin aims.

First, freedom of religion. Despite the recent relaxation

of some controls on the exercise of religion, it is still true

that @ church synagogue, mosque‘, or other house$ of worship may not

\ uﬂ:uﬁ' P 4
exist government has-grenbed—ié permission. Large
numbers of the faithful suffer -- the éhtire Ukrainian catholic

have. been imprisored

Church, for example, has been declared illegal. Many are=irr

.'"MM!'
\-préson'15;’acts of worship. And yet -- to quote the Universal
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Declaration of Human Rights -- "everyone has a/right to freedom

of thought, conscience and religion.™ I knoy you agree: 1It’s

$or Sucd
time Wﬂimhg/government gulation of religion .
to @ snd. Rvd W Gensell Sterdmry has indicated o w:llméuess

4o Censider "a necw law ” en Y Lreedom oF Comscience .
Second, freedom of speech. Mﬁere are

still many ‘mem serving long prison sentences

-Sibosian-campe for offenses that involve only the spoken or
written word. Yet the clear, internationally-recognized
standard, as defined, once again, in the Universal Declaration of

Human Rights, is that -- and I quote -- "everyone has the right

wpot PUi 7

[y

4

+y

J:I’

€

Cormsrw/ie 404 P
- rm’} 18

S howdtd Hhis 1ssue belkid
to freedom of opinion and expression.n\ The Sovi ni
(4
Wcoqnition to this basic human right. And I know you

join me in urging &o-ﬂg-heg!n freeing)-ﬂ;:m( every last
person imprisoned for nothing more than the expression of his
views.

Emigration, third, has long represented a matter of great
concern to us. The Universal Declaration states that, quote,
"everyone has a right to leave any country, including his own,
and to return to his country." It is true that during the past
12 months, more people have been permitted to leave the Soviet
Union than during the preceding 6 years. And it is true as well
that the numbers of those permitted to leave for short trips --

often family visits -- has gone up. We’re heartened by this

A 6y hope is thet _, _
progress. the Soviets grant all

Fus and
their peoplesVcomplete freedom of movement.

k—ﬁho‘i-:eaaaﬁ-é Sprk=wwlSe one point in particulargpieir

*rv—eoebeeheﬁ—hu—oeoffhe Soviets refuse many the right to
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Y

leave on the grounds that they possizs secret information -- even
though they had ended theirA§ecretj§ork many years before, and
whatever information they had has become public or obsolete. I

these people and their families.

This brings me now to the fourth and final area I want to
discuss, the institutionalization of progress.

As I’ve said a number of times now, we welcome the human
rights progress that the Soviets have made -- and believe there
is good reason to hope for still more. Yet it is only being
realistic to point out that we have seen progress in the Soviet
Union before. Khrushchev permitted relatively wide freedoms,
particularly freedom of speech. The intellectual and cultural
life of the Soviet Union underwent a kind of thaw, a kind of
springtime.

But it was a springtime followed by winter -- for
Khrushchev’s relaxations were fiercely reversed. And for the
nearly three decades until our own day, oppression and
stagnation -- and, yes, fear -- once again became the determining
characteristics of Soviet life.

And that is why those of us in theWest both publicly and in
direct conversation with the Soviets must continue to make candor
and realism the basis of our bilateral relationship. My Chief of
Staff Howard Baker told me recently of an old Tennessee saying,
"plain talk -- easy understood." Exactly. And just as previous

hopeful moments in Soviet history ended all too soon, so, too,

"perestroika" -- today’s new OpenNess =——iiiinRkoieiPresPeitommna
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"t asll succeed if
the Soviets take steps to make it permanent, to

institutionalize it. Jeep=seforne-awsNuEiEl™Newr=lawe-put=be
PGSt TIE"TOUILE HUSC BT Gl ol Lol ieeewse=gde
ndepandensew

Of course, none of this can be accomplished quickly. But
there is one specific reform the Soviets can make, one that in
itself would do much to ratify their progress and hearten J-"-ﬁ‘-'.‘ﬁ
peoples. I mentioned that for some 20 months now, no one has
been sent to prison under Article 70, what is in effect an
anti-dissident article. mewr

=i wiseggest—— fhet—it=ie—pime for Article 70 to be rewrittens?)
B e L

Freedom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom to
emigrate -- and the willingness to make new freedoms permanent:
These are our hopes -- these are our prayers -- for the future of
human rights in the Soviet Union, v the world, In our oum am{.,ﬁo

In granting greater liberty, I am confident, the Soviets
will discover that they have made possible economic growth. But
even more important, ‘recognition of human rights <dn-=the-

S =omen will advance the cause of peace. For in the words
of Andrei Sakharov -- a man who taast suffered much under the
Soviet system, but who has also experienced the benefits of
"glasnost" AAcin-the-words—eof—irrirer-STEREaY: "Human rights,
peace, and security are indivisible [Barbara, please get the
exact quotation from Lisa Jameson]."

Thank you all, and God bless you.

And now I’d be happy to answer your questions.
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20508

May 3, 1988

MEMORANDUM FOR COLIN L. POWELL

FROM: PAUL SCHOTT STEVENW

SUBJECT: National Strategy Forum Speech

Lynn Pascoe just called with State's comments on tomorrow's
speech. They have no problems, but do suggest that we "toughen it
up" in one respect. (Yes, that's right - toughen it up.) 1In the
first paragraph on page 7 they would make the changes noted

below (indicated by underlining).

The Soviets should recognize basic human rights because it
is the right thing to do. They should recognize human
rights because they have accepted international obligations
to do so, particularly in the Helsinki Final Act. [And]
But, if they recognize human rights for [other] reasons of
their own -- because they seek economic growth, or because
they want to enter into a more normal relationship with the
United Sates and other nations -- well, I want to say here
and now, that's fine by me.

If you concur, I can propose this change through Rhett Dawson.
Alternatively, you might wish to raise it with Tom Griscom
directly. Please let me know which, if either.

Attachment
National Strategy Forum Speech
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Thank you, Horr;ap and thank you all. 1It’s a pleasure to be
back in Chicago -- Chicago always has been my kind of town -- and
an honor to be able to speak to you, the members of the National
Strategy Forum. 1I’1l1 keep my remarks brief today so that we’ll
have ample time for questions. But I can’t help but reflect here
at the opening that it can be pretty tough in this State for a
Chief Executive. 1In fact, let me tell you what The Illinois
State Register had to say about the occupant of the White House.
They said, and I quote, "the craftiest and most dishonest
politician that ever disgraced an office in America." Can you
believe that? Of course that wasn’t me they were writing about,
that was Abraham Lincoln. Come to think of it, I must be doing
something right.

Now, preparing for the coming Moscow summit is, of course, a
very earnest business, but I’ve discovered over the years that
even U.S.-Soviet relations have their lighter side -- and it’s
become something of a habit with me to collect stories from
inside the Soviet Union. These stories are a testimony to the
resilence and goodness of the Russian people. And by the way,
Mr. Gorbachev has a good sense of humor himself and has told me a
few good tales. Anyway, I thought I might begin today by sharing
one that has become a favorite of mine.

It seems an American and a Soviet were comparing political

freedom in their two countries. The American boasted: "Why, I
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fe‘l'l"'fﬁ'i'f to Mr. Gorbachev.

could go to the front gates of the White House and shout, ’‘Down

with Reagan!’ and nothing would happen to meﬁ yes, I did
And yes he laughed.

Boy, was 1 glad

o

he laughed.

::'ix';m ""But comrade," answered the Soviet, "we have just the same
‘;d (1 freedom in the Soviet Union. I could go to the gates of the
‘M‘"“ Kremlin, shout ’‘Down with Reagan!’ and nothing would happen to
’SOV‘ me."

But as you know, our agenda for U.S.-Soviet relations has
four main parts -- regional conflicts, bilateral exchanges, arms
reductions, and human rights. I’ve spoken elsewhere at some
length about the first three. Today I’d like to take a moment to
discuss with you the subject dealt with in such an amusing but
powerful way in the story I just told -- the subject of human
rights.

Lo Speak bk individdual [ibevpes, ad
0 Qol\* &w We Americans of course Gse—the—phraseﬂhuman rlghtsﬁ—cften
. e ool ™5,
";“" “ We know that the promotion of human rights represents a central
Lf\"?u tex?et of our foreign policy; we even believe that a passionate
I:\(‘;:h' commitment to human rights is one of the special characteristics
'\Mf‘;‘ that helps to make America, America. And it is worth noting that
::;h':.n the American emphasis on human rights represents much more than
l\\P"‘-"' merely a vague respect for human dignity. No, part of our
heritage as Americans is a very specific and definite
understanding of human rights -- a definition of human rights
\ . that we can assert to challenge ourselves and our own
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consent of the governed, this consent being expressed in free,A
elections. And there you have the first human right, the right
to have a voice in Government -- the right to vote.

Elected governments would reflect the will of the majority,
but the Enlightenment writers and our own Founding Fathers gave
the concept of human rights still more definite, specific form.
For they held that each individual has certain rights that are so
basic, so fundamental to his dignity as a human being, that no
government -- however large the majority it represents -- no
government may violate them.

Freedom of speech. Freedom of religion. Freedom of
assembly. Freedom of the press. |

awd Bify ot Rigwir

i These and other rights enshrined in thg4ConstitutionAconsist -
in severe limitations upon the power of Government. They are

rights -- and this is another, basic point -- they are rights

that every citizen can call upon our independent court system to
uphold. They proclaim the belief -- and represent a specific

means of enforcing the belief -- that the individual comes first:

That the Government is the servant of the people, and not the

other way around.
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Yes, certain articles in the Soviet Constitution
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resewmble thate vt 8hu\- Covnbnes’ S iAoy
might @ppo&r—te—dm—wtth—huan—agh&b -=- but not when one

understands the way the Soviets themselves understand that
Constitution.

[Efnin -- if you will, the Founding Father of the Soviet
state -- stated in a report to the Soviet Communist Party: "([W]e
constitute the single legal party in Russia.... We have taken
away political freedom from our opponents....":]

W&me&eﬂmwng
was—to be tightly ceneentrated—at—the—top——By—the-way,—you.might
nete—the—use—of-the—word-ldemoeracy—in—this—quotation——Usoviet
sacialist democrasy—is—not—in-the—-least-incompatihle with
imrviduest-rore-amatctatorsmip T What—ts—necessary is
ipdividual rule, the recognition-of—the-dictatorial-powers—oef-one

Mwﬂmmm&w
tihreir—€onstitutio) Consider, for example, Article 50:

"In accordance with the interests of the people and in order

to strengthen and develop the socialist system, citizens of the

U.S.S. R. are guaranteed freedom of speech, of the press, and of

assembly, meetings, street processions, and of demonstration."
That of course sounds very much like the guarantees of human
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rights in our own Constitution. But
actually._applied in.the-Sewiet~bmrior, freedom of speech, of the
press, and of assembly are granted -- only if they accord with
the interest of the people and if it strengthens and develops the

socialist system. And who decides what is in the interest of the

lcr’°'¥;‘; people? Who decides what strengthens the socialist system?
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the—Communist—Party——and-withim-the~Party,.the Jleadership.at
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Ais my belief that there is hope for still further change, hope
that in the days ahead the Soviets will grant further recognition
to the fundamental civil and political rights of all men.

But before discussing our hopes for the future, I’d like to

turn for a moment to a subject that the Soviets themselves often

The United States may recognize civil and political rights,

et ) the Soviets often assert, but what of economic and social rights?

url
::_,;’kvh The Soviets point out, for example, that while the United States
oY’ has an unemployment problem, everyone in the Soviet Union is

guaranteed a job. Or they point to the American problem of
homelessness. Or to racial discrimination. Believe me, I heard

quite a lot about this when Mr. Gorbachev was in Washington --

and it deserves a &rgresponse. —




To begin with, so-called economic and social "rights" -- it
would probably be more fitting to use the term economic and
social "conditions" -- belong to an essentially different
category from civil and political rights. The economic . and
social conditions in any society are constantly changing -- new
social groupings constantly taking shape; new markets forming as
old markets disappear. Yet there is nothing shifting about civil
and political rights like freedom of speech or worship: They are

constant and immutable, forever basic to the dignity of each
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Yes,

Shevicmings,

the United States has social and economiéhéaiaingsg serious ones.
created an economic expansion that over the past 5 years Hhas
eated nearly 16 million jobs =-- but we need to do ré:J
@omelessness is indeed a problem, an agoniz'i_.ng one. To some
xtent, we are bound in dealing with it by 3pr’;ery commitment to
1iperty: Laws have been passed in recentf?éars that make it

Ve
UO A - 1llegal to force those who live on our sidewalks into hospitals
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' or shelters unless they represent a threat to society or
-¥i?ﬁ“ themselves. It is true t@at/;s a free people, we spend hundreds
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x*f df millions of dollars-a year through our Federal and State
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capita space available to

the Western standard in
unemployment as we understand it does not

It’s true
e Soviet Union -- without a free labor market, it

b

But today, the Soviet standard of living re:&s\barel
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e-third that of our own -- while the—average-Soviet zen
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Bhave become famo the world over.

"Why is there a“meat shortage in the“Soviet Union?" goes

another Soviet joke. An

;figadgz/;he Party has made great

'strides toward Communism, an e cattle just couldn’t keep up."

—— e
M et et o

Now, I do not mean to suggest\that the Soviet economy has

made no progress. But“the limited successes of the past arose :
iargely from constant additions to the labor\force and the

o~

f inexpensive resources. Now that“these have been ;

availabilit
éo a great extent depleted, the Soviet Union is no lomger closingi
1 '
! :
The ap between itself and the West. 1Indeed, given the\:kbrmousi
ity of Western technology _the.gap is-likely to widen.
furtwe rech 4 delaete.
I have no desire here to'fPerate—the—Sewvietsss I mention -

%Mgk,fﬁﬂbksrﬂ\lmmx ~ g
i because in recent months -- and this is a

development of tremendous significance -- in recent months they

have begun to mention-&é?themselves. Soviet economists have
bééun to publish articles about Soviet shortcomings -- one recent
article dealt frankly and in detail with the inadequacies of
Soviet housing. The Soviet press is filled with stories about
the need for progress. And, of course, Soviet economic progress
is one of Mr. Gorbachev’s chief aims.

And this brings us back to the subject of the day, human
rights. For I believe that the Soviets may at last be coming to

understand something of the connection -- the necessary and




inextricable connection -- between human rights and economic
growth.
The connection between economic productivity and certain
kinds of freedom is obvious. Private plots take up only
4 percent of the arable land in the Soviet Union but account for
a quarter of the produce, because the owners of those plots are
free to keep the rewards of their own labor. Freedom of
information, to provide another example, will clearly prove vital
seituce and Jechwalesy
if SOViet~6=iaa:ist§5Pre‘to have any hope of reaching Western
standards.
And yet there is a still deeper connection.
For it is the individu?l who is always the source of
b ohwﬁ‘;"'economic creativity -- the w mind that produces a technical
breakthrough, the imagination that conceives of new products and
gy dwf inihabve ot hnvus mtdey inds 6 Chunge m t“d":’ Jives.
marketglA And in order for the individual to create, he must have
a sense of just that -- his own individuality, his own
self-worth. He must sense that others respect him -- and yes,
that his nation respects him. Respects him enough to permit him
his own opinions. Respects the relationship between the
individual and his God enough to permit him to worship as he
chooses. Even respects him enough to permit him, if he chooses
to do so, to leave.
The Soviets should recognize human rights because it is the
right thing to do. But if they begin to recognize human rights

for other reasons -- because they seek economic growth, or

because they want to enter into a more normal relationship with




the United States and other nations -- well, I want to say here
and now, that’s fine by me.

The signs, as I’ve said, have been hopeful.

Over the past 3 years, some 300 political and religious
prisoners have been released from labor camps. More recently,
the incarceration of dissidents in mental hospitals has slowed.

During the past 20 months, no one has been sent to Erison under

Russizn crivniwnal Code, o So-call<f anh- A itafon ot propasand.
Article 70 of the evi i the article the Soviets f whiv
N <

had previously used as their umbrella law for imprisoning
dissidents. And while the press remains tightly controlled by
the Party and state, we’ve seen the publication of stories on
topics that used to be forbidden -- topics like crime, drug
addictions, corruption, even police brutality. |

These changes are limited, very limited, and the basic
standards contained in the Helsinki Accords still are not being
met. But we applaud the changes that have taken place -- and
urge the Soviets to go farther. And if I may, I’d like now to
shgre with you a brief summary of the human rights agenda that
I’1l be pressing in my meétings with Mr. Gorbachev. It has four
main aims.

First, freedom of religion. Despite the recent relaxation
of some controls on the exercise of religion, it is still true
that no church, synagogue, mosque, or other house of worship may
exist unless the government has granted it permission. Large
numbers of the faithful suffer -- the entire Ukrainian Catholic
Church, for example, has been declared illegal. Many are in

prison for acts of worship. And yet -- to quote the Universal




ree "

Declaration of Human Rights -- "everyone has a right to freedonm

of thought, conscience and religion." {G—knew-you—agreeT It S—
tine—for—the—Seviets—to—bring-governnent—requlation _af religion=
to—an-eadl

Second, freedom of speech. I regret to say that there are
still many men serving long prison sentences at hard labor‘in
Siberian camps for offenses that involvé only the spoken or
written word. Yet the clear, internationally-recognized
standard, as defined, once again, in the Universal Declaration of

Human Rights, is that -- and I quote -- "everyone has the right

to freedom of opinion and expression." tfpe—&evée:—ﬂaéen-gggg
grant-full-recognition to this-basic—human-eight—And—T Know you
’ . . . ll : 3 . E N - o ] ; '_m' ‘
p N . ’ E |] . X |l |] . E l N
e

Emigration, third, has long represented a matter of great
concern to us. The Universal Declaration states that, quote,
“"eyveryone has a right to leave any country, including his own,
and to return to his country." It is true that during the past
12 monthsk@?:; people fhave—beel) permitted to leave the Soviet
%ﬁi%;:fﬁagqgg;iig tge preceding 6 years. And it is true as well
that the numbers of those permitted to leave for short trips --
often family visits -- has gone up. We’re heartened by this

SHI vvge fo
progress. But we~eaaaot—be—ea%*ei&ed—ua%&f?the Soviets grant a11

their peoples complete freedom of movement.
In the meantime, I’l1 raise one point in particular with

Mr. Gorbachev. You see, the Soviets refuse many the right to
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leave on the grounds that they possess secret information -- even
though they had ended their secret work many years before, and
whatever information they had has become public or obsclete. I
will urge Mr. Gorbachev to review these cases -- and to free
these people and their families.

This brings me now to the fourth and final area I want to

malig e . _ . NJVL-'JVthﬁh+;
discuss, ; i progress.
A A

As I’ve said a number of times now, we welcome the human

rights progress that the Soviets have made -- and believe there

is good reason to hope for still more. Yet it is only being

realistic to point out that we have seen progress in the Soviet

Joesenad Ihivys G Wil
Union before. Khrushchev @ermtggea_ee*:41421¥_u¢d._;;eednms,
Pa

~farticularly—freedeomeof—speeohd The intellectual and cultural

life of the Soviet Union underwent a kind of thaw, a kind of
springtime.

But it was a springtime followed by winter -- for
Khrushchev’s relaxations were fiercely reversed. And for the
nearly three decades until our own day, oppression and
sﬁagnation -- and, yes, fear -- once again became the determining
characteristics of Soviet life.

And that is why those of us in theWest both publicly and in
direct conversation with the Soviets must continue to make candor
and realism the basis of our bilateral relationship. My Chief of
Staff Howard Baker told me recently of an old Tennessee saying,
"Plain talk -- easy understood." Exactly. And just as previous

hopeful moments in Soviet history ended all too soon, so, too,
“slaswost " Crndlo v

-ébe;ae%;e*kq? -=- today’s new)gpannees -- may not prosper =--

"
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unless the Soviets take steps to make it permanent, to

Sthvuthonl st st Jatey vnds
institutionalize it. Deep—ralorms, are needed. New laws must be
passed. And the courts must be granted a measure of
independence.

Of course, none of this can bg accomplished quickly. But
there is one specific reform the Soviets can make, one that in
itself would do much to ratify their progress and hearten their
peoples. I mentioned that for some 20 months now, no one has
been sent to prison under Article 70, what is in effect an
anti-dissident article. I would suggest -- and indeed, in Moscow
I will suggest -- that it is time for Article 70 to be rewritten
or struck.

Freedom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom to
emigrate -- and the willingness to make new freedoms permanent:
These are our hopes -- these are our prayers -- for the future of
human rights in the Soviet Union.

In granting greater liberty, I am confident, the Soviets
will discover that they have made possible economic growth. But
ev;n more important, the recognition of human rights in the
Soviet Union will advance the cause of peace. For in the words
of Andrei Sakharov -- a man who has suffered much under the
Soviet system, but who has also experienced the benefits of
"glasnost" -- in the words of Andrei Sakharov: "Human rights,
peace, and security are indivisible [Barbara, please get the
exact quotation from Lisa Jameson]."

Thank you all, and God bless you.

And now I’d be happy to answer your questions.
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THE WHITE HOUSE \

WASHINGTON

May 2, 1988

MEMORANDUM FOR TONY DOLAN

FROM: FRANK DONATELLI@

RE: NATIONAL STRATEGY FORUM

My general comment is that I think we are a bit too
defensive about our problems at home. The section on
homelessness perhaps should be shortened or eliminated.

Specific comments include:

Page one, first paragraph, change Morris to Morry and add
the following to the end of the first sentance: Mike Gavin
and all of you who participate in the National Strategy
Forum.

Mike Gavin is the President of the National Strategy Forum.

Page 6, last paragraph, line 7 add local, so that it reads,
Federal, state and local .government.




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON \;EEY/

May 2, 1988

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY R. DOLAN

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND
DIRECTOR OF SPEECHWRITING

ARTHUR B. CULVAHOUSE, JR.
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT

Presidential Address: National Strategy Forum

Counsel's office has reviewed the above-referenced Presidential
address, and we have the following comments:

1.

2.

At page 3, paragraph 4, we suggest substituting the
word "constitute" for the phrase "consist in."

At page 4, paragraph 5, we agree that it is important
to highlight the fact that the Soviet Constitution
includes guarantees similar to our own but that human
rights are not, in fact, afforded the same protection.
It is our understanding, however, that the language of
the Soviet Constitution -- and not simply its
application -- provides for this distinction. For
example, Article 39 of the Soviet Constitution provides
that "enjoyment by citizens of their rights and
freedoms must not be to the detriment of the interest
of society or the state. . . ." (Emphasis added) We
suggest that this paragraph be revised to make it clear
that the Soviet Constitution assures the preeminent
role of the State and the Communist Party.

At page 5, paragraph 3, we do not believe it is
accurate to state that the Soviet Union "respects at
least some human rights." 1In our view, respect
requires continuous practice over time. The Soviet
Union's recent statements and actions do not meet this
standard. Therefore, we suggest substituting the word
"consider" for "respect." Along these same lines, we
also suggest substituting the word "recognize" for the
phrase "grant further recognition to."




At page 7, we suggest deleting paragraph 4 unless we
are prepared to make it clear why the Soviet Union
practices internal racial discrimination. We do not
believe it is appropriate to state that this issue is
so sensitive that the President will not comment
further.

At page 8, paragraph 3, we suggest deleting the phrase
"in recent months" one of the two places it is used in
the second sentence.

At the bottom of page 11 and the top of page 12, we do
not believe it is appropriate for the President to
accept the Soviet premise that they are legitimately
restricting emigration because of their citizens access
to secret information. We suggest revising the last
clause to read as follows: "-- even though they had
ended their "so-called" secret work many years before,
and whatever information they may have had has become
public or obsolete."

At page 13, continuation paragraph, we recommend
deleting the last two sentences because revising laws
and the role of the courts in the Soviet Union would
not represent true institutional change so long as the
Communist Party is in control.

Thank you for submitting this Presidential address for our

review.

cc: Rhett B. Dawson




