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PRESIDENT'S BACKUP COPY:
ADDRESS ON EAST-WEST RELATIONS
FINLANDIA HALL

HELSINKI, FINLAND
FRIDAY, MAY 27, 1988

MR, PRESIDEKT, MR, SPEAKER, MR. PRIME MINISTER,
LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:

LET ME BEGIN BY SAYING THANK YOU TO OUR HOSTS, THE
FINNISH GOVERNMENT, THE (PAH-seex-ee-ves) SOCIETY, AND
THE LEAGUE OF FINNISH-AMERICAN SOCIETIES.

IT IS A PARTICULAR HONOR FOR ME TO COME HERE
TODAY. THIS YEAR -- THE "YEAR OF FRIENDSHIP," AS
CONGRESS HAS PROCLAIMED IT, BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
AND FINLAND -- THIS YEAR MARKS THE 350Ts ANNIVERSARY OF
THE ARRIVAL OF THE FIRST FINNS IN AMERICA AND THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF A SMALL SCANDINAVIAN COLONY NEAR WHAT
IS TODAY WILMINGTON, DELAWARE. AN ANCIENT PEOPLE IN A
NEW WORLD -- THAT IS THE STORY, NOT ONLY OF THOSE
FINNS, BUT OF ALL THE PEOPLES WHO BRAVED THE SEAS, 10
SETTLE IN AND BUILD MY COUNTRY, A LAND OF FREEDOM FOR A
NATION OF IMMIGRANTS.
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YES, THEY FOURDEG A NEW WORLD, BUT AS THEY CROSSED
THE OCEANS, THE MOUNTRINS, AND THE PRAIRIES, THOSE WHO
MADE AMERICA CARRIED THE OLD WORLD IN THEIR HEARTS --
THE OLD CUSTOMS, THE FAMILY TIES, AND, MOST OF ALL, THE
BELIEF IN @4OC, A BELIEF THAT GAVE THEM THE MORAL
COMPASS AND ETHICAL FOUNDATION BY WHICH THEY EXPLORED
AN UNCHARTED FRONTIER AND CONSTRUCTED A GOVERNMENT AND
NATION OF, BY, AND FOR THE PEOPLE.

AND SO, ALTHOUGH WE AMERICANS BECAME A NEW PEOPLE,
WE ALSO REMAIN AN ANCIENT ONE, FOR WE ARE GUIDED BY
ANCIENT AND UNIVERSAL VALUES -- VALUES THAT PRIME
MINISTER (HOL-care-g€) SPOKE OF IN LOS ANGELES THIS
FEBRUARY WHEN, AFTER RECALLING FINLAND'S
INTERNATIONALLY RECOGNIZED POSITION OF NEUTRALITY, HE
ADDED THAT FINLAND IS "TIED TO WESTERN VALUES OF
'FREEDOM, DEMOCRACY, AND HUMAN RIGHTS,"

AND LET ME ADD HERE THAT, FOR AMERICA, THOSE TIES
ARE ALSO THE BONDS OF QUR FRIERDSHIP. AMERICA RESPECTS
FINLAND's NEUTRALITY. WE SUPPORT FINLAND's
INDEPENDENCE. WE HONOR FINLAND's COURAGEOUS HISTORY.
WE SALUTE THE CREATIVE STATESMANSHIP THAT HAS BEEN
FINLAND's GIFT TO WORLD PEACE. AND IN THIS SOARING
HALL ~-- WHICH IS THE GREAT ARCHITECT ALVAR AALTO's
STATEMENT OF HOPE FOR FINLAND's FUTURE -- WE REAFFIRM
OUR HOPE AND FAITH THAT THE FRIENDSHIP BETWEEN OUR
NATIONS WILL BE UNENDING.
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WE ARE GATHERED HERE TODAY IN THIS HALL BECAUSE IT
WAS HERE, ALMOST 13 YEARS AGO, THAT THE 35 NATIONS OF
THE CONFERENCE ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE
SIGNED THE HELSINKI FINAL ACY -- A DOCUMENT THAT
EMBODIES THE SAME ETHICAL AND MORAL PRINCIPLES AND THE
SAME HOPE FOR A FUTURE OF PEACE THAT FINNS AND SO MANY
OTHER EUROPEAN IMMIGRANTS GAVE AMERICA. THE FINAL ACT
IS A SINGULAR STATEMENT OF HOPE. ITS "THREE BASKETS"
TOUCH ON ALMOST EVERY ASPECT OF EAST-WEST RELATIONS,
AND TAKEN TOGETHER FORM A KIND OF MAP THROUGH THE
WILDERNESS OF MUTUAL HOSTILITY TO OPEN FIELDS OF PEACE
AND TO A COMMON HOME OF TRUST AMONG ALL OF OUR
SOVEREIGN NATIONS -- NEUTRALS, NON-ALIGNED, AND
ALLIANCE MEMBERS ALIKE. THE FINAL ACT SET NEW
STANDARDS OF CONDUCT FOR OUR NATIONS AND PROVIDED THE
MECHANISMS BY WHICH TO APPLY THOSE STANDARDS.

YES, THE FINAL ACT GDES BEYOND ARMS CONTROL --
ONCE THE FOCUS OF INTERNATIONAL DIALOGUE. IT REFLECTS
A TRUTH THAT I HAVE SO OFTEN NOTED -- NATIONS DO NOT
DISTRUST EACH OTHER BECAUSE THEY ARE ARMED; THEY ARE
ARMED BECAUSE THEY DISTRUST EACH QTHER. THE FINAL ACT
GRAPPLES WITH THE FULL RANGE OF OUR UNDERLYING

DIFFERENCES AND DEALS WITH EAST-WEST RELATIONS AS AN
INTERRELATED WHOLE.
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IT REFLECTS THE BELIEF OF ALL OUR COUNTRIES THAT
HUMAN RIGHTS ARE LESS LIKELY TO BE ABUSED WHEN A |
NATION's SECURITY IS LESS IN DOUBT; THAT ECONOMIC
RELATIONS CAN CONTRIBUTE TO SECURITY, BUT DEPEND ON THE
TRUST AND CONFIDENCE THAT COME FROM INCREASING TIES
BETWEEN OUR PEOPLES, INCREASING OPENNESS, AND
INCREASING FREEDOM; AND THAT THERE IS NO TRUE
INTERNATIONAL SECURITY WITHOUT RESPECT FOR HUMAN
RIGHTS.

I CAN HARDLY IMPROVE ON THE WORDS PRESIDENT
KOIVISTO USED IN THIS HALL 2 YEARS AGO WHEN HE RECALLED
THAT, “SECURITY IS MORE THAN THE PROTECTION OF BORDERS
AND SOCIAL STRUCTURES. 1IT IS EMPHASIZED IN THE FINAL
ACT THAT INDIVIDUAL PERSONS WHO LIVE IN THE
PARTICIPATING STATES HAVE TO FEEL IN THEIR OWN LIVES
SECURITY WHICH IS BASED ON RESPECT FOR FUNDAMENTAL
HUMAN RIGHTS AND BASIC FREEDOMS."

AND BEYOND ESTABLISHING THESE INTEGRATED
STANDARDS, THE FINAL ACT ESTABLISHES A PROCESS FOR
PROGRESS. IT SETS UP A REVIEW PROCEDURE TO MEASURE
PERFORMANCE AGAINST STANDARDS. AND -- DESPITE THE
DOUBTS OF THE CRITICS -- FOR THE PAST 13 YEARS, THE
SIGNATORY STATES HAVE MUSTERED THE POLITVICAL WILL TO
KEEFP ON WORKING AND MAKING PROGRESS.
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LET ME SAY THAT IT SEEMS PARTICULARLY APPROPRIATE
TO ME THAT THE FINAL ACT IS ASSOCIATED SO CLOSELY WITH
THIS CITY AND THIS COUNTRY. MORE THAN ANY OTHER
DIPLOMATIC DOCUMENT, THE FINAL ACT SPEAKS TO THE
YEARNING THAT FINLAND's LONGTIME PRESIDENT, (ER-no)
(KECK-on-neN), SPOKE OF MORE THAN A QUARTER CENTURY AGO
WHEN HE SAID, IN HIS WORDS, "IT IS THE FERVENT HOPE OF
THE FINNISH PEOPLE THAT BARRIERS BE LOWERED ALL OVER
EUROPE AND THAT PROGRESS BE MADE ALONG THE ROAD OF
EUROPEAN UNITY.” AND HE ADDED THAT THIS WAS, AS HE PUT
IT, "FOR THE GOOD OF EUROPE, AND THUS OF HUMANITY AS A
WHOLE." THOSE WERE VISIONARY WORDS. THAT VISION
INSPIRED AND SHAPED THE DRAFTING OF THE FINAL ACT AND
CONTINUES TO GUIDE US TODAY,

HAS THE FINAL ACT AND WHAT WE CALL THE HELSINKI
PROCESS WORKED OR NOT? MANY SAY IT HASN'T, BUT I
BELIEVE IT HAS.

IN THE SECURITY FIELD, I WOULD PCINT TO THE MOST
RECENT FRUIT OF THE PROCESS ~-- THE STOCKHOLM DOCUMENT
ON CONFIDENCE- AND SECURITY-BUILDING MEASURES IN
EUROPE.
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THIS AGREEMENT LAYS DOWN THE RULES BY WHICH OUR
35 STATES NOTIFY EARCH OTHER OF UPCOMING MILITARY
ACTIVITIES IN EUROPE; PROVIDES DETAILED INFORMATION ON
THESE ACTIVITIES IN ADVANCE; LETS THE OTHERS KNOW THEIR
PLANS FOR VERY LARGE MILITARY ACTIVITIES ONE TO TWO
YEARS IN ADVANCE AND AGREES NOT TO HOLD SUCH MANEUVERS
UNLESS THIS NOTICE IS GIVEN; INVITES OBSERVERS TO THEIR
LARGER MILITARY ACTIVITIES; AND PERMITS ON-SITE
INSPECTIONS TO MAKE SURE THE AGREEMENT IS HONORED.

I AM HAPPY TO NOTE THAT SINCE OUR REPRESENTATIVES
SHOOK HANDS TO SEAL THIS AGREEMENT A YEAR-AND-A-HALF
AGO, ALL 35 STATES HAVE, BY AND LARGE, HONORED BOTH THE
LETTER AND THE SPIRIT OF THE STOCKHOLM DOCUMENT. THE
WESTERN AND NEUTRAL AND NON-ALIGNED STATES HAVE SET A
STRONG EXAMPLE IN PROVIDING FULL INFORMATION ABOUT
THEIR MILITARY ACTIVITIES. IN APRIL, FINLAND HELD ITS
FIRST MILITARY ACTIVITY SUBJECT TO THE STOCKHOLM
NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS AND VOLUNTARILY INVITED
OBSERVERS TO IT. THE SOVIET UNION AND ITS ALLIES ALSO
HAVE A GENERALLY GOOD RECORD OF IMPLEMENTATION, THOUGH
LESS FORTHCOMING THAN THE WEST. TEN ON-SITE
INSPECTIONS HAVE BEEN CONDUCTED SO FAR, AND MORE AND
MORE STATES ARE EXERCISING THEIR RIGHT TO MAKE SUCH
INSPECTIONS. I CAN'T HELP BUT BELIEVE THAT MAKING
INSPECTIONS A MATTER OF ROUTINE BUSINESS WILL IMPROVE
OPENNESS AND ENHANCE CONFIDENCE.
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NOR WAS STOCKHOLM THE END OF THE PROCESS. IN
VIENNA, ALL 35 SIGNATORY STATES ARE CONSIDERINEG HOW TO
STRENGTHEN THE CONFIDENCE- AND SECURITY-BUILDING
MEASURES, IN THE CONTEXT OF A BALANCED OUTCOME AT THE

C.S.C.E. FOLLOW-UP MEETING THAT INCLUDES SIGNIFICANT
PROGRESS ON HUMAN RIGKTS.

IN THE ECONOMIC FIELD, AS IN THE SECURITY FIELD, I
BELIEVE THERE HAS BEEN PROGRESS, BUT OF A DIFFERENT
KIND. ISSUES AND NEGOTIATIONS REGARDING SECURITY ARE
NOT SIMPLE, BUT MILITARY TECHNOLOGY MAKES ARMS AND
ARMIES RESEMBLE EACH OTHER ENOUGH SO THAT COMMON
MEASURES CAN BE CONFIDENTLY APPLIED, ECONOMIC
RELATIONS, BY CONTRAST, ARE BEDEVILED BY DIFFERENCES IN
OUR SYSTEMS. PERHAPS INCREASES IN NON-STRATEGIC TRADE
CAN CONTRIBUTE TO BETTER RELATIONS BETWEEN EAST AND
WEST, BUT IT IS DIFFICULT TO RELATE THE STATE-RUN
ECONOMIES OF THE EAST TO THE ESSENTIALLY FREE-MARKET
ECONOMIES OF THE WEST. PERHAPS SOME OF THE CHANGES
UNDERWAY IN THE STATE-RUN ECONOMIES WILL EQUIP THEW
BETTER TO DEAL WITH OUR BUSINESSMEN, AND OPEN NEW
ARENAS FOR COOPERATION. BUT OUR WORK ON THESE ISSUES
OVER THE YEARS HAS ALREADY MADE US UNDERSTAND THAT
DIFFERENCES IN SYSTEMS ARE SERIOUS OBSTACLES TO
EXPANSION OF ECONOMIC TIES, AND SINCE UNDERSTANDING OF

UNPLEASANT REALITIES IS PART OF WISDOM, THAT, T00, IS
PROGRESS.
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THE CHANGES TAKING PLACE IN THE EASTERN COUNTRIES
OF THE CONTINENT GO BEYOND CHANGES IN THEIR ECONOMIC
SYSTEMS AND GREATER OPENNESS IN THEIR MILITARY
ACTIVITIES: CHANGES HAVE ALSO BEGUN TO OCCUR IN THE
FIELD OF HUMAN RIGHTS, AS WAS CALLED FOR IN THE FINAL
ACT. THE REST OF US WOULD LIKE TO SEE THE CHANGES THAT
ARE BEING ANNOUNCED ACTUALLY REGISTERED IN THE LAW AND
PRACTICE OF OUR EASTERN PARTNERS, AND IN THE DOCUMENTS
UNDER NEGOTIATION IN THE VIENNA FOLLOW-UF TO THE
HELSINKI CONFERENCE.

MUCH HAS BEEN SAID ABOUT THE HUMAN RIGHTS AND
HUMARITARIAN PROVISIONS IN THE FINAL ACT AND THE
FAILURE OF THE EASTERN BLOC TO HONOR THEM. YET, FOR
ALL THE BLEAK WINDS THAT HAVE SWEPT THE PLAINS OF
JUSTICE SINCE THAT SIGNING DAY IN 1975, THE ACCORDS
HAVE TAKEN ROOT IN THE CONSCIENCE OF HUMANITY AND GROWN
IN MORAL AND, INCREASINGLY, IN DIPLOMATIC AUTHORITY.

I BELIEVE THAT THIS IS NO ACCIDENT. IT REFLECTS
AN INCREASING REALIZATION THAT THE AGENDA OF EAST-WEST
RELATIONS MUST BE COMPREHENSIVE -- THAT SECURITY AND
HUMAN RIGHTS MUST BE ADVANCED TOGETHER, OR CANNOT TRULY
BE SECURED AT ALL. BUT IT ALSO SHOWS THAT THE
PROVISIONS IN THE FINAL ACT REFLECT STANDARDS THAT ARE
TRULY UNIVERSAL IN THEIR SCOPE.
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THE ACCORDS EMBODY A FUNDAMENTAL TRUTH, A TRUTH
THAT GATHERS STRENGTH WITH EACH PASSING SEASON, AND

" THAT WILL NOT BE DENIED -- THE TRUTH THAT, LIKE THE

FIRST FINNISH SETTLERS IN AMERICA, ALL OUR ANCIENT
PEOPLES FIND THEMSELVES TODAY IN A NEW WORLD, AND THAT,
AS THOSE EARLY SETTLERS DISCOVERED, THE GREATEST
CREATIVE AND MORAL FORCE IN THIS NEW WORLD, THE
GREATEST HOPE FOR SURVIVAL AND SUCCESS, FOR PEACE AND
HAPPINESS, IS HUMAN FREEDOM.

YES, FREEDOM -- THE RIGHT TO SPEAK, TO PRINT, TO
ASSEMBLE, TO TRAVEL, THE RIGHT TO WORSHIP AND BELIEVE,
THE RIGHT TO BE DIFFERENT, THE RIGHT, AS THE AMERICAN
PHILOSOPHER, HENRY DAVID THOREAU, WROTE, "TO STEP TO
THE MUSIC OF... A DIFFERENT DRUMMER." THIS IS FREEDOM
AS MOST EUROPEANS AND AMERICANS UNDERSTAND IT AND
FREEDOM AS IT IS EMBODIED IN THE UNIVERSAL DECLARATION
OF HUMAN RIGHTS AND, YES, IN THE HELSINKI ACCORDS.

AND -- FAR MORE THAN THE LOCOMOTIVE OR THE AUTOMOBILE,
THE AIRPLANE OR THE ROCKET, MORE THAN RADIO, TELEVISION
OR THE COMPUTER -- THIS CONCEPT OF LIBERTY IS THE MOST

DISTINCT, PECULIAR, AND POWERFUL INVENTION OF THE
CIVILIZATION WE ALL SHARE.
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INDEED, WITHOUT THIS FREEDOM THERE WOULD HAVE BEEN
NO MECHANICAL INVENTIONS, FOR INVENTIONS ARE
ECCENTRICITIES. THE MEN AND WOMEN WHO CREATE THEM ARE
VISIONARIES, JUST LIKE ARTISTS AND WRITERS. THEY SEE

WHAT OTHERS FAIL TO SEE AND TRUST THEIR INSIGHTS WHEN
OTHERS DON'T,

THE SAME FREEDOM THAT PERMITS LITERATURE AND THE
ARTS TO FLOURISH, THE SAME FREEDOM THAT ALLOWS ONE TO
ATTEND CHURCH, SYNAGOGUE, OR MOSQUE WITHOUT
APPREHENSION, THAT SAME FREEDOM FROM OPPRESSION AND
SUPERVISION IS THE FREEDOM THAT HAS GIVEN US -- THE
PEOPLES OF WESTERN EUROPE AND NORTH AMERICA -- OUR
DYNAMISM, OUR ECONOMIC GROWTH, AND OUR INVENTIVENESS.
TOGETHER WITH JAPAN, AUSTRALIA, AND MANY OTHERS, WE
HAVE LIVED IN THIS STATE OF FREEDOM, THIS HOUSE OF
DEMOCRACY, SINCE THE END OF THE SECOND WORLD WAR. THE
HOUSE OF DEMOCRACY IS A HOUSE WHOSE DOORS ARE OPEN TO
ALL. BECAUSE OF IT, BECAUSE OF THE LIBERTY AND POPULAR
RULE WE HAVE SHARED, TODAY WE ALSO SHARE A PROSPERITY
MORE WIDELY DISTRIBUTED AND EXTENSIVE, A POLITICAL

ORDER MORE TOLERANT AND HUMANE THAN HAS EVER BEFORE
BEEN KNOWN ON EARTH.

TO SEE NOT SIMPLY THE IMMEDIATE BUT THE HISTORIC
IMPORTANCE OF THIS, WE SHOULD REMEMBER HOW FAR 50 MANY
OF OUR NATIONS HAVE TRAVELED -- AND HOW DESOLATE THE
FUTURE OF FREEDOM AND DEMOCRACY ONCE SEEMED.
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FOR MUCH OF THIS CENTURY, THE TOTALITARIAN
TEMPTATION, IN ONE FORM OR ANOTHER, HAS BECKONED TO
MANKIND, ALSO PROMISING FREEDOM -- BUT OF A DIFFERENT
KIND THAN THE ONE WE CELEBRATE TODAY. THIS CONCEPT OF
LIBERTY IS, AS THE CZECHOSLOVAK WRITER (MEE-Lamn)
(kUHN-DARE-uK) HAS PUT IT, "THE AGE-OLD DREAM OF A
WORLD WHERE EVERYBODY WOULD LIVE IN HARMONY, UNITED BY
A SINGLE COMMON WILL AND FAITH, WITHOUT SECRETS FROM
ONE ANOTHER" -- THE FREEDOM OF IMPOSED PERFECTION.

FIFTY, FORTY, EVEN AS RECENTLY AS THIRTY YEARS
AGO, THE CONTEST BETWEEN THIS UTOPIAN CONCEPT OF
FREEDOM ON ONE HAND AND THE DEMOCRATIC CONCEPT OF
FREEDOM ON THE OTHER SEEMED A CLOSE ONE. PROMISES OF A
PERFECT WORLD LURED MANY WESTERN THINKERS AND MILLIONS
OF OTHERS BESIDES. AND MANY BELIEVED IN THE CONFIDENT
PREDICTION OF HISTORY’s INEVITABLE TRIUMPH.

FEW DO TODAY. JUST AS DEMOCRATIC FREEDOM HAS
PROVEN ITSELF INCREDIBLY FERTILE -- FERTILE NOT MERELY
IN A MATERIAL SENSE, BUT ALSO IN THE ABUNDANCE IT HAS

BROUGHT FORTH IN THE HUMAN SPIRIT -- SO TOO UTOPIANISM
HAS PROVEN BRUTAL AND BARREN,
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ALBERT CAMUS ONCE PREDICTED THAT, IN HIS WORDS,
"WHEN REVOLUTION IN THE NAME OF POWER ARD OF HISTORY
BECOMES A MURDEROUS AND IMMODERATE MECHANISM, A NEW
REBELLION IS CONSECRATED IN THE NAME OF MODERATION AND
OF LIFE." ISN'T THIS EXACTLY WHAT WE SEE HAPPENING
ACROSS THE MOUNTAINS AND PLAINS OF EUROPE AND EVEN
BEYOND THE URALS TODAY? 1IN WESTERN EUROPE, SUPPORT FOR
UTOPIAN IDEOLOGIES -- INCLUDING SUPPORT AMONG
INTELLECTUALS -- HAS ALL BUT COLLAPSED, WHILE IN THE
NON-DEMOCRATIC COUNTRIES, LEADERS GRAPPLE WITH THE
INTERNAL CONTRADICTIONS OF THEIR SYSTEM AND SOME ASK
HOW THEY CAN MAKE THAT SYSTEM BETTER AND MORE
PRODUCTIVE.

IN A SENSE, THE FRONT LINE IN THE COMPETITION OF
IDEAS THAT HAS PLAYED IN EUROPE AND AMERICA FOR MORE
THAN 70 YEARS HAS SHIFTED EAST. ONCE IT WAS THE
DEMOCRACIES THAT DOUBTED THEIR OWN VIEW OF FREEDOM AND
WONDERED WHETHER UTOPIAN SYSTEMS MIGHT NOT BE BETTER.
TODAY, THE DOUBT IS ON THE OTHER SIDE.

IN JUST TWO DAYS, I WILL MEET IN MOSCOW WITH
GENERAL SECRETARY GORBACHEV. IT WILL BE OUR FOURTH SET
OF FACE-TO-FACE TALKS SINCE 1985, THE GENERAL
SECRETARY AND I HAVE DEVELOPED A BROAD AGENDA FOR
U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS -- AN AGENDA LINKED DIRECTLY TO
THE AGENDA OF THE FINAL ACT.
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YES, AS DOES THE FINAL ACT, WE WILL DISCUSS
SECURITY ISSUES. WE WILL PURSUE PROGRESS IN ARMS
REDUCTION NEGOTIATIONS ACROSS THE BOARD AND CONTINUE
OUR EXCHANGES ON REGIONAL ISSUES.

YES, WE WILL ALSO DISCUSS ECONOMIC ISSUES,
ALTHOUGH, AS IN THE HELSINKI PROCESS, WE HAVE SEEN IN
RECENT YEARS HOW MUCH THE DIFFERENCES IN OUR SYSTEMS
INHIBIT EXPANDED TIES, AND HOW DIFFICULT IT IS TO

DIVORCE ECONOMIC RELATIONS FROM HUMAN RIGHTS AND OTHER
ELEMENTS OF THE RELATIONSHIP.

AND, YES, AS OUR COUNTRIES DID AT HELSINKI, WE
WILL TAKE UP OTHER BILATERAL AREAS, AS WELL --
INCLUDING SCIENTIFIC, CULTURAL, AND PEOPLE-TO-PEOPLE
EXCHANGES, WHERE WE HAVE BEEN HARD AT WORK IDENTIFYING
NEW WAYS TO COOPERATE. 1IN THIS AREAR, IN PARTICULAR, I

BELIEVE WE'LL SEE SOME GOOD RESULTS BEFORE THE WEEK IS
OVER.

AND LIKE THE FINAL ACT, OUR AGENDA NOW INCLUDES
HUMAN RIGHTS AS AN INTEGRAL COMPONENT. WE HAVE
DEVELOPED OUR DIALOGUE AND PUT IN PLACE NEW MECHANISMS
FOR DISCUSSION.
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THE GENERAL SECRETARY HAS SPOKEN OFTEN AND
FORTHRIGHTLY OF THE PROBLEMS CONFRONTING THE SOVIET
UNIOK. 1IN HIS CAMPAIGN TO ADDRESS THESE SHORTCOMINGS,
HE TALKS OF "GLASNOST" AND "PERESTROIKA™ -- OPENNESS
AND RESTRUCTURING, WORDS THAT TO OUR EARS HAVE A
PARTICULARLY WELCOME SOUND. AND SINCE HE BEGAN HIS
CAMPAIGN, THINGS HAVE HAPPERED THAY ALL OF US APPLAUD.

THE LIST INCLUDES THE RELEASE FROM LABOR CAMPS OR
EXILE OF PEOPLE LIKE ANDREI SAKHAROV, IRINA
(Ran-ToOSH~IN-sKY-AK}, ANATOLIY (cou-as-kﬂ-snxu) ,
JOSEF (BAY-GOON), AND MANY OTHER PRISONERS OF
CONSCIENCE; THE PUBLICATION OF BOOKS LIKE DR, ZHIVAGO
AND CHILDREN OF THE ARBAT: THE DISTRIBUTION OF MOVIES
LIKE REPENTANCE, THAT ARE CRITICAL OF ASPECTS OF THE
SOVIET PAST AND PRESENT; ALLOWING HIGHER LEVELS OF
EMIGRATION; GREATER TOLERATION OF DISSENT: GENERAL
SECRETARY GORBACHEV's RECENT STATEMENTS ON RELIGIOUS
TOLERATION; THE BEGINNING OF SOVIET WITHDRAWAL FROM
AFGHANISTAN.

ALL THIS IS NEW AND GOOD. BUT AT THE SAME TIME,
THERE IS ANOTHER LIST, DEFINED NOT BY US BUT BY THE
STANDARD OF THE HELSINKI FINAL ACT AND THE SOVEREIGN
CHOICE OF ALL PARTICIPANTS, INCLUDING THE SOVIET UNION,
TO SUBSCRIBE TO IT, WE NEED LOOK NO FARTHER THROUGH
THE FINAL ACT TO SEE WHERE SOVIET PRACTICE DOES NOT --
OR DOES NOT YET -- MEASURE UP TO SOVIET COMMITMENT.
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THIRTEEN YEARS AFTER THE FINAL ACT WAS SIGNED, IT
IS DIFFICULT TO UNDERSTAND WHY CASES OF DIVIDED
FAMILIES AND BLOCKED MARRIAGES SHOULD REMAIN ON THE
EAST-WEST AGENDA; OR WHY SOVIET CITIZENS WHO WISH T0
EXERCISE THEIR RIGHT TO EMIGRATE SHOULD EE SUBJECT TO
ARTIFICIAL QUOTAS AND ARBITRARY RULINGS. AND WHAT ARE
WE TO THINK OF THE CONTINUED SUPPRESSION OF THOSE WHO
WISH TO PRACTICE THEIR RELIGIOUS BELIEFS? OVER THREE
HUNDRED MEN AND WOMEN WHOM THE WORLD SEES AS POLITICAL
PRISONERS HAVE BEEN RELEASED. THERE REMAINS NO REASON
WHY THE SOVIET UNION CANNOT RELEASE ALL PEOPLE STILL IN
JAIL FOR EXPRESSION OF POLITICAL OR RELIGIOUS BELIEF,
OR FOR ORGANIZING TO MONITOR THE HELSINKI ACT.

THE SOVIETS TALK ABOUT A "COMMON EUROPEAN HOME,"
AND DEFINE IT LARGELY IN TERMS OF GEOGRAPHY. BUT WHAT
IS IT THAT CEMENTS THE STRUCTURE OF CLEAR PURPOSE THAT
ALL OUR NATIONS PLEDGED THEMSELVES TO BUILD BY THEIR
SIGNATURE OF THE FINAL ACT? WHAT IS IT BUT THE BELIEF
IN THE INALIENABLE RIGHTS AND DIGNITY OF EVERY SINGLE
HUMAN BEING? WHAT IS IT BUT A COMMITMENT TO TRUE
PLURALIST DEMOCRACY? WHAT IS IT BUT A DEDICATION TO
THE UNIVERSALLY UNDERSTOOD DEMOCRATIC CONCEPT OF
LIBERTY THAT EVOLVED FROM THE GENIUS OF EUROPEAN
CIVILIZATION? THIS BODY OF VALUES -- THIS IS WHAT
MARKS, OR SHOULD MARK, THE COMMON EUROPEAN HOME.
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MR. GORBACHEV HAS SPOKEN OF, IN HIS WORDS, "THE
ARTIFICIALITY AND TEMPORARINESS OF THE BLOC-TO-BLOC
CONFRONTATION AND THE ARCHAIC NATURE OF THE ’IRON
CURTAIN.’" I JOIN HIM IN THIS BELIEF, AND WELCOME
EVERY SIGN THAT THE SOVIETS AND THEIR ALLIES ARE READY,
NOT ONLY TO EMBRACE, BUT TO PUT INTG PRACTICE THE
VALUES THAT UNIFY, AND, INDEED, DEFINE CONTEMPORARY

WESTERN EUROPEAN CIVILIZATION AND ITS GRATEFUL AMERICAN
OFFSPRING.

SOME 30 YEARS AGD, DURING ANOTHER PERIOD OF
RELATIVE OPENNESS, THE ITALIAN SOCIALIST, PIETRO NENNI,
LONG A FRIEND OF THE SOVIET UNION, WARNED THAT IT WAS
WRONG TO THINK THAT THE RELAXATION COULD BE PERMANENT
IN, AS HE SAID, "THE ABSENCE OF ANY SYSTEM OF JUDICIAL
GUARANTEES."™ AND HE ADDED THAT ONLY DEMOCRACY AND

LIBERTY COULD PREVENT REVERSAL OF THE PROGRESS
UNDERWAY .

THERE ARE A NUMBER OF STEPS, WHICH, IF TAKEN,
WOULD HELP ENSURE THE DEEPENING AND
INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF PROMISING REFORMS. FIRST, THE
SOVIET LEADERS COULD AGREE TO TEAR DOWN THE BERLIN WALL
AND ALL BARRIERS BETWEEN EASTERN AND WESTERN EUROPE.
THEY COULD JOIN US IN MAKING BERLIN ITSELF AN

ALL-EUROPEAN CENTER OF COMMUNICATIONS, MEETINGS, AND
TRAVEL .
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THEY COULD ALSO GIVE LEGAL AND PRACTICAL
PROTECTION TO FREE EXPRESSION AND WORSHIP. LET ME
INTERJECT HERE THAT AT ONE TIME MOSCOW WAS KNOWN AS THE
CITY OF THE FORTY FORTIES, BECAUSE THERE WERE 1,600
BELFRIES IN THE CHURCHES OF THE CITY. THE WORLD
WELCOMES THE RETURN OF SOME CHURCHES TO WORSHIP AFTER
MANY YEARS. BUT THERE ARE STILL RELATIVELY FEW
FUNCTIONING CHURCHES, AND ALMOST NO BELLS.

MR. GORBACHEY RECENTLY SAID, AS HE PUT IT, "BELIEVERS
ARE SOVIET PEOPLE, WORKERS, PATRIOTS, AND THEY HAVE THE
FULL RIGHT TO EXPRESS THEIR CONVICTION WITH DIGNITY."

I APPLAUD MR. GORBACHEV's STATEMENT. WHAT A
MAGNIFICENT DEMONSTRATION OF GOODWILL IT WOULD BE FOR
THE SOVIET LEADERSHIP FOR CHURCH BELLS TO RING OUT

AGAIN NOT ONLY IN MOSCOW BUT THROUGHOUT THE SOVIET
UNION.

BUT BEYOND THESE PARTICULAR STEPS, THERE IS A
DEEPER QUESTION. HOW CAN THE COUNTRIES OF THE EAST NOT
ONLY GRANT BUT GUARANTEE THE PROTECTION OF RIGHTS?
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'THE THOUGHT AND PRACTICE OF CENTURIES HAS POINTED
THE WAY. AS THE FRENCH CONSTITUTIONAL PHILOSOPHER,
MONTESQUIEU, WROTE MORE THAN 200 YEARS AGO, "THERE IS
NG LIBERTY, IF THE JUDICIARY POWER BE NOT SEPARATED"
FROM THE OTHER POWERS OF GOVERNMENT. AND, LIKE THE
COMPLETE INDEPENDENCE OF THE JUDICIARY, POPULAR CONTROL
OVER THOSE WHO MAKE THE LAWS PROVIDES A VITAL,
PRACTICAL GUARANTEE OF HUMAN RIGHTS. SO DOES THE
SECRET BALLOT. SO DOES THE FREEDOM OF CITIZENS TO

ASSOCIATE AND ACT FOR POLITICAL PURPOSES OR FOR FREE
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING.

I KNOW THAT FOR THE EASTERN COUNTRIES SUCH STEPS
ARE DIFFICULT, AND SOME MAY SAY IT IS UNREALISTIC TO
CALL FOR THEM. SOME SAID, IN 1975, THAT THE STANDARDS
SET FORTH IN THE FINAL ACT WERE UNREALISTIC; THAT THE
COMPREHENSIVE AGENDA IT EMBODIED WAS UNREALISTIC. SOME
SAID, EARLIER IN THIS DECADE, THAT CALLING FOR GLOBAL
ELIMINATION OF AN ENTIRE CLASS OF U.S. AND SOVIET
INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR MISSILES WAS UNREALISTIC;
THAT CALLING FOR 50 PERCENT REDUCTIONS IN U.S. AND
SOVIET STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS WAS UNREALISTIC; THAT
THE SOVIETS WOULD NEVER WITHDRAW FROM AFGHANISTAN.
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IS IT REALISTIC TO PRETEND THAT RIGHTS ARE TRULY
PROTECTED WHEN THERE ARE N0 EFFECTIVE SAFEGUARDS
AGAINST ARBITRARY RULE? IS IT REALISTIC, WHEN THE
SOVIET LEADERSHIP ITSELF IS CALLING FOR GLASNOST AND
DEMOCRATIZATION, TO SAY THAT JUDICIAL GUARANTEES, OR
THE INDEPENDENCE OF THE JUDICIARY, OR POPULAR CONTROL
OVER THOSE WHO DRAFT THE LAWS, OR FREEDOM TO ASSOCIATE
FOR POLITICAL PURPOSES, ARE UNREALISTIC? AND, FINALLY,
IS IT REALISTIC TO SAY THAT PEACE IS TRULY SECURE WHEN
POLITICAL SYSTEMS ARE LESS THAN OPEN?

WE BELIEVE THAT REALISM IS ON OUR SIDE WHEN WE SAY
THAT PEACE AND FREEDOM CAN ONLY BE ACHIEVED TOGETHER,
BUT THAT THEY CAN INDEED BE ACHIEVED TOGETHER IF WE ARE
PREPARED TO DRIVE TOWARD THAT GOAL. SO DID THE LEADERS
WHO MET IN THIS ROOM TO SIGN THE FINAL ACT. THEY WERE
VISIONARIES OF THE MOST PRACTICAL KIND. IN SHAPING OUR
POLICY TOWARD THE SOVIET UNION, IN PREPARING FOR MY
MEETINGS WITH THE GENERAL SECRETARY, I HAVE TAKEN THEIR
VISION -- A SHARED VISION, SUBSCRIBED TO BY EAST, WEST,
AND THE PROUD NEUTRAL AND NON-ALIGNED COUNTRIES OF THIS
CONTINENT -- AS MY GUIDE. I BELIEVE THE STANDARD THAT
THE FRAMERS OF THE FINAL ACT SET -- INCLUDING THE
CONCEPT OF LIBERTY IT EMBODIES -- IS A STANDARD FOR ALL
OF US. WE CAN DO NGO LESS THAN UPHOLD IT AND TRY TO SEE
IT TURN, AS THE SOVIETS SAY, INTO "LIFE ITSELF."
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WE IN THE WEST WILL REMAIN FIRM IN OUR VALUES;
STRONG AND VIGILANT IN DEFENSE OF OUR INTERESTS; READY
TO NEGOTIATE HONESTLY FOR RESULTS OF MUTUAL AND
UNIVERSAL BENEFIT. ONE LESSON WE DREW AGAIN FROM THE
EVENTS LEADING UP TO THE INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR
FORCES TREATY WAS THAT, IN THE WORLD AS IT IS TODAY,
PEACE TRULY DOES DEPEND ON WESTERN STRENGTH AND
RESOLVE. IT IS A LESSON WE WILL CONTINUE TO HEED.

BUT WE ARE ALSO PREPARED TO WORK WITH THE SOVIETS
AND THEIR ALLIES WHENEVER THEY ARE READY TO WORK WITH
US. BY STRENGTH WE DO NOT MEAN DIKTAT, THAT IS, AN
IMPOSED SETTLEMENT; WE MEAN CONFIDENT NEGOTIATION. THE
ROAD AHEAD MAY BE LONG -- BUT NOT SO LONG AS OUR
COUNTRIES HAD BEFORE THEM 44 YEARS AGO WHEN FINLAND's
GREAT PRESIDENT, J.K. (PAH-seex-ee-vee), TOLD A NATION
THAT HAD SHOWN THE WORLD UNCOMMON COURAGE IN A
HARROWING TIME: "A PATH RISES UP THE SLOPE FROM THE
FLOOR OF THE VALLEY. AT TIMES THE ASCENT IS GRADUAL,
AT OTHER TIMES STEEPER. BUT ALL THE TIME ONE COMES
CLOSER AND CLOSER TO FREE, OPEN SPACES, ABOVE WHICH
GOD's EVER BRIGHTER SKY CAN BE SEEN. THE WAY UP WILL

BE DIFFICULT.... BUT EVERY STEP WILL TAKE US CLOSER TO
OPEN VISTAS.™
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I BELIEVE THAT IN MOSCOW, MR. GORBACHEV AND I CAN
TAKE ANOTHER STEP TOWARD A BRIGHTER FUTURE AND A SAFER
WwORLD. AND I BELIEVE THAT, FOR THE SAKE OF ALL OUR
ANCIENT PEQOPLES, THIS NEW WORLD MUST BE A PLACE BOTH OF
DEMOCRATIC FREEDOM AND OF PEACE. 1IT MUST BE A WORLD IN
WHICH THE SPIRIT OF THE HELSINKI FINAL ACT GUIDES ALL
OUR COUNTRIES LIKE A GREAT BEACON OF HOPE TO ALL
MANKIND FOR AGES TO COME.

THANK YOU, GOD BLESS YOU, AND BEAR WITH ME NOW,
@HN-NAYHKH YAH MEN-gs-toose-Tex COCO SWO-mex
CAHN-SAHL-LEW) .

i
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MEMORANDUM FOR COLIN L. POWELL
THE WHITE HOUSE

SUBJECT: The President's Speech in Helsinki: Suggested
Revisions

The speech as revised May 22 appears much closer to final
form. We had three basic problems with the original draft:

structure, balance ~- the sheer amount of space given one or
another Helsinki basket/part of the U.S.-Soviet agenda, and the
policy signal sent -- and the exclusivist treatment of the

House of Democracy concept at a moment when Soviet ideology
under Gorbachev is moving away from the old theory of the "two
camps.” In the May 22 draft, the structural problem as such
appears to be solved, and I attach suggestions for revision,
with individual rationale, to solve the balance and exclusivism
problems, along with a marked-up copy of the current draft.

Melvyn Levitsky
Executive Secretary

Attachment:
As stated
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May 23, 1988

The President's Speech in Helsinki:
Suggested Revisions

L1} "

page 2, last line: Delete "a.

Rationale: Assume "the" is meant.

page 5, first full para, line 4: Replace "pending” by "in the
context of a balanced outcome at the CSCE Review Conference
that includes significant"

Rationale: "pending" is ultimative; suggested language
explains "Vienna" to audience, and is also included in agreed
U.S.-Soviet joint language, in Moscow April joint statement.

page 5, second full para, line 6: Replace "systematic" by
"systemic."

Rationale: "systemic" -- two systems rather than two
courses of action -- is meant.

pages 7-9: Replace last para of page 7 through first full para
of page 9, by following text:

This is of historic importance. Not so long ago -- fifty,
forty, even thirty years ago -- the struggle between two kinds
of freedom occupied our newspapers, our politics, our very
minds. I have spoken about the democratic concept because it
is mine, and because I know it best. But there has also been a
totalitarian temptation; another kind of freedom has also been
on offer. This concept of liberty is, as the Czechoslovak
writer Milan Kundera has put it, "the age-o0ld dream of a world
where everybody would live in harmony, united by a single
common will and faith, without secrets from one another."

I believe that the process on which we have embarked in
recent years also shows which of these two concepts of freedom
history has chosen, which concept the people who make history
have chosen. Many once believed in the inevitable triumph of
imposed perfection. Few do today. And, as Albert Camus once
predicted, in his words, "when revolution in the name of power
and of history becomes a murderous and immoderate mechanism, a
new rebellion is consecrated in the name of moderation and
life." 1Isn't this exactly what we see happening across the
mountains and plains of Europe and even beyond the Urals today?
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Rationale: The suggested text captures with essence of the
current text without its defects:

-- It replaces six paragraphs by two, while preserving two
of the three quotes. It therefore solves the most acute
remaining element of our balance problem, the overweighting of
human rights/freedom themes in a message addressed to Soviet
and European as well as American audiences. The President's
message is already strong on these themes; it is a question of
emphasis.

-- It corrects (1) the defensive stress in the current text
on the previous appeal of totalitarianism in the West, and
Western doubt about the outcome of the struggle, and (2) the
offensive triumphalism of the current text concerning the
historic victory of democratic over totalitarian freedom. The
battle has been won; the battle and the victory can be
registered -- as our suggested revision also does -- without
rubbing Gorbachev's nose in it.

-- Given strong White House interest, we have left in one
reference to totalitarianism, but the Soviets do not accept the
concept, partly because they are vulnerable, but partly also
because by associating them with Nazism it recalls their 20
million dead. Hence the Koestler/Orwell quote from 1936 is
particularly offensive to Gorbachev on the eve of a Moscow
visit.

page 10, first full para, last two lines: Delete phrase
reading "all of us in the House of Democracy."”

Rationale: The U.S. purpose should be to invite and
encourage the Soviet leadership to put into practice values
which -- as we see it -- are universal, and which they have
accepted in principle in the Final Act. Setting up stark
polarities between the House of Democracy and the Soviet system
is an invitation simply to surrender, and runs counter to this
purpose. Since it implicitly denies that we do indeed have
common values which should be developed in practice, it is
counterproductive. Since Gorbachev has been replacing the old
"two camps" ideology with "mankind" as the basis for
policymaking, we should resist forcing him back. And this
polarizing tendency has been the specific focus of Soviet
complaints about the Springfield and Chicago speeches. The
House of Democracy concept appears three times in this text, on
page 7, line 12; here; and in the text's penultimate line. 1In
our view all should be deleted, for the reason given. But this
particular one can only be glossed as purposeful polarizing,
and would be especially inappropriate.
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age 11, line 7: Replace period by question mark after
religious beliefs."”

Rationale: The sentence is a question.

page 11, last two paragraphs: Revise to read:

The Soviets talk about a "common European home,"” and define
it in terms of geography. But what is it that cements the
structure of common purpose that all our nations pledged
themselves to build at Helsinki? What is it but the belief in
the inalienable rights and dignity of every single living human
being? What is it but the recognition that men and women and
children -~ rather than classes, or nations, or regions -- are
what government should be about? What but a common dedication
to liberty as the servant rather than the master of man? This
is what marks the home we wish to live in.

Mr. Gorbachev has spoken of, in his words, "the
artificiality and temporariness of the bloc-to-bloc
confrontation and the archaic nature of the 'Iron Curtain.'" I
join him in this belief, and welcome every sign that the
Soviets and their allies are ready not only to embrace but put
into practice the values that increasingly define the future of
civilization on this continent, on the American continents, and
everywhere.

Rationale: We believe the best way to rebut the Gorbachev
line about a common European home is to set forth our
alternative vision clearly without mentioning his. But even if
it is judged that audiences need the reminder, the current text
is, once again, polarizing, and simply invites Gorbachev to
surrender to another "camp." It is thus, again,
counterproductive. Our suggested revisions make our vision
clear in terms which it will be difficult for the Soviets to
reject, and thus encourage them to come in.

page 12, first para, last sentence: Revise to read:

And he added that only more democracy and liberty could
prevent reversal of the progress then underway.

Rationale: The second Nenni quote calls for something that
never existed in Russia or the Soviet Union; makes the
President sound even more unrealistic by asking for it to be
complete; and ends with a word, "backsliding," that is not only
colloquial but pejorative. Our suggestion corrects these
defects, with another glancing kudo to the Khrushchev reform
impulse.
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page 12, second para, first three sentences: Revise to read:

The Soviet leaders have before them an inspiring range of
options to ensure that glasnost and democratization are here to
stay. Broader and deeper human rights protection will be
critical. But they can agree to tear down the Berlin Wall and
encourage the removal of all barriers between Eastern and
Western Europe.

Rationale: The tone is more encouraging. Replacement on
“demonstrate” by "ensure" removes the suggestion of ultimative
outside pressure. Human rights get a higher profile. And
"encourage the removal of" East-West barriers treats the East
Europeans as if they were not simply satellites, which is in
line with our policy of differentiation and accurately reflects
the fact that they are even more attached to certain barriers
than the Soviets.

page 12, third para, line 5: Revise sentence beginning "There
are” to read:

The world welcomes the return of some churches to worship,
after many years. But there are still relatively few
functioning churches, and almost no bells.

Rationale: Recognize recent change for the better, in
order to encourage more.

page 12, penultimate line: Replace "be heard" by "ring out."

Rationale: Peppier.

page 13, first two paras: Revise to read:

But beyond these particular steps, there is a deeper
question. How can the countries of the East not only grant but
guarantee the protection of rights?

The thought and practice of centuries has pointed the way.
As the French constitutional philosopher Montesquieu wrote more
than two hundred years ago, "There is no liberty, if the power
of judging be not separated" from the other powers of
government. And, like the complete independence of the
judiciary, popular control over those who make the laws
provides a vital, practical guarantee of human rights. So does
the secret ballot. So does the freedom of citizens to
associate and act for political purposes, or for free
collective bargaining.
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Rationale: It seems more logical to reorder the paragraphs
to pose the question and then describe a number of ways of
answering it. Referring to the thought and practice of
centuries is less self-congratulatory than "we know, of
course..." Calling directly for political parties that run
candidates is a direct attack on one of the most sensitive
elements of the system, at a time when Gorbachev is being
accused, in the runup to the key party conference, of leading
precisely in that direction. Calling for free association for
political purposes covers the point adequately without giving
ammunition to Gorbachev's opponents, and association for free
collective bargaining should be added.

page 13, third para, first line: Replace "East bloc" by
"Eastern."

Rationale: Same reason as suggested change on the Soviets'
removing all East-West barriers: it runs against our
differentiation policy to encourage East bloc thinking.

page 13, third para, line 1l1l: Replace "It is" by “Is it."
Rationale: Sentence is a question.

page 14, first para, first full sentence: Replace period by
question mark.

Rationale: Sentence is a question.

page 14, first para, second sentence (Engels guote) and second
para, first sentence: Revise to read, as beginning of second
para:

We believe that realism is on our side when we say that
peace and freedom can only be achieved together, but that they
can indeed be achieved together if we are prepared to drive
toward that goal. So did the leaders who met in this room to
sign the Final Act. They were visionaries of the most
practical kind.

Rationale: The Engels quote, despite the saving intro
clause about "a now defunct autocratic regime," can only be
read to mean that Russia has not changed from Engels to
Gorbachev. The clause and the gquote are thus contradictory:
offensive to Gorbachev in their association of Communism with
Czarism; overstress the Russian character of the Soviet Union;
and do not encourage the kind of evolution we would like to
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encourage. Nor could we think of a less offensive quote that
makes the same point. However, the address is already studded
with quotations which validate the President's conceptual
skills, and we believe it is fully adequate to state the
proposition clearly as the first sentence of the next para.

page 14, first full para, last two sentences: Revise to read:

I believe the standard the framers of the Final Act set --
including the concept of liberty it reflects -- is a standard
for all of us. We can do no less than uphold it and try to see
it turn, as the Soviets say, into "life itself."

Rationale: The framers did not "define" a concept of
liberty, and the Final Act, as a political/moral commitment by
sovereign states, cannot strictly speaking be "enforced." Our
suggestion reflects this, and uses a Soviet phrase against them.
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(Judge)
May 9, 1988
5:00 p.m.

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: ADDRESS ON EAST-WEST RELATIONS
FINLANDIA HALL
HELSINKI, FINLAND
WEDNESDAY MAY 25, 1988

Mr. President, Mr. Prime Minister, Ladies and Gentlemen:

It is a particular honor for me to come here today. This
year -- the "Year of Friendship," as Congress has proclaimed it,
between the United States and Finland -- this year marks the
350th anniversary of the arrival of the first Finns in America
and the establishment of a small Scandinavian colony near what is
today Wilmington, Delaware. An ancient people in a new world --
that is the story, not only of those Finns, but of all the
peoples who braved the seas, to settle in and build my country, a
land of freedom for a nation of immigrants.

Yes, they founded a new world, but as they crossed the
oceans, the mountains, and the prairies, those who made America
carried the old world in their hearts -- the old customs, the
family ties, and most of all, the belief in God, a belief that
gave them the moral compass and ethical foundation by which they
explored an uncharted frontier and constructed a government and
nation of, by, and for the people.

We are gathered today in this hall because it was here,
almost 13 years ago, that the 35 nations of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe signed a document that
embodies the same ethical and moral principals that so many

European immigrants gave America, the Helsinki Final Act.



Much has been said about the Helsinki agreement and its
shortcomings, and the violations of it in the Eastern bloc. And
yet, despite all the bleak winds that have swept the plains of
justice since that signing day in 1985, the Accords have taken
root in the conscience of humanity and grown in moral and,
increasingly, in diplomatic authority. And I believe that this
is, as those with whom I will meet in just 48 hours might say,
"no accident." For the Accords reflect a fundamental truth, a
truth that gathers strength with each passing season, and that
will not be denied -- the truth that, like the first Finnish
settlers in America, all our ancient peoples find themselves
today in a new world, and that, as those early settlers
discovered, the greatest creative and moral force in this new
world, the greatest hope for survival and success, for peace and
happiness, is human freedom.

Yes, freedom -- the right to speak, to print, to assemble,
to travel, the right to worship and believe, the right to be
different, the right, as the American poet, Henry David Thoreau,
wrote, "to march to a different drummer." This is freedom as
most Europeans and Americans understand it and freedom as it is
embodied in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and, yes,
in the Helsinki Accords. And -- far more than the locomotive or
the automobile, the airplane or the rocket, more than radio,
television or the computer -- this concept of liberty is the most
distinct, peculiar, and powerful invention of the civilization we

all share.



Indeed, let us admit candidly that without this freedom
there would have been no mechanical inventions, for inventions
are eccentricities. The men and women who create them are
visionaries, just like artists and writers. They see what others
fail to see and trust their insights when others don’t. The same
freedom that permits literature and the arts to flourish, the
same freedom that allows one to attend church, synagogue, or
mosque without apprehension, that same freedom from oppression
and supervision is the freedom that has given us -- the peoples
of Western Europe and America -- our dynamism, our economic
growth, and our industrial strength. Together with Japan, we
have lived in this state of freedom, this House of Democracy
since the end of the Second World War. Because of that, because
of the liberty and popular rule we have shared, today we also
share a prosperity more widely distributed and extensive, a
political order more tolerant and humane than has ever before
been known on earth.

To see not simply the immediate but the historic importance
of this, we should remember how far so many of our nation’s have
traveled -- and how bleak the future of freedom and democracy
once seemed. There is a story that illustrates what I’m saying.
It was shortly after the Second World War, and George Orwell
recalled saying once to Arthur Koestler that "History stopped in
1936" at which Koestler "nodded in immediate understanding."

Orwell added that "we were both thinking of totalitarianism."




For decades, the totalitarian temptation, in one form or
another, has beckoned to mankind, also promising freedom -- but
another kind of freedom than the one we celebrate here today.
This totalitarian concept of liberty is, as the Czechoslovakian
writer Milan Kundera has put it, "the age o0ld dream of a world ;
where everybody would live in harmony, united by a single common
will and faith, without secrets from one another" -- the freedom
of imposed perfection.

In the last 7 decades, in pursuit of this so-called freedom,
millions of voices have been silenced in dozens of countries.
Printing presses have been smashed and books burned. Houses of
worship have been padlocked and gutted or turned into museums of
atheism. Forced labor camps have been built and populated.
Psychiatric hospitals have been transformed into torture
chambers. Labor movements have been crushed.

Fifty, forty, even as recently as thirty years ago, the
contest between totalitarian freedom on one hand and democratic
freedom on the other seemed a close one. The totalitarian
promises of utopia lured many Western thinkers and millions of
others besides. And many believed in the confident prediction,
of history’s inevitable triumph.

Few are so swayed today. Just as democratic freedom has
proven itself incredibly fertile -- fertile not merely in a
material sense, but also in the abundance it has brought forth in
the human spirit -- so too totalitarian freedom has proven

barren. It has failed to produce comfort. It has failed to




produce spiritual satisfaction. It has even failed to produce
the equality that was its most enduring promise.

Albert Camus once predicted that, in his words, "When
revolution in the name of power and of history becomes a
murderous and immoderate mechanism, a new rebellion is
consecrated in the name of moderation and of life." 1Isn’t this
exactly what we see happening across the European plains and even
to the Urals today? 1In Western Europe, support for totalitarian
ideologies -- including support among intellectuals -- has all
but collapsed, while in the non-democratic countries, leaders
grapple with the internal contradictions of their system and some
ask how they can make that system better and more productive?

In a sense, the front in the war of ideas that has been
raging in Europe and America for more than 70 years has moved
East. Once it was the democracies that doubted their own view of
freedom and wondered whether the totalitarian system might not be
better. Today, the doubt is on the other side.

In just two days, I will meet in Moscow with General
Secretary Gorbachev. It will be our fourth set of face to face
talks in two years. The General Secretary has spoken often and
forthrightly of the problems he sees in the Soviet Union. 1In his
campaign to correct these problems, he talks of "glasnost" and
"peristroika" -- openness and restructuring, words that to our
ears have a particularly welcome sound. And since he began his
campaign, things have happened that we -- all of us in the House

of Democracy -- applaud.




The list includes the release of Andrei Sakharov, Irina
Ratushinska, Anatoliy Koryagin, Josif Begun, Mustafa Dzhemilev,
and other prisoners of conscience; the publication of books like
Dr. Zhivago and the distribution of movies critical of aspects of
the Soviet past and present, movies like Resurrection; the
allowing of greater emigration; the toleration of greater
dissent; General Secretary Gorbachev’s recent promise to grant a
measure of religious freedom; his commitment to withdraw from
Afghanistan.

All this is new and good. But at the same time, there is
another list. Items on it include that the Soviet Union was the
sole dissenter to agreement on human rights issues in the Vienna
follow-up to the Helsinki talks; that there remain Soviet human
rights violations under the Helsinki Final Act; that the Baltic
nations and most of the Eastern European nations also have
significant human rights problems; that in Asia, Africa, and
Central America the Soviets continue to support regimes that are
fighting against their own people or their neighbors.

This second list will be at the top of my agenda in the days
ahead. What I shall say will include that it is time for the
Soviet Union to live up fully to the standards of the Helsinki
Final Act. Thirteen years after the Final Act was signed, it is
difficult to understand why cases of divided families and blocked
marriages should remain on the East-West agenda; or why Soviet
citizens who wish to exercise their right to emigrate should be
subject to artificial quotas and arbitrary rulings. And what are

we to think of the continued suppression of those who wish to




practice their religious beliefs. We see no reason why the
Soviet Union cannot release all prisoners of conscience.

Our goal is a safer world and a brighter future for all
people. Arms agreements alone will not make the world safer. We
must also reduce the reasons for having arms in the first place.
That’s why -- together with arms reductions, regional conflicts,
and people to people exchanges -- human rights is so high on not
only the U.S.-Soviet but the East-West agenda.

The Soviets and their allies agreed here, at Helsinki, to
respect the human rights of their citizens and to subscribe to
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. That was an
international agreement, as are arms reduction agreements and
force reduction agreements. It created international obligations
for the Soviets and the nations of Eastern Europe, as do arms
reduction and force reduction agreements. How can we trust that
the Soviets and the Eastern European countries will respect
future agreements if they do not respect current ones?

Mr. Gorbachev talks about a "common European home." But
what is it that unifies the nations of Western Europe today --
and also, I believe, unifies the peoples, though not the regimes,
of Eastern Europe? What is it but the Judeo-Christian tradition
and its teachings about the inalienable rights and dignity of all
God’s children? What is it but a common commitment to
pluralistic democracy? What but a common dedication to the
democratic concept of liberty, not the totalitarian one? All of
these -- all of these -- mark the common European home. And yet

the Soviet Union has never accepted any of these.




Mr. Gorbachev has spoken of, in his words, "the
artificiality and temporariness of the bloc-to-bloc confrontation
and the archaic nature of the ’iron curtain.’" This is my
concern, too. I would welcome a sign that the Soviets and their
allies are ready to embrace the values that not only unify but
define contemporary Western European civilization and its
grateful child, American civilization.

Europe and Asia form one continuous land mass. If there is
indeed a "House of Europe," then more than geography must
distinguish it. The true "House of Europe" is and must be the
"House of Democracy." Is the Soviet leadership ready to draw
aside the iron curtain? Are they ready to let freedom ring
throughout Eastern Europe and their own country?

Or when they speak of "democratization" do they still mean
"democracy" in the sense that Lenin meant it when he said:
"Soviet socialist democracy is not in the least incompatible
with... dictatorship." He continued, "What is necessary is....
recognition of the dictorial powers of one man." And he
concluded, "All phrases about equal rights are nonsense."

I hope and pray that not only in the talks ahead but, in the
years ahead, the Soviets and their allies will begin to move
toward our concept of democracy and freedom -- if only because
they want their economies to keep pace with that of Europe,
Japan, and America. Ending human rights violations is just the
first step towards laying the foundation both for lasting
friendship with the democracies and for economic growth. If

human rights live by the whim of a country’s rulers, they won’t




be treated as rights, only as gifts -- gifts that might be taken
away by a whim, as well. This has been the sad fate of the
Russian and Soviet peoples for centuries, as they passed from one
leader to another.

During the late 50’s, when the Soviet Union was going
through another period of relative openness, the left-wing
Italian socialist Pietro Nenni, who was a friend of the Soviet
Union, warned that it was wrong to think that the relaxation
could be permanent in, as he said, "the absence of any system of
judicial guarantees." And he added that, again in his words,
"only the complete restoration of democracy and liberty" could
prevent a return to despotism.

This is exactly the challenge today. 1In the past year, I
have suggested a number of steps, in addition to clearing the
human rights calendar, that the Soviet leadership can take if
they wish to demonstrate that glasnost truly means openness.
I’ve said they can tear down the Berlin Wall and all barriers
between Eastern and Western Europe. They can join with us in
making Berlin itself an all-European center of communications,
meetings, and travel. They and the regimes of Eastern Europe can
end all internal as well as external restrictions on travel.

They can also give legal and practical protection to free
expression and worship. Let me interject here that at one time
Moscow was known as the "City of the Forty Forties," because
there were more than 1,600 bells in the churches of the city.
Today there are few functioning churches and no bells. What a

magnificent demonstration of goodwill it would be for the Soviet
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leadership to stop the harassment of worshipers, to allow the
churches to reopen, and for church bells to be heard again not
only in Moscow but throughout the Soviet Union?

But beyond these particular steps, the Soviets and their
allies should also ask a deeper question. How can they make not
simply their decrees but their institutions protect rights.
There is, of course, a simple and profound starting place. As
the French constitutional philosopher Montesquieu wrote more than
two centuries ago, "There is no liberty, if the power of judging
be not separated" from the other powers of government. The
complete independence of the judiciary is essential to the
guarantee of human rights.

So, too, is popular control over those who draft the laws.
Secret ballots and the freedom to form political parties and run
candidates -- these are among the elements of a system in which
human rights enjoy institutional protection.

I know all this is a tall order, and some may say an
unrealistic one. But is it realistic to pretend that rights are
truly protected when there are no effective safeguards against
arbitrary rule? And is it realistic to say that peace is truly
secure in the care of such a political structure. After all it
was no less an observer than Friedrich Engels who wrote of
another autocratic regime more than a century-and-a-half ago
that, as he put it, "As soon as Russia has... internal party
struggles [and] a constitutional form under which these party
struggles may be fought without violent convulsions... the

traditional Russian policy of conquest is a thing of the past."




What I am suggesting is, at its heart, that the leaders of
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe take seriously, to the very
marrow of their bones, the commitment their countries made in
this room 13 years ago. They pledged to honor what was for them
a new concept of liberty. Looking at their countries today, who
would doubt that all would be better off if that pledge were to
be fulfilled?

And yet, until they have accomplished this great
transformation, we in the West must remain strong, prepared, and
vigilant. We saw in the events leading up to agreement on the
Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty that, in the world as it is
today, peace truly does depend on Western strength. We must heed
this lesson.

But we must also be prepared to work with the Soviets and
their allies whenever they are ready to step forward and work
with us. That is what I will be doing in the days ahead. I
believe that in Moscow, Mr. Gorbachev and I can take another step
toward a brighter future and a safer world. And I believe that,
for the sake of all our ancient peoples, this new world must be a
place both of democratic freedom and of peace. It must be a
world in which the spirit of the Helsinki Final Act guides all
mankind like a great beacon of hope into the ages to come.

Thank you and God bless you.
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Mr. President, Mr. Prime Minister, Ladies and Gentlemen:

It is a particular honor for me to come here today. This
year -- the "Year of Friendship,"™ as Congress has proclaimed it,
between the United States and Finland -- this year marks the
350th anniversary of the arrival of the first Finns in America
and the establishment of a small Scandinavian colony near what is
today Wilmington, Delaware. An ancient people in a new world --
that is the story, not only of those Finns, but of all the
peoples who braved the seas, to settle in and build my country, a
land of freedom for a nation of immigrants.

Yes, they founded a new world, but as they crossed the
oceans, the mountains, and the prairies, those who made America
carried the old world in their hearts =-- the old customs, the
family ties, and, most of all, the belief in God, a belief that
gave them the moral compass and ethical foundation by which they
explored an uncharted frontier and constructed a government and
nation of, by, and for the people.

And so, although we Americans became a new people, we also
remain an ancient one, for we are guided by.ancient and universal
values -- values that Prime Minister He¥keri-spoke of in
Los Angeles this February when, after recalling Finland’s

internationally recognized position of neutrality, he added that




Finland is "tied to Western values of freedom, democracy, and
human rights.”

And let me add here that for America, those ties are also
the bonds of our friendship. America respects Finland’s
neutrality. We support Finland’s independence. We honor
Finland’s courageous history. We salute the creative
statesmanship that has been Finland’s gift to world peace. And
in this soaring hall -- which is the great architect Alvan
Aalto’s statement of hope for Finland’s future -- we reaffirm our
hope and faith that the friendship between our nations will be
unending.

We are gathered here today in this hall because it was here,
almost 13 years ago, that the 35 nations of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe signed the Helsinki Final
Act -- a document that embodies the same ethical and moral
principles and the same hope for a future of peace that Finns and
so many other European immigrants gave America. The Final Act is
a singular statement of hope. Its so-called "three baskets"
touch on almost every aspect of East-West relations, and taken
together form a kind of map through the wilderness of mutual
hostility to open fields of peace and to a common home of trust
among all of our sovereign nations -- neutrals, non-aligned, and
alliance members alike. The Final Act set new standards of
conduct for our nations and provided the mechanisms by which to
apply those standards.

Yes, the Final Act goes beyond arms control -- once the

focus of international dialogue. It reflects wthe truth that I




have so often noted -- nations do not distrust each other because
they are armed; they are armed because they distrust each other.
The Final Act grapples with the full range of our underlying
differences and deals with East-West relations as an interrelated
whole. It reflects the belief of all our countries that human
rights are less likely to be abused when a nation’s security is
less in doubt; that economic relations can contribute to
security, but depend on the trust and confidence that come from
increasing ties between our peoples, increasing openness, and
increasing freedom; and that there is no true international
security without respect for human rights.

And beyond establishing these integrated standards, the
Final Act establishes a process for progress. It sets up a.
review procedure to measure performance against standards.

And -- despite the doubts of the critics -- for the past
13 years, the signatory states have mustered the political will
to keep on working and making progress.

Let me say that it seems particularly appropriate to me that
the Final Act is associated so closely with this city and this
country. More than any other diplomatic document, the Final Act
speaks to the yearning that Finland’s longtime President, Urho
Kekkonen, spoke of more than a quarter century ago, when he said,
in his words, "It is the fervent hope of the Finnish people that
barriers be lowered all over Europe and that progress be made
along the road of European unity." And he added that this was,
as he put it, "for the good of Europe, and thus of humanity as a

whole." Those were visionary words. That vision inspired and




shaped the drafting of the Final Act and continues to guide us
today.

Has the Final Act and what we call the Helsinki process
worked or not? Many say it hasn’t, but I believe it has.

In the security field, I would point to the most recent
fruit of the process -- the Stockholm document on confidence- and
security-building measures in Europe, This agreement lays down
the rules by which our 35 states notify each other of upcoming
military activities in Europe; provide detailed information on
these activities in advance; let the others know their plans for
very large military activities one to two years in advance and
agree not to hold such maneuvers unless this notice is given;
invite observers to their larger military activities; and permit
on-site inspections to make sure the agreement is honored.

I am happy to note that since our representatives shook
hands to seal this agreement a year and a half ago, all 35 states
have, by and large, honored both the letter and the spirit of the
Stockholm Document. The Western and neutral and non-aligned
states have set a strong example in providing full information
about their military activities. 1In April, Finland held its
first military activity subject to the Stockholm notification
requirements and voluntarily invited observers to it. The Soviet
Union and its allies also have a good record of implementation,
though they have been less open in handling observers. Ten
on-site inspections have been conducted so far, and more and more

states are exercising their right to make such inspections. I




can’t help but believe that making inspections a matter of
routine business will improve openness and enhance confidence.

Nor was Stockholm the end of the process. In Vienna, all
35 signatory states_are considering how to strengthen the

kst of a s lan CE Rewtnw Lowpren ﬂ;.fu;‘/w/a'
confiden e- and security-building measures ending] progress on) s, mflan
human rights.

In the economic field, as in the security field, I believe
there has been progress, but of a different kind. Issues and
negotiations regarding security are not simple, but military
technology makes arms and armies resemble each other enough so
that common measures can be confidently applied. Economic
relations, by contrast, are bedeviled by systedﬁqic differences. v
Perhaps increases in non-strategic trade can c;;;iibute to better
relations between East and West, but it is difficult to relate
the state-run economies of the East to the essentially
free-market economies o:'the West. Perhaps some of the changes
underway in the state-run economies will equip them better to
deal with our businessmen, and open new arenas for cooperations.
But our work on these issues over the years has already made us
understand that differences in systems are serious obstacles to
expansion of economic ties, and since understanding of unpleasant
realities is part of wisdom, that too, is progress.

The changes taking place in the Eastern countries of the
continent go beyond changes in their economic systems and greater
openness in their military activities: changes have also begun
to occur in the field of human rights, as was called for in the

Final Act. The rest of us would like to see the changes that are




being announced actually registered in the law and practice of
our Eastern partners, and in the documents under negotiation in
the Vienna follow-up to Helsinki conference.

Much has been said about the human rights and humanitarian
provisions in the Final Act and the failure of the Eastern bloc
to honor them. Yet, for all the bleak winds that have swept the
plains of justice since that signing day in 1975, the Accords
have taken root in the conscience of humanity and grown in moral
and, increasingly, in diplomatic authority. I believe that this
is no accident. 1It reflects an increasing realization that the
agenda of East-West relations must be comprehensive -- that
security and human rights must be advanced together, or cannot
truly be secured at all. But it also shows that the provisions
in the Final Act reflect standards that are truly universal in
their scope. The Accords embody a fundamental truth, a truth
that gathers strength with each passing season, and that will not
be denied -- the truth that, like the first Finnish settlers in
America, all our ancient peoples find themselves today in a new
world, and that, as those early settlers discovered, the greatest
creative and moral force in this new world, the greatest hope for
survival and success, for peace and happiness, is human freedomn.

Yes, freedom -- the right to speak, to print, to assemble,
to travel, the right to worship and believe, the right to be
different, the right, as the American poet, Henry David Thoreau,
wrote, "to march to a different drummer." This is freedom as
most Europeans and Americans understand it and freedom as it is

embodied in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and, yes,




in the Helsinki Accords. And -- far more than the locomotive or
the automobile, the airplane or the rocket, more than radio,
television or the computer -- this concept of liberty is the most
distinct, peculiar, and powerful invention of the civilization we
all share.

Indeed, without this freedom there would have been no
mechanical inventions, for inventions are eccentricities. The
men and women who create them are visionaries, just like artists
and writers. They see what others fail to see and trust their
insights when others don’t. The same freedom that permits
literature and the arts to flourish, the same freedom that allows
one to attend church, synagogue, or mosque without apprehension,
that same freedom from oppression and supervision is the freedom
that has given us -- the peoples of Western Europe and North
America -- our dynamism, our economic growth, and our
inventiveness. Together with Japan, Australia, and others, we
have lived in this state of freedom[;yhis House of Democracgi]
since the end of the Second World War. Because of that, because
of the liberty and popular rule we have shared, today we also
share a prosperity more widely distributed and extensive, a
political order more tolerant and humane than has ever before
been known on earth.

l To see not simply .the immediate but the historic importance l

of\this, we should rememb how far so many of our\ nations have

traveled -- and how desolate the future of freedom and democracy

once seem illustrates what I’m\saying.
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r Koestler thaé::%I:::ry stopped in ,

odded in immediate understanding."

>

[-:;callod saying to

1936," to which Koestler
Orvell added that "we were bo thinking of totalitarianism."

For decades, the totalitariar temptation, in one form or

contes® between this utopian concert of freedom on one hand-and
the democratic concept of freedom on the other seemed a close

one. Promises of a perfect world lured wany Western thinkers and

ed in the confident

millions of otherg besides. And many beli

prediction of history’s inevitable triumph.

Few do today. Just as democratic freedom has proven itself
incredibly fertile -- fertile not merely in a materlal sense, but

also in the abundance it has Rrought forth in the humaR spirit --

so\too utopianism has proven brutal and barren.

Albert Camus once predicted that, in his words, "When

consecrated in t name of moderation and life." 1Isn’t this

exactly what we see“happening across the mountains and plains of

{ Europe and even beyond the Urals today? In Westeérn Europe, !
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support for utopian ideologies -

including support among
intellectuals =-- has all but collapsed, while in the

non-democratid\ countries, leaders grapp with the internal

contradictions of “their system and some ask\ how they can make
that system better and\more productive.

In a sense, the frontcline in the competitior of ideas that

has played in Europe and America for more than 70 years has

shifted Eagt. Once it was the democracies that doubted\ their own

view of freedom and wondered whether “ytopian systems mighdt not be
better. Today, the doubt is on the otheX side.

_ In just two days, I will meet in Moscow with General
Secretary Gorbachev. It will be our fourth set of face-to-face
talks since 1985. The General Secretary and I have developed a
broad agenda for U.S.-Soviet relations -- an agenda linked
directly to the agenda of the Final Act.

Yes, as does the Final Act, we will discuss security issues.
We will pursue progress in arms control negotiations across the
board and continue our exchanges on the regional issues.

Yes, we will also discuss economic issues, although, as in
the Helsinki process, we have seen in recent years how much
differences in our systems inhibit expanded ties, and how
difficult it is to divorce economic relations from human rights
and other elements of the relationship.

And, yes, as our countries did at Helsinki, we will take up

other bilateral areas, as well -- including scientific, cultural

and people-to-people exchanges, where we have been hard at work




identifying new ways to cooperate. In this area, in particular,
I believe we’ll see some good results before the week is over.

And like the Final Act, our agenda now includes human rights
as an integral component. We have developed our dialogue, and
put in place new mechanisms for discussion. The General
Secretary has spoken often and forthrightly of the problems
confronting the Soviet Union. 1In his campaign to address these
shortcomings, he talks of "glasnost" and "perestroika" --
openness and restructuring, words that to our ears have a
particularly welcome sound. And since he began his campaign,
things have happened that we E&lall of us in the House of
Democracy -EJapplaud.

The list includes the release from labor camps or exilé of
people like Andrei Sakharov, Irina Ratushinskaya, Anatoliy
Koryagin, Josif Begun, and many other prisoners of conscience;
the publication of books like Dr. Zhjvago; the distribution of
movies like Repentance, that are critical of aspects of the
Soviet past and present; allowing higher levels of emigration;
greater toleration of dissent; General Secretary Gorbachev’s
recent statements on religious toleration; the beginning of
Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan.

All this is new and good. But at the same time, there is
another list, defined not by us but by the standard of the
Helsinki Final Act and the sovereign choice of all participants,
including the Soviet Union to subscribe to it. We need look no
farther through the Final Act to see where Soviet practice does

not -- or does not yet -- measure up to Soviet commitment.
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Thirteen years after the Final Act was signed, it is
difficult to understand why cases of divided families and blocked
marriages should remain on the East-West agenda; or why Soviet
citizens who wish to exercise their right to emigrate should be
subject to artificial quotas and arbitrary rulings. And what are
we to think of the continued suppression of those who wish to
practice their religious beliefs? Over three hundred men and V/
women whom the world sees as political prisoners have been
released. There remains no reason why the Soviet Union cannot
release all people still in jail for expression of political or
religious belief, or for organizing to monitor the Helsinki Act.

The Soviets talk about a "common European home, " and define af
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Mr. Gorbachev has spoken of, in his words, "the
artificiality and temporariness of the bloc-to-bloc confrontation
and the archaic nature of the 'iron curtain.’” I join him in
this belief, and &oulc:l) welcome Ca)s g that the SOVlet7 and their
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Some 30 years ago, during another period of relative
openness, the Italian socialist, Pietro Nenni, who was a friend
of the Soviet Union, warned that it was wrong to think that the

relaxation could be permanent in, as he said, "the absence of any

system of judicial guarantees."™ And he added thatzlagain in his

meTe
words ,jonly El_me complete restoration of:] democracy and liberty)(

A
could prevent Eackslidimi} reversad. of The pregress Then Uf?l(bf-u/j.

glasnost and democratiz

ence Ahe remevad o
agree to tear down n all barriers between
Eastern and Western Europe. They can join us in making Berlin
itself an all-European center of communications, meetings, and
travel, and allowing internal as well as external travel.

They can also give legal and practical protection to free
expression and worship. Let me interject here that at one time
Moscow was known as the "City of the Forty Forties," because
there were more than 1,600 belfries in the churches of S&:ig}ty.

8 The refuns of sume chusches to weralp, efbermany yrans,
nctioning churchés, and almost no bells.

Mr. Gorbachev recently said, as he put it, "believers are Soviet
people, workers, patriots, and they have the full right to
express their conviction with dignity." I applaud

Mr. Gorbachev’s statement. What a magnificent demonstration of
goodwill it would be for the Soviet leadership for church bells

rin
to @e hear&!‘a"‘gain not only in Moscow but throughout the Soviet

Union.
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But beyond these particular steps, there is a deeper

question. How can the countries of the East not only grant but
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I know that for the [East bloéLcountries such steps are:
difficult, and some may say it is unrealistic to call for them.
Some said, in 1975, that the standards set forth in the Final Act
were unrealistic; that the comprehensive agenda it embodied was
unrealistic. Some said, earlier in this decade, that calling for
global elimination of U.S. and Soviet intermediate-range nuclear
missiles was unrealistic; that calling for 50 percent reductions
in strategic offensive weapons was unrealistic; that the Soviets
would never withdraw from Afghanistan. Is it realistic to
pretend that rights are truly protected when there are no
effective safequards against arbitrary rule? \és/;; realistic,
when the Soviet leadership itself is calling for glasnost and
democratization, to say that judicial guarantees, or the
independence of the judiciary, or popular control over those that

draft the laws, or freedom to associate for political purposes,




are unrealistic? And, finally, is it realistic to say that peace

is truly secure when political systems are less than open. [}o
less an observer than Friedrich Engels wrote more than a

century-and-a-half-ago of a now defunct autocratic regime that,

in his words, "As soon as Russia has... internal party struggles
(and] a constitutional form under which these party struggles may
ional Russia
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be fought without violent convulsions... the tradi
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poli of conquest is a thing of the past. "

We beligye thatreakism 15 61 dur sidr when we seq fhat .
_________————7(f%E_I§EHEfs who met In this room to sign the

Lj werl visionaries of the most practical kind. In shaping our policy

prepamd

toward the Soviet Union, in preparing for my meetings with the
General Secretary, I have taken their vision -- a shared vision,
subscribed to by East, West, and the proud neutral and
non-aligned countries of this continent -- as my guide. I
believe the standard the framers of the Final Act set --
including the concept of liberty they dZ??ﬁi@]-- is a standard
for all of us. We can do no less than uphold it and try to see

it [enforced] e 04 The Spricks 17 ¥ inh ife el

We in the West will remain firm in our values; strong and

vigilant in defense of our interests; ready to negotiate honestly

for results of mutual and universal benefit. One lesson we drew

again from the events leading up to the Intermediate-range

Nuclear Forces Treaty was that, in the world as it is today,

peace truly does depend on Western strength and resolve. It is a

lesson we will continue to heed.

But we are also prepared to work with the Soviets and their

allies whenever they are ready to work with us. By strength we

v/
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do not mean diktat, that is, an imposed settlement; we mean
confident negotiation. The road ahead may be long -- but not so
long as our countries had before them 44 years ago when Finland’s
great President, J.K. Paasikivi, told a nation that had shown the
world uncommon courage in a harrowing time: "A path rises up the
slope from the floor of the valley. At times the ascent is
gradual, at other times steeper. But all the time one comes
closer and closer to free, open spaces, above which God’s ever
brighter sky can be seen. The way up will be difficult.... But
every step will take us closer to open vistas."

I believe that in Moscow, Mr. Gorbachev and I can take
another step toward a brighter future and a safer world. And I
believe that, for the sake of all our ancient peoples, this'new
world must be a place both of democratic freedom and of peace.

It must be a world in which the spirit of the Helsinki Final Act
guides all our countries like a great beacon of hope and in which
the House of Democracy shelters all mankind for ages to come.

Thank you and God bless you.
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that is the story, not only of those Finns, but of all the

peoples who braved the seas, to settle in and build my country, a
land of freedom for a nation of immigranté.

Yes, they founded a new world, but as they crossed the
oceans, the mountains, and tﬁé prairies, those who made America
carried the old world in their hearts =-- the o0ld customs, the
family ties, and, most of all, the belief in God, a belief that
gave them the moral compass and ethical foundation by which they
explored an uncharted frontier and constructed a government and
nation of, by, and for the people.

And so, although we Americans became a new people, we also

W‘n.'zremain an ancient one, for we are guided b a!ncient and universal

values -- values that Prime Minister #ekeri spoﬁszf in
X "y
r*J Los Ak&eles this_February when, after he reminded us that Finland

. 3PN . . A
is a neutral country, he added that it is "tied to Western values

ﬂ*é;ﬁ::aq of freedom, demgg}acy, and human‘ﬁqghts,n
W, ﬂ‘f.@du..aa at Fordard
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) af We are gathered today in this hall because it was ;k;e, Aﬁi
W A almoslt—:s(n yeAa<rs ago, that the 35 nations of the Confe §nce on
Ew ﬁx; 5 o

' Security and Cooperation in Europe signed the Helsinki Final
Act -- a document that embodies the same ethical and moral

%g:ﬁgjitjbprinciples that Finns and so many other European immigrants gave

America. The Final Act is a singular statement of hope. 1Its

.East-West relations, and taken together form a kind of map

through the wilderness of mutual hostility to open fields of

g i peace and to a common home of democracy and freedom for this
@MV)EfM:itire continent.
50

% Let me say that it seems particularly appropriate to me thaé

//////’ the Final Act is associated so closely with this city and this

country. More than any other diplomatic document, the Final Act
e b e
speaks to the yearning that Finland’s longtime President, Urho

Do I—- —

V-
Kekkonen, spoke of more than a quarter century ago, wh he said,
/
in his words, "It is the feggént hogg'of the Finnish nggle that
3 N 2 ==
barriers be lowered all over Europe and that progress be ma
< ._Sg
along the r&gg’of European nity * And he added that this was,
o uk;
as he put it, "for the géogfof Europe, and th of humanity as a
whole." Those were visionary words, and that vision inspired and
shaped the drafting of the Final Act.

Has the Final Act and what we call the Helsinki process
worked or not? Many say it hasn’t, but in one area, at least,
peace is clearly more secure today than 13 or even 2 years ago.

— v e
I’m speaking about the most recent fruit of the Helsinki

process -- the Confidence- and Security-Building Measures
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Agreement. This agreement lays down the rules by which the
countries of East and West will notify each other of large,
- r - - e
upcoming troop movements; will let the others know their plans
— ~ — — il L
for large troop movements in the years ahead and not to hold very
large maneuvers unless sufficient notice is given; will open v
v 7 - - — ‘ i
large troop movements to observers; and will allow on-site YA
— — - — i
inspections to make sure that the agreement is honored.
[l L
I’‘m happy to report that since shaking hands on these
/ ’ b (i l/ -
Confidence- and Security-Building measures a year-and-a-half ago,
S il > v
the two sides have, by and large, honored both their letter and
v [~ [ |l L
spirit. For example, NATO has notified the Warsaw Pact of
[ — sl —
maneuvers and exercises. And it has given more information about
— »/’ e ol
these maneuvers and exercises than the measures specified. The
vl — ' — L
Warsaw Pact also has a good record of notification, although it’s
r— - _ L —
occasionally held back other information. Still, its countries
s — v - e
have gone beyond what was required by notifying us of troop

v - —
movements that were smaller than those covered. All and all, on

both sides the record is good.

On the other hand, much has been said about the human rights
and humanitarian provisions in the Final Act and the failure of
the Eastern bloc to honor them. Yet, for all the bleak winds
that have swept the plains of justice since that signing day in
1975, the Accords have taken root in the conscience of humanity
and grown in moral and, increasingly, in diplomatic authority. I
believe that this is no accident. The Accords reflect a
fundamental truth, a truth that gathers strength with each

passing season, and that will not be denied -- the truth that,



like the first Finnish settlers in America, all our ancient
peoples find themselves today in a new world, and that, as those
early settlers discovered, the greatest creative and moral force
in this new world, the greatest hope for survival and success,
for peace and happiness, is human freedom.

Yes, freedom -- the right to speak, to print, to assemble,
to travel, the right to worship and believe, the right to be

— » —
different, the right, as the American poet, Henry David Thoreau,

[ [

wrote, "to march to a different drummer." This is freedom as
most Europeans and Americans understand it and freedom as it is //
embodied in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and, yes,/
in the Helsinki Accords. And -- far more than the locomotive or
the automobile, the airplane or the rocket, more than radio,
television or the computer -- this concept of liberty is the most
distinct, peculiar, and powerful invention of the civilization we
all share.

Indeed, let us admit candidly that without this freedom
there would have been no mechanical inventions, for inventions
are eccentricities. The men and women who create them are
visionaries, just like artists and writers. They see what others
fail to see and trust their insights when others don’t. The same
freedom that permits literature and the arts to flourish, the
same freedom that allows one to attend church, synagogue, or
mosque without apprehension, that same freedom from oppression
and supervision is the freedom that has given us -- the peoples

of Western Europe and North America -- our dynamism, our economic

growth, and our inventiveness. Together with Japan, Australia,



and others, we have lived in this state of freedom, this House of
Democracy since the end of the Second World War. Because of
that, because of the liberty and popular rule we have shared,
today we also share a prosperity more widely distributed and
extensive, a political order more tolerant and humane than has
ever before been known on earth.

To see not simply the immediate but the historic importance
of this, we should remember how far so many of our nations have
traveled -- and how desolate the future of freedom and democracy
once seemed. There is a story that illustrates what I’'m saying.
It was o = Second %gld War, and George %gell

X . B < e
@ - rca:gl ed saying to Arthur Koestler that "History stopped in

) . 1936," to which lga(estler "nogd<ed in immediate u;xderstanding."
P < ><b bg ‘,»g»
M Orwell added that "we were both thinkihg of totalitarianism.", ><
% PH') For decades, the totalitarian temptation, in one form or
another, has beckoned to mankind, also promising freedom -- but

of a different kind than the one we celebrate today. Thiﬁx
iter

totalitarian concept of liberty is, as the Czecho?lgvak wr

P D¢ oy S
UTH Bw'enilan Kundera h‘a)s< put it, "the age-old drgag of a world where K

< g
b l 3 ’l.leve body would live in harmony, united by a single common will
V()_x i

_ . < =
and faith, without secrets from one another" -- the freedom of
Wimposed perfection. '
Aﬁ@f\m In the last seven decades, in pursuit of this so-called
’b) AW countries. Newspapers have been closed. Worship has been

®
p

"‘lﬂ/ freedom, millions of voices have been silenced in dozens of

)33 suppressed. Labor movements have been crushed. Labor camps have

been populated.
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Fifty, forty, even as recently as thirty years ago, the

contest between totalitarian freedom on one hand and democratic
freedom on the other seemed a close one. The totalitarian
promises of utopia lured many Western thinkers and millions of
others besides. And many believed in the confident prediction of
history’s inevitable triumph.

Few do today. Just as democratic freedom has proven itself
incredibly fertile -- fertile not merely in a material sense, but
also in the abundance it has brought forth in the human spirit --
so too totalitarianism has proven barren. It has failed to
produce comfort. It has failed to produce spiritual
satisfaction. It has even failed to produce the equality that

was its most alluring promise.
20 ¢ b

(”Tfﬁ *4*“A - Albert Camus once pred}géed that, in his words, ‘Rpen )(
A LRy O **(i o 'X% JKé

/%a/~ b revolg ion in the name of power and of history becom
L?-/ ’Lpitfmurdéggus and immoderate mechanism, a new rebellion is

‘\“4” consecrated in the n:;e of moderation and of 1life." 1Isn’t this
exactly what we see happening across the European plains and even
beyond the Urals today? In Western Europe, support for
totalitarian ideologies -~ including support among
intellectuals -- has all but collapsed, while in the
non-democratic countries, leaders grapple with the internal
contradictions of their system and some ask how they can make
that system better and more productive.

In a sense, the front in the war of ideas that has been

raging in Europe and America for more than 70 years has moved

East. Once it was the democracies that doubted their own view of
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UA In just two days, I will. £)<t in Mosc

9ﬂ 88 S etaﬁgk)<$bachev. It will be our éﬁSrth s;2<§f face-to-face

freedom and wondered whether the totalitarian system might not be

better. Today, the doubt is on the other side.

with G:;;— A%LJ’Zthz

AV‘ l}'%
é%i/////’talks 1n'h\years. The General Secretary has spoken often and ‘%a€ané
r/“

X
o

ust

b

forthrightly of the problems he sees in the Soviet Union. 1In his ;- Ii*t

— — — — [
campaign to correct these shortcomings, he talks of "glasnost" ,; 57
- — S 15 ﬂ*?‘
and "perestroika" -- openness and restructuring, words that to

our ears have a particularly welcome sound. And since he began

his campaign, things have happened that we -- all of us in the

House of Democracy -- applaud.
The list includes the release from labor mps or exile of J/
A
pé)\le like Andrei kharov, Irina Ratushinskaya, Anat lft

Koryagin, Jos&fu§;gun, and many other p;i§bners of cogiéience;
the publication of g:gks like Dr. Zhivago and the dlgigibution of
mogkgs, like Rezeitggcg, that are critical of aspects of the

o ég’
YSoviet past and pzzgént: the allowing of greater emigration; the
Y > & 5

" toleration of greater dissent; General Six:etary Gorbachev’s

4
reé§;£ promise to grant a‘;%asure of religious frzEAOm; his 55

comm;tg;nt to witA:;;w from Afghanistan.
All this is new and good. But at the same tigg, there is
t Union

another list. Items on it include that the Sovie

cont1 ;és to obstruct :;greement on humanL*ights isogés in the

Vienna follow-up to the Helsinki lks; that there remain
— — —
systematic S h ghts violations under the Helsinki
v 4“—6? — b
Final Act; that Baltic natlons and most of the Eastern
— -

European nations also have s1gnif1cant human rights problems;
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v — — — —
that in Asia, Africa, and Central America the Soviets continue to
support regimes that are fighting against their own people or
- Ll —
their ne%gggorszlgven when those neighbors are totally neutral in

the East-West conflict.

This second list will be at the top of my agenda in the days
ahead. I shall say, among other things, that it is time for the
Soviet Union to live up fully to the standards of the Helsinki
Final Act. Thirteen years after the Final Act was signed, it is
difficult to understand why cases of divided families and blocked
marriages should remain on the East-West agenda; or why Soviet
citizens who wish to exercise their right to emigrate should be
subject to artificial quotas and arbitrary rulings. And what are
we to think of the continued suppression of those who wish to
practice their religious beliefs. We see no reason why the
Soviet Union cannot release all prisoners of conscience.

Our goal is a safer world and a brighter future for all
people. Arms agreements alone will not make the world safer. We
must also reduce the reasons for having arms in the first place.
That’s why -- together with arms rethtions, regional conflicts,
and people to people exchanges -- human rights is so high on not
only the U.S.-Soviet but the East-West agenda.

Fiﬂ“£) Acfj The Soviets and their a111é><hgreed here, at Helsinki, to

‘71% respect the human‘;>§hts of their ctg;zens

W ‘ {the~%n1ﬂversa~l~*ﬁeci s. And while the Final
h

/“l”‘ Act does not have the legal force of a treaty, it does have moral

ngqf force. It is an international agreement, as are arms reduction

J;?ZD agreements. It creates moral, even if not legal, obligations for



the Soviets and the governments of Eastern Europe, as do arms
reduction agreements. How can we trust that the Soviets and the
Eastern European countries will respect future agreements --
moral or legal -- if they do not respect current ones?
nf&/dugzh4°k;~— Mr. GorgAsgev talks about a "commosxg;ropean‘ﬁ§;e." But
hat is it that unifies the nations of Western Europe today --

) /Q‘f and also, I believe, unifies the peoples, though not the regimes,
of Eastern Europe? What is it but the Judeo-Christian tradition
and its teachings about the inalienable rights and dignity of all
God’s children? What is it but a common commitment to
pluralistic democracy? What but a common dedication to the
democratic concept of liberty? All of these -- all of these --
mark the common European home. And yet the Soviet Union still

refuses to accept any of these.

— b k= ‘// [
Europe and Asia form one continuous land mass. If there is
L

indeed, as Mr. Gorbachev says, a "House of Eg;ope," then more
than geography must distinguish it. Mr. Gorbéchev has spoken of,
¢ in his sgrds, "the artifitiality and temporaﬁizfss of the
\,erJLJ bloc-£2i£loc confrgii;tion and the aéiﬁgic nature of the :igﬁn ‘¥

CG::;in.'" This is my belief, too. I would welcome a sign that
the Soviets and their allies are ready to embrace the values that
not only unify but define contemporary Western European
civilization and its grateful, American offspring.

The true "House of Europe" is and must be the "House of
Democracy." 1Is the Soviet leadership ready to draw aside the
iron curtain? Are they ready to let freedom ring throughout

Eastern Europe and their own country?
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We ask, when the Soviets speak of "democratization", what do

e
they mean? Do they mean "democracy" in the sense that Lenin -

— — — ’\/~; /
meant it when he said: "Soviet socialist democracy is not in the f”ﬂA\
— — - b o

least incompatible with... dictatorship... [and] the dictatorial
o / = b L— ms

powers of one man." To which he added, "All phrases about equal

— = Vil L
rights are nonsense.”" But at another time, Lenin said that, in

v — L — —

his words, "’Broad democratic principles’ presuppose... full

el (e -
publicity and... election to all functions." Free and open

elections and the rights that must accompany them, or
dictatorship and the suppression of rights -- which "democracy"
do the Soviets mean today?

Ending human rights violations is just the first step toward
laying the foundation both for lasting friendship with the
Western democracies and for economic growth. If human rights
live by a ruler’s whim, they won’t be treated as rights, only
gifts -- gifts that might be taken away by a whim, as well. This
has been the sad fate of the Russian and Soviet peoples for
centuries, as they passed from one leader to another. I hope and
pray that in the years ahead, the movement will be toward a truer
concept of democracy and freedom -- if only as a way of keeping
pace with the economies of Europe, Japan, and America.

During the late 1950’s, when the Soviet Union‘xi§ going

through another period of relative openness, the Italian

- i L il
socialist, Pietro Nenni, who was a friend of the Soviet Union,
e L [ [
warned that it was wrong to think that the relaxation could be
[ 5 i+ L —
permanent in, as he said, "the absence of any system of judicial

L— 1/ . . . L/
guarantees." And he added that, again in his words, "only the
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I L v e L
co?Blgte restoration of democracy and liberty" could prevent a
V‘

return to despotism.
This is exactly the challenge today. 1In the past year, I
have suggested a number of steps, in addition to clearing the

human rights agenda, that the Soviet leaders can take if they
/—

wish to demonstrate that glasnost truly means openness. I’ve

v [ — — — e
said they can tear down the Berlin Wall and all barriers between

— —
Eastern and Western Europe. They can join with us in making

Berlin itself an all-European center of communications, meetings,
and travel. They and the regimes of Eastern Europe can end all
internal as well as external restrictions on travel.

They can also give legal and practical protection to free
L
expression and worship. Let me interject here that at one time
— 1% b= L L—
Moscow was known as the "City of the Forty Forties," because
- b vl — P
there were more than 1,600 bells in the churches of the city. : ‘
— L — o L L >
Today there are few functioning churches and almost no bells. 0
— V- ‘-/ —
Mr. Gorbachev recently said, as he put it, "believers are Soviet
v e L kil

peégie, workers, patriots, and thgg have the full right to
exsg;ss their convi:;ion with diégity." I applaud
Mr. Gorbachev’s statement. What a magnificent demonstration of
goodwill it would be for the Soviet leadership to stop
immediately the harassment of worshipers, to allow all houses of
worship to reopen, and for church bells to be heard again not
only in Moscow but throughout the Soviet Union.

But beyond these particular steps, the Soviets and their

allies should also ask a deeper question. How can they make not

simply their decrees but their institutions protect rights?) We
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know, of course, of a simple and profound starting place. As the

L L ol b, — —
French constitutional philosopher, Montesquieu, wrote more than
e L [ . (o . Y . e
two centuries ago, "There is no liberty, if the power of judging
L b = L L

be not separated" from the other powers of government. The
complete independence of the judiciary is essential to the
guarantee of human rights.

So, too, is popular control over those who draft the laws.
Secret ballots and the freedom to form political parties and run
candidates -- these are among the elements of a system in which
human rights enjoy institutional protection.

I know all this is a tall order, and some may say an
unrealistic one. But is it realistic to pretend that rights are
truly protected when there are no effective safeguards against
arbitrary rule? And is it realistic to say that peace is truly
secure in the care of such a political structure. After all it

—
was no less an observer than Friedrich Engels who wrote of
L— L L L L
another autocratic regime more than a century-and-a-half ago
L L— | e — P
that, as he put it, "As soon as Russia has... internal party
e | L L "
struggles [and] a constitutional form under which these party
struggles may be fought without violent convulsions... the

— b ) . = L
traditional Russian policy of conquest is a thing of the past."

What I am suggesting is, at its heart, that the leaders of
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe take seriously, to the very
marrow of their bones, the commitment that their countries made

in this room 13 years ago. They pledged to honor what was for

them a new concept of liberty. Looking at their countries today,
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who would doubt that all would be better off if that pledge were
to be fulfilled?

And yet, until they have accomplished this great
transformation, we in the West must remain strong and vigilant.
We saw in the events leading up to agreement on the Intermediate
Nuclear Forces Treaty that, in the world as it is today, peace
truly does depend on Western strength. We must heed this lesson.

But we must also be prepared to work with the Soviets and
their allies whenever they are ready to step forward and work

with us. The road ahead may be long -- but not so long as the

* L (e
the world had before them 44 years ago when Finland’s great

ol - — — =
President, J.K. Paasikivi, looked up from what must have seemed
— — L I |
to him to be the valley of the shadow of death, and told a nation
s L — — L
that had shown the world uncommon courage in a harrowing time:
1> L — [ |
"A path rises up the slope from the floor of the valley. At

o L [V | %l L
times the ascent is gradual, at other times steeper. But all the

L L " L- L= —
time one comes closer and closer to free, open spaces, above

I~ L b — — —
which God’s ever brighter sky can be seen. The way up will be

‘/’ y " [ E—
difficult.... But every step will take us closer to open
L
vistas."

I believe that in Moscow, Mr. Gorbachev and I can take
another step toward a brighter future and a safer world. And I
believe that, for the sake of all our ancient peoples, this new
world must be a place both of democratic freedom and of peace.
It must be a world in which the spirit of the Helsinki Final Act
guides all our countries like a great beacon of hope and in which
the House of Democracy shelters all mankind for ages to come.

Thank you and God bless you.





