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My Lord Chancellor, Mr. Speaker:

Speaking for all Americans, I want to say how deeply
you have honored us by your invitation for me to speak here.
I feel at home in your house. Every American would, because
this is one of democracy's shrines. In this House the
rights of free people and the processes of representation
have been debated and refined.

And I cannot allow this moment to pass without recalli
the generous words of the member for Bristol, Mr. Burke,
concerning conciliation with the rebellious colonists in North

America.

It has been said that an instifution is the lengthenin
shadow of a man. This institution is Ehe lengthening shadow
of all the men and women who have‘sat‘here, and all those who
have voted to send representatives here. This BHouse is the
world's clearest symbol of power tamed and civilized--the pre-
eminent symbol of government with a friendly face.

I go from here to Berlin, where there is a symbol of
power untamed. The Berlin Wall, that dreadful gray gash
across the city, is in its third decade. It is‘tﬁe signatur«
of tﬁe regime that built it. And a few hundred kilometers
[p: ise check] behind the Berlin Wall there is another |
! . In < 2t of tl re tl] nc
the distances to two capitals. One arm of the sign points
toward Moscow.






The.strength of the Solidarity movement in Poland
demonstrates the truth told in an underground joke in the
Soviet Union. It is that the Soviet Union would be a one-
party nation even if an opposition party were permitted--
because everyone would join it.

Today, the sound from the East is not the unmistakable
sound of freedom--the sound of laughter, of spontaneity, of
creativity. The greatest literature now written in the
Russian language is written outside Russia, in the state of
Vermont, among other places. Instead, the sound from the
East is "dry sterile thunder," [T.S. Eliot], the thunder of
militarism, masking ideological sterility.

The Soviet system poses a two-fold threat to peace.
It is founded on fear--the regime's feg; of its people, and
the regime's fear of ¢ >ry idea except‘the one official idez. -
Furthermore, theZSOQiety system suffocates social. energies,
allowing dynamism only in military matters. Alexander Solzhen
itsyn, and the Solidarity movement, and the Charter 77 Organiz
these should be considered enrichments of their -nations. But
our adversary considers them a threat.

In the United States I eone wanted to close th
patenf office on the ground at ? of importance had.
be¢e 1 invented. That was merely : But in 1917 thé

. -ar1_ closed the 1« nation, _ing

political and intellectual manacles on a great people. Today
our adversary is locked in "the clean, well-lit prison of one
idea." [Chesterton] And that idea--the grim doctrine of
historical inevitabilityv--is demoralizing. It denies a natio
the adventure of sailing uncharted oceans; it deprives a nati
of vigor. A closed society with a command economy and a
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suffocating orthodoxy must lack the elan that comes from
facing the challenge of an open future.

The Soviet Union, which takes philosophical materialism
with morbid seriouéness, has failed to provide even a decent
minimum of material benefits for its people. The Soviet Union
which preaches '"economic'" determinism, is an economic failure.
~But, unfortunately, we in the West know that economic superior 'y
does not automatically translate into national security.

After the Second World War, members from both sides of
this House, giants of statecraft such as Ernest Bevin and
Winston Churchill, contributed to an astonishing burst of
creativity for the West. It produced the structure of Western
security that has kept the peace. The North Atlantic Treaty
Organization--that splendid cooperation between sovereign
nations--is now in its fourth decade. It continues to confoun-
sceptics who say that coalitions of nations must be short-liveu.
This alliance retains its vitality because its shared values
are clear, and so is the threat to them. But the world has
turned many times since NATO was founded, and the world has
changed in many ways. We must face facts, some of them soberi 3.

‘For example, we must be strong enough to acknowledge
that some hopes have been dashed, and some theories have
led to disappointments.

For years the theory was that a thickened fabric of
East-West economic relations would wean the Soviet regime frono
militarism, and turn it toward improving the conditions of 1lif.
for-its people. That theory has :n killed by a fact. The
fact is that the period of increased East-VWest trade has



coincided with an acceleration of Soviet military procurement
The Soviet Union has t increasingly parasitic off the
technological genius of the VWest. It has used Western credit
to finance its dependency. And it has used the imported tech-
nology to heighten ?he military threat--and the defense costs-
to the West. 1In the process, the West has allowed its diploma
to become hostage to decisions made in its commercial credit

sectors.

We also must face squarely the disappointing fruits of
arms negotiations.

Throughout the decade of the 1970's, the United States
engaged the SoQiet Union in a wide range of negotiationms,
including ne >tiations about stfategic nuclear weapons. In
1972 and 1979, treaties were concluded.

But these. two agreements shared a serious deficienc&:
Both permitted the viet Union to continue adding to its
already vast strate ic nuclear arsenal. ° Under SALT I, the
growth of So&iet strategic forces resulted from exploitation
of a2 number of loopholes and ambiguit! s. SALT 1 was said
to freeze the Soﬁiet strategic build-up because it '"froze"
the number of launchers for ballistic missiles permitted on
either side. But SALT I was followed by the addition of some
[to come] thousand new warheads on Soviet missiles,

each of tt o asi1 7 more p« ful than 1 2 t¥ 7 replac {i.

In the years since SALT I, the Soviet Union has develop
some [to come] new stratetic weapons systems. One

of them, the SS-20, was deployed immediately following the
SALT 1 agreement. It involved a cynical modification by the



®,

Kremlin of a missile system that would have been limited undez
the SALT I agreement if they had not reduced its range to just
under that limited by the 2gx :ment. Today th re are some 30(
SS-20's deployed, each with three warheads capable of destroyi
targets in Europe in a matter of 5 to 7 minutes.

SALT II ' authorized the Soviets to go on
adding weapons in great numbers to a strategic offensive forc
that already exceeds that of the United States by a wide and
growing margin. SALT II merely legitimized the continuing
expansion of Soviet strategic forces. That the treaty would
also have permittéd some expansion of American forces was no
comfort: What we sought, and what we still seek, is a signific
reduction in strategic weapons--not a cosmetic treaty that
obscures the r« lity of a relentless Soviet weapons build-up.

The United States entered the 1980's with major element
of its strategic deterrent vulnerable to attack from more nume
and, in 1mportant respects, more capable Soviet strategic forc
But in spite of these di »’pointments, the United States is
determined to persevere with mankind's most important business
achieving substantial and mutual reductions of nuclear force
levels.

The United States has proposed a "zero-option" for med:
range ballistic missiles in Europe. Our negotiators are 'in
Gene%a with ink in their pens, w to sign--~tc 7--a tre:
that would cleanse Europe of s1 1 missiles.

The United States also has pr¢ 2d substantial reducti
in the numbers of ballistic missiles, the numbers of warheads,
and, most important, total weight. Our proposal i for

us



agreement fixing the balance at strictly equal and vastly
lower levels in each of those three categories.

In the United States, as in other free nations,
there are d ionstrations expressing the yearning for peace.
In the Soviet Union there is a similar yearning; but there

are no demonstrations.

It will surprise most people to learn that the United
States today has many fewer--in fact, 8,000 fewer--nuclear
weapons than it had 15 years ago. Let the world bear that ir
mind when evalﬁating the sincerity of our commitment to
reductions.

But until the Soviet Union evinces a reciprocal intere
in reduction, we must keep our powder dry. As Churchill sai«
we do not arm to fi t; we arm to parlé?. Ve iﬂtend to .
negotiate. However, we will not allow the negotiating proce:s
to paralyse the bro 'ss of modernizing our deterrent. Agreer
are but parchment barriers to danger unless we make the matea
sacrifices necessary to .give strength to our intentions--and
give pause to our g versaries.

A éeneration ago, Adlai Ste&enson said: "Let's talk se¢
to the Américan people. Let's tell them there are no gains
without pains." If we succeed in our plan to reduce the 1lex
of nt 1 . < th T tt tl o} f nuc:
danger. But even that great gain will not be without pain.
can not substantially reduce the nuclear component of our
deterrent forces without increasing the deterrence function ¢
conventional forces. Today, the conventional forces of the
Warsaw Pact are superior to those of NATO. Warsaw Pact for«

v
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at 1levels that can not be justified by defensive anxieties
or intentions.

So, if we succeed in interesting the Soviet Union in
equal and substantially lower levels of nuclear forces, we
must then revise a‘strategy adopted 30 years ago. Then, we
chose to rest our security on our overwhelming scientific and
technological superiority--on our nuclear near-mocnopoly. It
then spared us the burden of matching the conventional
forces of a militarist state that spans the Eurasian land-
mass Today, however, our nuclear weapons advantage is .not
it was so our conventional forces must become better than they
If the people of the West will an end, t 2y must will the mean
to that end. Those are the pains that go with the gains.

The optimism, reasonableness and good will of democrati
peoples make them impatient with what John Kennedy called
"the long twilight struggle'" with our adversary. Americans,
especially, are hot famous for their patience. bIt has been
said that the American prayer is: "Lord, give me patience--:¢ i

I want it right now."

But our adversary must come to see that we have the
patience and stamina to stay the course--and especially that
we have the fortitude for frustrating negotiations. Otherwise
our adversary will know that stalemate at the negotiating 1 bl
p: duce in tbk V¥ > nour & rt for y

their own sake.

Our aim in this long twilight struggle is to produce
incentives for the Soviet system to conform to the rules of th
ternational system, and to begin attending to the needs of

its people. But the Soviet leaders will have no such incentiv.

Te.
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if they believe that the people of the West-are incapable of
sacrifice, and unable to take the long view.

By issuing dogmatic prophecies, Marx gave a lot of
hostages to fortune, and forti 2 has not been kind to them.
It has been es) :ialiy unkind to his prediction that capitalism'
"internal contradictions" would impoverish the masses and
generate revolutionary col. se, But the Soviet leaders
may yet cling to the hope 1 t the West suffers from a: ier
kind of debilitating contradiction. They may hope that the
affluence and individualism of our societies will sap our
capacity for collective effort. If that is the Soviet leaders'
hope, they are wrong again. But we must, as mature societies,
acknowledge that some of democracy's difficulties are domestic.

The very virtues of democratic societies--their openness,
their individualism, their relaxed preoccupation with the
immediate--put democracies at a disadvantage in competing with
totalitarian societi . In th¢ 2 societies the agpetites of
the state are ravenous, and the desires of the people are
ignored. ' )

One of the glories of life in a democracy is the right
of persons to pursue their own happiness in their own way. That
is why our governments must take special care to take the long
and broa& view of the community's interests, thinking not of
the next election, but of the next generation.

The task of our civilized politics is to balance
i rtant values that compete and conflict. The politics of
our adversary involves no such task because our adversary

————






Britain's- adversaries found out what extraorc "y
people the British are. But all the democracies paid a
i rrible price for allowing the dictators to underestimate
us. We dare not make that mistake again. So let us ask
ourselves: Wnat kind of  >ple do we think ' are? The

answer is: Fre I )ﬁle, worthy of freedom, and determined
to remain so.
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Tony Dolan called and then sent
his London speech wh: 1 he prepared
for the President.

He is most concerned that it get
to the President. The original
has been sent to Darman (the
system).

John Poindexter assures me that
the Preisdent will be getting
Dolan's, Will's and State's draft
speeches.












































































