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MEM ORA N D UM 

THE WHITE HO U SE 

W A S HI N G T ON 

January 5, 1983 

INFORMATION 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MICHAEL K. DEAVER AND ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

Your Speech on u.s.-soviet Relations 

We have considered carefully your initial reactions to the draft 
of your speech on U.S.-Soviet relations: that it seemed to put 
too much into one speech, that it contained nothing newsworthy 
and covered no new ground, and that it was pedestrian. We agree 
on all points, and the speech writers have worked on the text to 
compress it and make the language less pedestrian. However, we 
believe that there are good reasons for making it comprehensive 
and leaving out startling new initiatives. 

Objective 

We believe the principal reason you need to make the speech at 
this time is to articulate clearly and comprehensively your 
policy toward the Soviet Union. 

You have of course done so in the past, but the coherent view you 
are following has not gotten through to all segments of our 
public or to Allied publics. There is unfounded fear that your 
policies are leading to confrontation and raising rather than 
lowering the risks of nuclear war! There is confusion in some 
quarters as to how you square a realistic view of the Soviet 
system and opposition to their ideology with a readiness to 
negotiate. There are charges that past rhetoric has impeded 
accomodation. And in Europe particularly there is a perception 
among many elite groups that your thinking is dominated by 
militarism and that you are too quick on the trigger. 

To clear up these serious and fundamental misconceptions, we need 
an authoritative statement which puts your approach in a compre­
hensive framework. This can provide a firm basis for our public 
and private diplomacy for the balance of the year and beyond. 

Audience 

You will be, in effect, addressing four important audiences 
simultaneously: 

-S i1 Cail 'l' 
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U.S. opinion makers; 
West European governments and publics; 
Soviet leaders; and 
The Soviet people. 

The principal message we need to get across to each is: 

U.S.: The world is not more dangerous, but safer as the 
result of your policies and we are strong enough to negotiate. 

Europe: You have a coherent, responsible strategy for 
dealing with the Soviets and are serious in the desire to negotiate. 

Soviet leaders: You are willing to deal with them as valid 
negotiating partners, on a basis of equality, whatever you think 
of their system, but will insist that negotiations be directed to 
real problems and that solutions be fair and verifiable. 

Soviet people: You wish them well and are not threatening 
them. You recognize and reciprocate their desire for peace. 

We believe that the draft works in each of these messages and 
puts them into a coherent overall framework. While you have said 
all this before, it is important to put it together to demonstrate 
the inner consistency of your policy. 

Newsworthiness 

Even if the speech covers no new ground, we believe it will 
attract major attention. The overall tone and approach will be 
considered news--even if it shouldn't be. This will be particu­
larly true in Europe, and European perceptions will play back 
here as well. 

The speech as written is obviously too detailed and complex to be 
fully appreciated by the average citizen. But we do not consider 
this a defect, given its primary objective. To make it simpler 
and less detailed, and thus enhance its mass appeal, would 
militate against achieving its objective with influential elites. 
Their attitude seeps gradually to the public at large, especially 
in Europe. 

It is possible, of course, to introduce a new initiative into the 
speech -- such as, for example, a proposal for cooperation in 
space. However, this has certain dangers: (1) headline writers 
are likely to concentrate on the new initiative rather than the 
overall policy enunciated; (2) the Soviets would consider a 
proposal made first in a public speech as merely a propaganda 
ploy; and (3) some Americans and West Europeans might also 
consider it a sort of grandstanding unlikely to bear real fruit. 
We believe it is preferable to devote this speech to a sober 
exposition of our overall policy and save specific policy initia­
tives for later speeches, following some consultation with the 
Soviets. 

Prepared by: 
Jack Matlock 
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U.S. opinion makers; 
West European governments and publics; 
Soviet leaders; and 
The Soviet people. 

The principal message we need to get across to each is: 

2 

U.S.: The world is not more dangerous, but safer as the 
result of your policies and we are strong enough to negotiate. 

Europe: You have a coherent, responsible strategy for 

1 

dealing with the Soviets and are serious in the desire to negotiate. 

Soviet leaders: You are willing to deal with them as valid 
negotiating partners, on a basis of equality, whatever you think 
of their system, but will insist that negotiations be directed to 
real problems and that solutions be fair and verifiable. 

Soviet people: You wish them well and are not threatening 
them. You recognize and reciprocate their desire for peace. 

We believe that the draft works in each of these messages and 
puts them into a coherent overall framework. While you have said 
all this before, it is important to put it together to demonstrate 
the inner consistency of your policy. 

Newsworthiness 

Even if the speech covers no new ground, we believe it will 
attract major attention. The overall tone and approach will be 
considered news--even if it shouldn't be. This will be particu­
larly true in Europe, and European perceptions will play back 
here as well. 

The speech as written is obviously too detailed and complex to be 
fully appreciated by the average citizen. But we do not consider 
this a defect, given its primary objective. To make it simpler 
and less detailed, and thus enhance its mass appeal, would 
militate against achieving its objective with influential elites. 
Their attitude seeps gradually to the public at large, especially 
in Europe. · 

It is possible, of course, to introduce a new initiative into the 
speech -- such as, for example, a proposal for cooperation in 
space. However, this has certain dangers: (1) headline writers 
are likely to concentrate on the new initiative rather than the 
overall policy enunciated; (2) the Soviets would consider a 
proposal made first in a public speech as merely a propaganda 
ploy; and (3) some Americans and West Europeans might also 
consider it a sort of grandstanding unlikely to bear real fruit. 
We believe it is preferable to devote this speech to a sober 
exposition of our overall policy and save specific policy initia­
tives for later speeches, following some consultation with the 
Soviets. 

Prepared by: 
Jack Matlock 
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PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: National Press Club 
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e-34. the nations of Euor.pe·;-~:? United States ,_.... 

. ---------Soviet Union, ie J J Ie , 11Ie ii j 11.s: of-::·a security ..,,,.. . in -----Stockholm. The goal.-ef '"the conferen 
__ ___.-

and meani gr filways _to 

n to 

We in a time of peace 

because Ame~~st-.a s ira ........ ·~-­

are frustrating ttme~s they ,----· 
high time to move forward and today is 

do so. 

practical 

It is part of 

And 

these 

It is 

a time of opportunity to 

In our search for genuine progress we must think first of 
Q..\:>~ 

all t9{ our relations with the Soviet Union. Neither the United 

States nor the Soviet Union can bring peace to everyone, but the 

world cannot be at peace. unless there is peace between us. Our 

two nations have the might, not only to destroy each other, but 

to destroy civilization itself. Neither of our nations can have 

a higher interest than reducing the risk of war and making sure 

that nuclear weapons are never used. 

Soviet leaders unders_tand this as well as "do. Yet, our 

search for ways to reduce the level of arms and to build a 

cooperative working relationship is still being frustrated. Why 

is this so and what we can do about it? 

When we look back over the experience of the 1970.'s we 

notice two things: America tended to question its role in the 
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world and to neglect its defenses while the Soviet Union 

increased its military might and sought to expand its influence 

through the threat and _use of force. 

Three years ago, we embraced the mandate of the American 

people to change course and today America is once again able to 

demonstrate, with equal conviction, our commitment to stay- secure · 

and our determination to find peaceful solutions to prob.lems 

through negotiations. That is why today is a time of real ,,, 

opportunity. History teaches us that wars begin when a 

government feels, however mistakenly, that it can prevail. If we 

are to keep the peace, we must make sure that we and our allies 

remain strong enough to convince any potential aggressor that war 
a./L u..vt.U"l'\~~'t.n~ 

could bring no benefi) to him, bu-t only I\ disas"ter*-t~o,.__.,a~l .... ¼,,"--o Thus, 

our goal is deterrence, plain and simple. 

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

halted America's decline. Our economy is the mids~ of the best 

recovery since the sixties. Our defenses are on the mend. Our 

alliances are solid and our commitment to defend our values has 
~'•JJa.Ub :·,. ht 11 ,vCj~l'SQci• 

never been more clear. There is credibility and consistency. lz)e 
L,o:~,itev Eh.b~ ~ 

This may have taken Soviet leaders by surprise. They may 

have counted on us to keep on weakening ourselves. They have 

been saying for years that our demise was inevitable. They said 

it so often that they may have even started believing it. But 

they can see now that they were wrong. 

Neither the Soviet Union nor ourselves can wish away the 

deep differences between our two societies. Our rivalry will 

continue. But because our arms make the rivalry so potentially 
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/l_,dangerous, we must keep it within bounds~e_ and the Soviet rt., 
(;..(M :514:- 6 zd,i:i; t.. fuc # r t;p Ar ...,'.,idtJ,, .ft4n • 

nio_n~ have. -fllf!w common interests,-. BMir ~~- ~iitri¥ea 
9.4::ates a:Rel. thg _we~:t,u::n JUJionce remtjn strong. we d1t slia,~ · . r (>r\.. U\,.t) .t -f _, 

silvere1.l fuFH.iameHtal iJ:1ts:r,u;ts '- that of,, avoiding war and reducing 
,, sa.J ~i/(9 ? 6 al ' j t,i g1 C :t; $ $ u-. 

the level of arms. - There is no rational alternative but to steer 

a course which I would call "constructive competition." 

Nevertheless, we've recently been hearing some strident 

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

speak of heightened uncertainty and an 1ncreased da~ger of 

conflict. This is understandable, but profoundly mistaken. For 

if we look beyond the words, what stands out is the fact that ~he-
~CLQ... 

-balance of poHe~ is being resto~ed and this means - that the world 

is a safer place. 

It is safer because there is less danger that the Soviet 

leadership will provoke a confrontation by underestimating our 

strength or resolve. We have no desire to threaten. We did not 

do so thirty-five years ago when we had a monopoly of nuclear 

weapons, much less would we do so now. 

Our strength provides the basis for stability and 
. 

meaningful negotiations. Soviet leaders are realists. They know 

that it makes sense to compromise only if they can get something 

in return. It is our strength that permits us to offer something 

in return. Yes, today is a time of opportunity. 

But to say that the world is safer is not to say that it is 

safe enough, or that our relations with the Soviet Union are what 

we would . like them to be. We are witnessing tragic conflicts in 
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many parts of the world. Nuclear arsenals are far too high. And 

the working relationship between our two countries is not what it 

must be. These are conditions which must be improved. 

Essential as deterrence is in preserving the peace and 

protecting our way of life, we must not let our policy toward the 

Soviet Union end there. We must ·engage the Soviet Union in a 

dialogue that is as cordial and cooperative as our differences 

permit, a dialogue that will serve to reduce the level of arms, 

promote peace in the troubled regions of the world, and build a 

constructive working relationship between our two nations. • ---
First, we need to find ways to eliminate the use and threat 

of force in solving international disputes. 

Preventing war is my solemn responsibily. The world has 

witnessed more than 150 conflicts since the end of World War Two 

alone. Armed conflicts are raging in the Middle ·East, 

Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America, and ~frica. In 

other regions, independent nations are confronted by heavily 

armed neighbors seeking to .dominate by threatening attack or 

subversion. 

Most of these conflicts have their roots in local problems, 

but many have been fanned and exploited by the Soviet Union and 

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

outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and 

exporting revolution just exacerbates local conflicts, · increases 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

problems more difficult. 

lV 
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Would it not be better and safer to assist the ·govjfments 

. . 
and peoples in areas where there are local conflicts to negotiate 

peaceful solut~ons? The answer is obvious, and I cali upon the 

Soviet leaders to join with us in a search to move the world, and 

our own actions, in.this direction. 

Second, we need to find ways to reduce the ·vast stockpiles 

of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear weapons. 

It is nothing less than a tragedy that the world's ., 

developing nations spend more than 150 b~llion dollars a year on 

arms -- almost 20 percent of their national budgets. We mus·t 

find ways to reverse the vicious circle of threat and response 

which drives arms races everwhere it occurs. 

While modernizing our defenses, we have done only what is 

necessary to establish a stable military balance. Our total 

nuclear stockpile is now at its lowest level in 20 years in terms 

of the number of warheads, and at the lowest level in 25 years in 

terms of its total destructive power. And just two months ago, 

we and our allies agreed to withdraw an additional 1400 nuclear 

warheads from Western Europe. This comes on top of the removal 
~.'.\ ~,p~--:t-

o fa thousand nuclear warheads from Europe @ver4.hc last three 

years. Even if all our planned intermediate-range missiles have 

to be deployed in Europe over· the next five years -- and we hope 

this will not be necessary -- five existing warheads will have 

been eliminated for each new one. 

But this is not enough. we ·need to accelerate our efforts 

to reach . agreements to reduce greatly the numbers of nuclear 

weapons. It was with this goal in mind that I proposed the "zero 

13 
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option" for intermediate-range missiles in an effort to eliminate 

in one fell swoop an entire class of nuclear arms. Although 

NATO's initial deploym~nt of INF missiles was an important 

achievement, I would still prefer that there be no INF missile 

deployments on either side. Indeed, I support a zero option for 

all nuclear arms. As I have said before, my dream is to see the 

day when nuclear weapons will be banished from the face of the 

Earth. 

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that the 

Soviet Union shares the vision of a world free of nuclear 

weapons. These are encouraging words. Now is the time to move 

from words to deeds. 

Third, we must work with the Soviet Union to establish a 

solid working relationship with greater cooperation and 

understanding. 

Cooperation and understanding are built on de~ds, not words. 

Complying with agreements helps, while violating them hurts. 

Respecting the rights of one's own citizens bolsters the 

relationship, while denying these rights injures it. Expanding 

contacts across borders and permitting a free interchange of 

information and ideas increase confidence; attempts to seal one's 

people off from the rest of the world diminish it. Peaceful 

trade can help and organized theft of industrial secrets 

certainly hurts. 

These examples illustrate clearly why our working 

relationship with the Soviet Union is not what it should be. But 

while we have a long way to go, we are determined to keep trying. 
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In working toward these goals, oui approach is -based on 

three guid~ng principles: realism, strength, and dialogue. 

Realism means that we start by understanding th~ sort ·of 

world in which we live. We must recognize that we are in a 

long-term competition with. an adversary who does not share our 

notions of individual liberties at- home and peaceful change 

abroad. We must be frank in acknowledging our differences and 

unafraid to defend our values. 

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

should come as no surprise to the Soviet leaders, who have never 
~~~-

been reticent in expressing their view of~. But this doesn't 

mean we can't deal with each other. We don't refuse to talk 

because the Soviets call us "imperialist aggressors," or because 

they cling to, the fantasy of the triumph of communism over 

democracy. The fact that neither of us likes the other's system 

is no reason to refuse to talk. In fact, in this nuclear age, 

the fact we have differences makes it all the more important for 

us to talk. 

Strength means .that we know we cannot negotiate successfully 

or protect our interests if we are weak. Our strength is 

necessary not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation 

and compromise. 

Strength is of course more than military strength. It has 

many components. Economic health is the starting point. Equally 

important are political unity at ·home and solidarity with our 

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

three years ago. 
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Dialogue means that we are determined to deal with our 

differences peacefully, by negotiation. We are prepared to 

discuss all the proble~s that divide us, and to work for 

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

will never retreat frorn · negotiations. 

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

do insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, not 

atmospherics. 

In our approach to ne·gotiations, r~ducing the risk of war -­

and especially nuclear war -- is unquestionably priority number 

one. A nuclear confrontation could well be mankind's last. The 

h ' f . . . . ? h h . d ld compre ensive set o 1n1t1at1v~ tat we ave propose wou 

reduce substantially the size of nuclear arsenals. And I am more 

than ready to go much further: If the Soviet Union is willing, 

we can work together and with others to rid the world of the 

nuclear threat altogether. 

The world can only regret that the Soviet Union has broken 

off negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces, and has 

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

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

conclude agreements in INF and START. We are prepared to 

negotiate in good fai~h. Whenever the Soviet Union is ready to 

do likewise, we will meet them half-way. 

We seek not only to reduce the numbers of nuclear -weapons, 

but also to reduce the chances for dangerous misunderstanding and 

miscalculation. We have therefore put forward proposals for what 

we call "confidence-building measures." T~ey cover a wide range 
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of activities. In the Geneva negotiations, we have -proposed that 
. . 

the U.S. and Soviet Union exchange advance notifications of our 

missile tests and major military exercises. Following up on 

congressional suggestions, we also proposed a number of ways to 

improve direct US-Soviet channels of communication. 

These bilateral proposals will- be broadened at the Stockholm 

conference. We will work hard to develop practical and 

meaningful ways to reduce the uncertainty and potential for 

misinterpretation surrounding military aGtivities, and to 

diminish the risks of surprise attack. 

Arms control has long been the most visible area of 

US-Soviet dialogue. But a duraple peace also requires that we 

find ways to defuse tensions and regional conflicts. We and the 

Soviets should have a common interest in promoting regional 

stability,°1~ finding peaceful solutions to existing conflicts 
I\ 

that will permit developing nations to concentrate their energies 

on economic growth. Thus we seek to engage the Soviets in 

ex~hanges of views on· these regional conflicts and tensions and o..,_ 
how we can contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions. 

Although our approach has been constructive, not much has 

come of our efforts. Neverthelessire remain convinced that on 

issues like these it should be in he Soviet Union's best 

interest to play a constructive role in achieving broad-based, 
. ~-1.vv,. 

negotiated solutions. If the Soviet/\· make that choice, they .will 

find us ready to cooperate. 

Another major problem in our dialogue with the Soviet Union 

is human rights. It is Soviet practices in this area, !r€rhap,6 _·c,..s 

11 
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LA-\.~lU.-
~ore tQa& any other issue, that have created the mistrust and ill 

will that hangs over our relationship. 

Moral considerations alone compel us to express our. deep 

concern over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union, 9verr, h 
• ~fl~ w-M ~ •· 

the virtual halt in the . emigration of Jews, Armenians and over~ 

the continuing harrassrnent of courageous people like 1narei ~ 
Sakharov. 

We are not interested in propaganda advantage• We ask only that 

the Soviet Union live up to the obligat~ons it has freely assumed 

under international convenants -- in particular, its commitments 

under the Helsinki Accords. Experience has shown that greater 

respect for human rights can contribute to progress in other 

areas of the Soviet-American relationship. 

Conflicts of interest between the United States and the 

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

between our two nations and make it a better and more peac~ful 

world for all mankind. 

That is the objective of our policy toward the Soviet 
It :.+s ac.. <S> u.r · Q~ . 

Union. I call thi-s polic~constructive competiti~ ~is a-a, 
I\. 

~for the long ~aul. It is a challenge for Americans and 

will require patience. It is a challenge to the Soviets as well. 

If they cannot meet us half-way, we will be prepared to protect 

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

more than deterrence; we seek genuine cooperation. 

Cooperation must begin with communication. We seek such 

communication. As the sixteen NATO Foreign Ministers reaffirmed 

in their recent Declaration of Brussels: 

X 
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We extend to the Soviet Union and the other Warsaw Pact 
countries the offer to work ~ogethe~with us to bring 
about.a long-term constructive and realistic 
~elationship based on equilibrium, moderation and 
reciproci~y. For the benefit of mankind, we advocate · 
an open, comprehensive political dialogue, as well as · 
cooperation based on mutual advantage. 

We will stay at the negotiating tables in Geneva and Vienna. 

Furthermore, Secretary Shultz is prepared to meet with Soviet 

Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting should be 

followed by others, so that high-level consultations become a 

regular and normal component of US-Sovie~ relations~ 

Our challenge is peaceful. It will bring out the best ih 

us. It also calls for the best from the Soviet Union. No one 
~.l.»i.,r 

can predict how the Soviet/\wil~ respond to this challenge. But 

I do know that our two countries share with all mankind an 
£ 

interst in doing everything possible to reduce the risk of 

" nuclear war. We have never _fought each other; there is no 

reason we ever should. Indeed, we have fought alongside one 

another in the past. Today our common enemies are hunger,. 

disease, ignorance and, above all, war. 

More than twenty years ago, President Kennedy defined an 

approach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he 

announced it: 

"So, let us not be blind· to our differences but let 
us also direct attention to our common interests and to 
the means by which those differences can be resolved. 
And if we cannot end now our differences, at least we 
can help make the world . safe for diversity. For, in 
the final analysis, our most basic common link is that 
we all inhabit this small planet. We all breathe the 
same air. We all cherish dur childreri's future. And we 
are.all mortal." 
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I call upon the Soviet leadership to move from pause to 

progress. If the Soviet Union joins us in a genuine give and 

take, and truly wants ~air outcomes, they will happen. The 

journey from proposals to progress to agreements may be 
. 

difficult. But that should not indict the past or despair the 

future. I can send no stronger signal. America is prepared for 

a major breakthrough or modest advances • . We do not fear 

compromise. In a spirit of constructive competition, we can 

strengthen peace, reduce greatly the leyel of arms, and brighten 

the hopes and dreams of people everywhere. Let us begin now. 

. 1,0· 
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oQONFI.Pi~!I'IAb• 1/13/83 NEW ZEALAND 

·Dear Rob: 

There is no more important subject with which an American 

President deals than the United States' relations with t !i-e 

Soviet Union. In the wake of the Korean Air Lines tragedy and 

Moscow's unfortunate decision to suspend the major arms ; . •. =·., ... 
negotiations, our relations have entered an especially . 

dif f i'cul t period~ For th is r ea.son, I have decided to present 

. . -~ · o the American people and - to·' governments and p~blics - -; -~:.-· 

throughout the world a comprehensive stat ement of my ·approach - ~--···· 

f ' 

,., 
",. 
• t-. 

-'-=~:"_t o the .Soviet-American . relationship and my hopes for the futu
0

re. ~:1-. _: ~~------~ 
• .... ,. ~ i:.;.:::· ol(,"'""' ·~ ~· • .. ~ ., 0:- t> ~ ' • - - ... cl. 4- .. _, .... 

--,.,=~-- ___ In my address fro.m--'ttbe White Bouse on J anuary 16, I will 

-~ :~'-_reaffirm~t be ,,readiness .' of the . United States to p ursue a . 

; - . -~-. - ,constructive and .realistic dialogue with the soviet Uni~.1 aimed :-- -

~- ~-::_-·_ - _ at building _a more posit iv..e and · stable-- J.ong-term relationship .. --=- - ~ ·_• -- - ~ - :. 
. . 

- -~~- ---- " I will as well call upon the Soviets to ~make a comparable and , . . 

- -~ "'=' subs tan ti ve response. While I will not be announcing specific ~- _ ~ -:::c: _ :...:. ~ 
I,,.._ ... ..,_. ~ -· • • / ~ - • #' ,r ~-~ 

-=:-~;.~-i~~ new init_iatives, . I -will be clarifyingcerta'in-·misperceptr ons .:::~_> __ ,.:_--: :--=;/ J 

__ ~ ,_ . about u.s: 1>olicy. I .will also set fortb----~ --fiamework .for :=--- :· 

~-~~;.;_,-· - -£uture_, ~ pr_ dialogue wi ~h _ t _b~ 1ovi .et Un ion 7 ~~k in-g: . .:::c~_-~a~ ':'.-1_(1.Y· - :..::.._ -=,_~ 
~ 1',t;.:· "' s_incer,; . . a~-s-ir,e --- to .improve :· East- West relations. . · :~<:,.:?':! . ...·: . . . 
~ -·T.4,' ~:'.--:. - ·~'--~~-... _,,_ .. ,,;. '""" ·. ~ - . - #_..•:~;~~-~. - . 
-~ ..... ,.-;.. ~ .:;..;..;___ _ J3e_ca.J,ise of the special: signif icance -l .attach to my;_c.--":.i-1'~' ·t.,::.. 
-~;- .. -.: .. • - ~ 'J< @\di ~ - " ·...;;--- - 1,. ~ .,.. ....... -~ ~ • 

;;··-~. t, ._~statem·eni:~ _- l wanted to share the tex~ with you beforehand-. ,~·- 1 
ff~ .. ,:. _.,.. .. ~~ -; ;, _;,- .; " ... . . . ... . · .. '.~ .. f ·~~~, . 
• • ~;:;J_"': _ __ hope y,ou :.1.1_1 ~agree t hat - 1t--rnee~s our common ob}ect1.ves Q~:'. /'' Jis-'~· ~ 

~"'.t •--"'.--settin_g :a positive tone both- for the opening of _the CDE_ . .meeting ~~:-" .,.·_"'" 

;:__ _. --"'~•--i n Stockholm, and _for ,.George Shultz' s meeting wi th -·sov ieb.:. ~> .7c;;.•~-- :_ 
, . ( . . ' • • • • ~ ~ - ~ if. 

Fo~-e1gn Minister Gromyk-o .• : ~ ; . <-~···- ~,;,!_.;,,:. ,~, 
,..- -=-=- .-:-:-:: -:. I ~ook forward -,t?~see'ing you next month -when :. we - can~Jseuss .:..-" 

-r -;~ ~ .➔... ... 'II). • • 

these and . other questions ~n detail. 
-.·-:.. ~ !f,• .. 

wishes and 11\Y congratula,tions on your 
. ,•;;! 

~- ? 
i~' ~--

Warm regards, l · · 
~-. 
Ronald .Reaga 
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PRESIDENT'S SPEECH ON US-SOVIET RELATIONS 

On Monday, January 16, in the East Room of the White House, the 

President will deliver a major address on U.S. relations with 

the Soviet Union. While be -will point out the many problems in 

the relationship, his primary message will be to reaffirm the 

readiness of the U.S. to pursue a constructive and realistic 

dialqgue with- the -Soviet Union aime<Lat building a more 

productive and stable long-term relationship. 

The President will discuss the full range of issues in the 

US-Soviet relationship -- including arms control, regional 
problems, human rights and bilateral cooperation -- stressing 

his desire to move forward in all these areas4 The President 
will emphasize his commitment to achieving significant 

reductions in ~rms levels and diminishing the risks of 

- - conflict, noting his readiness to meet the -so~iets halfway if 

they are willing to do likewise. And he will also urge that 

the Soviet Union live up to .:. its human rights obligations, -­

including those assumed under the Helsinki Final Act. 

The President will restate our conviction that, despite serious 

U.S.-Soviet differences? conflict between the- two countries is 
not inevitable, and that more positive relations are not merely 

possible but necessary. Be will call on the Soviet Union for 

positive actions to that end. 
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1Y KTtt\r NARA M . o,' 
·PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS -ON 
-- US-SOVIET RELATIONS 

. ------------- - - ·-· -- . 

I would like to speak to you tonight on one of the most 

important questions that every President must address: the 

United States' relationship with the Soviet Union. 

The conduct of our relations with the Soviet Union is 

central to our entire foreign policy. It could not be 

otherwise. The Soviet Union shares with us the status and the 

responsibilities that come with being one of the two greatest 

-- powers on this planet. The Soviet Union's territory spans two 

continents, and eleven time zones. Like the United States, the 

Soviets have interests· and allies far beyond their own 

frontiers. Perhaps most importantly, only the United States 

and the Soviet · Union possess enormous nuclear arsenals capable 

of destroying all mankind. 

As De Tocqueville predicted more than a century ago, it was 

perhaps inevitable that the United ~tates and Soviet Russia 

would find themselves in competition as the only truly global 

powers in the world today. Moreover, the global stra tegic 

competition that De Tocqueville foresaw is sharpened by the 

- differences between Western democratic values and the Communist 

view of the relationship among the individual, government, and 

·, society. Taken together, these factors ensure that the United 

• eotv!'IDDN':PI.Y,. 
------ ----------------

... 
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States and Soviet Union will, for . the foreseeable future, see 

one another as adversaries -~ - ·· -- · ·· 

But despite our diff~rences, we and the Soviets share a 

common interest in managing our adversarial relationship in 

order to keep nuclear- war from ever ·occuring. This has been 

the objective of every President since the d~wning of the 

___________ nuclear era. ____ It .is my profound .commitment . to the .American _ ___ _ 

people and to all peoples of the world. We are all aware of 

the terrible devastation that nuclear weapons would inflict on· 

human society -- indeed, on human life itself. We are deter­

mined to continue the pursuit of policies which will keep that 

.:-, · devastation from ever occuring. Our children and their children --- .. ---- . 

must be able to ·sleep at night secure in the understanding that 

we are movin from and not toward a nuclear holocaust. 

This requires a reasoned approach to the Soviet Union and to 

the world. 

Soviet Policy: Part of the U.S. Strategy for Peace 

· Our policy toward the Soviet Union is but one element of a 

· broader foreign policy that seeks to establish a durable 

foundation for world peace. 

World peace requires, first and foremo~t that we eliminate 

the use of force and the threat of force from relations among 

states. 

eeNFIBEM'?!Ml 
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War, for me, is public enemy number· one. The world has 

·witnessed more ·than 150 wars since the end of World War-· Two 

alone. Today -armed conflicts are raging in the Middle East, 

Af.ghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America and Africa. In 

many other regions, independent nations are confronted by 

neighbors armed to the teeth seeking to dominate through the 

threat -of armed attack. 

-------------- -- -·-· ---- - - - ----- ··- ---- - --- -

As we see each evening on the television screen, even 

conventional wars wreak terrible human costs. Moreover, these 

conflicts impose incalculable costs on the peoples involved, 

and run the ~isk of a wider confronta~ion. inv~lving the great 

' .. · - powers. I am working for a future in which regional -disputes · -

are settled by peaceful means, rather than by force of arms or 

mi 1 j ta ry i nt j m j d at j on , a fut n re in which ma.nki..n-1.1d.---.,n"'o.J--.l&.-10,J.,nHJg~e-.l.---------­

f aces the destruction and human tragedy of war. 

As a means to this end, our strategy for peace aims at 

reducing and, ultimately, eliminating the excessively vast 

stockpiles of armaments in the world -- above all, the enormous 

numbers of nuclear weapons. 

It is nothing less than a tragedy that the world's devel­

oping nations spend more than 150 billion do·llars per year on 

--arms -- almost 20 percent -of their national budgets. It is 

-G0Ni' li DiiN!il a;,-,. 
------------------ ------- - · ··------· - ·•- -- · - --·-
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. also ..a source .of $Orrow £-er me that our own -defense spending ------- ---- -·-- -

has had to be increased in order to restore the military 

. bala~ce in the face of a relentless Soviet build-up over the 

past two decades. Peace and reducing the burden of armaments 

are, for me, two sides of the same coin. 

In seeking to reduce arms levels, we assign the highest 
. .. 

--- ----- -- - - - · -- ·--·- priority· ·to· reducing the levels· -of niiclear -we-apons of- mass 

destruction. Nuclear arms reductions depend ultimately on 

negotiation. But we and our Allies have also made considerable 

progress in recent years -- progress that is not generally 

appreciated -- to reduce the size of NATO's nuclear arsenal. 

For example, it . is a little .known fact that our total 

nuclear stockpile is now at its lowest level in 20 years in 

terms of the number of warheads, and at the lowest level ·in 25 

years in terms of its total destructive power. Just last 

m?nth, . -we and our allies agreed _- on the elimination of an 

addttional 1400 nuclear warheads from Western Europe. This 

comes on top of the removal of 1000 warhea_ds from Europe three 

years ago. Even if all our planned intermediate-range missiles 

have to deployed in Europe over the next five years -- and we 

hope this will not be necessary -- five existing warheads will 

have been eliminated for each new one • 

. 08Ni";;t~iN!I'IM. ___ _________ _ 
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- -- ·-· · · - Just as important -as ·reducing the numbers of nuclear· 

weapons, we also seek to increase the stability of the nuclear 
- I 

balance. Nuclear war need never occur if we ensure that no 

nation could ever believe it could gain by attacking with 

nuclear weapons~ ·Thus it is essential to minimize the number 

of so-called "first-strike" weapons. 

•-----------·-- -- ---·--- -------
Peace, furthermore, should mean more than just the absence 

of war. Thu_s _ toget}:let' with elimination of the use of force and 

reductions in arms levels, we also seek to establish greater 

confidence and understanding among states. 

--~- - .. -- -·-

We do not believe ideological differences are an 

insurmountable obstacle to establishing greater confidence 

among states. Confidence depends, first and foremost, on 

respect for the legitimate interests of other states, 

irrespective of differences in political and economic values. 

But confidence can also be strengthened by expanding contacts 

...among peoples, through cultural ·and academic exchanges, -and 

through trade. By building confidence, we can create a durable 

basis for cooperation to avoid war and reduce arms. 

Confidence is, sad to say, sorely lacking in our relations 

with the Soviet Union. In the fifty years since our two nations 

~ established diplomatic relations, we have seen brief periods of 

--SQNFilaliiWllt I ------------ -· - ----- ----- -
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partnership amidst longer -ones -of bitter -confrontation. · ·We 
----- --· 

have lived through the dark days of the imposition of Soviet 

·rule in Eastern Europe, the Berlin blockade, and the Cuban 

missile crisis. We have seen the high hopes for detente in the 

1970s dashed by the Soviet Union's unrestrained military 

build-up and by Moscow's aggressive policies beyond its borders. 

- -·-· ·- .. But I do not· belie-ve that . confrontation is the destiny of ---•---·•··.--·­

the American and Soviet peoples. Our two societies share a 

number of common bonds. We are both relatively young nations, 

with diverse ethnic traditions and a similar pioneer · 

philosophy. Our peoples have together experienced the horrors 
- - -·-•- ----- . - - . -· -- .... 

of war, and fought shoulder-to-shoulder in the victory over 

Nazi Germany. Although we continue to clash on the battlefield 

o ideas, it is important to remember that the American and 

Soviet peoples have never been at war with one another. If we 

are wise, there is no reason why we ever should. 

Three Principles of U.S. Policy toward the Soviet Union 

From the moment I entered office almost three years ago, I 

sought to establish the bas is for a more stable and constr~ctive 

relationship with the Soviet Union. I had no illusions that it 

would be easy to deal with a hostile and m~litarily powerful 
.. 

adversary, or that it would be easy to find solutions to the 

many serious problems between us. My overriding objective was 

___ . ·_ ·_·· _·_ ·· ____ . _- _·- flDm'I.Di:WJiAls: 
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to ··reduce ·the dangers · of a -Soviet-American -military confronta- - ·­

tion. But I also embarked on a search for areas in which our 

two nations could work together to mutual advantage, areas · 

where there was a basis on which to instill greater confidence 

and mutual understanding to the US-Soviet relationship. 

Our strategy for managing relations with the Soviet Union 

---- ----is b-ased· on thre-e guiding -principles :realism,-. strength ; -and 

dial,:,gue: 

--· · - ·· ·-Realism 

An effective policy toward Moscow requires a realistic 

--· -·understanding ·-of the nature of the Soviet Union and the way it 

conducts itself in world affairs. If nothing else, history has 

taught us not tp base our relations with the Sov,,,..,...i•e~t-;.,U~nHi~o~n",-lo~n,__ ______ _ 

trust. We must ~ecognize that we are in a long-term competition 

with a rival that does not share our notions of individual 

liberties at home and peaceful change abroad. Indeed, misunder­

standings can best be avoided ~f we are quite frank in 

acknowledging our ideological differences, and unafraid to 

de£end the democratic values we hold so dear. 

I have, of course, been forthright in discussing the nature 

of the Soviet Union and the problems we have· with Soviet 

policies. I ~ill continue to do so. But frank talk should 

come as no surprise to Soviet leaders. President Andropov an~ 

- eoNFI:8!MT!M, 
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·President Brezhnev before him -nave ·always stressed that peaceful --:­

coexistence is not the same thing as ideological coexistenc_e. 
. .. 

We don't walk away from the negotiating table because the 

Soviets call us "aggressive imperialists," or because they 

cling to the ~antasy . of _th~ triumph -~~- <?Ommunism over democracy. 

I believe that Soviet leaders are no less clear-eyed. In fact, 

at a Central Committee meeting in June, Andropov himself. sta_ted: 

---- - - -··----· .. -- ·-- -.. A str.uggle is -underway for-the- mfnds··-and· hea-rts·-·of the 
billions of people on the planet, and the future of mankind 
depend~ to a considerable -extent on the outcome of this 
ideological struggle." 

Realism about the Soviet Union also means coming to grips 

with the facts of Soviet behavior throughout Soviet history, 

but especially over the past decade and~ h~lf. We have learned 

that the Soviet .Union is distinctly unimpressed by unilateral 

Western restraint. The Soviet Union's military build-up con-

tinued over the last ten-to-fifteen years despite considerable 

restraint on the part of th~ United States and its allies. 

Throughout the 1970s, the Soviets devoted twice as much of 

·their GNP to defense as the United States. They deployed s_ix 

times ~s many ICBMs, five times as many tanks, twice as many. 

combat aircraft and, of course, over 360 SS-20 intermediate­

range missiles at a time when the United States deployed no 

comparable weapons. 

Bolstered by its growing military power, the Soviet Union 

·, displayed an increasing willingness to use force -- both 

--·•-··· - ··- -

·- -- - -·- ·----- - -
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directly and indirectly -- to increase .regional tensions and 
._..__ --- ----- - ---------•- ------ -- - -·-- - . -. -

install regimes that were and -are totally lacking in popular 

support. From Angola to Afghanistan, from El Salvador to 

Kampuchea, the Soviets o~ their proxies have used force to 

interfere in the affairs of other nations. This type of inter­

·ference bas -bad tragic consequences for the peoples involved, 

and it has threatened -- and continues to threaten -- the 

__ _______ security . o_f other states. --- ---------- -------------·- ·---

1-...... :-.: . -

We recognize that the regional tensions that the Soviets and 
. 

their proxies seek to exploit are real, and have their roots in 

local ~ituations. Our approach is to assist the governments 

and peoples of areas where such tensions exist to negotiate_ 

peaceful political solutions to these problems. We think that 

is the only responsible approach in the nuclear age. 

Unfortunately, the Soviets do not yet share this approach. 

Rather, the Soviet Union -- unchallenged for far too long by a 

Unit~d States still traumatized by the Vietnam experience 

has in• recent years repeatedly sought to impose solutions by 

methods that necessarily threaten the interests of parties 

involved, of our friends and allies, and of the United States 

itself, as well as the peace of the world. 

eeMF I eENrritA..a 
---- ----- - --- ----- ------ -----
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___ Proceeding from this realistic view of the Sovie~_Union, we _ 

recognized from the outset that the United States and its allies 

and friends cannot negotiate successfully with the Soviet Union, 

or ensure that Moscow respects the vital interests of other 

- -countries; from a position of weakness. The greatest risk of 

nuclear war would come from a Soviet miscalculation that we were 

growing weak and that they could act aggressively without fear 

of response. This could create the kind of action-reaction 

cycle we all wish ·to avoid. - Thus, my first priorities were to -

restore America's economic and military strength, and to restore 
··-· . -

the trust and confidence between us and our partners that is 

needed if we are to deal successfully toge~her with the Soviet 

challenge. 

I will not dwell tonight on the details of the economic 

recovery now underway, or the specific steps we have taken to 

restore the military balance. Suffice it to say that, thanks 

·to the resolve of -the American people and the bipartisan support 

r~ceived from the Congress, we have sent an unambiguous signal -

to Moscow that we will reestablish equality in the areas of the 

military balance where the Soviet Union has opened up 

destabilizing gaps over the past ten years. We have made clear 

that we will provide material and·politica; support to govern­

ments and peoples threatened by the Soviets or their clients. 

CONFIBDNIPIM 
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We have also demonstrated that we are prepared to use our own 
. . 

. -- ·--·-- - -- -- -·- --- ••· ------ -------· - --- ·-·- - ----- -------- - -------------·- -- --- ------ · - --- ----·-

military strength when absolutely necessary to protect our - - -­

citizens and our interests and to advance the cause of peace. 

At the same time, we have made clear that, while we will . . 

restore the balance through our own programs if necessary, our 

preference is to do so through verifiable agreements that 

reduce arms on ·both sides to the lowest possible levels con-

In addition to rebuilding America's economic and military 

strength, an important element of our approach to the . Soviet 

Union was strengthening our relations with Allies and friends 

throughout the world. Here too, we have achieved considerable 

progress. The countries of NATO and our Japanese allies are, 

in the ma~n, committed as we are to prudent strengthening of 

our common defense capabilities. And we have made great strides 

in restoring the economic health of the Western democracies and 

in developing a common approach to international economic 

problems -- in particular, the need to avoid l~tting peaceful 
. -

trade become an instrument for acc~lerating the Soviet military 

buildup. 

Rather than the option of good-faith negotiations, the 

Soviet Union has chosen to deal with us by ._ seeking to divide 

America from the rest of the world, essentially through 

eeNFIBD!;;'lilt I 
---- - ---------------
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propaganda. The Atlantic Alliance is now in the process of 

sending the Soviets a clear message that they can no -longer ·­

count on divisions among Western governments as a means of . . 

mai"ntaining military superiority. I am thinking, of course, of 

the deployment this month of the first Pershing and cruise 

missiles in Great Britain, ·Italy, and the Federal Republic of 

Germany • . 

--·---- - ·-·- - -·-• ---- -- --- - ---- - - ---- -------------------- ------•- -- ------------·-

After more than two years of intensive negotiations, we 

would have preferred another result. Our initial objective was 

to rid the world of this generation of missiles, and that was 

what I proposed in November 1981. The Soviets rejected that 

.proposal, as they have rejected my subsequent proposal of an 

interim solution at equal levels, as a stepping-stone toward 

zero on both sides. 

Proceeding with these d·eployments has been no easy matter 

for any of the countries involved, including our own. We are 

deploying with a heavy heart. Our preference was and still 
.·-

remains to restore the balance in intermediate-range nuclear 

forces through arms ~ontrol rather than deployments. We : stand 

·ready to withdraw any and all of our new missiles if a fair 

bargain can be struck. 

COtff' I f)!EJN'f IM 
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_ .. The initiation of deployments has ·occurred because the 

Soviet Union, despite major concessions on our part, would not 

accept a negotiated solution other than one which would 

preserve a sizeable Soviet monopoly in intermediate-range 

nuclear missiles. The negotiating option remains open to the 

Soviets: we hope this time they will take it. We are ready to 

proceed. 

Dialogue 

If fact, the negotiating option is open to them everywhere, 
. 

and not just in the arms control field. The increased realism 

and strengt~ we have established provide the necessary 

undeipinnings for an-~ffective policy toward the Soviet Union. 

But our policy is not simply one of maintaining a military 

balance or con~aining Soviet expansi~11ird element 

of our strategy I mentioned earlier -- dialogue -- is integral 

to our whole approach. It is on this element that I would 1·ike 

to focus in the remainder of my remarks tonight. 

From the first days of my Administration, we have pursued 

ari intensive dialogue with the Soviet Union covering the . four 

principal areas of our relationship: arms control, regional 

s~curity, human rights, and bilateral cooperation. Through the ~ 

direct correspondence I have maintained with Presidents Brezhnev 

and Andropov, and in diplomatic exchanges from the level of 

-eeNPIDE!llt'ltDI.. ________ . _ 



--- ·-·---- ·-· --·-·-•-- ---
eoNFifJElffIA:L= 

- 14: -

. -Secretary of .sta.te on down, -we have conveyed a -consistent ···- --··-----

message: that we do not shrink from competition with the Soviet 

Union, be it political, military, economic, or ideological: but 

that our aim is to resoive Soviet-American differences 

peacefullf, and to search for agreements under which our twp 

great nations can cooperate co?structively to mutual advantage. 

--------- ·- --- --··we ·_al"'ways r e-co gnized· ·thatthe .. path-·to···agr·eements with Moscow 

and to greater Soviet-American cooperation would be a slow and 

difficult one. Having witnessed the rapid demise of the 

"ditente" of the 1970s, we ·set our standards in negotiations 

with the Sovi"ets high, and we expected no sudden breakthroughs. 
- - •·· + • • • ·---- --··---- --- --- ·-·-

For one thing, the Soviets themselves have placed numerou.s 

obstacles in the way -- their . continuing occupation of Afghani­

stan and brutal supression of human rights within the USSR being 

but two examples. Moreover·, I think the Soviets have not yet 

reconciled themselves to the ;act that for the next five years 

_and perhaps beyond, they must .-deal with Western governments 

that are united as never before in pursuing realistic policies __ . 

toward the Soviet Union. 

Nonetheless, at the beginning of this year I authorized 

Secretary of State Shultz to initiate an intensified series of ~ 
.. 

discussions with Soviet AmbassadQr Dobrynin. The purpose of 

this effort was to test whether the new Soviet leadership was 

eotff'IDDN'PiA.L.. ···------- - - --- --- ---
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positive footing. The Soviet response was not as forthcoming 

as we had hoped. Neither was it totally uninterested. Over 

the spring and summer, there were a few developments which 

suggested _ that the Soviet Union was considering engaging us_ in 

a search for better r~lations. 

This -modest progress ·was,--to -our -regret, --halted by the . 

Soviets' destruction on September 1 of Korean Airlines flight 7 

with 269 passengers on board, and their subsequent efforts to 

evade responsibility. The Soviet Union still owes the 

civilized world an unequivocal apol~gy for the Korean Airlines 

·massacre, ·as well as ·compensation ·for -the victims' famili.es. -· 

Perhaps of equal importance, the time has come for the Soviet 

Union to take positive steps te ensure that- c~i~v~i~l~i~a~nB--,aa:-±iTr-------­

travelers need never again fear a recurrence of this tragedy. 

But as much as I was shoc~ed and outraged by the Soviets' 

behavior, the downing of KAL flight 7 did not lead me to 

reevaluate our policy toward the Soviet Union. In pursuing 

negotiations with the Soviets, I bave never harbored any · 

illusions that progress would be the result of Soviet good will 

or human kindness. Progress can _only be achieved when the 

Soviets recognize that their best option· ··is cooperation. 
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.. Thus, in .the aftermath of the destruction · of KAL -flight -:':/,- - -------·---
------· -

I sent my negotiators back to Geneva and Vienna to · continue the 

negotiations on reducing nuclear and conventional arms. ­

Secretary of State Shultz went to Madrid to conclude the 

Conference that reviewed fulfillment of the Helsinki accords, 

and to meet .face~to-face with Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko. 
-

Throughout the fall, our diplomats have been in frequent contact 

on all issues in US-Soviet relations. 

Let me describe to you our approach to each of the four 

·areas of the US-Soviet agenda, and my hopes for the future. 

The Four-Part Agenda 

Regional Security 

The first element of the US-Soviet agenda is the broad 

range of regional· problems where the Soviet approach all too 

often threatens the security of other nations. It was the 

Sovi~t penchant for fanning regional tensions and intervening 

in regional disputes by using or encouraging the use of force 

tha~ contributed most to the collapse of "ditente." It is 

continuing Soviet adventurism in areas vital t~ the interests 

not just of the U.S., but also of a whole series of other 

countrie~,- that poses the most serious risk. __ of superpower 

confrontation. Soviet leaders mus·t recognize that their 

efforts to exploit regional animosities will gain the Soviet 

-- -·- -- - --- . ·--- ---------------~----- --· -------- ------------
. OONF IDf!!.fl' IMs 
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-- -------- -·.- -·-. __ .----- -¥ 

- -· - --- -Union -no enduring strategic -advantages, and can only -further ··--- --- -~-- ·----
-- · -- ... - -·-·- -- ---. .. ··-·------ --- -· - -- . --- ·------- .... -- . -------· . ---' -· ----- . ----- . - - ----- --

complicate the search for improved East-West relations. 

We and the Soviets, in my view, should have a common 

interest in promoting regional ~tability, in finding peaceful 

solutions to existing conflicts that will permit developing 

nations to concentrate their energies on economic growth. : It · 
-- ------·-

was out ·of this belief that we tried to engage the Soviets las·t 

__ ~·eii.r in exchanges of views concerning what would be .required to 

bring about a peaceful political solution in Afghanistan, 

complementing the efforts undertaken by the United Nat'ions 

Secretary General. - It was also out this belief that we 

exchanged views with the Soviets on developments in southern 

Africa, as a means of supplementing the broad-gauge diplomatic 

effort which has been underway for several years to achieve a 

peaceful polit~cal solution. to that region's many problems. 

Our approach has been constructive. So far it has not been 

matched on the Soviet side. But we are prepared to continue if 

the Soviets agree. We remain convinced that on issues l~ke 

these it should be in the Soviet Union's best interest to play 

a constructive role in achieving broad-based, negotiated 

solutions. If the Soviets make that choic~., - they will find us 

ready to collaborate. 

------- -------- - - -·--- -- --- ------- .. 
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- - · · ·- · Arms · Control ·--- - - ------ ·· -- - -- --- -- -- -- · - ··- -- -----· 

Regional conflicts need to be addressed not only in the 

interests of the parties involved, bu~ -because they contain the 

risk of broader US-Soviet confrontation. And in the nuclear 

age, such a confrontati9n could ..well be mankind's last. - -Thus 

alongside regional ' issues, arms control stands at the top of 

the US-Soviet agenda. 
--- ---- -----·----·--------

American and Soviet scientists have recently documented 

' what common sense dictates: there would be no winners in a 
.. . 

nuclear war, and human society and human life itself would be 

gravely threatened. _It was _in_ ~_ecogni tion of these gri~- -­

reali ties that l have proposed to the Soviet Union a 

comprehensive series of initiatives that seek both to reduce 

substantially the size of our nuclear arsenals, and to 

eliminate any incentive to use nuclear weapons even in a 

crisis. Together with our nuclear arms control initiatives, we 

have-proposed the complete elimination of chemical weapons, and 
- - -

are pressing ahead with the Vienna negotiations to reduce NATO 

and Warsaw Pact forces in Central Europe. 

Our standardi in all these negotiations are high: we insist 

that agreements be based on real equality, ·~that they make a 

meanirigfui contribution to international security, ana that 

they be verifiable. Agreements that simply ratify a continuing 

C ONF I Df!tff I.l'd:. 



.. 
--· ·· --- - - ---- ----- ---------- -------- ----- --- -· . ' 

C0Nf!I BBtf'f I:Ms 

- 19 -

- - --·-·. ·----- -- -· ---- ------ . - - - ------ - - -- -- - . 

Soviet build-up are -worse than -no agreements at all-. - Moreover, 

the doubts that have arisen recently about Soviet_~ompliance 

with previous SALT agree~ents-- underscore the need to close 

every possible loophole. 

If our standards are high, our flexibility is also great. · 

talks were directly responsive to Soviet concerns. In INF, I 

moved toward the So-Viet position ___ on aircraft and on the 

geographic coverage of a future agreement, and I offered special 

constraints on the system that Moscow claims to .be most 

· .... •, _ ---concerned .about, .the Pershing II.. -In START, I -proposed the -- -- ---·· -- · 

concept of a guaranteed build-down in strategic weapons as 

older systems are replaced. I stated that we were prepared to 

trade reductions in areas where we enjoy an advantage, bombers 

and cruise missiles, for reductions in the main area of Soviet 

advant~ge, warheads on land-based ballistic missiles. 

The· Soviet response to these initiatives was disappointing. 

The Soviet START Delegation practically ignored our new propo­

sals. In INF, after showing the first signs of f lex_ibili ty 

since the talks began, the Soviets abruptly declared the talks 

finished on the grounds that U.S. deployments had made 

negotiations impossible. -The United ·states negotiated in good 

faith while the Soviets deployed over one hundred additional · 
----- - . - --- --·- ·· -

eelfPIB:B!f!'Ikb 
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SS-20s with over three hundred warheads. - We are ready to 

continue the search for an agreement that would reduce __ _ 

intermediate-range weapons to the lowest possible level, and 

hope ·the Soviet Union will join in that search. 

Arms reductions are the most important aspect of our arms 

________ control agenda with the Soviets_, _but .we .have_ .also presented -a----­

number of other initiatives to reduce the risk of war. In 
-- . - --

order to minimize the dangers of miscalculation in periods of 

tension, I have proposed to the Soviets a series of steps we 

call "confidence-building measures." 

Our proposals cover a broad spectrum. Under negotiation in 

Geneva are proposals for advance notification of missile tests 

and major military exercises. We have also suggested that we 

and the Soviets work together with other nations to establish 

procedures for handling the possible seizure of nuclear weapons 

by terrorists. Following up on suggestions by Senator Nunn and 
. . -

the late Senator Henry Jackson, we also proposed a number of 

way°s to improve direct US-Soviet channels of communication as a 

safeguard against misunderstandings in time of crisis. I am 

pleased to say that the Soviets have agreed to a second round 

of talks on communications improv~ments beginning on • ---

------- -·---- ----------·--
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-- ··Human Rights -· 

___ _ The third major subject of our dialogue with the Soviet 

Union is human rights. It is Soviet abuses in this area, 
-

perhaps more than any other issue, that have created the 

mistrust and ill will that hangs over our r~lationship. Soviet 

unwillingness to abide by solemn international commitments in 

------this area -has -been -all too--<:haracteristic -of the --Soviet ·· approa~h 

to international affairs generally. 

Moral considerations alone compel us to express our outrage 

over the imprisonment of thousands of .prisoners of conscience 

- ···--in the Soviet -union,-· over l:he virtual balt--in the ·emigration ·of · 

Jews and other Soviet minorities, over the continuing 

harassment of coorageous fi9u1es like Andrey Sakharov. It is 

difficult for any decent human being to comprehend why Soviet 

authorities find it impossible to allow 300 of their citizens 

to be reunited with close famil.y members in the United -States. 

Our objectives in the human rights field are not revolu­

tionary. We ask only that the Soviet Union live up to the 

obligations it has freely assumed under international covenants ­

-- in particular, its commitments under the Helsinki accords. 

Experience has shown that greater respect for human rights can 
- -

contribute to progress in other areas of the Soviet-American 

relationship. 

OONFIBBN'fI.M. 
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-- We know that this is a sensitive area for the Soviets, and ·- ---­

here too our approach is a flexible one. We are not interested 

in . propaganda advantage: .the Soviet human rights record is a 

propaganda black eye the Soviets give themselves, and we would 

gladly see them stop~ We . are interested in results. 

example, we were heartened this spring when Soviet authorities .. 

___ agreed to_ grant exit visas to the _Pentecostalist ...families who .. _ _ _ 

had sought refuge in our Moscow Embassy for almost four years. 
~ . - . . 

They were well aware of our interest, but the decisiop was 

theirs alone, and was of benefit to the people involved, and to 

the two countries. I see no reason why the same benefit should 

not be achieved in other, -similar cases in this area. 

Bilateral Cooperation 

The final element of our agenda with the Soviets includes 

economic and other bilateral relations. Despite strains in our 

relationship, we have preserved the framework for peaceful, 

non-strategic bilateral trade advantageous to both countries. 

The· signing this summer of a _ new Long-Ter~ Agreement on grain 

sales is a manifestation of our desire to promote such tr~de 

with the Soviet Union. 

We have also made clear to the Soviets ~hat we are prepared 

to explore ways of expanding bilateral cooperation in other 

areas. In particular, we are interested in finding new ways in 
- --- - -- - · 

€9NF I !9ENTI.'Ys 
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- ------ ------- ---- - ----~ -- -···---- - - - -
---- ---,.,hich our two peoples can get to know one another ,--and ·increase - - -·-----··· 

understanding of -each other's societies and cultures. 

With this in mind, we proposed earlier this year that our 

governm.ents -begin negotiati.on·s-·- o·n a new cultural and scientific 

exchanges agreement, and renew discussion on the opening of new 

_ __ ..consulates -in .Kiev __ and New _york .. ----..These were . .two .areas .wher.e., 
- . , -

in my judgment, the balance of mutual advantage was about 
------- -- --- ·--

equal, where both sides stood to gain by regularizing access to 

each other's society on a reciprocal basis. Because of the 

tragic events ·of September 1, we had ~o put off the start of 

-these talks. - ··But our int.erest i~- expiori~g ways ·to get to ··know 

each .other better through reciprocal steps in areas like these 

continues st rong. 

As another example, we would like to explore ways t~ 

increase the representation of the other country's viewpoint in 
. 

the news media. Soviet commentators of course have splendi~ 

access to our free media, and we welcome the challenge. I was 

pleased when Soviet television interviewed Deputy Secretary .of 

State Dam a few months back on the prospects for the Geneva 

Qegotiatiops. My government is prepared to work with the u.-s. 

news media to institute a more regular program of exchanges of 

this sort. 
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Conclusion 

_As you can see, our agenda with the Soviets is a -formidable 

one. Although the prevention of war may be the overarching 

goal, all four areas -- regional security, arms control, human 

rights, bilateral cooperation -- are important. Indeed, a 

lasting improvement in Soviet-American relations depends on 

progress in all four. 

In closing, let me return again to the three pillars of our 

policy toward the Soviet Union that I mentioned earlier: 

realism, strength and negotiation. As much as we would wish 

othe~wise, competition is likely to be a central feature of our 

relations for some time to come. And I am proud to say _that, 

thanks to the support of the American people, we have been 

successful over the past three years in restoring the strength 

necessary to avoid war and defend vital Western interests 

against continuing Soviet challenges. 

Strength and realism provide the necessary foundation for 

ensuring peace in our relations with the Soviet Union. Our 

preference, however, is to reduce the risk of military conflict 

and to resolve Soviet-American differences through dialogue and 

negotiation. Our hope is that, in America's relations with the 

Soviet Union -- as in relations among all nations -- we can 

create for future generations a world free from the use of 

- - . ---------- -------·--•----·-··---·-----·-- -
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force-, a- world in. which swords have been beaten inte>- ------·· 

ploughshares, a world in which states of differing social . 

systems can cooperate with one another on the basis of mutual 

. respect and shared interest. 

We have in place a .positive agenda that offers the basis 

for a more stable and m_u~ua.1;:r_ ~~-n~f_i_c_~a_l relationship between 

the United St~to.s and the Soviet Union. I am ccnfident that, 

in the coming months and years, if we sustain our approach, ·· 

this goal can be achieved. I call upon the leaders of the 

Soviet Union to join us in the search for peace 

they do so, the better for al~ mankind • . 

COWi'iESEN'PlA.. 
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I would 

important 

United 

the 

The conduct of our relations with the Soviet Union is 

central to our entire foreign policy. It could not be 

otherwise. The Soviet Union shares with us the status and the 

responsibilities that come with being ·one of the two greatest . 

powers on this planet. The Soviet Union's territory spans two 

continents, and eleven time zones. Like the United States, the 

Soviets have interests ' and allies far beyond their own 

frontiers. Perhaps most importantly, only the United States 

and the Soviet Union possess enormous nuclear arsenals capable 

of destroying all mankind. 

As De Tocqueville predicted more than a century ago, it was 

perhaps inevitable that the United States and Soviet Russia 

would find themselves in competition as the only truly global 

powers in the world today. Moreover, the global strategic 

competition that De Tocqueville foresaw is sharpened by the 

differences between Western democratic values and the Communist 

view of the relationship among the individual, government, and 

society. Taken together, these factors ensure that the United 

Qc»ii' I~IDi'il IM. 
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States and Soviet Union will, for the foreseeable future, see 

one another as adversaries. 

But despite our differences, we and the Soviets share a 

common interest in managing our adversarial relationship in 

order to keep nuclear war from ever occuring. This has been 

the objechive of every President since the dawning of the 

nuclear era. It is my profound commitment to the American 

people and to all peoples of the world. We are all aware of 

the terrible devastation that nuclear weapons would infaict on 

human society -- indeed, on human life itself. We are deter­

mined to continue the pursuit of policies which will keep that 

devasta~ion fro~~ver -:0~curing . . Our children and their children 

5D 

must be able to sleep at night -:secure · in the underst-anding · that.-! a:..· .-. 

we are moving away -from and not toward a nuclear holocaust 

This requires a reas1?_Ded approach to the Soviet Union and to 

the world. 
r-

----

,, 

Soviet Policy: Part of the- u.s. 

Our policy toward the Soviet Union ·is but one element of -a 

broader foreign policy- that- seeks to establish a durable 

foundation for wo.rld . peace ... _ .:.._ -"· _ ~ ._ 

World peace requires_, fir~t and foremost that we elimin•ate 

the use of force and the threat of force from relations among 

states. 

..QQNF I DENcrIA:L 
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War, for me, is public enemy number one. The world has 

witnessed more than 150 wars since the end of World War Two 

alone. Today armed conflicts are raging in the Middle East, 

Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America and Africa. In 

' many other regions, independent nations are confronted by 

neighbors armed to the teeth seeking to dominate through the 

threat of armed attack. 

As we see each evening on the television screen, even 

conventional wars wreak terrible human costs. Moreover, these 

51 

. - - ----- . . .....; ..:..; -- -
conflicts impose incalculable costs on the peoples involved, 

and run the risk of a wider confrontation involving the great 

powers. I am working for a future in which regional disputes 
-.---- - - ' ;- . . ,' ~--- _ ___:.. -

are settled by peaceful means, rather than by force of arms or 
- -

military intimidation, a future in which mankind no longer 

faces the dest~-uction and human tragedy of war. 

As a means to this end, our strategy for peace aims at 

reducing and, ultimately, eliminating the excessively vast 
. - -

stockpiles of armaments in the world -- above all, the enormous 

- - --. -
- ~ 

numbers of nuclear weapons. t:J.__;e_. ~ ~ . _ .- "Q<:.{I(_ 
~~- ~ ~ ~ - ~ --~. -
It is nothing less than a tragedy that the world's devel-

i.. ... 

oping nations spend ·more than 150 billion dollars per year on 
• 

arms -- almost 20 percent of their national budgets. It is 

OOHFIBBN'fIMv-
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In seeking to reduce arms levels, we assign the highest 

priority to reducing the levels of nuclear weapons of mass 

destruction. Nuclear arms reductions depend ultimately on 

negotiati But we and our Allies have also made considerable -

recent years -- progress that is not generally 

appreciated -- to reduce the size of NATO's nuclear arsenal. 

For example, it is a -little known fact -that our total 

nuclear stockpile is now ·a·t its lowest level in 20 years- in .. 
terms of the number of ·warheads·,- and at -the lowest level in 

years in terms -of its total destr~ctive._power. Just -last 

month, we and our allies agreed ~on the elimination of _an 

additional 1400 nuclear warheads -from Western Eu.rope. This - -

comes on top of the remov.al ~of rOOO warheads from Europe three 

years ago. Even if all our p1anned -.intermediate-range ·missiles. 

have to deployed in Europ_e: over--":the -nex--t -five years --=- _aqd we 

hope this will not be necessary- -- -five -existing warh-eads will 

have been eliminated for each new one. 
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Just as important as reducing the numbex-s of nuclear 

balance. Nuclear war need never occur if we ensure that no 

nation could ever believe it could gain by attacking with 

nuclear weapons. Thus it is essential to minimize the number 

of so-called "first-strike" weapons. 

Peace, furthermore, should mean more than just the absence 

of war. Thus together with elimination of the use of force and 

reductions in arms levels, we also seek to establish greater 

confidence and understanding among states. 

We do not believe ideological differences are an 

insurmountable o~~tacle to establishing greater confidence 

among states. Confidence depends. first and foremost, on 
<::. 

respect for the legitimate interests of ·other state-s,''-·::;_ ~ 
4 

irrespective of differences in political and economfcvalues: 
~ 

But confidence c~n also be strengthened by expanding contacts 

among peoples, through cultural and academic exchanges, and 

through trade. ~ lding confide~ ~ can create a durable 

basis for cooper~~ion to avoid war and reduce arms • 

... -_:,-...:.=-
--- •·- # - -

Confidence is, sad to say, sorely lacking in our relations 

with the Soviet Union. In the fifty years since our two nations 

established diplomatic relations, we have seen brief periods of 

QQNFIDBN'ill~L 
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partnership amidst longer ones of bitter confrontation. We 

have lived through the dark days of the imposition of Soviet 

rule in Eastern Europe, the Berlin blockade, and the Cuban 

missile crisis. We have seen the high hopes for detente in the 

1970s dashed by the Soviet Union's unrestrained military 

build-up and by Moscow's aggressive policies beyond its borders. 

t,~ (_ .:)°Cr-'~ v. C1..J_ ~ 
But I do not believe that confrontation is the destiny of 

American and Soviet peoples. Our two societies share a 

number of common bonds. We are both relatively young nations, 

with diverse ethnic traditions and a similar pioneer _­

philosophy. Our peoples have together experienced the horrors 

of war, and fought shbulder-to-shoulder in the victory- over _~ 

Nazi Germany. Although we continue ~o clash on the battlefie d 

of ideas, it is important to _remember that the American and 

Soviet peoples have never been at war_with one another.· 

I 

a:e wise, ~:r easohc why we~ ould~k ~ 

Three Princi les of U.S. Po ic toward the Soviet Union 

From the moment I .:entered off ice almost three years _ ago, -I · 

sought to establish · the basis for a more stable and constructive -~ 

relationship with the. Soviet Union. -,I had no. ill.us ions. that-- it 

would be easy to deal with a hostile and militarily powerful 

adversary, or that it would be easy to find solutions - to the 

many serious problems between us. My overriding objective was 

€0NPlf)EttTIAi:I 
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to reduce the dangers of a Soviet-American military confronta­

tion. But I also embarked on a search for areas in which our 

two nations could work together to mutual advantage, areas 

where there was a basis on which to instill greater confidence 

and mutual understanding to the US-Soviet relationship. 

Our strategy for managing relations with the Soviet Union 

ed on three guiding principles ~ realism, strength, and 

~~u-.:::::'e: /\.A?_~~~ 

Realism 

An effective policy toward Moscow ~equires a realistic 

understanding _oj the nature of the Soviet Union and the . way it , 
. - . . .. '· 

-
conducts itsel~ in world affairs. , ,lf JlO_~hi_~,9 el se, history l}as 

taught us not t~ base our relations wi~p ~he Soviet Union on = - :-:--. -

trust. · We - mush-recognize that we are in a long-term competition ' •-~ -~.~ ---:_ .:::- - _· ~: ~ =. ~~ -=-z?~ ._ -=~ ... -. ~ 

with a rival that does not share our notions of individual 

liberties at home and peaceful change abroad. Indeed, misunder­

standings can best be avoided if we are quite frank in 
- - --- --- - -· 

acknowledging our ideological differ,s.nces, and unafrai~_ to 
' --- -----

defend the democratic values we hold so dear. 

-
I have, of- course, been forthright in discussing the nature 

.- .- -- = : 

of the Soviet Union and the problems we have with Soviet 

policies: I will continue to do so. But frank talk should 

come as no surprise to Soviet leaders. President Andropov and 

-QONF I9SN'PiM. 
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President Brezhnev before him have always stressed that peaceful 

coexistence is not the same thing as ideological coexistence. 

We don't walk away from the negotiating table because the 

Soviets call us "aggressive imperialists," or because they 

cling to the fantasy of the triumph of communism over democracy. 

I believe that Soviet leaders are no less clear-eyed. In fact, 

at a Central Committee meeting in June, Andropov himself stated: 

"A struggle is underway for the minds and hearts of the 
billions of people on the planet, and the future of mankind 
depends to a considerable extent on the outcome of this 
ideological struggle." -· -

Realism about the Soviet Union also means coming to grips 

with the facts of Soviet behavior throughout Soviet history~ -

but especially over the~past decade and a half. We have learned _ 

that the Soviet Unioh is distinct! eral , ~ . : : _ • ~ - - -

Western restraint. The Soviet Union's military build-up con-

tinued over the last ten-to-fifteen years despite considerable 

restraint on the part -of, the ~Dnited States and ~ts allies. : ~~ 

Throughout the 1970s, the Soviets- cl-evl:>tea - twice as much~-o -f --:= . ..,._- - ,.-h - -

their GNP to defense as the Uni t-ed States. They deployed . siX -=--·· ·-- ­

times as many ICBMs, £ive times as many tanks, twice as many 

combat aircraft and, -of course,, _ over -3-60 .:: SS-2-0- intermediate-

range missiles at a ~time-when-t-he- Uni-l:ed - St--at-es --deployed-- no ,0 , - ·. 

comparable weapons. 

Bolst~red by its growing military power, the Soviet Union 

displayed an increasing willingness to use force -- both 

eeNPISSN'PI.U. 
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directly nd indirectly -- ;:.e-hnq~ease regional tensions and -install re imes that were and re totally lacking in popular 

support. 

Kampuchea, t 

interfere in 

Angola to anistan, from El Salvador to 

their proxies have used force to 

of other nations. This type of inter-

gic consequences for the peoples involved, 

continues to threaten -- the 

We recogniz~ that the regional tensions that the Sovi~ts and 

their proxies seek to exploit are real, and have their roots in 

local situations. Our approach is to assist the governments 

and peoples of ~reas where such tensions exist to negotiate 

peacef-ul poli tic~l -solutions to these problems. We- think .that 

·--is the only responsible approach in the nuclear age. • -

Rather, the Sovie 

United States stil 

has in 

methods that 

itself, as the 

yet share this approach. 

nchallenged for far too long -by a 

tized by the Vietnam experience 

to impose solutions by 

threaten the interests of parties 

allies, andof the United States 

of the world. 

-eeNFIBflN'.PIAi,,u 
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Proceeding from this realistic view of the Soviet Union, we 

recognized from the outset that the United States and its allies 

and friends cannot negotiate successfully with the Soviet Union, ;/) 

or ensure that Moscow respects the vital interests of other v'& 
countries, from a position of weakness. The greatest risk of ~ -nuclear war would come from a Soviet miscalculation that we were 

growing weak and that they could act aggressively without fear 

of response. This could create the kind of action-reaction 

cycle we all wish to aYoid.· Thus, my first priorities were to_ ~ 

restore America's economic and military -strength, and to restur-e 

the trust and confidence between us and our partners that is 

needed if we are to deal successfully_ .to.gether with the Soviet 

I will not dwell tonight on the details of the economic __ -

recovery now underway~ o~ the speci~ic steps we .have _tak~n ~tu- -

restore the military . balance.- Su-ff ice it ~o say that, thanks~- - . ~ -= - ·· 

to the resolve of the American people and .the bipartisan -support 

received from the Congress,. we have sent an unambiguous signaL · 

to Moscow that we will reestablish equality in the area-s o-f · the 

destabilizing gaps over the past ten years. · We have- made c'l-e-ar _ ... 3, 

that we will provide material and political support ±o -govern­

ments ano peoples threatened by the Soviets or their clients. 
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We have also demonstrated that we are prepared to use our own 

military strength when absolutely necessary to protect our 

citizens and our interests and to advance the cause of peace. 

At the same time, we have made clear that, while we will 

restore the balance through our own programs if necessary, our 

preference is to do so through verifiable agreements that 

reduce arms on both sides to the lowest possible levels con­

sistent with our security requirements. 

In addition~ to rebuilding America's economic and military 

strength, an important element of our approach to the Soviet -

Union was strengthening our relations with Alli e s and fr iends 
throughout the world • . Here too, we have achieved -considerable 

progress. The ountries of NATO and our Japanese allies are, 

in the main, co~mitted as we are to prudent strengthening of 

our common defense capabilities. And we have made great strides 

in restoring tne economic health of the Western democracies -and :-~ -

in developing a - common approach to interna-tional -economic-""'· 

problems -- in particular, the need ~ o avoid letting peacjful -

trade become -an instrument for acceleratin -the -Soviet -military---- -

buildup. 

_,._ .,_.... _ ___. ..,,..._ - --
Rath~r ~~aa- the optfon of good-faith negotiations, the 

Soviet Union has chosen to deal with us by seeking to divide 

. . 
America from the rest of the world, essentially through 

QOHFIDBN'll:EM.,a 
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propaganda. The Atlantic Alliance is now in the process of 

sending the Soviets a clear message that they can no longer 

count on divisions among Western governments as a means of 

maintaining military superiority. I am thinking, of course, of 

the deployment this month of the first Pershing and cruise 

missiles in Great Britain, Italy, and the Federal Republic of 

Germany. 

After more than two years of intensive negotiations, ve - . 
I' .... ;~ ,.s would have preferred another result. Our ~.a.J_objective 

to rid the world of this generation of missiles, and that was _ 

what I proposed in November,.tl98-}:-. -- -The Soviets rejected that '­

proposal, as they .have • rejected '1TIY -subsequent proposal of an--

e deployments easy matter--

for any of the countries involved, including our own. ·we are 

deploying with a heavy heart. _ .Our ;-preference wa-s and ...still-- .. :-" . 

remains to ...restore the balance .in -intermediate-range nuclear __ 

- ·:_ forces through arms ---control--ra ther-than- deployments. __ We, _s.tand 

ready to withdraw any and -all, of our new misi:.:f 
bargain can be struck. W~ ~ 
0-- ~~ v, ;h...~ ' 

eottP I r)f!tf'P IM,.. 
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The initiation of deployments has occurred because the 

Soviet Union, despite major concessions on our part, would not 

accept a negotiated solution other than one which would 

preserve a sizeable Soviet monopoly in intermediate-range 

nuclear missiles. The negotiating option remains open to the 

Soviets; we hope this time they will take it. We are ready to 

proceed. 

Dialogue 

I')fact, tbe negotiating option is open to them everywhere, ~ 

and not just in tne arms control field. The increased realism---_ 

and strength we have established provide the necessary 

underpinnings _- for an e·ffecti ve policy toward the Soviet Union. - -.-

bl 

- But our policy 1s not simply one of maintaining a ·· mili~ary_- ==' ,~.:-=-:-: .. ::. ~ -= . 

balance or containing Soviet expansionism~ • The third element .. 

of our strateg__y: -I mentioned earlier -- dialogue is integral ~---------.:__. 
to our whol~r-approach. -'It is on this element that I would like 

to focus in the remainder of my remarks tonight •. 

From the first days of my Administr~tion, we- have pursued 

an intensive d~alogue with the Soviet Union covering the zour 
... ·- - i - -

: . ·-- principal_ area~ of .QU!: relationship: arms control,# -:, -regionai_.-.-,- ·---, 

·-=-security, ~human--rights, ---a.nd bilateral cooperation. - Through -the 

direct correspondence I have maintained with Presidents Brezhnev 
• 

and Andropov, and in diplomatic exchanges from the level of 

•-GONF lDillff l!Jw .. 
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Secretary of State on down, we have conveyed a consistent 

message: that we do not shrink from competition with the Soviet 

Union, be it political, military, economic, or ideological: but 

that our aim is to resolve Soviet-American differences 

peacefully, and to search for agreements under which our two 

great nations can cooperate constructively to mutual advantage. 

We always recognized that the path to agreements with Moscow 

and to greater Soviet-American cooperation would he a -s] ow and., 
-<:.::: 

diffie~lt cue. Having witnessed the rapid demise of the 

"ditente" of the 1970s, we set our standards in negotiations 

with the Soviets high, and we expected no sudden breakthroughs. 

For one thing, the Soviets themselves have placed numerous_ 

obstacles in the way ~ - their- continuing occupation of Afghani­

stan and brutal supressioh of.: human ,.:rights within the .USSR:.. bei-ng 

but two examples-- Mo.r.eoY-er., I . .think_ .t.he~ Soviet~-~ _. 

reconciled themselve to ,the ; c:f-act· tha't for the[next £ive- years .::. -i :_,.-:: 

and perhaps beyon.iJ ~h y_must deal with Western governments 

that are united as neve before in pursuing realistic_policies 

Secretary of State Shultz to initiate- an intensified 4eries~of , 

discussions with Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin. The purpose of 

this effort was to test whether the new Soviet leadership was 

•OOtlFIBBN'i'IM. 

--·.-
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prepared to join us in an effort to put our relations on a more 

positive footing. The Soviet response was not as forthcoming 

as we had hoped. Neither was it totally uninterested. Over 

the spring and summer, there were a few developments which 

suggested that the Soviet Union was considering engaging us in 

a search for better relations. 

This modest progress was, to our regret, halted by the 

Soviets' destruction on September 1 of Korean Airlines fli.ght 7. 

with 269 passengers on board, and their su):>sequent ·.efforts to 

. evade responsib~lity. Tb~_Soviet Union still owes the 

civilized world an unequivocal apology for the Korean Airlines 
-... --

massacre, as we-il as ccnnpensafion for the victims I .. _famil,.ies. 

P~rhaps of- equa1 importance, the time has ~~m~ f~r ~h~ Soviet 

Union to take positive steps to ensure --=-t :hat civilian air _ 

_ _ trayelers need-....n_ever again fear a recurf~nc_e of __ tJ1_~s __ 1:_ragedy._.--~-- =-=- _ 

-- - --- - - - -- - - -- . 
~ ~-=- ... ~ •-:z:-,_....,.. ~~:,..I,.&"-""-~~--- --- -

-
But as much- as I was shocked and outraged J:?~ .. the_.:: __ Soviets' 

. 
behavior, the ~owning of KAL flight 7 did not lead me to 

reevaluate our -policy toward the Soviet Union. In p_ursu~nSJ ___ . 
-

negotiations w1th the Soviets, I have never harbored any 

----- ~--f11usions tlia:t-· progre-s-s - would be the result of Soviet good ..wi.lL _ 
- -- - - - ----- _, - - · 

-
.or hum~n. k·-ina..ri.:!tS-s~ --Progress--..can only be achieved _when the __ 

Soviets recog~ize that their best option is cooper~tion~ . 

eeMF IBEM'!'L"a,, 
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Thus, in the aftermath of the destruction of KAL flight 7, 

I sent my negotiators back to Geneva and Vienna to continue the 

negotiations on reducing nuclear and conventional arms. 

Secretary of State Shultz went to Madrid to conclude the 

Conference that reviewed fulfillment of the Helsinki accords, 

and to meet face-to-face with Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko. 

Throughout the fall, our diplomats have been in frequent contact 

on all issues in US-Soviet relations. 

Let me describe to you our approach to each of the four 

areas of the US-Soviet agenaa, and my hopes for the future. 

The Four-Part Agenda 

Regional Security _ 

The first element of th 

range of regional problems · w oach. al'1.- ·too- - -. ~ · · 

often threatens · the ~ecuri.ty- £~other-nations 

Soviet penchant for fanning ~-:re 'l.onal tensio and intervening 

in regional disputes by using- o ._ encourag · g the use of force 

that contributed most to .the co "detente. II It· is ~ -

=- vi tal:---to the ..interests · U 
not just of the u.s.~ but a1so 

countries, that poses the ·sk of superpower 

confrontation. · Soviet leaders. -must- -reco nize that thei--r . 
efforts to exploit regional animosities gain the Soviet 

CONP IBBN'i' I.Mt,. ·· 
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Union no enduring strategic advantages, and can only further 

complicate the search for improved East-West relations. 

We and the Soviets, in my view, should have a common 

interest in promoting regional stability, in finding peaceful 

solutions to existing conflicts that will permit developing 

nations to concentrate their energies on economic growth. It 

was out of this belief that we tried to engage the Soviets last 

year in exchanges of views concerning what would be required to 

bring about a peaceful political .$olution in Afghanistan, ­

complementing -- the efforts undertaken by the United Nations 

~ecretary Genezal. It was also out this belief that we 
, -

exchanged views -· wi tli -the Sovie~s on dev-elopments iri·-soufliern 

Africa~ as a me-=ans - of supplementing the broad~gauge d1piomatic 

effort which has been underway for several years to achieve a 
' 

peaceful po1.i t1cal solution to that reg-ion's many problems. . 

-
Our approach has been constructive. So far it has not been 

matched on th~ _-Soviet side. But we are prepared to continue if 

the Soviets agf~e. We remain convinced that on issues like 
- ------ - -"!:'"' ·- -- - ~ ... ___..:... 

- cc..-'-- "" - -- -these it should ~ be in the Soviet Union• s - best interest to play 

a constructive-role in achieving broad-based, negotiated 
-

If:=the Soviets make that choice, they will find us 

ready to.collaborate. 
• I • 

0ONFIBEH1f IA-= 
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conflicts need to be addressed not only in the 

rests of the parties involved, but because they contain the 

of broader US-Soviet confrontation. And in the nuclear 

such a confrontati~n could well be mankind's last. Thus 

regional issues, arms control stands at the top of -
e US-Soviet agenda. 

what common sense there would be no winners in a 

nuclear war, and human society and- human life itself would be 

gravely threatened. , ~twas -in recognition-of these -grim 

realities that I have proposed ·~ o -the ..--Sovi.et _Unioh -a·:: · · "'-.--, ::. 

comprehensive -·series of · · · 

substantia.1 ize ·of_ :our . ,nucle·ar . .ar se al-s, and,rto :.- -
- - ....:_, T" • .• 

eliminate any incentive to use ·nucl-ear --weapons even in -a 

crisis. Together with our nuclear ,arms control ~nitiatives, we 

have proposed the complete--elimination of chemical-weapons, and 

are pressing ahead..lii~h the Vienna negotiations tu reduce NATO 

and Warsaw Pact forces-in Central Europe . 

Our standards in :.all. . tbes·e negotiations .are high.: we -insist 

that agreements be based on real equality, that they mak~ a 

meaningf\11 contribution to international security,-;. and that = 

they be verifiable. Agreements that simply ratify a continuing 

QQNFI9iiNWIA.Ts: 
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Soviet build-up are worse than no agreements at all. Moreover, 

the doubts that have arisen recently about Soviet compliance 

with previous SALT agreements underscore the need to close 

every possible loophole. 

If our standards are high, our flexibility is also great. 

The proposals I announced in September in the INF and START 

talks were directly responsive to Soviet concerns. In INF, I 

moved toward the Soviet position on aircraft and on the 

geographic cover age of a future agreement, and I offered special 

constraints on the system that Moscow claims to be most 

concerned abou~ the P~rshing II. In START, I proposed the 
- - - --· - - ..;; . - . 

concept of a gu~_!'antee weapons as 

older systems are replaced. I stated that we were prepared to 

---~· trade- reductions=- ~n are~s where we enjo~. an advantage,. bombers 
. . . . -

-
.. _ ~!!d cru !-_-se_m_! s :sU-es, for: r-eauctions in the main area of Soviet 

advantage~ w~rhe.JldS on land-based ballistic missiles. 

The Soviet _~ esponse to these initiatives was disappointing. 

The Soviet ST~Delegati-on practically ignored our new 

sals. ·- -in INF-;--after - showiE g the first signs of flexibility 

since the talKs-began, the Soviets abruptly declared the talks 

finished on the grounds that U.S. deployments had made 

negotiati~ns impossible. The United States negotiated in good 

faith while the Soviets deployed over one hundred additional 

CONFI9.8N'P.InI 
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SS-20s with over three hundred warheads. We are ready to 

continue the search for an agreement that would reduce 

intermediate-range weapons to the lowest possible level, and 

hope the Soviet Union will join in that search. 

Arms reductions are the most important aspect of our arms 

control agenda with the Soviets, but we have also presented a 

number of other initiatives tu ·reduce the risk of war. Irr 

order to minimize .the dangers :of miscaiculation .-in periods of 

tension, I have proposed to i he · Soviets a series of steps we 

call "conf idence-building_, measures -~• 

Our proposals cover;:a-. broad -=spectr-um .- ' - Under -negotiat-i-on • in 

Geneva are proposal-s for ·~ dv-ance ·n-otif-i--ca t;-ion of missile ·t ·ests · 

and major mili ta.ry. -exe-r.c :f.s:e-s :,. ::E:W:e--:haY:e:- also suggested th¢ :we'-= ,3 --~- - • ,re-__ ...:;;;. ._ -==--

and the Soviets work together:-:--wi±h~ ther -nations - t-o-=establish • :=. , , ;:; ~-, ~ ;"' , 

procedures f -or ·handling the -:possibl-e --seizure o -f ,1-UClear --w"eapons· - -- -

by terrorists. Following up· on suggestions by Senator Nunn and 

the late Senator Henr-y .Jackson;- ·we -also proposed ._a .... number of _ 

ways to improv...e direct US-So.vi et channels of communication-- as-. .:a :. -. 

safeguard again.st· :ini sunde r s tanding.EF· ::in --:-t imea- of crisi,s..,. ,_, ;I am· ~i ~ - ., ":: ", 

pleased to say that the Soviets nave agreed to a ·second ~ound~~ 

of talks on · communications improvements beginning on ~- - - · ·- -. - ~-

-Celftll I DSNlll J;AL:.. 



~0Ni' I .9BH'f !Ms 

- 21 -

Human Rights 

The third major subject of our dialogue with the Soviet 

Union is human rights. It is Soviet abuses in this area, 

perhaps more than any other issue, that have created the 

mistrust and ill will that hangs over our relationship. Soviet 

unwillingness to abide by solemn international commitments in 

this area has been all too characteristic of the Soviet approach 

to international affairs generally. 

- -~ - --- --- - ---

Moral consi--derations alone compel us to express our outrage 

over the imprisonment of thousands of prisoners of conscience -= 

in the Soviet Union, over the virtual halt in the emigration of 

Jews and other-Soviet minorities, over the continuing .:....:.:: :-:_·., 

harassment of-=0aurageous_ :figures like Andrey Sakharov.·.-=-1..t sis ­

-difficult for ·_jny dece~t h~man ,being to -comprebend _why-.Sovi-et ·-.:: ..i .;:.·_:.. 

authorities find it impossible . to allow-~ 300 of thei-r ,_citizens _,-=--- ··· 
~ -- -_.--- ~- - ='"~ 

to be reunited with close family member~ in the United ··Sta.tes. 

Our objecti-V~s=in tb~~human rights field are not · revolu- - -
r 

tionary. · We a~K only that the Soviet Union live up to the 

obligat~-0ns _!!__ has -£~eel~ assumed under-.c.internatiol}·al ·,covenants 

- - ----
Experience has shown that greater respect for human rights can 

contribute to progress in other areas of the Soviet-American 

relationship. 

-eeHPl:D~ .. t'f I:M. 
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We know that this is a sensitive area for the Soviets, and 

here too our approach is a flexible one. We are not interested 

in propaganda advantage: the Soviet human rights record is a 

propaganda black eye the Soviets give themselves, and we would 

gladly see them stop. We are interested in results. G~r 

example, we were heartened this spring when Soviet authorities 

agreed to grant exit visas to the Pentecostalist families who 

had sought refuge jn our Moscow Embassy for almost four years. 

They were well awar.e ·of. our---interest, but the decision was 

theirs alone, and was of bene£it to the people involved, and to 

the two countries. - I see no re ... ason why the same benefit ·should -

- not b~ achieVed --in 6th.er+' s·i-milar .cases ..i.n this ar:J-· c 

Bilateral Cooperati-on:. -

1/) 

The final e·1:emei'it •--=o~f ;our ... agenda wi-th-::-:;the Sovret·s 3. nc-lude:s.=- ~""-::....:...:..,-, 2 :::.s 

-economic and other bila.tera-1· relations. = Despi±e strai.:11s in :c<:>ur.:.· · · · ·· ,""<'I 

relationship~ we have preserved the framework for peacefu~~ -

non-strategic bilateral trade advantageous to both countries. 

The signing thi~ summer of· a new Long~er.m Agreement 011,grain 

sales is a manife·station of our :desire t ·o promote such trade :=- -- -

with the Soviet "'Union. -. -- . 

We have also made clear to the Soviets that we are prepared 
• 

to explore ways of expanding bilateral cooperation in other 

areas. In particular, we are interested in find~ng new ways in 

= Q9NPit,!!:tt1'1:Pd:r 
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which our two peoples can get to know one another, and increase 

understanding of each other's societies and cultures. 

With this in mind, we proposed earlier this year that our 

governments begin negotiations on a new cultural and scientific 

exchanges agreement, and renew discussion on the opening of new 

consulates in Kiev and New York. These were two areas where, 

in my judgment, the balance of mutual advantage was about 

equal? where both sides stood to gain by regularizing access to --· 

each other's -sci~iety on --a - reciprocal basis-. Because of the 

- tragic events of_September- 1, we had to put off the start of 

these talks. Bu~ ou-r- fnt-erest in explori rig ways t ·o get ·to kriow 

each other better through reciprocal steps in areas like these 
. ·,-... - .. .. ......... - - -

con-tinues stron~ 
- - ;:~_-.,....-....,!::t.. - -.· - -=-;-.. ~-~-

"T -=..,:_=-=.~ r===-!'i · - -: ~ ~ -

11 

-- ------ -
- _As _another_~~ ample,_ we-would like to,....explore ways- to- -., 1

::; ,..,_. - ' -

inc~ease· the r-e; resentat.f"o-~ -of the other ·country 1 s . viewpo'-int . lll~-f=--✓ -= 

tbe news media. -_ Soviet commentators of course have· splendid 

access to our f~ee media, and we welcome the challenge: 

pleased when Soviet television interviewe"a Deputy Secretary of 

State Dam. a -few....months back on the prospects for the· Geneva · 

negotJations. ~.Y government is prepared to work with the U.S. 

news media to ·institute a more regular program of exchanges of 

this sort. 

-eeNFI 8B!ff L'ai,.. 
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Conclusion 

As you can see, our agenda wi t _h the Soviets is a formidable 

one. Although the prevention of war may be the overarching 

goal, all four areas -- regional security, arms control, human 

rights, bilateral cooperation -- are important. Indeed, a 

lasting improvement in Soviet-American relations depends on 

progress in all four. 

In closing, let me return again- to the three pillars of our 

policy toward the Soviet Union that I mentioned earli~r: 

realism, strength and negotiation. -As much as we would wish 

otherwise, competition i~ likely to be a central feature of our 

relations for some time · to come. And I am proud to sa.y...that, 

thanks to the support of the American people, we have been 

successful over the past-:; lthree ,:years in re.storing the 0•:9trengtl'n -f: s--:'.: ~Lo- .;:,-;:~ 

necessary to· avoid ·-war :e and .-..defend :.Y.ita1:-~- -we-stern -int--er-ests ---~=-,... 

---against con~i-nuing ~sov.iet, -=chal-1--enge-s ~ ---_--

Strength ana realism . provide the necessary foundation --for 

ensuring peace ·-in our relations- with-=the- soviet Union. _ -0.ur 

preference, .however-, .is -t-0 reduce the ...:ri..sk - 0£ mi1itary conflict... 

and to resolve Soviet-Am~rican -dif~erences thrcough dialogue ·and- · ~~~~= · 

negotiation. Our hope is~· that, .. in, America's relations with ·t11e . .:-

Soviet Union -- as in .relat-ions among all nations -- w-e can 

create for future generations a world free from the use of 

---G9NFifJet"fI1tL 
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force, a world in which swords have been beaten into 

ploughshar.es, a world in which ~f differing social 

syste_Scan cooperate with one another on the basis of mutual 

respect and shared interest. 

We have in place a positive agenda that offers the basis 

for a more stable and mutually beneficial relationship between 

the United Stat~~ and the Soviet Union. I am confident that, 

in the coming months and years, if we sustain ·our · approach; 

this goal can be_ achieved. I call upon the leaders of .the 

Soviet Unign to join us in the search for peace -- the sooner 

they do so, the better for all mankind. 

Drafted: EUR/SOV: AVershbow 
11/21/83 632-8040 2547m 

--- \ 

Cleared: EUR/sov~ TWSimons, Jr. 
EUR :.= MP-al-mer 
EUR• -. RBurt 
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SPEECH ON U.S, SOVIET RELATIONS 

My fellow Americans: 

We will soon begin a season of cheer, good fellowship, love 

and hope. And as the year draws to a close we have the tradition 

of reflecting on the past and making resolutions for the future. 

Before these holidays are upon us, I think it is a good time to 

share my thoughts with you on a topic that is in all of our minds 

and all of our hearts: how to strengthen and preserve peace in 

the world. 

When we think of world peace we think first of all of our 

relations with the Soviet Union. Not because either the United 

States or the Soviet Union can bring peace to everyone, but 

because the world cannot be at peace unless there is peace 

between us. It is an awesome and sobering fact that, for the 

first time in the history of mankind, two nations have the might, 

not only to destroy each other, but to destroy mankind itself. 

Neither of our nations can have a higher interest than making 

sure that this does not, indeed cannot, happen. 

I believe that the Soviet leaders understand this overriding 

fact as well as I do. Yet, we are experiencing a period of 

tension in our relations which is greater than we have seen for 
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many years. I'd like to talk to you tonight about why this is 

and what we can do about it. 

Causes of Tension 

If we look back over the seventies, we notice two things: 

America tended to withdraw from the world and to neglect its 

defenses while the Soviet Union increased its military might 

steadily and enormously. The facts speak for themselves: 

Throughout the 1970's, the Soviets devoted twice as much of their 

gross national product to defense as the United States. They 

deployed six times as many ICBM's, five times as many tanks, 

twice as many combat aircraft and, of course, over 360 SS-20 

imterrnediate-range missiles at a time when the United States 

deployed no comparable weapons. 

But the Soviets not only amassed a monstrous arsenal while 

we stood still and let our defenses deteriorate, they lso began 

to use these arms to establish their domination over other 

countries. From Angola to Afghanistan, from El Salvador to 

Kampuchea, the Soviets or their proxies have used force to 

interfere in the affairs of other nations. And in Europe, their 

deployment of SS-20 missiles was a blatant effort to spit the 

NATO Alliance and threaten our West European allies. 
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This was the situation we faced when I took office. It was 

absolutely clear that we had to reverse the decline in American 

strength or else the danger of war would increase. History 

teaches us that wars begin when one side feels that it can 

prevail and therefore has something to gain. If we are to keep 

the peace, we must make sure that we and our Allies are strong 

enough to make clear to any potential aggressor that war could 

bring no benefit but only disaster to him. 

With your support and that of your representatives in the 

Congress, we have stopped America's decline. Our economy is 

regaining health, our defenses are on the mend, and our 

commitment to defend our values has never been greater. 

Now this, I think, has taken the Soviets by suprise. They -­

had counted on us to keep on weakening ourselves. After all, 

their propagandists have been saying for years that we were 

destined for the dustbin of history, and ·they said it so often 

that they may have even started believing it. But they can see 

now that this isn't happening. 

And not only that. - Telltale sigrts -=-.are accumulating that it · ·· 

is their system, not ours, that doesn't work. So it is no wonder 

that the Soviets are feeling frustrated--and are showing it in 

their shrill propaganda. 
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A Safer World 

The harsh words that we have exchanged has led many to fear 

that the danger of war is rising, even that we and the Soviets 

are on a "collision course." This is understandable, but I 

believe it is profoundly mistaken. For if we look beyond the 

words and the diplomatic manoeuvering, one thing stands out: the 

balance of power has been restored and this means that the world 

is in fact a safer place. 

It is safer because there is less danger that the Soviets 

will produce a confrontation by miscalculating our strength or 

will. And we, of course, have no intent to threaten them. We 

did not do so even when we had a monopoly of nuclear weapons, so 

how can anyone think that we would do so now, when they are armed 

to the teeth? 

But to say that the world is safer is not to ·say ·that it is 

as safe as it should be, or that our relations with the Soviet 

Union are what we would like them to be. The world is p~agued 

with tragic conflicts in many areas. Nuclear arsenals are much 

too high and are a danger in themselves. And there is• a sad lack 

of confidence in U.S.-Soviet relations. These are the conditions 

which we mu.S't resolve to improve. 
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Our Aims 

Essential as deterrence is in preserving the peace and 

protecting our way of life, we must not let our policy toward 

the Soviet Union end there. If we are to avoid an arms race, 

with all the dangers it entails, we must do more. And it seems 

to me that our government and the Soviet government should 

concentrate our attention in three broad areas. 

First, we need to find ways to eliminate the use and threat 

of force in solving international disputes. 

War, for me, is public enemy number one. The world has 

witnessed more than 150 wars since the end of Warld War -Two -

alone. Today armed conflicts are raging in the Middle East; ­

Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America and Africa. : In many -

other regions, independent nations are confronted by heavily 

armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack. 

Most of these conflicts have their roots in regional orlocal 

problems, but many nave been fanned and exploited by the Soviet 

·union and its surrogates--and, of- course, Afghanistan has - · - · 

suffered an outright Soviet invasion. This Soviet habit of 

trying to extend its influence and control by fueling local 

conflicts and exporting revolution is a dangerous practice which 

18 
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exacerbates local conflicts, increases destruction and suffering, 

and makes solutions to real social and economic problems more 

difficult. 

Would it not be better and safer for all to assist the 

governments and peoples in areas where there are local conflicts 

to negotiate peaceful solutions, rather than supplying arms or 

sending in armies? The answer, I believe, is obvious, and I 

invite the Soviet leaders to join us in a search for ways to move 

the world, and our own actions, in this direction. 

Second, we need to find ways to reduce the vast stockpiles 

of armaments in the world, particularly those of nuclear weapons. 

-
- It is nothing less than a tragedy that the world's 

developing nations spend more than 150 billion dollars a year on 

arms--almost~ percent of their national budgets; And I regret 

that the rel~ntl€ss Soviet build-up over the -past two decades has ­

forced us to -~increase our defense spending- to restore-the 

military balance. We must find ways to reverse the vicious 

circle of threat and response which drives the arms race. 

Even while modernizing our forces to meet the Soviet threat, 

we have tried to reduce the number and destructive power of our 

nuclear weap~~s. It is a little-known fact that our total 

nuclear stockpile is now at its lowers level in 20 years in terms 

of the number of warheads, and at the lowest level in 25 years in 
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terms of its total destructive power. Just last month, we and 

our allies agreed to eliminate an additional 1400 nuclear 

warheads from Western Europe. This comes on top of the removal 

of a thousand warheads from Europe three years ago. Even if all 

our planned intermediate-range missiles have to be deployed in 

Europe over the next five years--and we hope this will not be 

necessary--five existing warheads will have been eliminated for 

each new one. 

But this is not enough. And the sad fact is that we can 

hardly go further until the Soviet Union adopts a similar policy 

and negotiates seriously for substantially lower levels. 

Third, we must work to establish greater confidence and 

understanding. Without this, we will hardly be able to -

accomplish much in reducing the use of 0-force or lowering .,_ the _-:c-:c.--. 

level of arms. 

Confidence has many facets. Complying with past agreements 

increases it while violating them undermines it. Respecting the 

rights of one's own citizens holsters it, while denying the·se "' _: --_ 

rights injures it. Expanding contacts across bordeLs and -

permitting a free interchange of information and · ideas increase ,­

it; attempts to seal one's people off from the rest of the world 

diminish it. Peaceful trade can help and organized theft of 

industrial secrets certainly hurts . 

·'-- "L 
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These examples illustrate clearly why confidence is so low 

in our relations wi th the Soviets. But while we have a long way 

to go in building confidence, we are determined to keep on 

trying. 

Our Approach 

In working toward these goals, I base my approach on three 

guiding prin~iples: realism, strength, and dialogue. Let me tell 

you what they mean to me. 

Realism means that we start by understanding the sort of 

world we live in- and the nature of our adversaries. We must 

-
recognize th~t we are in a long-term competition with a rival who 

does not shai~ our notions of individual liberties at home and 

-· - peaceful ch_a!,!.9e abroad.--· We ·must ·be ·frank in acknowledging our 

differences and unafraid to defend our values. 

I have been forthright in explaining my view of the Soviet 

system and of- Soviet policies. This should come as no surprise 

to the Soviet leaders, who have never been reticent in expressing 
-

their view or -us. But this doesn't mean we can't deal with each 

other. ·we don't walk away from the negotiating table because the 

Soviets call -us "imperialist aggressors," or because they cling 

to the fantasy of the triumph of communism over democracy. The 

fact that neither of us likes the other's system is no reason to 
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refuse to talk. In fact, in this nuclear age, it makes it the 

more imperative for us to talk. 

Strength means that we know we cannot negotiate successfully 

or protect our interests if we are weak. Our strength is 

, necessary not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation 

and compromise. The Soviet leaders are supreme realists 

themselves: if they make a concession, it is because they get 

something in return. It is our strength that permits us to offer 

something in return. 

Strength is of course more than military might. It has many 

components: economic health, political cohesion, Alliance 

solidarity as well as adequate defenses. We are stronger -in all -- -. 

these areas than we were three years ago, and this gives us·. th_e.. 

basis for dealing .effectively with the Soviets. __ __ _ _ 

Dialogue means that,we are determined to deal-with our 

differences peacefully,-by negotiation. We are prepared -to 

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

practical, fai_r solutions. We -will never walk away from a 

negotiating table.. To do so would be unforgivable given ·- the -

stakes involved--for · the -whole world.-

When the Soviets shot ·down the Korean airliner with 269 

passengers aboard, many thought that we should express our -

outrage by cutting off negotiations. But I sent our negotiators 
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back to Geneva and Vienna because I understood that, no matter 

how strong our feelings were about that dastardly act, it would 

be irresponsible to interrupt efforts to achieve arms reduction. 

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakeable. But we 

do insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, and not 

merely atmospherics. 

Some Real Problems 

(START AND INF) 

Our Approach in a Nutshell 

(FOLLOWING NEEDS TO BE REWRITTEN, WITH EYE TO DISTINGUISING OUR ·· 

APPROACH FROM DETENTE AND ALL-OUT CONFRONTATION. IS THERE A 

PHRASE? SHOULD ENCAPSULATE DETERRENCE, FIRMNESS, OPENESS TO -­

NEGOTIATE REAL PROBLEMS, LONG-TERM STEADINESS) 

In the past -0ur policies toward the Soviet Union have 

fluctuated between periods ,of cooperation and "Periods- •of ~ -

confrontation. But when we tried to .cooperate--as· during World 

War II and during the detente of the seventies--we often·~losed 

our eyes to unpleasant facts in order to preserve a friendly 

atmosphere. This is a dangerous course for a democracy, since 
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our people must understand the world as it is to understand the 

polic ies we must follow to deal with it. And i t a lways led to 

subsequent disillusionment and a worsening of relations. 

We must try in the future to hold a steady course, resisting 

swings of euphoria and despair. 

Conclusion 

Reasons for optimism: common interest in avoiding nuclear war, 

never fought war, etc. 

Kennedy quote: 

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

direct attention to our common interests and to the means by 

which those differences can be resolved. And if we cannot end 

now our differences, at least we can help make the world safe for 

diversity. For, in the final analysis, our most basic common 

link is that we all inhabit this small planet. We all breathe 

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

all mortal." 
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Conclude with appeal to Soviets to join us in pondering the 

lessons of the past and rededicating ourselves to solving 

problems in the future. 
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DRAFT 11/23/83 

SPEECH ON US-SOVIET RELATIONS 

Last month marked the 50th anniversary of the establishment 

of US-Soviet diplomatic relations. In announcing this step, 

President Roosevelt expressed his "trust" that US-Soviet 

relations would grow "closer and more intimate with each 

passing year." Unfortunately that trust has not been 

vindicated. Nor have our nations been able, as he hoped, "to 

· cooperate for their mutual benefit and for the preservation of 

peace." 

Experience has long since taught us not to pren ise our 

relations with Moscow on trust. We know we are in a long-term 

competition with a rival whose respect for our interests 

depends on our political resolve and economic and military 

strength. At the same time, however, _we GOntinue--to ·share ~ ·-"· 

President Roosevelt's beli.ef .that i.t .i.s ess.entia1 . to ma·intain 

an active dialogue with Moscow and to do everything possible ~o 

direct US-Soviet relations toward "the peaceful p~rposes · -0f the 

civilized world." In -an age of nuclear ~eapons, our __ _ 

responsibility to keep the pe·ace means that we cannot a -f-ford to 

stop talking. 
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For a brief but vital interlude during World War II, 

US-Soviet relations~ overwhelmingly cooperative. Caught up 

in the spirit of this cooperation, opt i mists found it easy to 

think that it might last. They thought that the post-war 

Soviet regime might decisively curtail the domestic and 

international practices that had delayed recognition for 

sixteen years. Trusting that their own good will would prove 

contagious, these optimists hoped that there would be no 

repetition of the systematic mass murders and repressions of 

the 1920's and '30's; that Moscow's efforts to subvert foreign 

g vernrnents and foment Communist insurrections were a thing of 

the past: that the unprovoked invasions of Finland and Poland, 

and the Baltic states by the Red Army were wartime 

aber r ations. 

In the event, the war brought no change in Moscow's 

predatory conduct. The Soviets rejected the opportunity to 

maintain their alliance with us. They showed no interest in 

trying to translate our common victory into an enduring system 

of c?llective welfare and security. Instead, they presented us 

with an almost uninterrupted series of provocations and 

challenges. 
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As a result, the process of building a safer and more 

humane world became an uphill struggle -- a struggle in which 

our attempts to control the atom, to put an end to colonialism, 

to erect safeguards against aggression, and to foster 

international contacts and communication were countered by 

Soviet rejection of the Baruch Plan, by the subjugation of the 

countries of Eastern Europe, by the invasion of South Korea, 

and by the lowering of an almost impenetrable Iron Curtain 

behind which tens of millions of people were deprived of their 

most elementary human rights. Moreover, the underlying Soviet 

drive to dominate and control has persisted to the present 

day. It has in many respects become even more threatening. 

Ij we are to deal realistically with the continuing Soviet 

challenge to our values and interests, we must face the 

unpalatable facts. We are confronted by a _regime that 

continues to oppress its own people and to stifle thei-r -

aspirations for individual freedom and collective 

self-expression. The infamous Gulag still holds thousands of 

innocent prisoners whose only crimes are their religious 

convictions, their .polit-ieal- principles, or their .ethnic 

affiliations and _commitments. Courageous spokesmen for -civil·· -­

rights continue to be confined in psychiatric prisons or,- ...li~e -

Academician Andrei Sakharov, to be kept under virtual house 

arrest in remote provincial cities. 
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Would-be emigrants continue to be denied exit visas, while 

would-be reformers are stripped of their citizenship and driven 

into foreign exile. Political censorship is still ubiquitous; 

foreign broadcasts continue to be jammed: history continues to 

be rewritten: and privilege and power remain the monopoly of a 

self-perpetuating ruling elite that continues to sacrifice 

popular well-being to its own appetite for military might and 

foreign adventure. 

The high priority that the Soviet leadership gives to 

increasing its military power is indicated by the uninterrupted 

growth in Soviet defense spending during the past fifteen 

years. In this period the military has consistently consumed 

between 13 and 15 percent of the Soviet gross national 

product. What makes this relentless military buildup so 

ominous is not only the resultant accumulation of highly 
- -

destabilizing -weapons but also, and above all, the fact that it 

has continued in international and domestic circumstance~ that 

would have led -any other government to re·consider its course. 

Internationally, the buildup persisted throughout the perio~ of 

"detente." It continued despite cutbacks in Wesiein defense 

spending, despite agreements on arms limitations, and despite 

improvements in East-West political, economic, and cultural 

relations. 



Domestically, the Soviet military buildup has persisted despite 

declining rates of economic growth, rising consumer 

dissatisfaction, and increasingly severe shortages of capital 

for badly needed plant modernization and investment in new 

industries .• 

Even allowing a large margin for Soviet tendencies toward 

''overinsurance," this military buildup greatly exceeds any 

reasonable defensive requirements. This is even clearer when 

one examines the actual mix of Soviet forces and weapons with 

th~ir heavily offensive orientation. The evidence virtually 

compels one to conclude that the sustained buildup of the past 

fifteen years was undertaken to provide the wherewithal for 

preGisely the sort of intimidation and aggression with - which 

the Soviet Union has in fact confronted us in recent years. -

Unfortunately, the Soviet Union does not appear satisfied: 

merely to accumulate military- power. It uses it. Thirty years­

ago, Soviet tanks were employed against stone-throwing - - -

protesters in East Berlin -- just as they were subsequently 

employed to imprison the~entire population of - that- city behind 

the unspeakable Berlin wall. In 1956, Soviet forces invaded 

Hungary to suppress the reform ~£forts of a Communist regime~­

an op~ration that was repeated in 1968 in Czechoslovakia, where 

the Communist government had the temerity to come out in favor 

of "socialism with a human face." 

'II 
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Then, in 1979, ·came the Christmas-Eve invasion of Afghanistan, 

followed over the next two years by the heavy-handed pol_itical 

and military intimidation of Poland, which culminated in the 

Soviet-sponsored installation of General Jaruzelski's martial 

law regime. Not to speak of the Soviet proxy war against the 

peoples of Cambodia and the Soviet-supported deployment of 

Cuban forces to Ethiopia, Angola, and, most recently, 

Nicaragua. For Soviet leaders, military power is clearly 

something to be used without compunction wherever this can be 

done with impunity. 

When Chairman Andropov took office the hope was widely 

voiced that he would take steps to reduce the scope and 

severity of the US-Soviet competition. Mindful of earlier 

disappointments, we were not willing to lower our guard in 

anticipation of a radical change in Soviet behavior. Neither, 

however, were we insensitive to the possibilities_ of change. 

We intensifie~ our dialogue with Moscow in- order to make 

certain that our concerns and our desires for an improved_ 

relationship are clearly understood. And we reciprocated the 

few small steps that could be interpreted as possi~le ___ _ 

harbingers of greater Soviet responsiveness and flexibility. 

We were heartened by Soviet willingness to end the long 

ordeal of . the Pentecostalist families who took refugee in the 

US Embassy in Moscow five years ago. 
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We were also pleased that the Soviets stopped withholding 

certain data that were essential for a serious evaluation of 

their START position. And we were gratified when they finally 

acknowledged that warheads should be the unit of account at the 

INF talks in Geneva. We did not overestimate the significance 

of these steps, but we welcome them and hope that they would be 

followed by others of greater substance. 

It was against this background that I prepared for the 

~xtensive talks I was scheduled to hold with Foreign Minister 

Gromyko this past September. [It was against this background · . 

that I instructed SecYetary of State Shultz to plan to meet 

with Foreign Minister Gromyko both in Madrid and then agains± 

in New York this past September.] Had Foreign Minister Gromyko 

approached our talks in a constructive spirit, the . .Pr-e·sident ::. 

had authorized me to invite him to the White House- f.or a 

follow-on meeting .for rapid- pro.gress. · [Had -Foreign Min-ister·- ·· · -

Gromyko approached ~hese -tal·ks in-- a -"Constructive spi-rit, :r- had _ - ,_ . 

authorized Secretary· Shultz to invite him ••• ] In the event, of 

course, the ruthless shootdown of Korean Airlines Flight 7, 

Moscow's brazen and dec€itful reaction to that tragedy, and :· 

Foreign Minister Gromyko's unac<;eptable behavior at the first 

of our scheduled meetings in Madrid [at the first oI -..his ­

scheduled meetings with Secretary Shultz in Madrid] .mad·e it 

clear that no real progress in our relations was immediately in 

the offing. 
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Thanks to our i-n-depth understanding of the nature of the 

Soviet system and the realism of our underlying approach to 

US-Soviet relations, we were neither surprised nor disoriented 

by the fact that our hopes had once against been disappointed. 

However, we found it discouraging that Moscow could still not 

bring itself to observe even minimal standards of international 

civility. 

Far from utilizing the KAL shootdown as an excuse to freeze 

US-Soviet relations, as Soviet spokesmen like to allege, we 

have combined our decisive condemnation of Moscow's 

irresponsible -conduc~ •with a clear demonstration of our 

willingness --- indeed, our determination -- to continue our 

ques~ for a more stable and productive relationship. While : 

acting together with others to _protest the Soviet Union's 

trigger-happiness and stonewalling, we have participated 

actively and constructively in the preparations for the 

Conference on Disarmament in Europe, which is scheduled to open 

next month in Stockholm and to consider a range of measures ·to 

reduce the danger of surprise attack and accidental war. And, 
. 

we have tabled new and yet more forthcoming proposals at both 

the START talks and the INF talks in Geneva~ In our eyes-=;- -·-.· 
--

there is no contradiction between firmness in the face of 

Soviet misconduct and flexibility in the pursuit of equitable 

agreement~. 
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On the contrary, we have ~lways believed that our strategy of 

building strength and defending human rights should complement 

and reenforce a parallel strategy of serious and comprehensive 

negotiation. 

Unfortunately, the Soviet approach to our most important 

negotiations has been heavily onesided and essentially 

propagandistic. Instead of joining us in an effort to resolve 

common problems through a process of mutual give-and-take, they 

have coupled verbal reassurances and token concessions with 

intransigent demands and take-it-or-leave-it offers. Most 

recently, they chose to walk out of the INF [and START] 

negotiations in Geneva instead of seriously addressing the new 

proposals we had just put foward in an effort to meet many of 

their expressed concerns. Such bullying will not work and is 

utterly inconsistent with the Soviet Union's responsib~lity as 

a nuclear superpower. What is needed is not a display of 

petulance but a display _of statesmanship on behalf -of 

international stability and peace. Accordingly, we call on the 

Soviets to resume negotiations., •• 

For our part, we recognize that ,no~true negotiating outcome ···­

can incorporate all of the preferences , of just one _of . the 

parti~s. As has been true in the past we are prepared to be­

flexible and to entertain any forthcoming, compromises - that are 
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consistent with our fundamental objectives and protect our 

vital interests. These absolutely indispensable preconditions 

mean that there will be certain issues on which we cannot and 

will not ~end. But, given reciprocity, there will be other 

issues on which we can. This was the spirit in which we 

approached the US-Soviet negotiations on the Long-Term Grain 

Agreement which was concluded in August. It is the spirit that 

g9verned our conduct at the long but successful CSCE 

negotiations in Madrid. And it is the spirit behind our START 

and INF positions, as well as the confidence-building measures 

we .will propose at the Stockholm Conference on Disarmament in 

Europe. 

Our goal in all of our negotiations with Moscow is to 

foster better ftnd safer relations on the basis of real 

improvements in Soviet conduct. If we can achieve this, . we can 

reduce the cos't.s of competition, the risks of confrontation, 

and the possf~ilities of conflict. We believe this is a ~oal 

that is entirely consistent with the interests of the peoples 

of the Soviet Union. It is a goal that we believe prudent _~nd 

responsible Soviet leaders ought to share. 

In bargaining with the Soviets, we are prepared for modest 

-
advances as well as major breakthroughs. We have made 

ambitious- proposals that, if accepted, could put the 
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Soviet-American relationship on a fundamentally new and much 

safer footing. We have also made more limited proposals 

designed to stabilize the competition at the margins. 

Our arms control strategy is the best illustration of how 

we have set our sights both high and low. We have offered a 

plan for the deepest cuts in strategic weapons ever proposed in 

Soviet-American talks on this subject. In accordance with the 

guidelines of the Scowcroft Commission and the counsel of 

congressional leaders of both parties, we have tabled a START 

proposal that calls for a mutual build-down of both Soviet and 

American strategic forces under a formula that requires the 

destruction of two missiles for every new missile that is 

deployed. We have also proposed the .full abolition of an 

entire class of nuclear weapons -- intermediate-range missiles_ 

-- on our side as well as ~heirs4 ~At the same time, I have 

instructed our negotiators_: t~ explore any indication of Soviet 

flexibility. In INF, ·· while continuing to believe zero- is ::. the-z 

most desirable outcome, we have offered the Soviets an 

agreement that would require less drastic reductions. We ~ave 

asked whether 420 warhead-s -on each side would be acceptabl€, ­

given Moscow's appar-ent det-e~m:in-ati~n- to retain · the better pa:rt · .. ·· 

of its overblown arsenal. 
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In other arms talks as well, we have favored any steps, 

however small, that promised to strengthen stability. We are 

hopeful, for example, that agreement will be possible on such 

steps as improving the "hot line". As I have already 

mentioned, other so-called "confidence- and security-building 

measures" have been under discussion directly with the Soviets, 

and similar proposals will be discussed at the Europe-wide 

conference that will open next month in Stockholm. Working 

again with our allies, we are also actively exploring ways to 

make long-overdue progress at the Vienna talks on a mutual, 

balanced reduction of conventional forces in Europe. 

In dealing with Soviet policies in the Third World, we have 

follqwed the same two-fold approach doing what we can to 

keep the cornpet!~ ion in bounds while exploring the possibility 

of more fundamental improvement. Naturally, our first priority 

has had to bet? prevent new instances of Soviet expansionism 

and interference_ in· the Third World. This goal has guided us 

in trying to create a shield for the independence of Caribbean 

and Central American nations. 

But, perhaps more ambitiously, we have also tri~e -to- pe-int -. 

the Soviet Union toward a more constructive role. We _have 

given our full support to UN mediation to secure a Soviet 

withdrawal from Afghanistan. Because withdrawal of Cuban 
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forces from Angola would contribute so much to final 

achievement of independence for Namibia, we have kept this set 

of issues high on the Soviet-American agenda. And, because the 

development needs of the Third World are so great, we have 

called on the Soviet Union to assume an appropriate share of 

the effort in this area, and to pursue policies that complement 

those of other industrialized nations. 

Finally, in all our dialogue with the Soviet Union we have 

paid constant attention to human rights. And here too we have 

expressed our interest in two kinds of changes. We have 

pressed for concrete, ~pecific, immediate improvements, both in 

the treatment of particular individuals and in the way in which 

these _issues are discussed between East and West. We have, for 

example, in concluding the Madrid CSCE Review Conference, been 

able to agree on two human rights follow-on meetings in the 

next two years, to address such specific issues as family 

reunification. Similarly, the Soviets know that US law 

explicitly links most-favored nation trading status to freedom 

of emigration. 

But, even as we focus -on--these --mat.ters ,-- we -.ha ve tried t-o .. 

reiterate the larger significance of human rights for the 

future of the Soviet-American competition. The ever-broader 

enjoyment of human rights by Soviet citizens would be a real 
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and enduring contribution to peace. It was with this in mind 

that the Western nations put so much effort into widening the 

obligations that European governments assume toward their own 

people when they participate in CSCE. Nothing would so 

strengthen European security as Soviet respect for those 

obligations. 

Our approach on every one of these issues is flexible but 

also demand i ng. Above all, we know the difference between 

major results and minor ones. We will never dismiss small 

gains as valueless, but neither will we settle for a little and 

pretend that it is a lot. The American people have had more 
-

than enough o r a cycle of exaggerated expectations and extreme 

disappointment~. Nor will we mistake progress in a single area· 

for a more comprehensive breakthrough. A true restructuring of 

such a deeply competitive relationship requires real commitment 

and follow-through. We hope the Soviet leadership understands 

this point cl~arly: if they desire a major improvement in 

relations, then minor adjustments in their policies, let alone 

cosmetic changes, will not suffice. 

If we were -to see more significant changes in Soviet 

behavior, we would be prepared to respond appropriately. If we 

could eliminate some of the most important points of conflict, 

it would p~ove much easier to solve the remaining problems that 

/OD 
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divide us. On this basis we could begin to develop a 

relationship of very broad mutual benefit indeed. We hope that 

the Soviet leadership is ready to rethink its behavior 

sufficiently thoroughly to bring such a relationship about. 

This is the outlook that has guided -- and will continue to 

guide -- this Administration at the bargaining table. Its 

practical meaning should be clear enough. In particular, it 

indicates the very pointed questions that the Soviet leaders 

should ask themselves as they review their policies. 

lf, for example, -·-the Soviet Union will not accept equitable 

arms agreements and refuses to yield any of the one-sided 

advantages they have built up, then ·the United States and it 

allies will have to continue their modernization programs to 

neutralize these advantages. Is there any Soviet g?in in this 

result? We believe not. we ~believe ~that Soviet interests were -, 

/0( 

not well served in the past -by ;re~ecting American pr-oposals -- . . ,.. ... ·· 

such as the arms control offers put forward by President Carter 

in March 1977, at the beginning of his term. At that time he -~ 

offered a choice between radical- -cuts and more limited .but - · 

stabilizing measures. Looking back, surely the - Soviet 

leadership must wonder what, -~if anything, it gaine.d 

long run -- by flatly rejecting both. 

in the· -
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Similarly, -if the Soviet Union insists on pursuing policies 

in the Third World, and not least in our own hemisphere, that 

threaten us and our friends, then we will have to respond 

equally strongly. Isn't the level of tension in the 

third-world too high already? We believe so, and believe the 

Soviet view should be the same. Looking back, surely the 

Soviet leadership must wonder what it gained --in the long 

run-- from its confrontation with the United States in the 

Cuban missile crisis in 1962. 

•Finally, if improvement in Soviet human rights performance 

means nothing more than occasional, cynically manipulated 

releases of individuals, then the Soviets cannot expect that 

international ~-:.:- and internal -- pressures for better 

performance wilf~ stop growing . . Doesn't the Soviet Union pay a 

price at home ana abroad for this censure, and for the 

isolation tnat goes with it? We believe the price is large and 
~ 

steadily increaP.T--ng. · Let the Soviets review the record 

themselves. Looking back, surely the leadership must have had 

second thoughts_ about what was really gained --in the long 
. 

run-- by rejecting the cooperative possibilities of the 

Marshall Plan and denying its own citizens and the citizens of 

Eastern _Europe -x-·he benefits of membership in a broader .European 

community. 
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We hope the Soviet~ are reflecting on some of the 

opportunities that have been lost as a result of their failure 

to make major changes in their conduct. If so, they may draw 

appropriate lessons for the future. Isn't it clear that the 

West would respond differently to Soviet initiatives such as 

proposed pledges of no-first-use of nuclear weapons, or a 

non-aggression pact between NATO and the Warsaw Pact once 

the Soviet conventional threat to Europe had been reduced? 

Wouldn't the Soviet Union be able to claim a legitimate role in 

international peacemaking ·if it did not consistently stimulate 

or prolong conflicts that obstruct the peacemaking efforts of 

others? And would ndt -other countries view cooperation with 

the Soviet leadership differently if it were at last prepared 

to ~ooperate with its own people? 

Nothing in our experience entitles us to · expect that - the _ 

Soviet leaders will answer -- these questions as we hope. -Yet we 

should not assume that they-have lear:-ned - less- from their ""'- -. 

history than we. We believe that~- in weighing their choices the ­

Soviet leadership must eventually conclude, if only to 

themselves, that the policy of rejection -has not served their 

country wellA Furthermore, they must realize that it is bound 

to prove even more costly ·in :· the future thanks to- our success : 

in rebuilding both our own economic, political, and military 

strength and the strength of our friends and allies. 

/03 
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As a result of our success, we believe that we have shaken 

Moscow's former confidence that what it calls "the correlation 

of forces" has permanently shifted in its favor. Our 

credibility as a tough and resolute competitor has undoubtedly 

been enhanced, and the Soviet leadership now knows that it must 

bear the full consequences of continued efforts to encroach on 

Western interests. This has not prevented Moscow from testing 

our resolve and threatening to escalate US-Soviet competition. 

On the contra~y, the Soviets have repeatedly tried to 

intimidate us and our allies and have recently tried to foster 

a full-fledged war scare. Nevertheless, Moscow's growing 

respect for ou_!" deterrent power has almost certainly reenf_or.ced 

Moscow's caution and diminished the actual risk of a US-Soviet 

military confrontation. The Soviets are no more eager than we 

are to commit mutual suicide and no less aware of the 

absolutely-catastrophic effects of a nuclear war. 

-

The avoidance of nucrear· war is by far the most important 

interest we and the Soviets have in common. But it is by no 

means the only" one. While we are fated to be competitors, we 

do not believe~that our competition has to or should be 

allowed to -- preclude important elements .of_ .c.ooperation~ c-. I.f - ; - -

Moscow insists on more intensive competition, we are prepared 

for it. For our part, however, we remain ready and eager to 

improve r~lations. Accordingly, we invite the Soviet 
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leadership to remember. the historic opportunities it has missed 

and to capitalize on the opportunities that are now at hand 

opportunities to reduce the danger of war, to curb the arms 

race, to peacefully settle destabilizing regional conflicts, 

and to promote the welfare of our own citizens and the social 

and economic development of the peoples of the "third world." 

It is long past time to seize these opportunities 

together. President John F. Kennedy spoke of a similar 

challenge not long before his death when he reminded us that a 

journey of a thousand miles begins with a single step. There 

could be no greater i ·ribute to President Kennedy than to -embark 

on that journey today. [To this end, I have invited/I have 

instructed Secretary Shultz to invite Foreign Minist.:er Gomyko- -

to meet with me/him in Stockholm in mid-January in conj.u11.ction -­

wi th the opening of the CDE J I call on the Soviet Union -to 

accept this invitation, to take a constructive approach to ~he -­

talks, and to join us in a journey dowri the road td ~eace. 

S/P:JAzrael 

Wang. no 0194C 
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SPEECH ON U.S. SOVIET RELATIONS 

My fellow Americans: 

We will soon begin a season of cheer, good fellowship, love 

and hope. And as the year draws to a close we have the tradition 

of reflecting on the past and making resolutions for the future. 

Before these holidays are upon us, I think it is a good time to 

share my thoughts with you on a topic that is in all of our minds 

and all of our hearts: how to strengthen and preserve peace in 

the world. 

· when we think of world peace we think first of all of our 

relations with the Soviet Union. Not because either the United 

States or the Soviet Union can bring peace to everyone, but 

because the world cannot be at peace unless there is peace 

between us. It is an awesome and sobering fact that, for the 

first time in the history of mankind, two nations have the might, 

not only to destroy each other, but to destroy mankind itself. 

Neither of our nations can have a higher interest than making 

sure that this does not, indeed cannot, happen. 

I believe that the Soviet leaders understand this overriding 

fact as well as I do. Yet, we are experiencing a period of 

tension in our relations which is greater than we have seen for 
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many years . I ' d like to talk to you tonight about why this i s 

and what we want to do about i t. 

Cause s of Tension 

If we look back over the seventies, we notice two things: 

America tended to withdraw from the world and to neglect its 

defenses while the Soviet Union increased its military might 

steadily and enormously. The facts speak for themselves: 

Throughout the 1970's, the Soviets devoted twice as much of their 

gross national product to defense as the United States. They 

deployed six times as many ICBM's, five times as many tanks, 

twice as many combat aircraft and, of course, over 360 SS-20 

imtermediate-range missiles at a time when the United States 

deployed no comparable weapons. 

-But the Soviets not only amassed a monstrous arsenal while ~ 

we stood still and let our defenses deteriorate, they al·so began 

to use thes·e arms to establish their domination over other 

countries. From Angola to Afghanistan#- '"from 'El--salvador~ .to- , al :::,~ •• , • 

Kampuchea, the Soviets ·or their. proxies have used force -to , 

interfere in the affairs of other -nations. And in .Europe, their -

deployment of SS-20 missiles was a blatant effort to threat€n our 

West European allies .and split the NATO Alliance. 

/01 
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This was the situation we faced when I took office. It was 

absolutely clear that we had to reverse the decline in American 

strength or else the danger of war would increase. History 

teaches us that wars begin when one side feels that it can 

prevail and therefore has something to gain. If we are to keep 

the peace, we must make sure that we and our Allies are strong 

enough to make clear to any potential aggressor that war could 

bring no benefit but only disaster to him. 

With your support and that of your representatives in the 

Congress, we have stopped Ame~ica's decline. Our economy is 

regaining health, our defenses are on the mend, and our 

commitment to defend our values has never been greater. 

Now this, I think, has taken the Soviets by suprise. They 

had counted on us to keep on weakening ourselves. After all, 

their propagandists have been saying for years that we -were 

destined for _the dustbin of history, and they said it so often 

that they may even have started believing it. But they c-an -see 

now that this isn't happening. 

And not only that. Telltale signs are accumulating that it 

is their system, not ours, that doesn't work. So it is no wonder 

that the Sovi€ts are feeling frustrated--and are showing it in 

their shrill ·propaganda. 
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A Safer World 

The harsh words that we have exchanged have led many to fear 

that the danger of war is rising, even that we and the Soviets 

are on a "collision course." This is understandable, but I 

believe it is profoundly mistaken. For if we look beyond the 

words and the diplomatic manoeuvering, one thing stands out: the 

balance of power has been restored and this means that the world 

is in fact a safer place. 

It is safer because there is less danger that the Soviets 

will produce a confr?ntation by miscalculating our strength or 

will. And we, of course, have no intent to threaten them • . We 

did hot do so even when we had a monopoly of nuclear weapons, so 

how can anyone think that we would do so now, when they are armed 

to the teeth? 

But to say that the world is safer is not to say that it is 

as safe as it should be, or that our relations with the Soviet · 

Union are what we would like them to be. The world is plagued 

with tragic conflicts · in many ·areas. Nuclear arsenals are · much 

too high and are a danger in themselves. And there is a sad lack 

of confidence in u.s.-soviet relations. These are the conditions 

which we must resolve to improve. 
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Our Aims 

Essential as deterrence is in preserving the peace and 

protecting our way of life, we must not let our policy toward 

the Soviet Union end there. If we are to avoid an arms race, 

with all the dangers it entails, we must do more. And it seems 

to me that our government and the Soviet government should 

concentrate our attention in three broad areas. 

First, we need to find ways to eliminate the use and threat 

of force in solving international disputes. 

War, for me, is public enemy number one. The world has 

witnessed more than 150 wars since the end of Warld War Two 

alone. Today ~~ed conflicts are raging in the Middle East, 

Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America and Africa. In many 

other regions, j ndependent nations are confronted by heavily 

armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack. 

Most of these conflicts have their roots in regional or 

local problems, but many have been fanned and -exploited by the 

Soviet Union a?d its surrQgates--and, of course, Afghanistan has 

suffered an outright Soviet invasion. This Soviet habit -of · 

trying to extend its influence and control by fueling local 

conflicts and _eJ!Porting revolution is a dangerous practice which 

({!) 
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exa cerbates local conflicts, increases destruction and suffering, 

and makes s olutions to real social and economic problems more 

diffic u lt. 

Would it not be better and safer for all to assist the 

gov ernme nts and peoples in areas where there are local conflicts 

to negotiate peaceful solutions, rather than supplying arms or 

sending in armies? The answer, I believe, is obvious, and I 

i nvi te the Soviet leaders to join us in a search for ways to move 

t he world, and our own actions, in this direction. 

Se cond, we need to find ways to reduce the vast stockpiles 

o f armamen t s in the world, particularly those of nuclear weapons. 

It is nothing less than a tragedy that the world's 

developing nations spend more than 150 billion dollars a year on 

arms--almost 20 percent of their national budgets. And I - regret 

Ill 

that the relentless Soviet build-up over the past two decades has • •· 

forced us to increase our defense spending to r estore the -· ·­

military balance. We must find ways to reverse the vicious 

circle of threat and response which drives the arms race . 

Even while modernizing our forces to meet the Sovi et threat, 

we have tried to reduce the number and destructive power of our 

nuclear weapons. It is a little-known fact that our total 

nuclear stockpile is now at its lowest level in 20 years . in - terms 

of the number of warheads, and at the lowest level in 25 years in 
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terms of its total destructive power. Just last month, we and 

our allies agreed to eliminate an additional 1400 nuclear 

warheads from Western Europe. This comes on top of the removal 

of a thousand warheads from Europe three years ago. Even if all 

our planned intermediate-range missiles have to be deployed in 

Europe over the next five years--and we hope this will not be 

necessary--five existing warheads will have been eliminated for 

each new one. 

But this is not enough. And the sad fact is that we can 

hardly go further until the Soviet Union adopts a similar policy 

and negotiates seriously for substantially lower levels. 

Third, we ~must work to establish greater confidence and 

understanding. -without this, we will hardly be able to 

accomplish much in reducing the use of force or lowering the 

level of arms. -

Confidence has many facets. Complying with past agreements 

increases it while violating them undermines it. Respecting the 

rights of one's own citizens bolsters it, while denying these 

rights injures it. Expanding contacts across borders and 

permitting a free interchange of information and ideas increase 

it: attempts to=seal one's people off from the rest of the world 

diminish it. Peaceful trade can help and organized theft of 

industrial secrets certainly hurts. 
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These examples illustrate clearly why confidence is so l ow 

i n our relations with the Soviets. But while we have a long way 

to go in building confidence, we are determined to keep on 

trying. 

Our Approach 

In working toward these goals, I base my approach on three 

guiding principles: realism, strength, and dialogue. Let me tell 

you what they mean to me. 

Realism means that we start by understanding the sort of 

world we live in and the nature of our adversaries. We must 

recognize that we are in a long-term competition with a rival who 

does not share our notions of individual liberties at home and 

peaceful change abroad. We must be frank in acknowledging our" 

differences and unafraid to defend our values. 

I have been forthright in expla-ining my view of the Sovi-et 

system and of Soviet policies. This should come ·as ho surprise 

to the Soviet leaders, who have never been reticent in expressing 

their view of us. But this doesn't mean-- we can't deal with ea-ch 

other. We don't walk away fr.om the negotiating table because· the 

Soviets call us 11 imperialist aggressors," or because they cling 

to the fantasy of the triumph of communism over democracy_ The 

fact that neither of us likes the other's system is no reason to 

II; 
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refuse to talk. In fact, in this nuclear a ge , it makes it all 

the more imperative for us to talk. 

Strength means that we know we cannot negotia te successfully 

or protect our interests if we are weak. Our str ength is 

necessary not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation 

and compromise. The Soviet leaders are supreme realists 

themselves: if they make a concession, it is because they get 

something in return. It is our strength that permits us to offer 

something in return. 

Strength is of course more than military might. It has many 

components: economic health, political cohesion, Alliance 

solidarity as -well as adequate defenses. We are stronger in all ­

these areas than we were three years ago, and this gives us the 

basis for dealin g effectively with the Soviets. 

Dialogue nle-ans that we are determined to deal -with · our 

differences peac efully, by negotiation. We are prepared to 

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

practical, fair solutions. We will never walk away from a 

negotiating table. To do so would be unforgivable given the 

stakes involved -for the whole world. 

When the Soviets shot down the Korean airliner with 269 

passengers aboard, many thought that we should express our 

outrage by cutting off negotiations. But I sent our negotiators 
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back to Geneva and Vienna because I understood that, no matter 

how s tro ng o u r f eelings were about that dastardly act, it would 

be i r re s pons ible to interrupt efforts to achieve arms reduction. 

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakeable. But we 

do insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, and not 

merely a t mospherics. 

Some Real Problems 

Reducing the risk of war--and especially nuclear war--is 

unquestionably priority number one. A nuclear confrontation 

could well be mankind's last. - Thus- I have proposed to ·the Soviet 

Union a comprehensive set of initiatives that would greatly 

reduce the size of our nuclear arsenals, and eliminate any · 

incentive to use these weapo·ns, even in time of cri :sb;_ - · . 

The world can only regret that th~ -Soviet Union has . broken · -

off negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces, and has 

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

is no justification for these steps. 

My negotiators are ready to return to the negotiating table,­

and to finish the search for agreements in INF and START. We 

have proposals that would increase the security not only of our 

two countries, but of the world at large. We are prepared to 

negotiate on these proposals in good faith. Whenever the Soviets 

are ready to do likewise, I pledge to meet them half-way. 

II> 
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We seek not only t o reduce the numbers of nuclear weapons, 

but also to reduce the likelihood of conflicts in which such 

weapons might be used. Here we have proposed to the Soviets a 

series of steps to reduce the chances for dangerous 

misunderstanding and miscalculation in times of tension. 

We call these proposals "confidence-building measures." 

They cover a wide range of activities. In the Geneva 

negotiations, we have proposed that the U.S. and Soviet Union 

exchange advance notifications of our missile tests and major 

military exercises. Following up on suggestions by Senator Nunn 

and the late Senator Henry Jackson, we also proposed a number of 

ways to improve direct US-Soviet channels of communication as a 

further safeguard against misunderstandings. 

Our effor£ s have not stopped there. Together with our 

allies and the~ ther nations of Europe, we will be joining in a -

conference on European security and confidence-building measures 

in Stockholm:~~ ecretary of State Shultz will lead the U.S. 

Delegation to The opening of that conference next month. - Our 

goal will be -to ~dev-elop practical and meaningful ways to reduce - ..: 

some of the apprehension and potential for misinterpretation 

surrounding military activities. By doing so, we would be 

diminishing the risks of surprise attack. This important task 

needs to be a . jp~n~ effo~t. We will be working closely with our 

allies, but invite the cooperation of all others in this work as -_ 
-

well -- including the Soviet Union. 

Arms control has been the most visible area of US-Soviet 

dialogue. But -world peace also requires that we find ways to 
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defuse gl0b~l terF ions in the world that could escalate 

dangerously . I think we and the Soviets should have a common 

interest in promoting regional stability, in finding peaceful 

solutions to existing conflicts that will permit developing 

nations to concentrate their energies on economic growth. Here 

we have sought to engage the Soviets in exchanges of views on 

Afghanistan, complementing the efforts of the United Nations 

Secretary General, and on southern Africa, to supplement the 

diplomatic efforts in the region itself which have been underway 

for several years. 

Our approach has been constructive. So far not much has 

come of these efforts. But we are prepared to continue if the -

Soviets agree. We remain convinced that on issues like these it 

should be in the Soviet Union ' •s best interest to p ·lay a 

constructive role in achieving broad-based, peaceful, negotiated 

solutions. If the Soviets- make ·that Choice, they will find us 

ready to collaborate. 

Our Approach in a Nutshell:-- Reali-stic Engagement ..:.. 

These problems are real. Only ·some of them can be solved. 

All of them, however, can ·be managed peacefully. Not one of them 

need lead to confrontation between uur -two countries. 

One very real problem is that we have fluctuated in our "­

policies toward the Soviet Union in the past. We have gone from 

periods of confrontation to periods of cooperation and back 

again. We tended either not to talk at all, and to count only on 

t 17 
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our strength, or to do little more than talk, and neglect the 

strength we need for productive dialogue. 

Either approach is dangerous, and unrealistic. There is 

nothing wrong with talk: in today's world we and the Soviets, 

different as we are, must talk. But talk that does not address 

the real problems, thqt avoids unpleasant facts, creates 

illusions. In a democracy, it is those illusions, and the 

inevitable disillusionment, that lead to abrupt changes of 

course, to worsening relations. 

The Soviet Union has remained much the same country, with 

the same purposes and values, throughout the postwar period. So 

have we. If we are strong, and realitstic, and prepared to talk 

to the Soviet Union on all the serious issues between us, there 

is no good reason why we cannot develop a stable, productive 

relationship that can be sustained without swings of euphoria and 

despair. 

That is the objective of my policy toward the Soviet Union. 

I call this policy "realistic engagement." It is a policy for 

the long haul. It is a challenge for Americans. It will require 

the kind of patience that does not come naturally to us. It is a 

challenge to the Soviets. They must recognize that the days of 

paper promises, of the one-way street and of atmospherics for the 

sake of appearances are over. And they must recognize that even 

if they spurn the cooperation we desire, we and our allies will 

always be able to protect ourselves. 
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But we wil l not walk away from th'e negot iating t ab l e , and we 

will be rea dy for negotiation whenever t h e Sov i e ts are. 

Re a listic e ngagemen t i s not a policy for tomorr ow or nex t year; 

it i s a policy for the next decade s . Our c halle n ge is a peaceful 

one. It will bring out the best in u s ; i t ca l ls for the best 

from the Soviets, too. 

Conclusion 

No one can predict whether the Soviets will rise to this 

challenge, but I am optimistic. Our two countries share with all 

mankind an interest in doing everything possible to reduce the 

risk of nuclear war. Our peoples have gotten to know each other 

be t ter in r ecent years; we should do everything we can to 

incr ease contacts and understanding. We have never fought each 

other; there is no reason we ever should. We have fought common 

enemi es together; today those enemies are named hunger, 

pestilence, pollution , and, above all, war. 

Twenty years ago this year, in the aftermath of a major 

crisis in u.s.-soviet relations, President John F. Kennedy 

defined an approach to dealing with the Soviets that is as 

realistic and hopeful today as when he announced it: 
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"So , let us not be blind to our differences- -but let us also 

d irect atte n tion to our common i n t e rests and to the me ans by 

which tho s e differences can be resolved. And if we cannot end 

now ou r differences, at lea st we can help make the world safe for 

dive r sity. For, in the final analysis, our most basic common 

link is that we all inhabit this small planet. We all breathe 

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

a l l mortal." 

Ton ight, on the eve of Christmas and the approach of the New 

Year, we should reflect on the lessons of the past, and 

rededicate ourselves to a struggle in good faith to solve the 

problems of the present and the future. I appeal to the Soviet 

leaders and the people of the - soviet Union to join with us in 

r ealistic engagement to the benefit of all mankind. - In this high 

endeavor, they will never find us wanting. 



MEMORANDUM 

,og?L-f 
NON-LOG 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

--SDCRE~ /SENSITIVE December 20, 1983 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

FROM: JACK MATLOCK 

SUBJECT: Presidential Speech on U.S.-Soviet Relations 

I believe the attached draft is basically sound. It conveys our 
views systematically and calmly, and this is important at this 
time, because it can serve as a basic document for both our 
public and private diplomacy in the future. It may strike some 
as a trifle dull and lacking in spectacular initiatives, but I 
believe this is no handicap, since calmness, steadiness and 
policy coherence should be what we are trying to convey. To 
attempt to add a "new initiative" in order to attract attention 
would be counterproductive: it would be seen by the Soviets as 
proof that our effort to intensify the dialogue is a pose, and 
could strike thoughtful members of the public as gimmickry. 

For these reasons, I believe strongly that the paragraph at the 
bottom of page 16 and beginning of page 17 should be revised to 
omit the suggestion that Shultz would go to Moscow if invited , 
and also the reference to a possible summit. The Soviets could 
take legitimate offense at the President inviting Shultz to 
Moscow without consulting them in advance, and direct references 
to summitry would confirm their suspicion that the President 
wants one to assist his reelection campaign, and therefore might 
be willing to pay a high price for one. I have suggested alter­
native wording on the draft which puts us squarely on record as 
favoring a regular high-level dialogue , but omits the sort of 
particulars which could undermine the attempt to achieve it . 

I have also suggested revisions at the start and finish to take 
account of the fact that the speech will be given early in 
January, as well as a few changes of words here and there to 
avoid undesirable overtones. Ron Lehman has questioned the 
figures given at the top of page 7 on nuclear warhead levels, and 
I have asked him to check these out and confirm or change them. 

Aside from the text itself, I have the following thoughts and 
suggestions: 
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--Particular care should be taken to see that changes by the 
speechwriting staff do not detract from ttie overall message the 
speech is designed to achieve., More viv.id language may be . 
desirable to perk it up, but vivid language is tricky in that it 
is often taken out of context and overshadows the basic message. 

--If possible, we should aim to have a final text approved 
by the President a day or so in advance, so that the President 
can notify allied leaders in advance. It also would not hurt to 
have Hartman deliver a text in Moscow a few hours in advance. 

--Advance planning is also desirable to maximize attention 
in Europe. For example, VOA broadcasts in translation will be of 
higher quality if the translators have a few hours advance time 
to work on them. So far as the Russian Service of VOA is con­
cerned, it should be instructed to run the full text, and perhaps 
to repeat it in late night broadcasts. 

--Some advance notice to key members of Congress might also 
be helpful. In particular, if the Kennedy quote is used, the 
President might wish to give his brother a call before the 
broadcast to alert him to the fact. 

--Immediately following the delivery, we should have pre­
p~red background material and Q & A's for posts abroad, to insure 
maximum emphasis in their public affairs eff orts. 

I had planned to be on home leave in Florida during the holidays 
and to return to Washington January 3. If, · however, the speech 
is to be delivered January 3 and you need me to coordinate some 
of the matters above in advance, I will of course return whenever 
necessary. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. That you recommend to the President that he approve the final 
text a working day or two before delivery. 

Approve __ _ 

2. That you authorize consultations with Rey persons in State, 
USIA and on the NSC staff a day before delivery in order to 
ensure proper advance notificati.on and coordination with VOA and 
posts abroad. 

Approve __ _ Disapprove 

Attachment: 

Tab I Text of speech on u.s.-soviet relations 
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JACK: Some thoughts on "The Speech" 

--Prior Coordination. This could be a big bomb if the proper 
groundwork has not been laid first (it could be a media 
bust; could be treated as just another Administration twist 
bending to political pressures but not reflecting our real 
policy, or as Flora Lewis says, giving the impression that 
we can turn this policy on or off just b~pushing buttons). 
Likewise, we will have to demonstrate that it indeed does ~Av~ 
aet: staying power. 

First, we need to coordinate with Congress, particularly 
those who have urged some sort of reconciliation speech. Also, 
given the increasing identification of Reagan as a JFK-style 
innovator as opposed to a doctrainnaire conservative and given 
the very important reference to the AU speech, particular 
consultations should be directed to Ted Kennedy. \~ 
--- Second, we need to make sure that the Allies really do ~~,_,A 
know that this speech is coming and that, more importantly, \ ,/ ~~ 
it is re_ sponsive to their concerns they have expressed. For ty.. ~ ~ 
example, we could write a letter (form), but witp individual , , « ~~ 
paragraphs that would reflect genuine thoughts these PMs have f~ ✓ 
expressed. Trudeau, e.g., we could reference aspects of the cJ! f.,,l 
meeting with Reagan last week. Craxi has indicated that he V J 
would like some particular movement and Lubbers & Kohl have ~ 
been especially adamant. The letter should include statements L, 
indicating (a) A desire to lower E-W tensions; (B) A desire 
to terminate megaphone diplomacy, lower the level of rhetoric; 
(C) Call attention to the consistencies of our policy that 
have tended to get lost with media attention focused so 
heavily on the gaffes. 

--- Third, we should put out the word to selected members of the 
strategic intellectual complex. Their support could be crucial. 
We don't want them to, as they are prone to, look for things in 
the speech to denigrate. 

--Also, Trudeau made an interesting point in his departure state­
ment where he indicated that "The President has assured me that 
he has made sure that his Administration really does understand 
that his policy is that enunciated in Tokyo". It didn't happen 
in the discussions and I doubt if such a thing has happened, 
but it was a clever Trudeau move. It does also remind us that 
for the President to really succeed in this speech he will have 
to insure that his Administration -- speechwriters, OSD officials, 
NSC staff, State, etc. --rea~ly do understand that this is 
policy. "ow 1..1, t\ ~\...,!. b<. tJ..owf. , 

--Finally, if we want to lend credence to this, we could use the 
technique of a high-level emissary. If he came from the bureaucracy 
it could rankle Hartman, of course. But, how about Richard Nixon? 
He would convey the "officialness" of the . speech and probably be 
well received by the Soviets. 

--Ty 




