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~SESREE./ SENSITIVE January 4, 1984

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

i

A, K
FROM: George P. Shultz ~4/0

SUBJECT: My Meeting with Dobrynin, January 3, 1983

Dobrynin came in to see me on my first day in the office
following his return from Moscow December 23. He had
instructions responding to questions I had asked him before he
left for Moscow, and he appeared to be in a businesslike mood.

My questions essentially asked whether the Soviets are
ready for serious private dialogue with us. Dobrynin said he
had been instructed by his government to say that they are
ready for such a dialogue. He was authorized to conduct
personally whatever such discussion we desire. However, he
added, they also consider that Art Hartman in Moscow is an
appropriate channel for this private dialogue.

Recognizing that Gromyko and I are to meet for some three
hours later in the month, Dobrynin stressed that the Soviets
are not interested in dialogue for the sake of dialogue;
dialogue must have content. He asked me what I thought should
be discussed in Stockholm.

I agreed that content would be the key to any constructive
dialogue, and made the point that each side should be free to
bring any issue to the table. On the Stockholm meeting, I said
I thought we should review our relationship and how it should
be conducted, including mechanisms. On substance, I thought we
should discuss arms control (principally START, INF and
compliance, but also CDE, MBFR and confidence-building
measures) and regional issues (principally the Middle East, but
southern Africa and Afghanistan as well). I told Dobrynin I
would also want to discuss human rights. Characteristically he
asked why; I replied because of the importance of human rights
issues to you and to Americans generally. I said I saw no big
bilateral problems on which Gromyko and I needed to spend much
time in Stockholm, but added that there might be bilateral
issues for others to discuss.

I told Dobrynin that if the Soviets want further discussion
of the Stockholm agenda I am ready for it, but it could also be
conducted by Rick Burt and his deputy Sokolov.
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Dobrynin then referred to your letter to Andropov delivered
December 24, and asked specifically what the language on START
meant when it spoke of a common framework embodying a balance
between the interests and advantages of both sides. I replied
that we are prepared to look for a common framework that
accommodates the different force structures of the two sides.

Dobrynin also asked about the language concerning
"confidential exchanges of views at other levels" besides me
and Gromyko. On this, I said that there might be certain issues
on which we could designate others if this seemed appropriate.

In general, we agreed that the next step should be for both
sides to begin setting out content for productive dialogue. At
the same time, we also agreed that as that process moves along,
it would be worthwhile to step back from time to time and have
a more philosophical exchange on how different systems can
relate to one another. I recalled talks I had had with then-
Premier Kosygin about how free-market and centrally-planned
economies can deal with each other. Dobrynin's examples, such
as the Kennedy-Khrushchev understandings on Cuba, had less to
do with differences between systems than with the advantages of
private channels like this one for handling sensitive issues
between the two countries.

Dobrynin then asked how I saw U.S.-Soviet relations shaping
up in 1984. I replied that I saw a question mark here: we
want dialogue, but also recognize that things can get out of
hand, particularly over differences concerning regional issues
like the Middle East. I said I expected the world economy to
improve this year, and also noted it would be an election year
for us. 1In this respect, however, I said that although
political pundits disagree on how this would affect U.S.-Soviet
relations, I expect you will play it straight and determine
your policy on the basis of what is good for the country,
without reference to partisan politics.

Dobrynin responded that the Soviets would respond to
anything constructive from Washington even though it is an
election year. I could not tell whether he was expressing an
official view or only speaking for himself, but this could mean
that the Soviets will not intervene in U.S. domestic politics
during the coming months.

Mention of our election gave me the opening to ask Dobrynin

about what is going on in Moscow. I said we had some sense of
a transitional atmosphere there and invited him to comment.

SBCREF /SENSITIVE
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Dobrynin replied that while in Moscow he had visited
Andropov at home, and Andropov had asked him questions about
what is going on here. Andropov seems to be conducting
business at home, and Politburo members see him regularly
there. Dobrynin said he had tried to get Armand Hammer in to
see Andropov at home, but the basic decision had been taken not
to receive visitors other than insiders. When I asked about
Andropov's illness, Dobrynin replied that he did not know, and
had not asked, noting that such matters are more sensitive in
the Soviet Union than here. But he did say that during his own
visit with Andropov, he (Dobrynin) reached for something
Andropov wanted, implying that Andropov has some incapacity in
arm movements at least. Politically, however, the agenda for
the Politburo's regular Thursday sessions was set by Andropov,
and his decisions on issues are final. I am passing these
observations to Bill Casey.

Overall, Dobrynin's comments left the impression that
Andropov is operating the government from his residence, but is
acting as a decisive leader at that distance. For my part I
commented that as far as we are concerned there is a functioning
Soviet government and we are prepared to deal with it.

In conclusion, Dobrynin said he had to raise one "unpleasant
matter" and handed me the text of an "oral statement" protesting
our declaration of areas of the Mediterranean as a "zone of
dangerous activities of the U.S. Navy." I said we would study
the démarche and respond appropriately. The text of the
démarche is being transmitted to the NSC staff by a Hill-
McFarlane memorandum.
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MEMORANDUM 0102
THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
O R B January 5, 1984
INFORMATION
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: MICHAEL K. DEAVER AND ROBERT C. MCFARLANE

SUBJECT: Your Speech on U.S.-Soviet Relations

We have considered carefully your initial reactions to the State
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 compreh%nsively 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
accommodation. 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:

, DECLASSIFIED
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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



Draft: 12/18/83 (noon)

SPEECH ON US-SOVIET RELATIONS
My fellow Americans: .

We are entering a season of cheer, good fellowship, love
and hope. As these holidays approach, I want tovshare my
théughts 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. A

When we think of world peace we must think first of all of
-our relations with the Soviet Union. The United States or the
Soviet Union cannot_bring peace to everyone, but 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 natioﬁs have the might, not only to
destroy each other, but to degtroy ﬁankind itself. Neither of

our nations can have a higher interest than making sure that

such terrible capabilities are never used.

I believe that the Soviet leaders understand this

overriding fact as well as I do. Yet, we are encountering
obstacles to cooperation between our two nations greater than
we have seen for 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 experience of the 1970s, we notice
two things: America tended to question its role in the world
and to neglect its defenses while the Soviet Union increased
its military might and sought to expand its influence abroad
through the threat and use of force. The facts speak for
themselves: throughout the 1970s, while the U.S. defense
budget declined in real terms, the Soviets increased their
military spending by three-to—fogr percent every year. The}
deployed six times as many béziistic_missiles, five times as
many tahks, twice as many cbmbat aircraft énd, of course, over

360 SS-20 intermediate-range missiles at a time when the United

States deployed no comparable weapons.

The Soviets not only amassed an enormous arsenal while we
stood still and let our defehses deteriorate; they also used
these arms‘for'foreign military ad%entures. 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. In Europe and in Asia, their deployment of new

missiles was at once an effort to split the NATO Alliance and
‘ .
to threaten our friends and Allies on both these continents.

This was .the situation we faced when I took offi;e. It was

absolutely clear that we had to reverse the decline in American



strength or else the dénger of war would increase. History
teaches us that wars begin>whén one side 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 co;ld bring no
benefit to him, but only disaster to all. Thus, our goal is
deterrence throﬁgh the maintenance ofﬂg,military.balance -- not
military superiority.

With your support and thagipf the Congress, we have halted
Ameri;a's decline. Our economy is régaining health, our
defenses are on the mend. Our alliances are solid-'and our

commitment to defend our values has never been more clear.

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 we.we;é-destined for the dustbin of
history; They said it so oftén_tha£ they may have even started
believing it. But they can see now that they were wrong.
Indeed, signs are accumulating fhat their rigid and centralized
system is proving less able than the Western democracies to

adapt to the challenges of a new era.

A Safer-World
Recently, we've been hearing some strident rhetoric from

the Kremlin. These harsh words have led many to fear tﬂat the



danger of war is rising, even that we and the Soviets are on a
"collision course." There is talk of a new "Cold War." This
is understandable, but I believe it is profouhdly mistaken.
For if we look beyond the words and the diplomatic posturing,
one thing stands out: the balance of power is being restored
and this means that the world is in fact 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 havéi;B desire to threaten them. We
did not do so thirty-five yéars ago when we-had a monopoly of

nuclear weapons, much less would we 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
Uhion are yﬁat we would like them éo be. The world is plagued
with tragic conflicts in many areas. Nuclear arsenals are far .
too high. And thefe is a sad lack of confidence in U.S.-Soviet
relations. These are the conditions which we must seek to

improve.

Our Aims

Essential as deterrence is in preserving the peace and

protecting our way of life, we must not let our policy toward
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the Soviet Union end there. Relying on the foundation of the
military balance we have restored, we must engage the Soviet
Union in a sober and realistic dialogue designed to reverse the
arms race, to éromote peéqe in war-ravaged regions of the world,
and gradually to build greater confidence between our two
nations. |

First, we need to find ways to eliminate the use and threat

t

of force in solving international disputes.
7_50/_&&&—;:1 r’ffboﬂflél//.'éy,

&éfé-u—é-a-éé

witnessed more than 150 conflicts sincg’the end of World War

~
717/!;"""'73' 7War, for—na, is The world has
Two alone. Armed conflicts are raging in the Middle East,
Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America, and Africa.
In other regions, independent nations are confronted by heavily
armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack or

subversion.

Most of these confiicts have their roots in local problems,
but ﬁany have been fanned and exploited by the Soviet Union and
its surrogates--and, of course, Afghanistaﬁ has suffered ah_
outright Soviet invasion. The Soviet habit of trying to extend
its influence and control by fueling regional conflicts and
exportiﬂg revolution is dangerous. It exacerbates local

conflicts, increases destruction and suffering, and makes
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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
(D" s TAis
invite Th e
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Second, we need to find ways to reduce the vast stockpiles

direction.

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 billion dollars a year
on arms--almost 20 percent of their national budgets. And I
régret that.the'ielentless Soviet Build-up over the past two
decades hag 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 defenses to meet the Soviet
threat, we have built and maintained no more forces than have

been necessary to ensure a stable military balance. It is a
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little-known fact that'our total nuclear stockpile is now at
its lowest level in 20 yeafs-in terms of the number. of
warheads, and at the lowest level in 25 years in terms of its
total destructive power.. Just two months ago, we and our
allies agreed to withdraw an additional 1400 ngélear warheads
from Western Europe. This comes on top of the removal of a
thousand nucleér warheads from Europé‘pyer the lést three
years. Even if all our planned interﬁediate—range missiles
have to be deployed in Europe over the next five years -- and
we hope this will not be necégéary - fivg existing warheads

will have been eliminated for each new one.

But this is not enough. We need fo accelerate our efforts
to reach agreements to radically reduce the numbers of nuclear
weapons. It was with this goal in mind that I proposed the
"zero option" for intermediate-range missiles in an effort to
eliminate in one fell swoop aﬁ entire class of nuclear arms.
Although NATO's deployﬁent this_moﬁih of INF missiles was an
important achievement, I would stiil prefer that there be no
INF missile erloyments on eitﬁer side. ‘Indeed, I support a
zero option for all nuclear arms. As I said in my speech to

the Japanese Parliament, "Our dream is to see the day when

nuclear weapons will be banished from the face of the Earth."

The Soviet Defense Minister, &arshal Ustinov, announced the



other day that the Soviet Union shares with us the vision of a
world free of nuclear weapons. These are encouraging words.

Now is the time to begin making that vision a reality.

Third, we must work with the Soviet Union to establish

greater mutual confidence and understanding..

- =7

. Confidence is built on deeds, not words. Complying with

agreements increases it, while violating them undermines it.

"‘4\(-

Respecting the rights of one‘'s_own citizeps bolsters it, while
denying these rights injureé it. Exéanding-contacts across
borders and permitting a free interchange of information and
ideas increase it; attempts to seal oﬁe's people off from the
rest of the world diminish it. Peaceful trade can help and

organized theft of industrial secrets certainly hurts.

These examplés illustrate cleaily why confidence is so low
in our relations with the Soviet Union. But while we have a
long way to go in builaing confidence, we are determined to

keep 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.
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Realism means that we start by understanding the sort of
world in which we live. ﬁe 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 been forthright in explaining my view of the Soviet
systéﬁ and of Soviet policies. This should come as no surprise
to the Soviet leaders, who‘h;;; never been reticent in
expressing their view of us. But this doesn't mean we can't
. deal with each other. We éon'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 £he other's system is no reason
to refuse to talk. 1In fact, in this nuclear age, the fact we

have differences makes it the'more'imperative for us to talk.

Strength means that we know we cannot negotiate success-
fuliy or protect our interests if we are’ weak. Our strength is
necessary not only to detef war, but to facilitate negotiation
and compromise. 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.

15
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Strength is of course more than military might. 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. We have drastically reduced the
rate of inflation to its present low level and are on the road
to a strong recovery. The NATO Alligpce, with the initiation
of intermediate-range missile deployﬁents, has proven its
ability to restore the military balance upset by the Soviet
Union. And there is a renewga;sénse of pride in our democratic
values and in America's vital role'in world affairs. All this
gives us a firmer 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
aiscuss all thé'problems that divide us, and to work for
pracficai, fair solutions on the basis of mutual compromise.

We will never retreat from negotiations. To do so would be to

ignore the stakes involved for the whole world.

When the Soviets shot down the Kérean airliner with 269
passengers aboard, many thought that we should express our
outrage by cutting off negotiations. But I sent our negotiators
back to Geneva, and I sent them béck with new, more.foythcoming

proposals. I understood that, no matter how strong our feelings



- 1] o=

were about that 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, not

atmospherics.

Real Problems, Realistic Solutions

In our approach to negotie}ions, reducing the risk of wer
-- and especially nuclear waéi;i is unquestionably priority
number one. A nuclear confrontation coulé well be mankind's
-last. Thus I have proposed to the Soviet Union a comprehensive
set of initiatives that would reduce substantially the size of
our nuclear arsenals, and eliminate any incentive to use these
weapons even in time of crieis; And I>am more than ready to go
much further: If the Soviet Union is willing, we-cen 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 nuelear forces, and pes
refused to set a date for further talks on strategic arms. Our
negotiators are ready to return to the negotiating table, and
to conciude agfeements in INF and START. Ve have:proposals on

‘the table that are ambitious yet fair, proposals that would
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increase the security not only of our two countries, but, of the
world at large. We are prepared to negotiate in good faith.
Whenever the Soviets are ready to do likewise, I pledge to 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 in times of tension. We have therefore put
forward proposals for what we call "confidence-building

SN

measures." They cover a widé;iénge of activities. 1In the
Geneva negotiations, we havé proposed thaf-éhe U.S. and Soviet
Union exchange advance notifications qf our missile tésts énd
major military exercises. Following up on suggestions by
Senators Nunn, Warner and the late Senator Henry Jackson, we
also proposéd a number of ways to improve direct US-Soviet

channels of communication as a further safeguard against

misunderstandings.

These bilateral préposals will soon be supplemented by
broader negotiations on measures to enhance confidence
involving all the nations of Europe, East and West, including
the Soviet Union. Together with these nations, we will be
joining in a conference on European security opening next month
in Stockholm.- The Foreign Ministers of NATO, at their recent

meeting in Brussels, agreed that they would attend the first
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session of the conference in recognition of the importance we
attach to the goal of increasing the securify of all European
nations. We and our Allies hope that Foreign Ministers from

-

the Warsaw Pact will also attend.

Our goal in<tﬁe Stockholm confergnce will be to develop
practical and meaningful ways to redééévihe uncertainty and
potential for misinterpretation surrounding military
activities, and to diminish tpg risks of surprise attack. This
important ‘task needs to be.a ESint effort. We will be working
closely with our allies, but we will also need the cooperation

‘of all others -- including the Soviet Union.

Arms control has long been the most_visible area of
US-Soviet dialogue.‘ But world peace also requires that we find
ways to defuse tensions and regional conflicts that could |
escalate dangerously. We and ‘the Soviets should have a comﬁon
. interest in promoting ;egional étabilit&, in finding peaceful
solutions to existing conflicts that will permit developing
nations to concentrate their-enérgies on eqonomic growth. Thus
we seek th engage the Soviets in exchanges of views on thése
regional conflicts and tensions; our respective interests, and

how we can contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions.

Our approach has been constructive. So far not much has

come of these efforts. But we are prepared to continue if the
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Soviets are willing. We remain convinced that on issues like
these it should be in the Soviet Union's best interest to play
a constructive role in achieving broad-based, peaceful,

negotiated solutions. If the Soviets make that choice, they

‘ C&Gaé:iﬁé'
will find us ready to .

Another major problem in our dialbgué with the Soviet Union
is human rights. It is Soviet practices in this area, perhaps
more than any other issue, that have created the mistrust ané

ill will that hangs over our félétion§hip..

Moral considerations alone compel us to express ouf deep
concern over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union, over
the virtual halt in the emigration of Jews, Armenians and other
Soviet minorities to join close relatives abroad, over the
continuing harassment of courageous figures like Andrey
Sakharov. It is.aifficult for me tb understand why Soviet
authorities find it impossible to allow several hundred of
their citizens to be reunited with their families in the United

States.

Our objectives in the human rights field are not revolu-
tionary. 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; we are interested in

20
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results. We ask only that the Soviet Union live up to the
obligations it has freely éssumed 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.

A Policy of Realistic Engagement

Conflicts of interest between the United States and the’

~K -

Soviet Union are real. But Ilﬁélieve they can be managed

peacefully. With determination as well as good will, we can

"keep the peace between our two mighty nations and make it a

better and more peaceful world for all mankind.

We have achieved less than we might in this regard over the
past decade because our approach to the Soviet Union has
fluctuated so dramatically. We héVé gone from periqdé of
euphorié hope for cooperation to pefiods of excessive fear and

pessimism. Either approach is dangerous, and unrealistic.

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 realistic, and prepared to

talk totthe Soviet Union on all the_serious issues between us,

there is no good reason why we cannot develop a stable,
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productive relationship that can be sustained over the long

term, without swings of euphoria and despair.

That is the-objecti&e of my policy toward the Soviet Union.
I call thi; 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 ngS'not come naturally to us.
It is a challenge to the Soviets as well. If they cannot match
our good will, we will be in/g position to protect our :

interests, and those of our'fffends and allies in the world.

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:

We extend to the Soviet Union énd the other Warsaw Pact
countries the offer fo work together with us to bring about
a long-term constructive and realistic relationship based -
on equilibrium, moderation and reciprocity." For the benefit
of mankind, we advocate an open, combrehensive political

dialogue, as well as cooperation based on mutual advantage.

'~ We will stay at the negotiating tables in Geneva and Vienna.
Secretary Shultz will be prepared to meet with Soviet Foreign
Minister Gromyko in Stockholm in January. If invitea, he will

also be prepared to visit Moscow for further talks there. [And
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I-would—thepe—that, if these and other talks create the basis

for real progress and concrete results im—our relaticnship, I

will be ready to meet with Soviet President Andropov.:]

Conclusion

Our éhallenge is a peaceful one. It will bring out the
best in us; it calls for the beét frbm_the Soviet Union too.
No one can predict how the Soviets will respond to this
chéllenge. But I do know that our two countries share with all
mankind an interest in doing ;;érything possible to reduce the
risk of nuclear war. Our peoples have gotten to know each
~other better in recent yeafs; we should do everything we can to
inérease-understanding. 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.

Twenty years ago this year, -in the aftermath of a major
crisis in U.S.-Soviet relations, John F. Kennedy defined an
approach to dealing with the Soviets 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

%
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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."”

Tonight, as we look toward Christmas, we shoulé reflect on
the lessons of the past, and rededicate ourselves to a struggle
in good faith to solve the problems offthe present and the
future. I appeal to the Soviet leaders and the people of the
Soviet Union to join with us-in>;ealistic engagement to the |

benefit of all mankind. 1In thzg-high:endeévor, they will never

find us wanting.

2740m
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MEMORANDUM
THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
P - January 5, 19815#
ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: MICHAEL K. DEAVER AND ROBERT C. MCFARLANE

SUBJECT: 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:

_ DECLASSIFIED
«SEBCREL.. .,
Declassify on: OADR NLRRF-‘Qm-"a_.”ﬂ&m;vq
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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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INFORMATION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: MICHAEL K. DEAVER AND ROBERT C. MCFARLANE

SUBJECT: Your Speech on U.S.-Soviet Relations

We have considered carefully your initial reactions to the State
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
guarters 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
accommodation. 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:
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R
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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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Soviet Union, Wa securlty conference in

e to\find practical

Stockholm. The goal_of” the conference
o

and meani gfﬁipways_to increas : ‘ ; It is part of
We live in a time of peacelwith not eno peace. And  E
because Ame;;;;T;\BTﬁhest\as iratioﬁ’fg’;f;:fz:;e peace, these

for decades. It is

are frustrating times”f:/és they have
— . '
high time to move forward and today is a time of opportunity to

do so.

- In our search for genuine progress we must thlnk first of

aba ™
all &{ 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. ;
: W

Soviet leaders understand this as well as K\Fo. 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

7
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dangerous, we must keep it within bounds. e and the Soviet

the level of arms. There is no ratlonel alternatlve 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‘yofds have led §6me to
speak of heightened uncertainty and an increased danger of
conflict. This is understandable, but profoundly mistaken. For
if we look beyond the words, what stands out is the fact that the—

LI N e,
~—balance—of power is being restored 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 aéo 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 sometning
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 impréved.

Essential as detérrence.is in preserving the peace and
protecting our way of life, we must not let our poiicy 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 rgﬁuce the level of arms,
promote peace in the troubled regions of the world, and build a
constructive working relationship;5e%ween_Qnr_imn_na%ionsr——--\\\

First, we need to find ways to eliminate the use and fhreat
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 Africa. In
other regions, independent nations are confronted by heavily
armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack or
subversion.

Most of these cqnflicts 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 confiicts and
exporting revolution just exacerbates local conflicts,-incéeases
suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic

problems more difficult.
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Would it not be better and safer to assi§t the-gov%Pments
and peoples in areas where there are local conflicts to negotiate
peaceful solutioqs? The answer is obvious, and I call ubon the
Soviet leaders to join with us in a search to move the world, and
our own actions, in. this direétion. |

Second, we need to find ways to reduce the vast stockpiles
of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear weapons.

Iﬁ is nothing less than a tragedy Epat the world's.'
developing nations spend more than 150 billion dollars a year on
arms -- almost 20 percent of their national budgets. We must’ .
find ways to réverse 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 destruétive 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

e tne 1t th
of a thousand nuclear warheads from Europe t 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
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option" for intermedia£e—range missiles in an effort to eliminate
in one fell swoop an éntirevclass of nuclear arms. Although
NATO's initial deployment of INF missiles was an important
achievement, I would étill ﬁrefer 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.

e

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 deeds, not words.
Complying with agreements helps, while violating them hurts.
Respecting the rights o*:one's own citizens b&lsters 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 organiied theft of industrial'secrets
certainly hurts. 4

These examples illustrate clearly why our working
relationship with the Séviet Union is not what it should be. But

while we have a long way to go, we are determined to keep trying.

i34
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In working toward these goals, our‘approach is -based on
three guiding principles: realism, strength, and dialogue.

Realism means that ﬁe start by understanding the sort -of
world in which we live. We must recogﬂize that we are in a
long-term competition with-an.adversary who does not share our
notions of individual liberties at- home and peaceful ﬁhange
abroad. We must be frank in acknowiedging our differences and
unafraid to defend our values.

py

I have openly expressed my view of the Soviet system. This
should come as no surprise to the Soviet leaders, who have neve;
been reticent in expressing their view of;ggfs.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 differenﬁes 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'mo;e than military strength. It has
many components. Economic health is the starting point. Equally
important are political unity at -home andAsolidarity 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 ‘3é
differences peacefulli, by ﬁegotiation. We are prepareq to
discuss all the problems that divide us, and to wérk for
practical, fair solutions on'the basis of mutual compromise. We
will never retreat from'negotiations; |
Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakeable. But we

do insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, not

atmospherics.

4

In our approach to negotiations, reducing the risk of war --
and especially nuclear war -- is uﬁquestionably priority number-
one. A nuclear confrontation could well be mankind's last. The
comprehensive_set of initiativi that we have proposed would
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 nucleaf 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 faith. 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~wea§ons,
but also to reduce the chances for dangerous misunderstanding and
miscalculation. We havé therefore put forward proposals for what

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

the p.s. and Soviet Union exchangé advance notifications of our
missile tests and major military exercises. Following ub on
congressional suggestions, we also proposed a number of ways to
improve direct US-Soviet channels of comﬁunicatidn.

These bilateral proposals will. be broadened at the Stockholm
conference. We will work hard to develop practical and
meaningful ways to reduce the uncertainﬁy and potential.for
misinterpretation surrounding military activities, and to
diminish the risks of surprise attack.

Arms contfol has long been the most Qisible area of
US-Soviet dialogue. But a durable 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
stabilityf”fi—finding peaceful solutions to existing conflicts
that will permit developing nations to concentrate their energies
on economic growth. Thus.we seek to engage the Soviets in
exchanges of views on these regional conflicts and tensions and g -
how we can contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions.

Although our approach has been constructive, not much has

come of our efforts. Nevertheless/We remain convinced that on

issues like these it should be in the Soviet Union's best
interest to play a constructive role in achieving broad-based,
negotiated solutions. If the Soviegﬂ’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, pefhaps_blf
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were—than any other 1ssue, that have created the mistrust and ill
will that hangs over our relationship.

Moral considerations alone compel us to expréss our deep
concern over prlsoners of conscience in the Soviet Unlon,éiver
the virtual halt in the emigration of Jews, Armen1ans4and over f

oYy
the continuing harrassment of courageous people like Andrei o

Sakharov.

We are not interested in propaganda a%yantage. We ask only that
the Soviet Union live up to the obligations it has freely assumed
under international convenants -- in particular, its commitment;
under the Helsinki Accords. Experience has shown that greéter
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 peaeeful

world for all mankind.
That is the objective of our policy.toward the Soviet

) : Ou” Ji$4L e

Union. ~I—eall—this pollcy constructive competltlon. is ey
‘;:;lgxuécy'for the long haul. 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 alliés. 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:
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We extend to the Soviet Union and the other Warsaw Pact 3
countries the offer to work together with us to brlng
about. a long-term constructive and realistic

‘relatlonshlp based on equilibrium, moderation and
reciprocity. For the benefit of mankind, we advocate -
an open, conprehensive 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

ph .
regular and normal component of US-Soviet relations.

Our challenge is peaceful. It will bring out the best in
us. It also calls for the best from the Soviet Union. No one

f(‘_a.tb.u
can predict how the Soviet7\vdl; respond to this challenge. But
I do know that our two countries share with all mankind an

LA
inteeft in doing everything possible to reduce the risk of
nuclear war. We have never fought each other; there is no
reason we ever should. 1Indeed, we have fought alongside one
another in the past. Today our common enemies are hunger,
disease, ignorance and, ébove 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 our children'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 fair outcomes, they will haépen. The
journey from proposalé to prbgress to agreements may be
difficult. But that should not indict the past 6r-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 constructiv% competition, we can
strengthen peace, reduce greatly the level of arms, and brighten

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



SPEECH ON U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS

We recently marked the 50th anniversary of the establishment
of relations between the United States and the Soviet Union =--
what better time to review the history of U.S.-Soviet relations

in order to undefStﬁnd of the problems in this relationship we

face today. The éﬁcient Greek philosopher Sophocles said "a

sensible man judges of present by past events." I believe we
must know what has happened in the last 50 years in order to
understand what is happening today and to anticipate what may
happen tomorrow in coping with the first nation to pose a direct
threat to this country since the War of 1812.

On November 16, 1933, President Roosevelt expressed to the
Soviet Government the hope "that the relations now established
between our people may forever remain normal and friendly, and
that our Nations henceforth may cooperate for their mutual
benefit and for the preservation of the peace of the world."
This is indeed a hope we still cherish. What went wrong in the
last 50 years to prevegt the realization of this worthy aspiration?

The illusions some may have had about the Soviet Union in
those days should have vanished in 1939 when the Soviet Union
signed a nonaggression pact with Nazi Germany and then joined
Germany in destroying and devouring Poland. In the following
years, the Soviet Union attacked Finland, annexed part of it and
then proceeded to annex Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia. Between
1939 and 1945 the Soviet Union annexed about 262 thousand square

miles of territory, an area larger than France and almost as



large as Texas. In contrast, the United States voluntarily gave
the Philippines independence in 1946, a move planned for 1944,
but interrupted by the war.

After the Soviet Union was attacked by its former ally,
Germany, in 1941, the United States provided it with Lend-Lease
assistance which eventually totalled nearly $11 billion. Much of
this assistance was delivered at great peril to Allied seaman on
the notorious Murmansk run. Despite this assistance, the Soviets
regarded the Western Allies with suspicion and never fully
cooperated with them in the war effort.

Before the war ended, the seeds of the Cold War were sown at
the Yalta Conference in early 1945 where the Soviets agreed to
holding free elections and establishing democratic governments in
Eastern Europe and most specifically in Poland. Stalin reportedly
once stated that "whoever occupies a territory also imposes on it
his own social system", and he was true to his word. After
Soviet troops occupied Eastern Europe and much of Central Europe,
Stalin largely ignored the Yalta agreements and proceeded to
establish Communist regimes in areas his troops occupied. This
led to profound and lasting contention between the USSR and the
Western Allies who were devoted to promoting freedom,
independence, and well-being throughout all of Europe west of the
Soviet Union.

The so-called revisionist historians, determined to fault
our post-war policy in Europe, have tried to make the United
States equally responsible for the Cold War. They, and others,
have too easily ignored the nature of the Soviet regime and

Stalin's character. In the postwar years, the Western Powers



were headed by freely-elected democratic leaders. Stalin, on the
other hand, was the tyrant who brought about the deaths of
millions of his fellow countrymen during the 1930s =-- through
forced collectivization and later the great purges. No doubt
many brave Soviet troops lost their lives needlessly in the war
because Stalin had killed off most of the Red Army leaders in
years preceding Hitler's attack. Stalin's successor, Khrushchev,
who knew him well, later attacked him for his "brutality,

persecution mania, suspiciousness, and capriciousness."

As soon as World War II ended, the United States demonstrated

its peaceful intentions by unilaterally disarming with a rapid
demobilization. From 13 million in uniform in 1945 we went down
to 1.4 million by 1947. During the same period, Soviet forces
reduced from 12 million to four million, but the Soviets still
stationed 30 divisions with half a million troops in Central and
Eastern Europe, which is about what they have there today. U.S.,
British and French forces in Europe at that time were down to 10
weak divisions.

Although we had a monopoly of atomic weapons, we kept very
few on hand during the first postwar years. Indeed, in 1946, we
offered to establish international control over atomic weapons
through the Baruch Plan. This farsighted offer foundered on
Soviet opposition =-- most importantly on the unwillingness of the
Soviets to permit on-site inspection to prevent cheating. This
has, igcidentally, remained a major impediment in reaching other
arms c&ntrol agreements with the Soviets. What we did not know

at the time, was that the Soviets had been working on an atom
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bomb since the early 1940s and were to have their own three years
after we proposed the Baruch Plan. In any case, a historic
opportunity was lost, and succeeding generations have had to live
with the threat of nuclear war because of this Soviet
intransigence.

Soviet hostility toward the United States had already been
made clear when, in February 1946, Stalin gave a speech indicating
his belief that war was inevitable with the Western powers. Even
a staunch liberal like Supreme Court Justice William Douglas
regarded this as a "declaration of World War III."

Stalin's postwar designs became even clearer when the
Soviets refused to evacuate northern Iran when they had agreed to
and demanded joint control of Turkey's Dardanelles Straits =--
after having laid claim to considerable Turkish territory. To
the West in Central Europe, the division of Germany was beginning
as the Soviets communized their occupation zone and obviously
opposed a united Germany which they could not control =-- even
though we proposed guaranteeing the demilitarization of Germany
for 25 or even 40 years. Incidentally, the Soviets began building
up German armed forces in their zone years before Germans were
armed in the Western zones. While the Soviets promoted their
objectives with armed forces and secret police, the United States
offered Europe economic assistance.

Increased Communist threats to Greece and Turkey in 1947
resulted in the Truman Doctrine and U.S. aid for these threatened
countries. Later that year, Secretary of State George Marshall
proposed a U.S.-financed plan for the economic recovery of war

torn Europe. The plan was open to all of Europe -- East and West



-- including the Soviet Union. Stalin correctly recognized that
this Marshall Plan would promote the freedom and independence of
the countries involved and would have nothing to do with it;
moreover, he would not let any of the Eastern European countries
under his control participate. The Soviets then declared war on
the Marshall Plan and tried to foment strikes and riots in France
and Italy -- attempting to use the large Comﬁunist parties in
these countries to this end. When this failed, Stalin sought to
tighten his hold over areas under his control and influence. In
February 1948, the Communists seized complete control of
Czechoslovakia and placed considerable pressure on Finland. In
}June, the Soviets attempted to take over West Berlin by first
forcing out the Western Allies through a blockade of the city. A
dramatic U.S.-British airlift kept this city of over two and a
quarter million supplied for nearly a year before the Soviets
gave up their attempt to starve the West Berliners into submission.

About the time the Berlin Blockade began, Stalin decided
that the Yugoslav Communist leader Tito was not sufficiently
submissive and sought to have him replaced. Tito and the
Yugoslavian people successfully resisted this attempt and were
given considerable U.S. economic and military assistance to help
them maintain their independence =-- even though Tito had been
anything but friendly to the U.S. before he fell out with Stalin.

The events of 1948 encouraged West European countries to
combine in their own defense, first with the Brussels Treaty and
in 1949 with the formation of NATO which included the U.S. 1In

response to the Berlin Blockade, the U.S. stationed B-29 bombers



in Western Europe, the first U.S. strategic deployment in Europe
since World War II. Nineteen forty-nine also saw the first
successful Soviet atomic bomb test and the Communist takeover of
China.

In 1949, the U.S. withdrew all of its troops from South
Korea -- except for a 500-man advisory group; moreover, both
General MacArthur and Secretary of State Acheson had publicly
excluded South Korea from the U.S. Pacific defense perimeter.
Stalin no doubt concluded that the U.S. would not defend South
Korea, and in June 1950, the North Koreans attacked the South.
They were led then by Kim Il-Sung who is still in power and who
was most recently responsible for the terrorist attack in Rangoon
which murdered a number of high-ranking South Korean officials.

The U.S. immediately came to South Korea's rescue and, later
joined by several Allies, fought a costly and bloody war for the
next three years. This blatant act of Communist aggression,
encouraged if not ordered by Stalin, led to a rapid sfrengthening
of U.S. and West European defenses. Our defense budget soared
from $13 billion a year to about $50 billion. A NATO military
command was established under General Eisenhower, and U.S. troops
were sent to bolster West Europe's weak defenses; moreover, there
was a concerted effort to enable West Germany to contribute to
its own defense in a European Defense Community (EDC) with

France.
Stalin died in 1953, and his successors sought to dampen
Western defense efforts by resorting to a policy of detente.

Soviet leader Malenkov publicly declared in August 1953 that a

s



lessening of tension might lead to a disintegration of this
Western alliance. Indéed, the EDC concept was defeated in the
French Chamber of Deputies a year later.

After Stalin's death, President Eisenhower was urged to have
a summit meeting with the new Soviet leaders. He insisted,
however, that the Soviefs do something concrete to demonstrate
good intentions. 1In 1955, the Soviets agreed to the Austrian
State Treaty, which they had consistently blocked for eight
years. A summit was held in Geneva a few months later, but
produced no results. President Eisenhower's "Open Skies" summit
proposal to ensure against surprise attacks was rejected out of
hand by the Soviets; however, the Soviets capitalized on the
"Spirit of Geneva", created by the mere fact of a summit, to
promote their detente campaign, which wés reinforced by significant
conciliatory moves in other areas. This was beginning to erode
NATO's cohesion. For example, Iceland asked us to remove our
troops and bases from that country, but reversed this decision
when detente ended.

Soviet detente successes were nullified by the brutal
suppression of the Hungarian Revolution in the fall of 1956.
Prior to this, the courageous Poles had stood up to the Soviets
emboldening the Hungarians to follow their example. This was a
bad time for the Soviets =-- there was even an anti-Communist
uprising in North Vietnam. It was also not an easy time for us,
however. 1In October 1956 the British, French and Israelis, to
our dismay, attacked Egypt, and the Soviet leader Khrushchev

sought to exploit this situation to increase Soviet influence in



the Mid East. The Soviets even threatened to rocket Paris and
London if the British and French did not remove their forces from
Egypt. A year later, we began to feel threatened by Soviet
rockets.

In 1957, we were alarmed by the first successful Soviet test
of an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) which could reach
this country in about half an hour and against which we had no
defense. This Soviet achievement was especially dramatized by
the launching of Sputnik, the world's first satellite. Overnight
we acquired a collective inferiority complex in the face of this
Soviet technology. We were behind the Soviets in a critical
area.

The Soviets then sought to exploit our sense of inferiority.
" In November 1958, Khrushchev threatened to take actions designed
to remove Western protection of West Berlin. At this time we
believed in the so-called "missile gap", and it was some time
before we had sufficient intelligence data to the contrary. We
did, however, manage to forestall Soviet action until the discovery
that there was no "missile gap" decreased Khrushchev's ability to
threaten us.

Thwarted in efforts to force us out of Berlin, the Soviets
and their East German puppets sealed off East Berlin in August
1961 to stem the enormous flow of refugees to West Berlin. The
infamous Berlin Wall was erected to augment the "iron curtain" of
barbed wire and mine fields which seals in the Soviet Bloc.

These inhuman barriers are the most visible and dramatic evidence

of



the enormous gap between Soviet-controlled Europe and free Europe
where people may come and go as they please.

Spurred by the perceived missile gap, the U.S. accelerated
its strategic build-up until we had gained a considerable lead
over the Soviets. At no time, however, did we ever attempt to
exploit this lead. We threatened no one. In a misreading of our
national will, in 1962 Khrushchev attempted to place missiles in
Cuba in order to gain a strategic advantage and to obtain a
military éosition in this hemisphere. This profound Soviet
miscalculation brought our two countries to the brink of
disaster. Fortunately, then, as now, we and the Soviets shared a
desire to avoid nuclear war. Our military advantage in 1962 and
cool nerves promoted a peaceful, if imperfect, resolution of this
most serious crisis in our relationship.

By 1963, the Soviets felt compelled to return to a strategy
of detente. We, too, had had enough of the tensions of the
previous year. We concluded a limited test ban agreement, agreed
to establish the "hot line" for emergency communications between
the White House and the Kremlin, and for a time the Soviets
stopped jamming the Voice of America.

In time, we reduced our defense expenditures, and in the
mid-1960s froze the level of our ICBM force at 1,054 which has
never been exceeded. Those who advocated this unilateral "freeze"
believed that the Soviets would stop when they reached parity
with us; however, in 1969, the Soviets reached this level aﬂd

kept going until they had over 50 percent more ICBMs than dia we.



10 V?

In 1967 the U.S. and the USSR began to move toward arms
control. A nuclear nonproliferation agreement was reached, but
progress toward strategic arms talks was interrupted by the
Soviet-led Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968. Here
it should be noted that Soviet combat troops have, since World
War II, only been used to suppress Communist countries or a
friendly, Marxist-ruled country like Afghanistan. That should
tell us something about the nature of Soviet alliances.

Although the Soviets had a numerical advantage in ICBMs, we
were ahead of them in ICBM and anti-ballistic missile (ABM)
defense technology. This gave the Soviets the incentive to
negotiate. Had the Congress, for example; not approved funds for
our ABM defense, we would probably have never reached an
agreement limiting these systems.

The 1972 Nixon-Brezhnev summit resulted in SALT I and the
ABM Treaty and promoted a number of agreements designed to
promote closer ties between our countries. Detente was in full
bloom. Unfortunately, the Soviets and we have totally different
views of what detente means. For us the words of Franklin
Roosevelt 50 years ago define what we would like in the relation-
ship: normal and friendly relations and cooperation for our
mutual benefit and world peace. The Soviets officially define
detente or "peaceful coexistence" as simply: a form of struggle
between Communism and capitalism shdrt of engaging in all-out
war.

During the detente of the 1970s, the Soviets sought our

technology and favorable trade terms while forging ahead with
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their own arms buildup and expansionist designs. In the period
1972 - 1981 Soviet arms expenditures increased about 50 percent
while U.S. arms expenditures increased less than 25 percent, and
by 1981, Soviet expenditures were about two-thirds higher than
ours. The USSR continued providing North Vietnam with massive
military assistance used against U.S. and South Vietnamese forces
fighting to defend the South from Communist aggression. The
Soviets helped prolong the 1973 Mid East War, and at one time we
had reason to be concerned about a large-scale Soviet
intervention in that war. This is not how we envisaged detente.

The Communist victory in Indochina, Watergate, and Congres-
sional restrictions on the Executive Branch of our Government
encouraged Soviet adventurism. 1In 1975, the Soviets flew in
" Cuban troops to ensure Marxist-Leninist control of Angola; the
Soviets and Cubans went into Ethiopia in large numbers; and
Soviet presence and influence increased in other areas. Then, in
1979, came the invasion of Afghanistan where over 110,000 Soviet
troops are now battling Afghan freedom fighters. More recently,
we saw the Soviets force the suppression of budding freedom in
Poland, and we should all, by now, be aware of what the Soviets
are doing in our own hémisphere. I have recently addressed this
issue.

In reviewing the last 50 years, a pattern should have become
clear. The United States has devoted enormous human and material
resources to help preserve the freedom and independence of those
who have sought our éssistance. The Soviet Union has done just
the opposite. It has promoted totalitarian control and tyranny

in countries under its control or influence. Do those in West
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Europe who have been exercising their democratic right to
demonstrate against us or anybody else realize that massive
American economic and defense assistance, beginning in World
War II, has played a key role in making this freedom possible?
They have only to look East to see what might have been. Let
anyone try demonstrating against the Soviet Union in any Soviet
ﬁloc country and see what happens. Those who tried to form a
peace movement in the Soviet Union are now all in jail.

We should not expect eternal gratitude from those we have
helped, because the preservation of freedom and independence of
others has been and continues to be in our national interest.
Each country falling under totalitarian control represents an
incremental impoverishment of our Nation and of the world,
economically, politically and socially.

Although it may have escaped your attention, there is an
encouraging aspect to U.S.-Soviet relations which has emerged
over the years. It has long been clear that the one thing our
two nations have in common is a sincere desire to avoid a thermo-
nuclear war. And this is of enormous importance, to say the
least. We have gone through periods of great tension without
going to war, and I am confident that by following our best
instincts and by making the necessary sacrifices, a major war can
be avoided indefinitely.

Why then, you might ask, does the Soviet Union devote so
much of its resources to building up its armed forces -- at great

cost to its hapless and long-suffering people -- if it does not
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intend to launch World War III? Bear in mind, that without its
impressive military power, the Soviet Union would not be a
superpower. By most measures it would rank below several other
nations. To the Soviets, military power is political power which
can be used to intimidate and coerce the less powerful. Soviet
leaders also depend on force to maintain their control over the
Soviet Union and Soviet Bloc countries. The danger comes when a
feeling of dominant military power encourages the Soviets to take
risks which could inadvertently lead to war.

For this reason, it is imperati&e that we and our Allies
maintain and strengthen our defenses. We must do our part to
prevent dangerous Soviet miscalculations. There is another
reason for strengthening our defenses. Only this provides the
Soviets an incentive to negotiate meaningful arms control agree-
ments. The Soviets did not agree to negotiate on limiting
intermediate-range missiles until they were convinced we were
prepared £o counter those proliferating SS-20 missiles the
Soviets have targeted on Western Europe. We expect the Soviets
to return to those negotiations and to negotiate seriously on
missile reductions.

As you know, I have been and remain devoted to equitable and
verifiable arms reductions both nuclear and conventional, and to
concluding agreements on confidence building measures which
reduce the risk of inadvertent war or surprise attacks. I am
confident that if we build our defenses while seeking arms
reductions, there is no reason why we cannot avoid the horrors of

nuclear war.
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We also look forward to the time when someday Franklin
Roosevelt's 50-year old hope for normal and friendly relations
with the Soviet Union will be realized; however, this requires
the Soviet Union to abandon its constantly-expressed hostility
toward the United States and‘cher Western countries and to
abandon its expansionist gbéié. The historical record is clear.
The Soviets have for decadéSFEonsistently pursued expansionism,
and we have opposed such a ;;licy. The nature of our relationship
with other countries is best exemplified by our relations with
our neighbors Canada and Mexico whose borders with us are
undefended on both sides. The Soviet Union, on the other hand,
even seals its borders with neighboring Communist countries in
Europe.

The effort of the Soviet regime to isolate its own people
from the rest of the world is too well known to require
elaboration. A powerful regime which fundamentally distrusts its
own people, its own allies and everyone else is bound to be
difficult for us all to live with. Still we must persevere in
our efforts to maintain the peace and to seek a stable relationship
with the Soviet Union.

There should be no fundamental reason why the United States
and the Soviet Union cannot live in peace with each other.
Certainly there is no animosity between our peoples. Let the
Soviet leaders concentrate on improving the lot of their people
in every regard. Let them give up spreading an oppressive

influence and ideology to other countries. Let them seek truly
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normal relations with other countries. Let them join with us in
reducing nuclear and conventional arms; then Franklin Roosevelt's

hope can be realized, and the prospects for world peace will be

strengthened.

* % % * *



Soviet Speech

During these first days of 1984, I would like to share with
you -- and the people of the world -- my thoughts on a subject of
great importance to the cause of peace -- relations between the
United States and the Soviet Union.

In just a few days, the United States will join the Soviet
Union and the other nations of Europe at an international
security conference in Stockholm. We intend to uphold our
respsonsibility as a major power in easing potential sources of
conflict. The conference will search for practical and
meaningful ways to increase European security and preserve peace.
We will go to Stockholm bearing the heartfelt wishes of our
people for genuine purposes.

We live in a time of challenges to peace, but also of
opportunities for peace. Through decades of difficulty and
frustration, America's highest aspiration has never wavered: We
have, and will continue to struggle for a lsting peace that
enhances dignity for men and women everywhere. I believe 1984
finds the United States in its strongest position in years to
establish a constructive and realistic working relationship with
the Soviet Union.

Some fundamental changes have taken place since the decade
of the seventies -- years when the United States seemed filled
with self doubt and self reproach and neglected its defehses,
while the Soviet Union increased its military might and sought to
expand its influence by armed force and threats. During this
period, the USSR devoted twice as much of its gross national
product to military expenditures as the United States. It
deployed six times as many ICBM's, five times as many tanks,

twice as many combat aircraft and, of course, over 360 SS-20
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intermediate-range missiles at a time when the United States had \56
no comparable weapons.

As the Soviet arsenal grew, so did Soviet aggressiveness.
From Angola to Afghanistan, from El Salvador to Kampuchea, the
Soviet Union and its proxies have tried to force their will on
others. History teaches that wars begin when governments believe
the price of aggression is cheap. To keep the peace, we and our
allies must be strong enough to convince any potential aggressor
that war could bring no benefit, only disaster. So when we
neglected our defenses, the risks of serious confrontation grew.

Three years ago we embraced a mandate from the American
people to change course, and we have. With the support of the
American people and the Congress, we halted America's decline.
Our economy is in the midst of the best recovery since the
sixties. Our defenses are being rebuilt. Our alliances are
solid and our commitment to defend our values has never been more
clear.

America's recovery may have taken Soviet leaders by
surprise. They may have counted on us to keep weakening
ourselves. They have been saying for years that our demise was
inevitable. They said it so often they probably started
believing it. I think they can see now they were wrong.

This may be the reason we've been hearing such strident
rhetoric from the Kremlin recently. These harsh words have led
some to speak of heightened uncertainty and an increased danger
of conflict. This is understandable, but profoundly mistaken.
Look beyond the words, and one fact stands out: Deterrence is
more credible and it is making the world a safer place; safer
because there is less danger now that the Soviet leadership will

underestimate our strength or resolve.
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Certainly in the first three years of this Administration we
have witnessed nothing akin to the Cuban Missile Crisis, the 1973
threat of Soviet military intervention in the Middle East or the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979. At no time in the past
three years has either the United States or the Soviet Union
placed its armed forces on alert. Yes, we are safer now.

But to say that the world is safer is not to say that it is
safe enough. We are witnessing tragic conflicts in many parts of
the world. Nuclear arsenals are far too high. And our working
relationship with the Soviet Union is not what it must be. These
are conditions which must be addressed and improved.

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the
differences between our two societies and our philosphies. But
we should always remember that we do have common interests. And
the foremost among them is to avoid war and reduce the level of
arms. There is no rational alternative but to steer a course
which I would call credible deterrence and peaceful competition;
and if we do so, we might find areas in which we could engage in
constructive cooperation.

Our strength and vision of progress provide the basis for
demonstrating, with equal conviction, our commitment to stay
secure and to find peaceful solutions to problems through
negotiations. That is why I say that 1984 is a year of
opportunities for peace.

But if the United States and the Soviet Union are to rise to
the challenges facing us and seize the opportunities for peace
which are at hand, we must do more to seek out areas of mutual
interest and build on them. I propose that our governments make
a major effort to see if we can make progress in three broad

problem areas.
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First, we need to find ways to reduce -- and eventually to
eliminate --the use and threat of force in solving international
disputes.

The world has witnessed more than 150 conflicts since the
end of World War II alone. Armed conflicts are raging in the
Middle East, Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America, and
Africa. In other regions, independent nations are confronted by
heavily armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack
or subversion.

Most of these conflicts have their roots in local problems,
but many have been fanned and exploited by the Soviet Union and
its surrogates -- and, of course, Afghanistan has suffered an
outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and
exporting totalitarian rule only exacerbate local conflicts,
increase suffering, and make solutions to real social and
economic problems more difficult. Furthermore, such activity
carries with it the risk of confrontations.

It would be better and safer if we could work together to
assist governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful
solutions to their problems. That should be our goal. But we
must recognize that the gap in American and Soviet perceptions
and policy is so great that our immediate objective must be more
modest. As a first step, I believe our governments should
jointly examine concrete actions we both can take to reduce the
risk of U.S.-Soviet confrontation in these areas. And if we
succeed in this, we should be able to move further toward our
ultimate goal.

Our second task should be to find ways to reduce the vast
stockpiles of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear

weapons.
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It is tragic to see the world's developing nations spending
more than $150 billion a year on arms -- almost 20 percent of
their national budgets. We must find ways to reverse the vicious
cycle of threat and response which drives arms races everywhere
it occurs.

While modernizing our defenses, we have done only what is
needed to establish a stable military balance. Thelsimple truth
is, America's total nuclear stockpile has declined. We have
fewer nuclear weapons today than we had 28 years ago. And our
nuclear stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 years in terms of
its total destructive power.

Just 2 months ago, we and our allies agreed to withdraw an
additional 1,400 nuclear weapons from Western Europe. This comes
after the removal of a thousand nuclear weapons from Europe over
the last 3 years. Even if all our planned intermediate-range
missiles have to be deployed in Europe over the next 5 years --
and we hope this will not be necessary -- we will have eliminated
five existing nuclear weapons for each new weapon deployed.

But this is not enough. We must accelerate our efforts to
reach agreements that will greatly reduce nuclear arsenals,
provide greater stability and build confidence.

Our third task is to establish a better working relationship
with each other, one marked by greater cooperation and
understanding.

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not wérds.
Complying with agreements helps; violating them hurts.

Respecting the rights of individual citizens bolsters the
relationship; denying these rights harms it. Expanding contacts
across borders and permitting a free interchange of information

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



rest of the world reduces it. Peaceful trade helps, while
organized theft of industrial secrets certainly hurts.

Cooperation and understanding are especially important to
arms control. In recent years, we have been disturbed by
mounting evidence that the Soviet Union has breached important
elements of several arms control agreements. It has also
established a pattern of taking advantage of any imprecision or
ambiguity in agreements. Such actions jeopardize the arms
control process.

I will soon submit to the Congress the report on these
Soviet activities which it requested from me. I will of course
see to it that our modernization program takes them into account
so that we will not be at a disadvantage. But I will also
continue our discussions with the Soviet government on activities
which undermine agreements. I believe it is in our mutual
interest to remove impediments to arms control, which offers us
the means to improve the security of both our countries and to
create a safe world.

The examples I have cited illustrate clearly why our
relatiohship with the Soviet Union is not what it should be. We
have a long way to go, but we are determined to try and try
again. We may have to start in small ways, but start we must.

In working toward these goals, our approach is based on
three guiding principles: realism, strength, and dialogue.

Realism means we start by understanding the world we live
in. We must recognize that we are in a long-term competition
with a government that does not share our notions of individual
liberties at home and peaceful change abroad. We must be frank
in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to promote our

values.



Strength means we can negotiate successfully and protect our
interests. If we are weak we can do neither. Our strength is
necessary not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation
and solutions. Soviet leaders know it makes éense to compromise
only if they can get something in return. America's economic and
military strength permit us to offer something in return.

Strength is more than military power. Economic strength is
crucial and America's economy is leading the world into recovery.
Equally important is unity among our people at home and with our
allies abroad. We are stronger in all these areas than we were 3
years ago.

Dialogue means we are determined to deal with our
differences peacefully, through negotiation. We are prepared to
discuss the problems that divide us, and to work for practical,
fair solutions on the basis of mutual compromise. We will never
retreat from negotiations.

I have openly expressed my view of the Soviet system. I
don't know why this should come as a surprise to Soviet leaders
who have never shied away from expressing their view of our
system. But this does not mean we can't deal with each other.

We don't refuse to talk when the Soviets call us "imperialist
aggressors" and worse, or because they cling to the fantasy of a
communist triumph over democracy. The fact that neither of us
likes the other's system is no reason to refuse to talk. Living
in this nuclear age makes it imperative that we do talk.

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakable. But we
insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, not
atmospherics.

In our approach to negotiations, reducing the risk of war --

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



confrontation could well be mankind's last. That is why I
proposed over two years ago, a zero solution for intermediate
range missiles. Our aim was and continues to be to eliminate an
entire class of nuclear arms.

Indeed, I support a zero option for all nuclear arms. As I
have said before, my dream is to see the day when nuclear weapons
will be banished from the face of the earth. Last month, the
Soviet defense minister stated that his country shares the vision
of a world free of nuclear weapons. These are encouraging words,
but the Soviets should back them up with concrete proposals that
would lead to this nuclear-free world.

The framework for such proposals exists; the Soviet leaders
should take advantage of it.

We have undertaken a set of initiatives that would reduce
substantially the size of our nuclear arsenals and reduce the
risk of a nuclear confrontation by providing greater stability.
In the most recent round of negotiations on strategic arms we
proposed -- with strong Congressional support -- a novel concept
to "build-down" the nuclear arsenals on both sides by removing
more than one old weapon for each new one deployed. This
proposal was not intended to disadvantage the Soviet Union. But
it was intended, quite simply, to reduce the numbers of these
horrendous weapons and to make deterrence safer by moving to
fewer, more modern and safer weapons. We regret that the Soviet
Union broke off negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear
forces, and that it refused to set a date for the resumption of
the talks on strategic arms and on conventional forces in Europe.
Our negotiators are ready to return to the negotiating table to

work toward agreements in INF, START and MBFR. We will negotiate



in good faith. Whenever the Soviet Union is ready to do 6}
likewise, we will meet them halfway.

We seek both to reduce nuclear arsenals, and to reduce the
chances for dangerous misunderstanding and miscalculation. So we
have put forward proposals for what we call "confidence-building
measures." They cover a wide range of activities. In the Geneva
negotiations, we have proposed that the U.S. and Soviet Union
exchange advance notifications of missile tests and major
military exercises. Following up on congressional suggestions,
we also proposed a number of ways to improve direct U.S.-Soviet
channels of communication. Last week, we had further discussions
with the Soviets here in Washington on improving communications,
including the "Hotline."

These bilateral proposals will be broadened at the
conference in Stockholm. We are working with our allies to
develop practical, meéningful ways to reduce the uncertainty and
potential for misinterpretation surrounding military activities,
and to diminish the risks of surprise attack.

Arms control has long been the most visible area of
U.S.-Soviet dialogue. But a durable peace also requires us to
defuse tensions and regional conflicts.

Let us take the Middle East as an example. The Soviet Union
has made the situation in that part of the world more dangerous
for all concerned by introducing thousands of its military
personnel and countless sophisticated weapons into Syria during
the past year. Our efforts in that region are aimed at limiting
these dangers. The Soviets have announced to the world time and
again that they have important interests in the Middle East. So
do we. Everyone's interests would be served by stability in that

region. I challenge the Soviets to security in the Middle East.
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The confidence created by such progress would certainly help us b4
to deal more positively with other aspects of our relationship.
Another major.problem in our relationship with the Soviet

Union is human rights. Soviet practices in this area, as much as
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any other issue, have created the mistrust and ill will that
hangs over our relationship.

Moral considerations alone compel us to express our deep
concern over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union, over
the virtual halt in the emigration of Jews, Armenians, and others
who wish to join their families abroad, and over the continuing
harassment of courageous people like Andrei Sakharov.

Our request is simple and straightforward: That the Soviet
Union live up to the obligations it has freely assumed under
international covenants -- in particular, its commitments under
the Helsinki Accords. Experience has shown that greater respect
for human rights can contribute to progress in other areas of the
Soviet-American relationship.

Conflicts of interest between the United States and the
Soviet Union are real. But we can and must keep the peace

between our two nations and make it a better and more peaceful

world for all mankind.

r

These are the objectives of our policy toward the Sozief
50
Union, a policy of credlble deterrence)and peaceful competltlon

S 4\‘:(_
that will serve bot ions and people everywhere,
\ju§t+%ﬂfﬂ*4a{uh ﬁgg.ZLn

It is a challenge for Amerlcans. It is also a challenge
for the Soviets. If they cannot meet us half way, we will be
prepared to protect our interests, and those of our friends and
allies. But we want more than deterrence; we seek genuine
cooperation; we seek progress for peace.

Cooperation begins with communication. We seek such

communication. We will stay at the negotiating tables in Geneva
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and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz will be meetinéi;;t;yé

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting

should be followed by others, so that high-level consultations

become a ;egular and normal component of U.S.-Soviet relations.
Our challenge is peaceful. It will bring out the best in

e can 't
us. It also calls for the best from the Soviet Union. No—ene-

<am predict how the Soviet leaders will respond to our challenge.
But the people of our two countries share with all mankind the

dream of eliminating the risks of nuclear waré It is not an
r(\f <

impossible dream, because eliminating theseAis so clearly a vital
interest for all of us. Our two countries have never fought each
other; there is no reason we ever should. Indeed, we ¥wewe fought
Covrwm A, CAALBAAAD S UJ,ALQ Wen I ,

asengside—~one another—inwewe—worid—wars.

enemies are hunger, disease_-agsSSlesey and, above all, war.

More than 20 years ago, President Kennedy defined an

\

V
approach that is as seeliette—<mi—hopefsd today as when he

announced it:

Today our common

"So, let us not be blind to our differences" he said,
"but let us also direct attention to our common
interests and to the means by which those differences

can be resolved."
Well, those differences would turn out to be differences in
governmental structure and philosophy. The common interest would

have to do with the things of everyday life for people

everywhere.

Suppose Ivan and Anya found themselves in a waiting room, or
sharing a shelter from the rain with Jim and Sally, and there was
no language barrier to keep them from getting acquainted. Would

they debate the differences between their respective governments?
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Or, would they find themselves comparing notes about their
children, and what each other did for a living?

Before they parted company they would probably have touched
on ambitions, hobbies, what they wanted for their children and
the problems of making ends meet. They might even have decided
they were all going to get together for dinner some evening soon.

Above all, they would have proven that people don't make
wars. People want to raise their children in a world without
fear, and without war. They want to have some of the good things
over and above bare subsistance that make life worth living.
They want to work at some craft, trade or profession that gives
them satisfaction and a sense of worth. Their common interests

cross all borders.
If the Soviet Government‘wants peace, then there will be
peace. Together we can strengthen peace, reduce the level of
arms and know in doing so we have fulfilled the hopes and dreams
of those we represent and indeed of people everywhere. Let us

begin now.

b1
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DRAFT PRESS ANNOUNCEMENT

The President intends to make a speech dealing with

U.S.-Soviet relations on Monday, January 16, at the National

Press Club.

Questions and Answers

Q. Is the speech connected with the report on compliance?
A. No, not directly. His speech will set forth his views of

the relationship and his policy in broad terms.

Q. Will it contain new initiatives?
A. I doubt it, since the purpose of the speech is not to make
new proposals--we have diplomatic channels for that--but to

explain his attitude and policy.

0. Is the speech meant to be a signal to the Soviets?

A We assume the Soviets will pay attention to his statement,

along with the world public.

Q. Is this a sign that the President is seriously worried about
the U.S.-Soviet relationship? Are we on the brink of war?

A. No, the speech is not the result of any specific event and
certainly does not reflect alarm that we are on a collision
course--because we are not. The President will be speaking
on the subject because he has a genuine desire to improve
the relationship and believes it will be helpful to spell

out his policy and his goals in comprehensive fashion.
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January 5, 1984
4:30 p.m.

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: National Press Club

Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit vour
distinguished group. I'm grateful for this opportunity during
these first days of 1984, to speak through you to the people of
the world on a subject of great importance to the cause of
peace -- relations between the United States and the Soviet
Union.

In just a fgw days, the United States will join the Soviet
Union and the other nations of Europe at an international
security conference in Stockholm. We are determined to uphold
our responsibility as a major power to ease potential sources of
conflict. The conference will search for practical and
meaningful ways to increase European security and preserve peace.
We will go to Stockholm bearing the heartfelt wishes of our
people for genuine progress.

We live in a time not only of challenges to peace but also
of opportunities for peace.. Through decades of difficulty and
frustration, America's highest aspiration has never wavered: We
have and will continue to struggle for a lasting peace that
enhances dignity for men and women everywhere. I believe 1984
finds the United States in its strongest position in vears to
establish a construcfive and realistic working relationship with
the Soviet Union.

Some fundamental changes have taken place since the decade
of the seventies -- years when the United States questioned its

role in the world and neglected its defenses, while the Soviet

g7
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Union increased its military might and sought to expand its
influence through threats and use of force.

Three years ago we embraced a mandate from the American
people to change course, and we have. Today America can once
again demonstrate, with equal conviction, our commitment to stay
secure and to find peaceful solutions to problems through
negotiations. January 1984 is a time of opportunities for peace.

History teaches that wars begin when governments believe the
price of aggression is cheap. To keep the peace, we and our
allies must remain strong enough to convince any potential
aggressor that war could bring no benefit, only disaster. Our
goal is deterrence, plain and simple.

With the support of the American people and the Congress, we
halted America's decline. Our economy is in the midst of the
best recovery since the sixties. Our.defenses are being rebuilt.
Our alliances are solid and oﬁr commitment to defend our values
has never been more clear. There is credibilityv and consistency.

America's recovery may have taken Soviet leaders by
surprise. They may have counted on us to keep weakening
ourselves. They have been saying for years that our demise was
inevitable. They said it so often they probably started
believing it. But they can see now they were wrong.

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the
differences between our two societies. Our rivalry will persist.
But we should always remember that we do have common interests.

And the foremost among them is to avoid war and reduce the level
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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 very strident
rhetoric from the Kremlin. These harsh words have led some to
speak of heightened uncertainty and an increased danger of
conflict. This is understandable, but profoundly mistaken. Look
beyond the words, and one fact stands out plainly: Deterrence is
being restored and making the world a safer place.

The world is safer because there is less danger that the
Soviet leadership will provoke a confrontation by underestimating
our strength or resolve. We have no désire to threaten. Freedom
poses no threat, it speaks the language of progress. We proved
this 35 years ago when we had a monopoly of nuclear weapons, and
could have dominated the world. But we used our power to write a
new chapter in the history of mankind, rebuilding the war-ravaged
economies of East and West, including those nations who had been

\

our enemies.

America's character has not changed. Our strength and
vision of progress provide the basis for stability and meaningful
-negotiations. Soviet leaders know it makes sense to compromise
only if they can get something in return. America's economic and
military strength permit us to offer something in return. Yes,
today is a tlme of opportunities for peace.

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

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

the world. Nuclear arsenals are far too high. And our working

~5H
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relationship with the Soviet Union is not what it must be. These
are conditions which must be addressed and improved.

Deterrence is essential to preserve peace and protect our
way of life, but deterrence is not the beginning and end of our
policy toward the Soviet Union. We must and will engage the
Soviets in a dialogue as cordial and cooperative as possible, a
dialogue that will serve to promote peace in the troubled regions
of the world, reduce the level of arms, and build a constructive
working relationship.

First, we must find ways to eliminate the use and threat of
force in solving international disputeé.

The world has witnessed mofe than 150 conflicts since the
end of World War II alone. Armed conflicts are raging in the
Middle East, Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America, and
Africa. 1In other regions, independent nations are confronted by
heavily armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack
or subversion.

ﬁost of these conflicts have their roots in local problems,
but many have been fanned and exploited by the Soviet Union and
its surrogates =-- and, of course, Afghanistan has suffered an
outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and
exporting revolution only exacerbates local conflicts, increases
suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic
zroblems more difficult.

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

governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaéeful
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solutions? Today, I am asking the Soviet leaders to join with us
in cooperative efforts to move the world in this safer direction.

Second, our aim is to find ways to reduce the vast
stockpiles of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear
weapons.

It is tragic to see the world's developing nations spending
more than $150 billion a year on arms -- almost 20 percent of
their national budgets. We must find ways to reverse the vicious
circle of threat and response which drives arms races evervwhere
it occurs.

While modernizing our defenses, wé have done only what is
needed to establish a stable military balance. In fact,
America's total nuclear stockpile has declined. We have fewer
warheads today than we had 28 years ago. And our nuclear
stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 years in terms of its

total destructive power.

Just 2 months ago, we and our allies agreed to withdraw an
addit;onal 1,400 nuclear warheads from Western Europe. This
comes after the removal of a thousand nuclear warheads from
- Europe over the last 3 years. Even if all our planned
intermediate-range missiles have to be deployed in Europe over
the next 5 years -- and we hope this will not be necessary -- we
will have eliminated five existing warheads for each new warhead
deployed.

But this is not enough. We must accelerate our efforts to

reach agreements to reduce greatly the numbers of nuclear

weapons. It was with this goal in mind that I first proposed
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here, in November 1981, the "zero option" for intermediate-range
missiles. Our aim was and remains to eliminate in one fell swoop
an entire class of nuclear arms. Although NATO's initial
deployment of INF missiles was an important achievement, I would
still prefer that there be no INF missile deplovments on either
side. 1Indeed, I support a zero option for all nuclear arms. As
I have said before, my dream is to see the day when nuclear
weapons will be banished from the face of}the Earth.

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his
country shares the vision of a world free of nuclear weapons.
These are encouraging words. But now is a time for
opportunity -- a time to move from words to deeds.

Our third aim is to work with the Soviet Union to establish
a better working relationship with greater cooperation and
understanding.

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words.
Complying with agreements helps; violating them hurts.
Respe&ting the rights of individual citizens bolsters the
relationship; denving these rights harms it. Expanding contacts
across borders and permitting a free interchange of information
and ideas increase confidence; sealing off one's people from the
rest of the world reduces it. Peaceful trade helps, while
organized theft of industrial secrets certainly hurts.

These examples illustrate clearly why ouf relationship with
the Soviet Union is not what it should be. We have a long way to

go, but we are determined to try and try again.
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In working toward these goals, our approach is based on
three guiding principles: realism, strength, and dialogue.

Realism means we start by understanding the world we live
in. We must recognize that we are in a long-term competition
with a government that does not share our notions of individual
liberties at home and peaceful change abroad. We must be frank
in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to defend our
values.

I have openly expressed my view of the Soviet system. This
should come as no surprise to Soviet leaders who have never shied
away from expressing their view of our‘system. But this does not
mean we can't deal with each other. We do not refuse to talk
when the Soviets call us "imperialist aggressors," or because
they cling to the fantasy of a communist triumph over democracy.
The fact that neither of us likes the other's system is no reason
to refuse to talk. Living in this nuclear age makes it
imperative that we talk.

étrength means we know we cannot negotiate successfully or
protect our interests if we are weak. Our strength is necessary
not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation and
compromise.

Strength is more than military power. Economic strength is
crucial and America's economy is leading the world into recovery.
Equally important is unity among our people at home and wifh our

allies abroad. We are stronger in all these areas than 3 vears

ago.
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Dialogue means we are determined to deal with our
differences peacefully, through negotiation. We are prepared to
discuss all the problems that divide us, and to work for
practical, fair solutions on the basis of mutual compromise. We
will never retreat from negotiations.

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakeable. But we
do insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, not
atmospherics.

In our approach to negotiations, reducing the risk of war --
and especially nuclear war -- is prioritv number one. A nuclear
confrontation could well be mankind's iast. The comprehensive
set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce
substantially the size of nuclear arsenals. And I am ready to go
much further: If the Soviet Union is willing, we can work
together and with others to rid our planet of the nuclear threat
altogether.

The world regrets that the Soviet Union broke off
negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces, and has
refused to set a date for further talks on strategic arms. Our
negotiators are ready to return to the negotiating table, and to
conclude agreements in INF and START. We will negotiate in good
faith. Whenever the Soviet Union is ready to do likewise, we
will meet them half way.

We seek not only to reduce the numbers of nuclear weapons,
but also to reduce the chances for dangerous misunderstanding and
miscalculation. So we have put forward proposals for what we

call "confidence-building measures." They cover a wide range of

4
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activities. In the Geneva negotiations, we have proposed that
the U.S. and Soviet Union exchange advance notifications of
missile tests and major military exercises. Following up on
congressional suggestions, we also proposed a number of ways to
improve direct U.S.-Soviet channels of communication.

These bilateral proposals will be broadened at the Stockholm
conference. We will work hard to develop practical, meaningful
ways to reduce the uncertainty and potential for
misinterpretation surrounding military activities, and to
diminish the risks of surprise attack. |

Arms control has long been the moﬁt visible area of
U.S.-Soviet dialogue. But a durable peace also requires us to
defuse tensions and regional conflicts. We and the Soviets
should have a common interest in promoting regional stability,
and in finding peaceful solutions to existing conflicts that
permit developing nations to concentrate their energies on
economic growth. Thus we seek to engage the Soviets in exchanges
of viéws on these regional conflicts and tensions and on how we
can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions.

Our approach is constructive, but little has come of it. We
remain convinced that on issues like these it is in the Soviet
Union's best interest to cooperate in achieving broad-based,
negotiated solutions. If the Soviet leaders make that choice,
they will find the United States ready to cooperate.

Another major problem in our dialogue with the Soviet Union

is human rights. It is Soviet practices in this area, as much as
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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, over
the virtual halt in the emigration of Jews, Armenians, and others
who wish to join their families abroad, and over the continuing
harrassment of courageous people like Andrei Sakharov.

Our request is simple and straightfo;ward: The Soviet Union
must live up to the obligations it has freely assumed under
international covenants -- in particular, its commitments under
the Helsinki Accords. Experience has éhown that greater respect
for human rights can contribute to progress in other areas of the
Soviet-American relationship.

Conflicts of interest between the United States and the
Soviet Union are real. But we can and must keep the peace
between our two nations and make it a better and more peaceful
wo?ld for ail mankind.

&hese are the objectives of our policy toward the Soviet
Union, a policy of constructive competition that will serve both
nations and people everywhere for the long haul. Constructive
competition is a challenge for Americans; it will require
patience. It is also a challenge for the Soviets. TIf they
cannot meet us half way, we will be prepared to protect our
interests, and those of our friends and allies. But wc¢ want more
than deterrence; we seek genuine cooperation; we seek progress

for peace.



9

'Page 11

Cooperation begins with communication. We seek such’
communication. We will stay at the negotiating tables in Geneva
and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz is prepared to meet
with Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting
should be followed by others, so that high-level consultations
become a regular and normal component of U.S.-Soviet relations.

Our challenge is peaceful. It will bring out the best in
us. It also calls for the best from the Soviet Union. No one
can predict how the Soviet leaders will respond to our challenge.
But our two countries share with all mankind the dream of
eliminating the risks of nuclear war. It is not an impossible
dream, because eliminating those is so clearly a vital interest
for all of us. 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 20 years ago, President Kennedy defined an
approach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he
announced it:

"So, let us not be blind to our differences -- 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 diversityv. 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."

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

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

The journev from proposals to progress to agreements may be
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difficult. But that should not indict the past or despair the

future. America is prepared for a major breakthrough or modest

advances. We welcome compromise. In this spirit of constructive

competition, we can strengthen peace, we can reduce greatly the

level of arms, and, yes, we can brighten the hopes and dreams of

people everywhere. Let us begin now.
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