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(NSC/Myer /BE/RR) ·,--r-£.- l 
January 6, 1984 -W• ,J_; fl 
2:00 p.m. "frvt' ~, ( 

'l,r.. I) +v ,..., ~ --v\ 

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS 
NATIONAL PRESS CLUB 

Thank you very much for inviting me back to ·visit your 

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 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 t~ uphold our 

responsibility as a major power in easing potei\.tial 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 of challenges to peace, but also of 

opportunities for peace. Through decades of difficulty and 

frustration, America's highest aspi,ration 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 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 -- year~ when the United States questioned its 
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role in the world and neglected its defenses, while the Soviet 

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. In 

other words, 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 our commitment to defend our values 

has never been more clear. There is credibility 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 
I Tl ! ·· .1 :, 

believing it. ~ they can see now they were wrong. 

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the 

differences between our two societies. 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 



Page 3 

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. 

Recently we've 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 it is making the world a safer place; safer because 

there is less danger that the Soviet leadership will 

underestimate our strength or resolve. 

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. 

threat, it is the language of progress. 

I 
~ 

Freedom poses no 

We proved this 35 years 

ago when we had a monopoly of nuclear weapons, and could have 

dominated the world. But we didn't. Instead we used our power 

to write a new chapter in the history of mankind. We helped 

rebuild the war-ravaged economies of East and West, including 

those nations who had been our enemies. Indeed, those former 

enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends. 

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 time of opportunities for peace. 
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. 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. 

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 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 revolution only exacerbates local conflicts, increases 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

problems more difficult. 

4 
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Would it not be better and safer to assist the peoples and 

governments in are~s of conflict in negotiating peaceful 

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 

cycle of threat and response which drives arms races everywhere 

it occurs. I 
I 

While modernizing our defenses, we have d6ne only what is 

needed to establish a stable military balance. The simple truth 

is, 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 

additional 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. 

5 
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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 

here, in November 1981, the "zero option" for intermediate-range 

missiles. Our aim was then and is now 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 deployments on either _ 

side. Indeed, I support a zero option for all nuclear arms. As 

I have said before, my dream is to see the day when nuclear 

weapons will be banished from the face of the Earth. 

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his 
.I 

country shares the vision of a world free of n~lear weapons. 

These are encouraging words. Well, now is 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. 

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. 



· Page 7 

These examples illustrate clearly why our 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. 

In wor~ing 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 pro~ote our 

values. 

Strength means we know we cannot negotiate successfully or 
I 

protect our interests if we are weak. Our str~ngth 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 with our 

allies abroad. We are stronger in all these area~ -~~years 

ago. 

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. 

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

don't know why this shou~d come as a surprise to Soviet leaders 

7 
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who have never shied away from expressing their view of our 

system. But this poes not mean we can't deal with each other. 
/ 

C>oN , 
We Q1! net refuse to talk when the Soviets call us "imperialist 

aggressors,~use 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 
,j)9.....J 

nuclear age makes it imperative that WE:"talk. 

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakeable. 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. TBe comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

substantially the size of nuclear arsenals. And again, I would 

hope that in th~ years ahead we could go much further toward the 

ultimate goal of ridding our planet of the nuclear threat 

altogether. 
: - -~ '; . . . .I,, .:· ~ ._) ,/ 

The world 'regre"ts·✓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, 
I 

but also to reduce the c~ances for dangerous misunderstanding and 
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miscalculation. So we have put forward proposals for what we 

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

activities. In the Geneva negotiations, we have proposed that 

the U.S. anq 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 

conference in Stockholm. We are working with our allies to 

develop practical, meaningful ways to reduce the unc~rtainty and 

potential for misinterpretation surrounding military activities, 

and to diminish the risks of surprise attack. , 
I 

Arms control has long been the most visibl~ 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 views on these regional conflicts and tensions and on how we 

can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions. 

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- 6n-itud::::s±-ates ready to cooperate. 

Another major problem in our relationship with the Soviet 

Union is human rights. I~ i.s Soviet practices in this area, as 

q 
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much as 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 

harrassment of courageous people like Andrei Sakharov. 
T pt-":"' _ 

Our request is simple and straightforward:"-_/'rhe Soviet Union 

---1~t live up to the obligations it has freely assumed under 

international covenants -- in particular, its commit~ents under 

the Helsinki Accords. Experience has shown that greater respect 
I 

~ 

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. 

These are the objectives of our policy toward the Soviet 

Union, a policy of credible deterrence and peaceful competition 

that will serve both nations and people everywhere for the long 

haul. It is a challenge for Americans. 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 , 

fb 
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' and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz will be meeting 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. 
Tr' ; : ;. ; ·- I i ,--:. 

-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 vitpl interest 
L_Qur✓ .. :2.., r: J J ·1 . -~ 

for all of us. ,-'(have never fought each other; there is no 

reason we ever should. 
l. vJ -.. - Vi , . ~ ; • 

Indeed, we have fought ,alongside one 
.I 

another in ~er~. Today our common enemies~re 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: 
I/ L tt } 

"So, let us not be blind to our differ~nces -- out let 
us also direct attention to our common interests and to 
the means by which those differences can be resolved." 

The journey from proposals to ogress to agreements may be 

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

future. America is prepared fo a major breakthrough or modest 

advances. We welcome compromis. In this spirit of constructive 

competition, we can strengthen 

level of arms, and, yes, ,we can 

people everywhere. Let us begi now. 

we can reduce greatly. the 

the hopes and dreams of 

I/ 
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The latest draft (TAB I) does an excellent job compressing the 
text and enlivening the language while retaining the basic 
conceptual structure. I have only a few points which may deserve 
further consideration. 

--The section on where we got where we are has been com­
pressed to the point that the speech has an even more positive 
thrust than it did originally. I would recommend restoration of 
some of the examples used earlier to make it clear that the 
President has not revised his previous assessments. It would 
also help make it more obviously consistent with the compliance 
judgments still to come. 

--Posing the abolition of nuclear weapons as a goal seems 
unwise . since it is obviously impractical and is likely to be 
discounted. I have no problem with the reference on page 6 as a 
"dream," but believe the phrase on page 8 about "ridding the 
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~

,, 
~ · --I am uncomfortable with ' the phrase "constructive competi-

{

'{[ often and far into the future, we should give it the most thought-· 
{]'- ful consideration. How about something like "deterrence and 

tion." I am also not sure that "realistic engagement," ·-used 
earlier is any better. Since the phrase used ~ill be repeated 

V realistic cooperation• or "deterrence, dialogue and cooperation." 
(I don't really like these very much either, but the deterrence 
aspect should be there, implicitly or explicitly.) 

In sum, I think this draft is a good basis to get the 
President's reaction, but would argue for somewhat greater 
attention to the negative elements in the relationship and the 
problem of Soviet behavior in order to avoid seeming to go too 
far in the "soft" direction. 
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PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: National Press Club 

Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your 

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 few 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 ilso 

of opportunities for peace. Through decades of difficulty and 

frustration, America's highest aspiration has never wavered: Ne 

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 years to 

establish a constructi~e 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 
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Union increased its military might and sought to e xpand 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 

I 

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 our commitment to defend our values 

has never been more clear. There is credibility 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 b e tween 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 desire 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 time of opportunities for peace. 

Be~ 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 
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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 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 

~xporting revol~tion only exacerbates local conflicts, increases 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

rroblems more difficult. 

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

governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful 
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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 way~ to reverse the vicious 

circle 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. 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 

additional 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 war head· 

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 tbis 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 deployments on either 

side. Indeed, I support a zero option for all nuclear a~s. 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. 

Co~plying 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. 

These examples illustrate clearly why our 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. 
r~'f-

/, _ . I have openl>7 e.?Ciressed my view 
~w'-t~~ 
~bo~~a come as n-e-~urprise to~viet 

of the Soviet system. ~ 

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 becarise 

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. 

Strength means we know we cannot negotiate successfully or 

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

not onlv 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 with our 

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

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 priority number one. A nuclear 

confrontation could well be mankind's last. The comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

substantiallv the size of nuclear arsenals. And I am ready to go 

much further: If the Soviet Union is willing, we can work 

together and wit~ 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 ~wide range of 
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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 most 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 views on these regional conflicts and tensions and on how we 

can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions. 

Our appt Gd'1'l:i. ii' canctrttet.i ve, put l:i.r&:#il ■ fl as eeme ef K. 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. 
ruJJ, I~ £..,,A 

Another major problem in our di.lo9ug J'ith 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 straightforward: 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 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. 

These 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. If they 

cannot meet us half way, we will be prepared to protect _our 

interests, and those of our friends and allies. But w~ want more 

than deterrence; we seek genuine cooperation; we seek progress 

for peace. 
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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 compo~ent 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 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." 

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

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

The journey from proposals to progress to agreements may be 

?-1 
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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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Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your 

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 Soyiet 

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 

responsibility 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 progress. 

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

.Union increased its military might and sought to expand its 

influence through threats and use ~f 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 throug~ 

negotiations. January 1984 is a time of opportunities for peace. 

History te~ches that ~ars begin wh~n governments believe the 

price of aggression is cheap. To keep the peace, we ~nd our 

allies must remain strong enough to convince any potential 

aggressor that war could bring no benefit, only disaster. In 

other words, 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 our commitment to defend our values 

has never been more clear • . There is credibility 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. 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 

jO 
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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 constru·ctive 

cooperation. 

Recently we've -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 beyoncy the 

words, and one fact stands out plainly: Deterrence is being 

restored and it is making the world a safer place; ~afer because 

there is less danger that the Soviet leadership will 

underestimate our strength or resolve. 

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. 

threat, it is the language of progress. 

Freedom poses no 

We proved this 35 years 

ago when we had a monopoly of nuclear weapons, and could have 

dominated the world. But we didn't. Instead we ·used our power 

to write a new chapter in the history of mankind. We helped 

rebuild the war-ravaged economies of East and West, including 

those nations who had been our enemies. Indeed~ those former 

enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends. 

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 · time of opportunities for peace. 

3( 
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But to ~ay 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 ar$enals 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. 

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 di~logue as cbrdi~l and c~qperative 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 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 ~ttack 

or subversion. 

Most of these conflicts have their roots in local problems, 

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

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

outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and 

exporting revolution only exacerbates local conflicts, increases 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

problems more difficult. 
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Would it not be better and safer to assist the ·peoples and 

governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful 

solutions? Today_, I am asking the Soviet leaders to join w1th 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 

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. The simple truth 

is, 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 year~ in terms of its 

total destructive power. 

Just 2 months ago, we and our allies agreed to withdraw an 

additional 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 •. 
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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 

here, ·in November 1981, the "zero option" for intermediate-range 

missiles. Our aim was then and is now to eliminate in one fell 

swoop an entire class of nuclear arms. Al though NATO ' ·s initial 

deployment of INF missiles was an important achievement, _I would 

still prefer that there be no INF missile deployments on either 

side. Indeed, t support a · zero bption _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. Well, now is 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. 

Respecting the rig_hts of individual citizens bolsters the 

relationship; denying these rights harms it. Exp·anding 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. 
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These examples illustrate clearly why our 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. 

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 ingividual 

liberties at home and peaceful ~hange abroad. We must be frank 

in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to promote our 

values. 

Strength means we know we 9annot 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 with our 

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

ago. 

Dialogue means we are determined to deal with our 

differences peacefully, through negotiat~on. We are prepared to 

discuss all the prob1ems that divide us, and to work for 

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

will never retreat from negotiations. 

I haye openly expressed my view of the Soviet system. I 

don't know why this should come as a surprise to Soviet leaders 
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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 tal,k when the Soviets call us ·" imperialist 

aggres·sors," 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. 

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 th~ risk of war -­

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

confrontation could well be mankind's last. The comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

substantially the size of nuclear arsenals. And again, I would 

hope that in the years ahead we could go much further toward the 

ultimate goal of ridding 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 redu~e the chances for dangerou~ misunderstanding and ~ 
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miscalculation. So we have put forward propo~als for what we 

call "confidence-building measures." They cover a wide range o·f 

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 

conference in Stockholm. We are working with our allies to 

develop practical, meaningful ways to reduce the uncertainty and 

potential for misinterpretation surrounding military activities, 

and to diminish the risk~ .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. We and the Soviets 

should have a common interest in promoting regional -stability, 

and in finding peaceful solutions to existi~g conflicts that 

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 on how we 

can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions. 

We remain convinced that ·on issues like these it is in the 

Soviet Union's best interest t~ cooperate in achieving 

broad-based, negotiated solutions. If the Soviet leaders make 

that choice, they will find the United States ready to cooperate. 

Ano~her major problem in our relationship with the Soviet 

Union is human rights. It is Soviet practices in this area, as 
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much as 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 straightforward: The Soviet Union 

must live up to the obligations it has ·:f;reely 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. 

These are the objectives of our policy toward the Soviet 

Union, a policy of credible deterrence and peaceful competition 

that will serve both nations and people everywhere for the long 

haul. It is a cha_llenge for Americans. 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 wi~l be meeting with 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting 

should be followe_d by others, so that high-level consultati.qns 

become a regular and normal .component of u.s.-soviet relations. 

Our challenge is p~aceful~ It will bring orit the best iri 

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 Qf 

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." 

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

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

The journey from proposals to -progress to agreements may be 

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 

competitiph, 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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Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your 

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 Soyiet 

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 

responsibility 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 progress. 

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

_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 throug~ 

negotiations. January 1984 is a time of opportunities for peace. 

History teaches that wars begin wh~n 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. In 

other words, 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 our commitment to defend our values 

has never been more clear • . There is credibility 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. 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 
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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 constru·ctive 

cooperation. 

Recently we've -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 beyonq the 

words, and one fact stands out plainly: Deterrence is being 

restored and it is making the world a safer place; ~afer because 

there is less danger that the Soviet leadership will 

underestimate our strength or resolve. 

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. Freedom poses no 

threat, it is 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 didn't. Instead we ·used our power 

to write a new chapter in the history of mankind. We helped 

rebuild the war-ravaged economies of East and West, including · 

those nations who had been our enemies. Indeed, those former 

enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends. 

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~- time of opportunities for peace. 
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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. 

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 cbrdial and coqperative 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 disputes. 

The world has witnessed more than 150 conflicts since the 

end of World War II alone. Armed conflicts are raging in t~e 

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 ~ttack 

or subversion. 

Most of these conflicts have their roots in local problems, 

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

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

outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and 

exporting revolution only exacerbates local conflicts, increases 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

problems more difficult. 
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Would it not be better and safer to assist the ·peoples and 

governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful 

solutions? Todaf, I am asking the Soviet leaders to join w~th 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 

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. The simple truth 

is, 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 year~ in terms of its 

total destructive power. 

Just 2 months ago, we and our allies agreed to withdraw an 

additional 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 nec~ssary -- we 

will have eliminated five existing warheads for each new warhead 

deployed •. 



. Page 6 

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 

here, in November 1981, the "zero option" for intermediate-range 

missiles. Our aim was then and is now to eliminate in one fell 

swoop an entire class of nuclear arms. Al though NATO ' -s initial 

deployment of INF missiles was an important achievement, _! would 

still prefer that there be no INF missile deployments on either 

side. Indeed, t 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. Well, now is 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. 

Respecting the rig_hts of individual citizens bolsters the 

relationship; denying these rights harms it. Exp·anding 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. 
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These examples illustrate clearly why our 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. 

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 ingividual 

liberties at home and peaceful change abroad. We must be frank 

in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to promote our 

values. 

Strength means we know we 9annot 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 with our 

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

ago. 

Dialogue means we are determined to deal with our 

differences peacefully, through negotiat~on. 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. 

I haye openly expressed my view of the Soviet system. I 

don't know why this should come as a surprise to Soviet leaders 
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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 

aggres·sors," 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. 

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 priority number one. A nuclear 

confrontation could well be mankind's last. The comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

substantially the size of nuclear arsenals. And again, I would 

hope that in the years ahead we could go much further toward the 

ultimate goal of ridding 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 ., 
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miscalculation. So we have put forward propo~als for what we 

call "confidence-building measures." They cover a wide r~nge of 

activities. In the Geneva negotiations, we have proposed t~at 

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 

conference in Stockholm. We are working with our allies to 

develop practical, meaningful ways to reduce the uncertainty and 

potential for misinterpretation surrounding military activities, 

and to diminish the risk~ 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. We and the Soviets 

should have a common interest in promoting regional -stability, 

and in finding peaceful solutions to existi~g conflicts that 

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 on how we 

can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions. 

We remain convinced that -on issues like these it is in the 

Soviet Union's best interest t~ cooperate in achieving 

broad-based, negotiated solutions. If the Soviet leaders make 

that choice, they will find the United Sta~es ready to cooperate. 

Ano~her major problem in our relationship with the Soviet 

Union is human rights . It is Soviet practices in this area, as 
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much as 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 straightforward: The Sovi·et Union 

must live up to the obligations it has ·treely 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. 

These are the objectives of our policy toward the Soviet 

Union, a policy of credible deterrence and peaceful competition 

that will serve both nations and people everywhere for the long 

haul. It is a cha_llenge for Americans . It is also a challenge 

for the Soviets. If they cannot meet us half way, we will be 

p·repared 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 Gen_eva .. 
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and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz wi~l be meeting with 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting 

should be followe_d by others, so that high-level consultatiqns 

become a regular and normal component of U.S.-Soviet relations. 

Our challenge is p~aceful~ It will bring orit the best iri 

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 Qf 

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." 

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

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

The journey from proposals to ·progress to agreements may be 

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 

competitipn, 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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Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your 

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 Soyiet 

Union. 

In just a few days, the United States will join the Soviet 

Union and the other nations of Europe at an international 

security co~ference in Stockholm. We intend to uphold our 

responsibility 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 progress. 

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 lasting 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 questioned its 



,Page 2 

role in the world and negl·ected its defenses, while the Soviet 

.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 throug~ 

negotiations. January 1984 is a time of opportunities for peace. 

History te·aches that wars begin wh~n governments believe the 

price of aggression is cheap. To keep the peace, we ~nd our 

allies must remain strong enough to convince any potential 

aggressor that war could bring no benefit, only disaster. In 

other words, 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 our commitment to defend our values 

has never been more clear • . There is credibility and consistency. 

America's recovery may have taken Soviet leaders by 

surprise. They may have counted on us to keep weakening 

ourselves. They h_ave 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. 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 
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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 constru·ctive 

cooperation. 

Recently we've -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 beyonQ the 

words, and one fact stands out plainly: Deterrence is being 

restored and it is making the world a safer place; ~afer because 

there is less danger that the Soviet leade·rship will 

underestimate our strength or resolve. 

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. Freedom poses no 

threat, it is the language of progress. We proved this 35 years 

ago when we had a monopoly of nuclear weapons, and ~ould have 

dominated the world. But we didn't. Instead we ·used our power 

to write a new chapter in the history of ma~kind. We helped 

rebuild the war-ravaged economies of East and West, including · 

those nations who had been our enemies. Indeed, those former 

enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends. 

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~- time of opportunities for peace. 
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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. 

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 disputes. 

The world has witnessed more than 150 conflicts since the 

end of World War II alone. Armed conflicts are raging in t~e 

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 ~ttack 

or subversion. 

Most of these conflicts have their roots in local problems, 

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

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

outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and 

exporting revolution only exacerbates local conflicts, increases 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

problems more difficult. 
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Would it not be better and safer to assist the peoples and 

governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful 

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 

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. The simple truth 

is, America's total nuclear stockpile has dee-lined. We have 

fewer warheads today than we had 28 years ago. And ·our nuclear 

stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 year~ in terms of its 

total destructive power. 

Just 2 months ago, we and our allies agreed to withdraw an 

additional 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. _ 
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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 

here, in November 1981, the "zero option" for intermediate-range 

missiles. Our aim was then and is now 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 deployments on either 

side. Indeed, t 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. Well, now is 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. 

Respecting the rig_hts of individual citizens bolsters the 

relationship; denying these rights harms it. Exp·anding 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. 
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These examples illustrate clearly why our 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. 

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 ingividual 

liberties at home and peaceful change abroad. We must be frank 

in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to promote our 

values. 

Strength means we know we 9annot 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 with our 

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

ago. 

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. 

I haye openly expressed my view of the Soviet system. I 

don't know why this should come as a surprise to Soviet leaders 
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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 

aggres·sors," 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. 

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 priority number one. A nuclear 

confrontation could well be mankind's last. The comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

substantially the size of nuclear arsenals. And again, I would 

hope that in the years ahead we could go much further toward the 

ultimate goal of ridding 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 .. , 
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miscalculation. So we have put forward propo~als for what we 

call "confidence-building measures." They cover a wide range o·f 

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 

conference in Stockholm. We are working with our allies to 

develop practical, meaningful ways to reduce the uncertainty and 

potential for misinterpretation surrounding military activities, 

and to diminish the risk~ 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. We and the Soviets 

should have a common interest in promoting regional -stability, 

and in finding peaceful solutions to existi~g conflicts that 

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 on how we 

can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions. 

We remain convinced that ·on issues like these it is in the 

Soviet Union's best interest t~ cooperate in achieving 

broad-based, negotiated solutions. If the Soviet leaders make 

that choice, they will find the United States ready to cooperate. 

Ano~her major problem in our relationship with the Soviet 

Union is human rights. It is Soviet practices in this area, as 
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much as 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 straightforward: The Soviet Union 

must live up to· the obligations it has _·treely 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. 

These are the objectiv~s of our policy toward the Soviet 

Union, a policy of credible deterrence and peaceful competition 

that will serve both nations and people everywhere for the long 

haul. It is a cha_llenge for Americans. 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 Gen_eva .. 
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and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz wi~l be meeting with 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting 

should be followe_d by others, so that high-level consultatiqns 

become a regular and normal component of u.s.-soviet relations. 

Our challenge is p~aceful~ It will bring orit the best i~ 

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 Qf 

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." 

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

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

The journey from proposals to -progress to agreements may be 

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 

competitipn, 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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Thank you very much for inviting me back to ·visit your 

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 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 t9 uphold our 

responsibility as a major power in easing poteJ\.tial 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 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 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 -- year~ when the United States questioned its 



Page 2 

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

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, onlr disaster. In 

other words, our goal is deterrence, plain and~_.~imple. 

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. There is credibility 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. ]~'°they can see now they were wrong. 

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the 

differences between our two societies. But we should always 

remember that we do have common interests. And the foremost 

among them is to avoid w~r and reduce the level of arms. There 
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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. 

Recently we've 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 it is making the world a safer place; safer because 

there is less danger that the Soviet leadership will 

underestimate our strength or resolve. 

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. 

threat, it is the language of progress. 

I 

• Freedom poses no 

We proved this 35 years 

ago when we had a monopoly of nuclear weapons, and could have 

dominated the world. But we didn't. Instead we used our power 

to write a new chapter in the histo.ry of mankind. We helped 

rebuild the war-ravaged economies of East and West, including 

those nations who had been our enemies. Indeed, those former 

enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends. 

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 time of opportunities for peace. 
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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. 

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. J 
First, we must find ways 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. 
I 

Most of these conflicts have their roots in local problems, 

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

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

outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and 

exporting revolution only exacerbates local conflicts, increases 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

problems more difficult., 
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Would it not be better and safer to assist the peoples and 

governments in are~s of conflict in negotiating peaceful 

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 

cycle of threat and response which drives arms races everywhere 

it occurs. I 
I 

While modernizing our defenses, we have d6ne only what is 

needed to establish a stable military balance. The simple truth 

is, 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 

additional 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 pianned 

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. 



Page 6 

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 

here, in November 1981, the "zero option" for intermediate-range 

missiles. Our aim was then and is now 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 deployments on either 

side. Indeed, I support a zero option for all nuclear arms. As 

I have said before, my dream is to see the day when nuclear 

weapons will be banished from the face of the Earth. 

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his , 
country shares the vision of a world free of n&~lear weapons. 

These are encouraging words. Well, now is 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. 

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. 
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These examples illustrate clearly why our 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. 

In wor~ing 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 pro~ote our 

values. · 
~ 

Strength means we know we cannot negotiate· successfully or , 
protect our interests if we are weak. Our str~ngth 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 with our 

allies abroad. We are stronger in all these area~-~years 

ago. 

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. 

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

don't know why this shou!d come as a surprise to Soviet leaders 
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who have never shied away from expressing their view of our 

system. But this poes not mean we can't deal with each other. 

C>o t./, . 
We df ftet refuse to talk when the Soviets call us "imperialist 

aggressors,~use 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 
.j)9.,_; 

nuclear age makes it imperative that WE:"talk. 

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakeable. 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. Tfle comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

substantially the size of nuclear arsenals. And again, I would 

hope that in th~ years ahead we could go much further toward the 

ultimate goal of ridding our planet of the nuclear threat 

altogether. 
;_ - -~ ~; . ~:· .1,, : .. .) '-;/ 

The world ·regre"ts·✓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, 
I 

but also to reduce the c~ances for dangerous misunderstanding and 
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miscalculation. So we have put forward proposals for what we 

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

activities. In the Geneva negotiations, we have proposed that 

the U.S. anq 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 

conference in Stockholm. We are working with our allies to 

develop practical, meaningful ways to reduce the unc~rtainty and 

potential for misinterpretation surrounding military activities, 

and to diminish the risks of surprise attack. , 
I 

Arms control has long been the most visibl~ 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 views on these regional conflicts and tensions and on how we 

can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions. 

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 thc--tJn-i tncl ::<!±:ates ready to cooperate. 

Another major problem in our relationship with the Soviet 

Union is human rights. ft i.s Soviet practices in this area, as 
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much as 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 

harrassment of courageous people like Andrei Sakharov. 
T P~-:- . 

Our request is simple and straightforward0he Soviet Union 

met live up to the obligations it has freely assumed under 

international covenants -- in particular, its commit~ents under 

the Helsinki Accords. Experience has shown that greater respect 
I 

~ 

for human rights can contribute to progress ini.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. 

These are the objectives of our policy toward the Soviet 

Union, a policy of credible deterrence and peaceful competition 

that will serve both nations and people everywhere for the long 

haul. It is a challenge for Americans. 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 tleterrence; 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 , 

11 
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• and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz will be meeting 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. 
. "-rt: : :. :: ·-. ·_ i :-:. 
-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 vitpl interest 
l_Qvr.-.. ~ ': J:, .,. . ·_,./ 

for all of us. W.{fiave never fought each other; there is no 

reason we ever should. 
2. vJ -.. - Vi ' · ~: . 

Inde ed, we have fought ,alongside one 
,I 

another in ..+ 0 ~. Today our common enemies!\..are hunger, 

disease, ignorance and, above all, war. 

More than .20 years ago, President Kennedy defined an 

appr oach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he 

announced it: 
'I( ; . ';f : ) 

"So, let us not be blind to our differ~nces ~~\but let 
us .also direct attention to our common interests and to 
the means by which those differences can be resolved.• 

The journey from proposa1s to ogress to agreements ~ay be 

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

future. America is prepared fo a major breakthrough or modest 

advances. We welcome compromis. In this spirit of constructive 

competition, we can strengthen 

level of arms, and, yes, we can , 

people everywhere. Let us begi now. 

we can reduce greatly_ the 

the hopes and dreams of 
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(NSC/Myer/BE/RR) 
January 13, 1984 
8:00 a.m. 

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS 
JANUARY 16, 1984 

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. 

Tomorrow, the United States will join the Soviet Union and 

33 other nations at a European disarmament conference in 

Stockholm~ The ·conference will search for practical ~nd 

meaningful ways to increase European security and preserve peace. 

We will be in Stockholm with the heartfelt wis~es of our people 

for genuine progress. 

We live in a time of challenges to peace, but also of 

opportunities for peace. Through times 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 years to 

establish a constructive. and realistic working relationship with 

the Soviet Union. 

We have come a long way since the decade of the seventies 

years when the United States seemed filled with self-doubt and 

neglected its defenses, while the Soviet Union increased its 

military might and sought to expand its influence by armed force 

and threats. During the last decade, the Soviets devoted twice 

as much of their gross national product to military expenditures 

as the United States. They deployed six times as many ICBM's, 
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five times as many tanks and twice as many combat aircraft. And 

they began deploying the SS-20 intermediate-range missile at a 

time when the United States had no comparable weapon. 

As the Soviet arsenal grew, so _did Soviet aggressiveness. 

From Angola to Afghanistan, from El Salvador to Kampuchea, the 

Soviet Union and its proxies 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 now in the ~idst 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. If so, 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: America's 
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deterrence is more credible and it is making the world a safer 

place; safer because now there is less danger that the Soviet 

leadership will underestimate our strength or question our 

resolve. 

Yes, we are safer now. But to say that our restored 

deterrence has made the world 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 
t 

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 ~ill engage the 

Soviets in a dialogue as serious and constructive 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. 

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the 

differences between our two societies and our philosophies. 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 
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negotiations. That is why 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, 

we must do more to find areas of mutual interest and then build 

on them. I propose that our governments make a major effort to 

see if we can make progress in three broad problem areas. 

First, we need to find ways to reduce -- and eventually to 

eliminate -- the threat and use of force in solving international 

disputes. 

The world has witnessed more than 100 conflicts since the 

end of World War II alone. Today, there are armed conflicts 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 origins in local 

problems, but many have been exploited by the Soviet Union and 

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

outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and 

exporting violence only exacerbate local tensions, increase 

suffering, and make solutions to real social and economic 

problems more difficult. Further, such activity carries with it 

the risk of larger confrontations. 

Would it not be better and safer if we could work together 

to assist people in areas of conflict in finding peaceful 

solutions to their problems? That should be our mutual goal. 

But we must recognize that the gap in American and Soviet 
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perceptions and policy is so great that our immediate objective 

must be more modest. As a first step, 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, we should be able to move beyond this immediate 

objective. 

Our second task should be to find ways to reduce the vast 

stockpiles of armaments in the world. 

It is tragic to see the world's developing nations spending 

more than $150 billion a year on armed forces some 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. ~ 

With regard to nuclear weapons, the simple truth is, 

American'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 3 months ago, we and our allies agreed to withdraw 

1,400 nuclear weapons from Western Europe. This comes after the 

removal Qf 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. 
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Our third task is to establish a better working relationship 

with each other, one marked by greater cooperation and 

understartding. 

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words. 

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 of.f 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 had s.~rious concerns 

about Soviet compliance with agreements and treaties. Compliance 

is important because we seek truly effective arms control. 

Unfortunately, there has been mounting evidence that provisions 

of agreements have been breached and that the Soviet Union takes 

adva~tage of any ambiguity in an agreement. 

In response to a congressional request, a report to the 

Congress on these Soviet activities will be submitted in the next 

few days. It is clear that we cannot simply assume that 

agreements negotiated will be fulfilled. We must take the Soviet 

compliance record into account, both in the development of our 

de.fense program and in our approach to arms control. In our 

discussions with the Soviet Union, we will work to remove the 

obstacles which threaten to undermine existing agreements and the 

broader arms control process. 
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The examples I have cited illustrate why our 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. We may 

have to start in small ways, but start we must. 

In working on these tasks, our approach is based on three 

guiding principles: realism, st~ength, and dialogue. 

Realism means we must start with a clear-eyed understanding 

of 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 is essential to negotiate succe~sfully and protect 

our interests. If we are weak, we can do neither. Strength is 

more than military power. Economic strength is crucial and 

America's economy is leading the world into recovery. Equally 

important is our strength of spirit, and unity among our people 

at home and with our allies abroad. We are stronger in all these 

areas than we were 3 years ago. 

Our strength is necessary to deter war and to facilitate 

negotiated solutions. Soviet leaders know it makes sense to 

compromise only if they can get something in return. America can 

now offer something in return. 

Strength and dialogue go hand-in-hand. We are determined to 

deal with our differences peacefully, through negotiations. 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. 
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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 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 

conflict could well be mankind's last. That is why I proposed, 

over 2 years ago, the "zero option" 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. Well, now is the time to move from 

word·s to deeds. 

The opportunity for progress in arms control exists; the 

Soviet leaders should take advantage of it. We have proposed a 
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set of initiatives that would reduce substantially nuclear 

arsenals and reduce the risk of nuclear confrontation. 

The world regrets -- certainly we do -- that the Soviet 

Union broke off negotiations on int~rmediate-range nuclear 

forces, and has not 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 likewise, 

we will meet them halfway. 

We seek to reduce nuclear arsenals, and to reduce the 

chances for dangerous misunderstanding and miscalculation. So we 

have put forward proposals for what we call "~onfidence-building 

measures." They cover a wide range of activities. In the Geneva 

negotiations, we have proposed to 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 channels of communication. Last week, we had 

productive 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, 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 most visible area of 

U.S.-Soviet dialogue. But a ~urable peace also requires both of 

us to defuse tensions and regional conflicts. 
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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 sophisticated weapons and 

thousands of its military personnel into Syria. Everyone's 

interests would be served by stability in the region. Our 

efforts are directed toward that · goal. The Soviets should use 

their influence to reduce tensions in the Middle East. The 

confidence created by such progress- would certainly help us 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 

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 and over 

the virtual halt in the emigration of Jews, Armenians, and others 

who wish to join their families abroad. We cannot remain silent 

to the tragic plight of such courageous people as Andrei 

Sakharov, Anatoly Scharansky and Yosuf Begun. 

Our request is simple and s~raightforward: 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 
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between our two nations and make it a better and more peaceful 

world for all mankind. 

Our policy toward the Soviet Union, a policy of credible 

deterrence, peaceful competition, and constructive cooperation 

will serve our two nations and people everywhere. It is a policy 

not just for this year, but for the long term. It is a challenge 

for Americans. 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. As I have said, we will stay at the negotiating 

tables in Geneva and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz will 

be meeting this week 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.-~oviet relations. 

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

us. It also calls for the best from the Soviet Union. 

We do not - threaten the Soviet Union. 

threat, it is the language of progress. 

Freedom poses no 

We proved this 35 years 

ago when we had a monopoly of nuclear weapons, and could have 

tried to dominate the world. But we didn't. Instead we used our 

power to write a new chapter in the history of mankind. We 

helped rebuild war-ravaged economies in Europe and the Far East, 

including those of nations who had been our enemies. Indeed, 
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those former enemies are now numbered among our staunchest 

friends. 

we · can't 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 war. It is 

not an impossible dream, because . eliminating these risks is 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 fought common enemies in World War II. Today our 

. common enemies are poverty, disease and, above all, war. 

More than 20 years ago, President Kennedy defined an 

approach that is as valid today as when he announced it: 

"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. 11 

Well, those differences are differences in governmental 

structure and philosophy. The . common interests have to do with 

the things of everyday life for people everywhere. 

Suppose, for a moment, 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? 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. And as they went their 

separate ways, Anya would be saying to Ivan, "Wasn't she nice, 
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she also teaches music." Jim would be telling Sally what Ivan 

did or didn't like about his boss. They might even have decided 

that 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 subsistence 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 helped fulfill the hopes and 

dreams of those we represent and indeed of people everywhere. 

Let us begin now. 
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In preparing for my trip to Turkey I have not had as much time as 
I would have liked to devote to the Soviet speech. I am 
concerned about the present draft, however, and wanted to pass on 
my basic thoughts to you. 

All of us agree that the time has come to demonstrate to a 
broader Western audience that we are not gui9ed by_ a blind and 
uncomprehending form of anti-Sovietism. We have to send a 
message of reassurance, in part to resolidify support for the 
inevitable competition that we will continue to face and in part 
to rebut the Soviet argument that the world is becoming a more 
dangerous place. ~ 

The speech does convey a sense of reassurance, but it does so in 
a rather simple way. The speech will not impress either domestic 
or foreign audiences with its thoughtfulness, and it fails to 
send a very concrete message to the Soviets--a fact that will 
only help to contribute to the impression that we are aiming at 
an electoral audience rather than trying to achieve more durable 
substantive gains. 

The emptiness of the message to the Soviets is particularly 
apparent, I think, in the presentation of "our goals" in the 
first half of the speech. Instead of anything concrete, these 
include vague appeals to let the Third World focus on economic 
development, or to abolish nuclear weapons, or to stop stealing 
Western industrial secrets. I doubt these are appeals with much 
meaning for the Soviets~ who speak a more sober language of 
power, security, and interest. 

Just to take two obvious examples, the ~int about the Third 
World that Moscow would best understand (but which is not made in 
the current draft) is a statement that we are concerned· about the 
risk of conf~ontations that are in neither side's interest. 
Similarly, the Soviets will not know what to make of the 
off-handed way compliance is treated in the section of the speech 
on establishing a better working relationship. They know this 
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problem is coming and want to see how the President deals with 
it. In light of where we're likely to be by the time of the 
speech, we run a major risk of being misunderstood if we don't 
say more to indicate the gravity of our concern on this issue. 

The speech, in my view, also needs to be more direct and candid 
about some of the difficulties that we face in trying to solve 
problems between us. If the President discusses these 
difficulties, his main message--the expression of a forthcoming 
desire to work on disagreements or conflicts--may in fact be 
taken even more seriously. 

Having said this, I don't think that improving the speech 
requires starting over. One small change that might begin to 
move it in the right direction is to build on the important claim 
made at the beginning that we see some important potential 
"opportunities for peace" at this time. The President should 
then ask the question--what do we and the Soviets have to do to 
seize these opportunities?--and give concrete, thoughtful 
answers. In this way, the "goals" of the present draft would 
become "tasks," or "challenges," or problems to be solved. 

By focusing on key immediate tasks rather than long-term goals 
the President would sound more programmatic ana purposeful than 
he is likely to now. He needs to sound as though his policy is 
designed to reach more than just distant and possibly 
unattainable goals. (Each of these "tasks" or "challenges," I 
might add, could usefully include some historical comparisons, 
indicating how the nature of the task is different or harder than 
in the past but also why the opportunity for progress now 
exists--after three years of trying to get our message across to 
Moscow.) 

This change from "goals" to "tasks" would, with some significant 
re-drafting, send a different message in the entire first half of 
the speech. The talk about our desire to reduce the use of force 
would, for example, be made much less airy, focusing more on what 
each side has to do (and not do) to limit the risk of superpower 
conflict. This can sound tough but it has a constructive side. 
For example: 

"We believe that the situati~n in the Middle East has been 
made more dangerous for all concerned by the introduction o f 
thousands of additional Soviet military personnel into Syria 
in the past year. Our efforts in that region are aimed at 
limiting these dangers. This is just one of many situations 
around the world in which the Soviet Union could bring its 
influence to bear to reduce risks for both sides. The 
confidence created by such progress would be valuable in 
trying to deal with other aspects of our competition." 

-COl!W I 13 i3NCJ? Ihli..-
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Similarly, using the ,three tasks of U.S.-Soviet relations in the 
present draft, the President could say that the second 
task--reducing armaments--requires some serious thinking about 
how to increase strategic stability. Rather than simply try to 
top the Soviets in a vague commitment to a non-nuclear world, we 
can challenge them with our commitment to specific negotiating 
measures. For example: 

"Our thinking in the area of arms control has led us to 
embrace the build-down approach to reducing strategic 
weapons. [ One sentence explaining build-down. ] We wish 
the Soviet Union would do the same, and call on its leaders 
to do so. This is a time when we need more, not less 
discussion of this approach, for it is a formula that could 
make it possible for both sides to rethink many of their 
strategic programs." --

The Soviets would be greatly intrigued to hear a nint that we 
might not have to build everything we plan, and would begin to 
ask what systems this could mean. In short, we would have their 
interest. 

.. 
As for the final task--developing a constructive working 
relationship--the President could again make hard points and 
soft--hard on issues like the need for compliance with past 
agreements, soft-sounding on the obvious fact that we are willing 
to work even for small improvements in the relationship. 

I have gone over this first half of the speech at some length 
because once it is recast, the remainder can be devoted to 
elaborating our approach. I have fewer difficulties with the 
rest of the text as it now stands, but it too could be 
strengthened by more concreteness. (And by less rhetoric that 
could open us to ridicule. For example, the President can't say 
that "ignorance" is a .common enemy of the u.s. · and the USSR. The 
country with the world's largest censorship apparatus is not an 
enemy of ignorance!) 

Finally, the concluding quote from JFK's American University 
speech is a useful reminder of how different our job is from 
Kennedy's. He was lucky enough to be able to produce an 
agreement on a comparatively simple question--the test ban--in 
six weeks. Because we have much less chance of such 
breakthroughs, we have to give a more convincing proof that we 
are doing everything prudent to achieve them and that if we fail 
it will not be our fault. It just won't be enough to say "we all 
breathe the same air." 

-CONF ID OtiPf IAL 
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distingu ' shed group. I'm rateful for this opportunity during 

cf}. ~ 0-~ ,. I,,___~ 'llf~,~ ~ ~ 1'<-4-rq ~ -tu.. 
t ~ ~st days of 1984, to speak through yod to the people of 

the world o a subject of great importance to the cause of 

peace -- tions between the United States and the Soviet 

Union. J 

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 

responsibility as a major power in easing potential sources of 

conflict. 

meaningful 

The conference will search for practical and ~ ,1 I ,t,~,1.,tt4 ~ J.P~ Ct,w..~~~ ~~r' ~ ;;t-w-:dw. ().,--il,_t:J/ 
ways to ihcrease European security, ~ peace. ~ 

J t~~-,-
We will go to Stockholm bearing the heartfelt wishes of our 

people for genuine progress. 

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 lasting 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 d cad 

of the seventies -- years when the United ~~~d i t;p-~ 
'-



its defenses, while the Soviet 

Union increased its military might and sought to expand its 

(~ fluence through threats and use of force. 

f~~v Three years ago we embr aced a mandate from the American 

people to change course, and we have. ~oday Ame~i c a can oace 

wi t h equa l conv:iction , ottr c ornmitment Lo stay 

s scure aad to find peacef ul soltttions to proble ms tbrou g~ 

~ ~ uary 1 98 4 1s a time of opportunities for pea e ~ 

istory teaches that wars 

of aggression is cheap. 

begin when governments believe the 

To keep the peace, we and our cf't_; 

~ t~ ,~ /5 lp allies must remain strong enough to co~~~~,i.~ any potential 
S~ ~ ec.x- l~ ~ ~ 1--rfv­

COUld brin no benefit, only d isaster -±ft-

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. 

alliances are solid and our commitment to defend our values · 

has never been more clear. 'l!-here is eredibility 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. I thipk they can see now they were wrong. 

the Soviet Union can wish away the 

differences between our two societies. 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 
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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. 
-n,..;... ,.,.,...""') l.J_ fu N..~ ~ J... 

Recently. we've been hearing seme ~ezy strident rhetoric from 
A ~I ~ I\ 

the Kremlin~ h e se 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 
~rt.­

Deterrence is beiAg words, and one fact stands out plainly: 
cred.- UL.. 
Foestored- and it is making the world a safer place; safer because 

~t.U 
there is less dangerAthat the Soviet leadership will 

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. [:reedom puses no __ _ 

it: is the langua~ of p rogrss~ . W'e!""""'l:>-riO'\'/'-eEH &A.w.~ year 
... ,_~.;__---

en we had a monopoly of nuclear I\ ould have -tri-eJ-lo -
dominate the world. But we didn't. Instead we used our power 

to write a new chapter in the history of mankind. We helped 
,'n E""u v-o ~ av-4._ ~ Fa.>,_ Gu--f; 

rebuild war-ravaged economiesn ~ ----t~:t'f!'-el'ftE:t--1Ne-s-1:~ including 

thosef nations who had been our enemies. Indeed, those former 

enemies are now. numbered among our staunchest friends. 

}\me riea's eharacter has not c h anged . o ur s t r eng th and 

of prog re s s p rovide the b asi s for stability and mean irry f u l 

Soviet leaders know it makes sense to compromise 

if they can get something in return. America's economic and 

ilitary strength permit us to offer something in return ¥es , • 
k }~ J -eaday i s a time of opportunitie s for p e aee. 



~ 
Page 4 

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 

conditions which must be addressed and improved. 

way of 

~lt,4...- , 

First, we must ~ H:ti~ ways to,~ limina~ 1 he use and threat of 
J'\.--f.dlu.c..,.. - ~.f-v-_~ 

force in solving international disputes. 

e 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 
-to~~ 

exporting . ]ii;@'\ i::iu I i on only exacerbate .# local conflicts, increas 
"" I' 

suffe~ing, and makef solutions to real social · and economic 

-+-':,I- \ ~ :-:t---H.--
prob~ sz;~fic~~~-::> ~~;::::;:~ ~ ,l) -~ _ 
~ ~ ,;,/;~(: l >, &IL zi._,, 4( ,4, ,> , b ::t;;./4:i:..,.d__ 
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Would it not be be and 

overnments 

. 

L..~ 
ways to re uc 

stockpiles of 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 

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. The _simple 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 a } reemen7 s th1 ;!}1:ireatl r_;du=
11
e 17n ~ n/als 

-pvwv•'cJL r~ ~, -____ · 7 ~ () 
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Nc,_vernber ~1, ~..,zero ~ti;o!f" for intermediate-range missiles. 

Our aim was then and is now to eliminate ~lie rell twee.£ an 

entire class of nuclear arms. Alt~ough:;:JO's initj.al deplo~ n w 
.e.u~~J~\~ .r.lM-0,.,t>t.t'/u 4-o ~~ t&,,~ 

of INF missiles was aR .:tl'ftfH~weoni! ask~1t18A5; I would still °'..,.. __ .11 

prefer that there be no INF missile deployments on either side. 

d ~ In eed, I support a zero e p•~9'1. 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. Well, now is a time to move from 

words to deeds. 

Our 

a better 

understanding. 

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words. 

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 

6 ~ organized theft of industrial secrets certainly hurts • 
. ,5t,,v '~eXJ r~ A, f The examples ( illustrate clearly why our relationship with 

fl'\ . the Soviet Union is not what it shou,ld be. We , ha~ a long way to : 

go, but we are dete~ined to try and try again. 5'1 , 7 ,(;: 1 ~ M-"vv---/ 
f-.-.~ ._fv ~~ ~~-----&.-11_ ~_s

1 
~s~ ~ 1AA-u.s'f-.. 
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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 promote our 

values. 

Strength means we kaow ue can,_. neg9tica_te successfully 
u.rL- ~~c!.o~, 

protect our interests, f we are weak Our strength is necessary -
not only to 
s" / lA., +,- ,, v..s . 

oemp,Pemise . 

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 



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 ~e 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 
. 0. cl t QA>-4.. 

jointly examine concrete ~ Le~~ 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. 

~ .. '.i. 
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Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your 

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 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 

responsibility 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 progress. 

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

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. In 

other words, 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 our commitment to defend our values ' 

has never been more clear. There is credibility 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. I think they can see now they were wrong. 

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the 

differences between our two societies. 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 
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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. 

Recently we've 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 it is making the world a safer place; safer because 

there is less danger that the Soviet leadership will 

underestimate our strength or resolve. 

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. Freedom poses no 

threat, it is 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 didn't. Instead we used our power 

to write a new chapter in the history of mankind. We helped 

rebuild the war-ravaged economies of East and West, including 

those nations who had been our enemies. Indeed, those former 

enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends. 

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 time of opportunities for peace. 
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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. 

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 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, Afghani s tan 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 

problems more difficult. 
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Would it not be better and safer to assist the peoples and 

governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful 

solutions? Today, I am asking the Soviet leaders to join with us 

in coope~ative 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 

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. The simple 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 h a v e to b e d e ploye d in Europ e ove r the n e xt 5 y ears -­

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. It 
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was with this goal in mind that I first proposed here, in 

November 1981, the "zero option" for intermediate-range missiles. 

Our aim was then and is now 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 deployments on either side. 

Indeed, I support a zero option for all nuclear arms. As I have 

said before, my dream is to see the day when nuclear weapons will 

be banished from the face of the Earth. 

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his 

country shares the vision of a world free of nuclear weapons. 

These are encouraging words. Well, now is 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 arid 

understanding. 

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words. 

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 wor ld reduces i t . Peac eful trad e h e lps , while 

organized theft of industrial secrets certainly hurts. 

These examples illustrate clearly why our relationship with 

the Soviet Union is not what it shou~d be. We · ha~e 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 promote our 

values. 

Strength 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 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 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. 

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 

((0 
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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 impera~ive 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. The comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

substantially the size of nuclear arsenals. And again, I would 

hope that in the years ahead we could go much further toward the 

ultimate goal of ridding our planet of the nuclear threat 

altogether. 

The world regrets -- certainly we do -- 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 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 

/ II 
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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, 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 most 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 views on these regional conflicts and tensions and on how we 

can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions. 

We remain convinced that on issues like these it is in the 

Soviet Union's best interest to cooperate in achieving 

b r oad-base d, negotiated s olut ions . I f t h e Soviet l eaders mak e 

that choice, they will find us ready to cooperate. 

Another major problem in our relationship with the Soviet 

Union is human rights. Soviet practices in this area, as much as 

JIV 
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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. 

These are the objectives of our policy toward the Soviet 

Union, a policy of credible deterrence and peaceful competition 

that will serve both nations and people everywhere for the long 

haul. It is a challenge for Americans. 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 fri e nds 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 meeting with 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting 

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

become a .regular and normal compone~t 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 the people of 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. Our two countries have never fought each 

other; there is no reason we ever should. Indeed, we have fought 

alongside one another in two world wars. 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" 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? 

lit 
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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 ambiti,ons, 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. 



Jack: 

Here are some comments/recommendations on the speech. 

I have been brief. I understand that very few changes will be 

permitted now, since the Pres has basically approved it; so, I 

will be focusing on the most important. Also, I understand that 

the President, as in most speeches, doesn't want much negative. A 
1 I ~vt lf\~~)(~.Q bl>"""<- c'-"~ <--~ 64'JU~J~ o--.,+v 1-k 6.. ~o\-c½a£ OlvtA-dT J 

f'-'""""" \r>LJ!> -.- \DA-i~~~ PL~ ~ &..~t, 
(1) FIRST: I had a long-standing lunch date with Al Myer today, 

which I kept. The speech came up -- he asking what I thought. 

Frankly, I told him, I thought it drifted too far toward 

"understanding," not enough on realism. Secondly, I told him 

that this speech, unlike others the President has given (re: 

Grenada) has as its principal target foreign and domestic elites 

(not Joe 6-pack in Des Moines). It must be a sophisticated, 

realistic address. Otherwise, it will not be taken seriously in 

the Kremlin, by the broad mass of educated European opinion and 

certainly not by the opinion-molders in this country. I think 

Don Fortier makes the same point. I don't think I convinced him, 

but it may help as having laid down a marker if you pursue it. 

(2) Recommend reinclusion of language from Matlock draft, p. 1, 

para 2 as modified below: 

The establishment of a durable and stable world peace 

depends greatly on the American relationship with the Soviet 

Union. Not because either the United States or the Soviet 

Union can bring peace to everyone, but because the world 

cannot be at peace unless there is a sober and realistic 

Soviet-American relation. It is an awesome and sobering 

fact that, for the first time in the history of mankind, two 

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



to destroy mankind itself. Neither of our nations can have 

a higher interest than making sure that this does not, 

indeed, cannot, happen. 

(3) Page 2, after first para: 

Looking back over the 1970's it was apparent that America had 

fallen into a state of neglect of its defenses and had become 

reluctant to continue to hold the mantle of responsibility as the 

leader of the Western Alliance system. But the rapid expansion 

and modernization of the Soviet military establishment continued 

apace and Moscow's global activities became much more pronounced 

and destabilizing. h he USSR devo.ted twice as much of their GNP 

to defense in this period than did the United States and began to 

provide armaments to foreign countries in a massive manner. From 

Angola to Afghanistan, from El Salvador to Kampuchea, the Soviets 
~ 

or their proxies •i!!ii!lll~ used force ~e-r intimidation to . interfere in -t....-...._ -., -~ t;.Vv--m ~~;;;h/4U-'"-' 
the affairs of other nations. /1l(l. ~ () 

(4) P. 2, last para. Delete, replace with: 

"And that is not the end of the tale. On the other side we have 

witnessed a decline in the prospects of the Soviet Empire. 

Soviet armed forces are sent into combat, but in every instance 

since World War II it has been against another Maxist regime • .­

Domestic cohesion has been strained as that society struggles to 

produce sufficient food to feed its people, to cope with massive 

problems of alcoholism or to provide the people with what we 

consider in the West to be the basic necessities of a prosperous 

existence. So it is no wonder that the Soviets are frustrated -­

and are showing it in their shrill propaganda. 



Recently we have heard some very strident rhetoric from the 

Kremlin, anger that has caused some observers to speak of 

heightened uncertainty and an increased danger of conflict. 

However, despite our public differences and occasional exchanges 

of sharp rhetoric, I believe that our relationship with the USSR 

is on the firmest ground it has been on in many years. In fact, 

there is probably less danger of confrontation today than at any 
. v'~'-'~~ 

time in the past. This is attributablMo an admirable degree of 

prudence and restraint that both superpowers have exhibited. 

e rtainly in the first three years of this Administration we have 

witnessed nothing akin to the Cuban Missile Crisis, ~he Mid-East 

escalation of 1973,~ e Soviet invasion ~~,'; certai n l y BO 

~ of tensions such as e:>cisted in t he day s ef the Cold wc:rr. 
~ 

~ 
At no time Oiler ~he c our se- -OP the past three years has either the 

United States or the Soviet Union placed its armed forces on 

aler~ nor lmve t hor.e-bee:a any flashpoi:ats- t hat. t:hrea Lenee to­

asca J ate t.e armed confli ct. • 

If one looks beyond the rhetoric this fact stands out clearly: cr~J;/,.-b­

deterrence is being restored and it is making the world a safer 

place; safer bec~e there is less danger that the Soviet 

leadership will underestimate our strength or resolve. 

(5) Add to para 3, p.3, after " .•• staunchest friends." 

We threatened no one even when we were the world's only atomic 

power and we pose no challenge to global stability today. 

(6) Substitute for para 3 (last), p. 3·, and first para., p. 4. 



America's character has not changed. Our strength and vision of 

progress provide the basis for stability and meaningful 

negotiations. From this foundation we can proceed toward the 

attainment of a stable and realistic relationship with the USSR. 

Deterrence is ••• (pick up para 2, p.4) 

(7) P.6, Before para 4, place: 

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 a report on these Soviet 

activities which it requested from me. I will of course see to 

it that our modernization program takes Soviet behavior 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 
~f~~~ 

mutual interest to remove impediments to arms control~hich 

offers us the means of improving the security of both our 

countries and the opportunity to create a safer world. 

(8) P. 7, after first para, add: 

I have been forthright in explaining my view of the Soviet system 

and of Soviet policies. This should come as no surprise to the 

Soviet leaders, who have never been reticent in expressing their 

view of us. But this doesn't mean we can't deal with each other. 

0 
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We don't walk away from the negotiating table because the Soviets 

call us "imperialist aggressors," or because they cling to the 

fantasy of the triumph of communism over democracy. The fact 

that neither of us likes the other's system is no reason to 

refuse to talk. In fact, in this nuclear age, it makes it all 

the more imperative for us to maintain a productive and 

continuous dialogue. 

(9) P. B, after first full para. 

I must confess that I was very disappointed not only with the 

Soviet walkout on the intermediate #e missile talks, but with 

their refusal to agree to the setting of starting dates for the 

next round of the MBFR and START negotiations. 

I have been following the ·progress of all of these discussions 

and still feel that agreements can be achieved if both sides 

commit themselves to negotiate earnestly and in good faith. 

further toward a common position is generally recognized. 

Our proposals there have called for deep reductions in ballistic 

missile warheads and would impose reductions and limitations on 

both the US and the USSR. We have shifted our position there 

significantly to take into account major Soviet concerns in an 

effort to narrow our differences, particuMry in accommodating 

their demands for a higher ceiling on deployed ballistic 

missiles. Further, in response to their expressions that our 

positions imposed too many constraints on their ICBMs, we 



indicated our willingness to explore alternative ways of limiting 

the size and destructive power of ballistic missile forces. 

Finally, in response to Soviet concerns over our bombers and 

air-launched cruise missiles we have stated that we would agree 

to numbers well below those which would have been allowed by SALT 

II. 

In a unique bipartisan effort we have introduced a "build-down 

concept" designed to ensure reductions and channel modernization 

onto more stabilizing directions. This concept would require our 

two nations to scrap two old warheads for every new warhead 

deployed on the more destabilizing MIRVed ICBMs. 
' . 

I was pleased that the Soviets did take two positive steps 

recently, tacitly agreeing to reduce the throw-weight of their 

missiles and to establish a working group to discuss 

confidence-building measures. These moves on both sides indicate 

that we? ":-ithin striking distance of achieving a negotiated 

limitation and reduction on our strategic arsenals. We need to 

return immediately to the START discussions and pursue the 

progress that we have achieved.:_j 

(10) P. 11, first full para: Replace with: 

"Our two countries share with all mankind the dream of 

eliminating the risk of nuclear conflict. It is not an 

impossible dream, because the reduction of the possibility that 

nuclear war should erupt is in both of our interests. The 

challenge to both of us is clear and calls out for the best of 

intentions. No one can predict how the Soviet leaders will react 



to this opportunity, but I do not feel that this is an impossible 

dream, because these steps are so much in the interest of both 

our nations. 

We should remember that our two countries share much in common 

indeed, we fought alongside one another in World War II and, I 

should underscore this fact, our two nations have never fought 

each other. There is no reason we ever should. Today while our 

relationship is certain to be characterized by disagreements and 

a conflict in ideals and goals, we share common enemies -­

hunger, disease, and above all, war. 

More than 20 years ago President Kennedy laid out an approach to 

dealing with the USSR that is as realistic, and at the same time, 

optimi ~\J, today as it was in 1963. As the President indicated: 

"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." 

End speech. 

(11) Eliminate speech at this point. 




