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"PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS

MONDAY, JANUARY 16, 1984

During these first days of 1984, I would like to share with
you -- and the people 6f the world -- my thoughts oﬁ a/subjéct 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 and

meaningful ways to increase European security and preserve peace.

. We will be in Stockholm with 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 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 étrongest 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 itsgiinfluence by armed force
and threats. During the last decade, the Soviets devoted twice
as much of their gross national product to hilitary expenditures

as the United States. They deployed six times as many ICBM's,
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three 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.

From Angola to Afghaniséan; from Ethiopia to Kamﬁucheah the
Soviet Union and its proxies tried to force their will on others.
History teaches that wars begin when govefnments believe the
price of aggression is cheap. To keep tﬁe‘pedce} 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 Ehe-support of the
American people and the Congress, we halted America's decline.
Our economy is now in the midst of the best récovery 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 Spoviet leaders by
surprise; The§ may have counted on us to keep weakening
ourselves.. They have been saying for years that our demise was
inevitable. They said it so oftén they probably started
believing it. 1If so, I think they can see now they were wrbng.

This may be the reason we've been hearing such strident
rhetoric from the Kremlin recently. These harsh words have led
some to spéak_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 nbw there is less danger that the Soviet
-leadership will underestimate our strength or gquestion our
resolve.

Yes, we are safer ﬁow. But to say that our reétored
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 Soviét Union is not what it must be. These
are conditions which must beAaddressed and improved.

Deterrence is essential té 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 engagé 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;
andvif we do so, we might find areas in which we could engaée in
constructive cooperation.

Our strength énd vision of progress provide the basis for
demonstrating, with equal conviction, our cbmmitﬁent 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 therpited States and the Soviet Union aré to rise to
the challenges facing us and seize the opportunities for peace,
we must do more to find areas of mutual iﬁterest‘and then build
on them. I propose that our governments make a'major eff;rt to

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

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

The world'has witnessed more than 100 major conflicts since
_the end of World Wwar 11 alone. .Today, there are arﬁed conflicts
in the Middle East, Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Centr;l America,
and Africa. In other regions, independent nations are confronted
by heavily armed neighbors seeking to dominaté 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-Sovief invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and
exporting violence only exacerbate local tensions, increase
suffering, and make solutionS'to"reai social and economic
problems more difficult.. further, such activity carries with it
the risk of larger confrontations.

Would it not beAbetter 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 iﬁmeaiate
objective.

Our second task should be to.find ways to redu¢e 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

With regard to nuclear weapons, the simple truth is,
America's total nuclear étockpile has declined. Today, we have
far fewer nuclear weapons thah we had 20 years ago. And in terms
of ig§ total destructive power, our nuclear stockpile is at the
lowegt level in 25 yearé. '

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

But this is nbt enough. We must accelerate our efforts to
reach agreements that will greatly reduce nﬁcleaf arsenals,

provide greater stability, and build confidence.
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Our third task is to establish a better working relationship
with each othér; ohe marked by greater coéperation 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 pérmitting a free intérdhange'of inqumation
and ideas increase_confidence;_sealing off one's pedple from the
rest of the world reduces it. Peaceful trade helps, while
organized thefﬁ of industrial secrets certainly hurts.

Cooperation and understanding are especially important to
arms control. In recent years, we have had serious 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 provisioné

of agreements have been breached and that the—Soviet=Unicn—tahes

as Teem oleem 1eS ‘
: adyantagngf any ambiguitx in s agreement§.

- In response to a congressional request, a report to the
Congress on thése @EESEEM} 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 accéunt, both in the development of our
defense program and in our approach to arms control. In our
discussions witﬁ the Soviet Union, we will work to remove the

obstacles which threaten to undermine existing agreements and the

broader arms control process.



Page 7

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 theée tasks, our approach is baséd on thfee
guiding principles: realism, strength, 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 aéknowledging our differences and

~unafraid to promote our values.

Strength is essential to negotiate succEssfully'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 refurn.

Strength and dialogue go hand-in-hand. We are determiged to
deal with our differences peacefully, through negotiatiéns. We
are prepared to digcuss the problems that divide us, and to work
for practical, fair solutions on the basis of muéual compromise.

We will never retreat from negotiations.



Page.é

I have openly expressed my view of the Soviet system. I
don't know why thié should come as a surpfise to Soviet leaders,
‘who have never éhied from expressing their view of our SQstem.
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 faﬁtasy'of a communist
triumph over democracy. The fact that neither of us likes the
other's system is no reason to refuse to_télk. Living iﬂ this
nuclear age makes it imperative that we do talk.

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakable. But we
insist that ouf 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 weaponé
will be banished from the face of the Earth.

Last month, the Soviet defense ﬁinister stated that his
country would do everything to avert the threat of war. These
are encouraging words. But now ‘is the time to move from words to
deeds. |

The opportunity for progress-in arms control exists; the

Soviet leaders should take advantage of it. We have proposed a,

o
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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 intermediate-range nuclear
forces, and has not set a date for the resumptioﬁ 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 "COﬁfidence4building

measures." They cover a wide range of activities. 1In the Geneva

negotiations, we have proposed to exchange advance notifications
of missile tests and major miiitary 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 Qith 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, meanindful 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 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’

i #—Z /0?' va “%J

“for all concerned by introducing sophisticated weaponé 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

b Vo
M;./LMJV(/

their influence to reduce tensions in the Middle East. The

confidence created by such progress would éertaihly help us to

[ Fress

deal more positively with other aspects of our relafionship.
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 Qill that

hangs over our relationship.
L Moral considerations alone compel us to express our deep
concern over prisoners of conscience in the Sbviet Union and over
the virtual halt in the emigration of Jews, Armenians, and othérs
who wish to join their families abroad.
- ~ 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 pfogress 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.

/0
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Our policy toward the Soviet Union, a policy of credible
-deterrence, peaceful cbmpetition, 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 Séviéts. If'they
cannot meet us halfway, we will be prepared to proteét 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;»ﬁe will stay at the negotiéting
'_tables in Geneva and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz will
be meeting this week with Soviet Foreign Minister Groﬁyké in
.Stockholm. This meeting should be followed by others, so that
high-level consultations become a regular and normal éompqnent 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. |

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
tried to dominate the world. But we didn't. Instead we used our
éower to write a new chapfer in the history of ménkind. We
’ helped rebuild war—ravaged economies in Europe and the Far ﬁast,
including those of nations who had been our enemies. Indeed,

those former enemies are now numbered among our staunchest

friends.
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We can't predict how the Soviet leéders will respond to our
challenge. Bﬁt tﬁe people of our‘two couhtries share with all -
‘mankind the dream of eliminating the risk of nuclear Qar. It is
not an impossible dream, because eliminating these risks is so
clearly a vital interest for all of us. 6ur two‘count:ies have
never fought each other; there is nq reasoﬁ we ever should.
Indeed, we fought common enemies in World War II. Today our
common enemies are pbverty, disease and,‘aﬁove all, war..

More than 20 years ago, President Kennedy defiﬁed an
approach that is as valid today as when he announced it: “So}
let us not be 5lind 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 are differences in governmental
structure and philosophy. The common interesfs 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 bérrier.to keep them from
getting écquaihted. Would they debate the differences between
their respéctive governments? "Or, would they find themselves
comparing notes about their chilﬁren} and what each other did for
a living? |

Before they parted company they would probably have touched
on ambitions, hobbieé, what they wanted for their children and
the probiems of making ends meet. And as they went their
separate ways, Anya would be saying to Ivan, "Wasn't she nice,

she also teaches music." Jim would be telling Sally what Ivan
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did or didn't like about his'boss. They might even have decided
-that they were all goihg to get together for dinner some evening
" soon.

Above all, they would héve 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 willlbe
_peace. Together we can strengthen peace, reduce the level of
arms, and know in doing so we haﬁe helped fuifill the hopes and
dreams of those we represent and indeed of people everywhere.

b,/
Let us begin now. g
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-PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS

MONDAY, 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 subjéct of

great importance to the cause of peace -- relations between the
United States and the Soviet Unioﬁ.

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 and

meaningful ways to increase European security and preserve peace.

.We will be in Stockholm with 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 times of difficultyAand
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 étrongest 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 Staées seemed filled with self-doubt and
neglected its defenses, while the Soviet Union increased ité

military might and sought to expand itsginfluence by armed force

{ \
N

and threats. During the last decade, the Soviets devoted twice
as much of their gross national product to hilitary expenditures

as the United States. They deployed six times as many ICBM's,
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three 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.

From Angola to Afghanisian; from Ethiopia to Kamﬁuchea, tpe
Soviet Union and its proxies tried to forcé their will on others.
History teaches that wars begin when governments believe the
price of aggression is cheap. To keep tﬁe‘pedce} we and bur
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 Ehe-support of the
American people and the Congress, we halted America's decline.
Our economy is now in the midst of the best récovery 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 Spoviet 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 oftén they probably started
believing it. If so, I think they can see now they were wrbng.

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. 2nd 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 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 credibie deterrence and peaceful competition;
and if we do so, we might find areas in which we could engaée in
constructive cooperation.

Our strength énd vision of progress provide the basis for
demonstrating, with equal conviction, our cbmmitﬁent to stay

secure and to find peaceful solutions to problems through

"1
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negotiations. That is why 1984 is a year of opportunities for
peace. | | | .

But if the.Upited 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 iﬁterestland then build
on them. I propose that our governments méké a'major effort to

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

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

The world has witnessed more than 100 major conflicts since
.the end of World war 11 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 dominaté 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 solﬁtionS'td.reai social and economic
problems more difficult._ further, such activity carries with it
the risk of larger confrontations.

Would it not beAbetter 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 immeaiate
objective.

Our second task should be to find ways to reduge 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

With regard to nuclear weapons, the simple truth is,
America's total nuclear étockpile has declined. Today, we have
far fewer nuclear weapons thaﬁ we had 20 years ago. And in terms
of igf total destructiﬁe power, our nuclear stockpile is at the
loweét level in 25 yearé. |

- Just 3 months ago,.we and our allies agfeed to withdraw
1,400 nuclear weapons from Western Europe. This comes after the
removal of a thousand nuclear weapons from Europe 3 years ago.
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 nﬁclear
weapons for each new weapon deployed.

But this is nﬁt enough. We must accelerate our efforts to
reach agreements that will greatly reduce nﬁcleaf arsenals,

provide greatef stability, and build confidence.
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Our third task is to establish a better working relationship
with each othér, dne marked by gréater coéperation and
‘understanding. |

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words.
Complying with agreements helps; violating them hurtsf.
Respecting the rights of individual -citizens bolsters the.‘
relationship; denying these rights harms it. Expanding contacts
across borders and pérmitting a free intéréhange'of inqumation
and ideas increase_confidence;_sealing off one's pedple from the
rest of the world reduces it. Peaceful trade helps, while
organized thefﬁ of industrial secrets certainly hurts.

Cooperation and understanding are especially important to
arms control. In recent years, we have had serious 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 provisioné

of agreements have been breached and that eshe=—foviet—Uricn—tahes

. advantagerf any ambiguit'x in s agreementgy. -
- In fesponse to a congressional request, a report to the | .

Congress on theése @EEEmM} 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

defense program and in our approach to arms control. In our

discussions with the SOViet Union, we wililwork 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 baséd on thfee
guiding principles: realism, strength, 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 aéknowledging our differences and

~unafraid to promote our values.

Strength is essential to negotiate succEssfully'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 reﬂurn.

Strength and dialogue go hand-in-hand. We are determiged to
deal with our differences peacefully, through negotiatiéns. We
are prepared to diécuss the problems that divide us, and to work
for practical, fair solutions on the basis of muéual pompromise.

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 thié should come as a surpéise to Soviet leaders,
‘who have never ;hied from expressing their view of our 5§stem.
But this does not mean we can't deal with each other. We don't
refuse to talk when-the Soviets call us “imperialist aggressofs"
and worse, or because they cling to-the faﬁtasy'of a commﬁnist
triumph over democracy. The fact that neither of us likes the
other's system is no reason to refuse to’télk. Living iﬂ this
nuclear age makes it imperative that we do talk.

Our commitment to dialogue is firm ;nd unshakable. But we
insist that ouf 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. ' s

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 hinister stated that his
country would do everythiné to avert the threat of war. These
are encouraging words. But now is the time to move from words to
deeds. |

The’oppoptunity 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 intermediate-range nuclear
forces, and has not set a date for the resumptioﬁ of the taiks.on'
strategic arms and on conventional forces in Europe. Our
negotiators are ready to return td 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 "cOﬁfiaenceébuilding
measures." They cover a wide range of activities. In the Geneva
negotiations, we have proposed to exchange advance notificétions
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 Qitﬁ 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 risk of surprise attack.

Arms control has long been the most visible area of
U.S.-Soviet dialogue. But a durable 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

'7751 /é»>;15aij7

" 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

b ol
ol

\ efforts are directed toward that goal. The Soviets should use
2 their influence to reduce tensions in the Middle East. The

confidence created by such progress would éertaihly help us to

Lﬁwy .

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 Qill that

hangs over our relationship.
L Moral consideratiohs alone compel us to express our deep
concern over prisoners of conscience in the Sbviet Union and over
the virfual halt in the emigration of Jews, Armenians, and othérs
who wish to join their families abroad.
- 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 piogress 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.
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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 Soviéts. If.they
cannot meet us halfway, 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 éompqnent of
U.S.-Soviet relations.

Our challenge is ?eaceful. 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. 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

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,
those former enemies are now numbered among our staunchest

friends.

19
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We can't predict how the Soviet leéders will respond to our
challenge. Bﬁt tﬁe people of our two couﬁtries share with all -
"mankind the dream of eliminating the risk of nuclear ﬁar. It is
not an impossible dream, because eliminating these risks is so
clearly a vital interest for all of us. 6ur two’count:ies have
never fought each other; there is no reasoﬁ we ever should.
Indeed, we fought common enemies in World War II. Today our
common enemies are pbverty, disease and,'aﬁove all, war.-

More than 20 years ago, President Kennedy defiﬁed 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

o ~also direct attention to our common interests and to the means by

which those differences can be resolved."

Well, those differences are differences in governmental
structure and philosophy. The common interesfs 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 bérrier.to keep them from
getting acquainted. Would they debate the differences between
their respéctive governments? ‘Or, would they find themselves
comparing notes about their chilaren; and what each other did for
a living? |

Before they parted company they would probably have touched
on ambitions, hobbieé, what they wanted fér 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,

she also teaches music." Jim would be telling Sally what Ivan
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did or didn't like about his‘boss. They might even have decided
-that they were all goihg 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 willAbe
_peace. Together we can strengthen peace, reduce the level of
arms, and know in doing so we have helped fulfill the hdpes and
-dreams of those we represent and indeed of people everywhere.

: -
Let us begin now. - -»
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CONFIDEﬁ&IAL January 20, 1984
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ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCEARLANE

FROM: JACK MATLOCKZW

SUBJECT: Further Foreign Reaction to President's Speech on
U.S.-Soviet Relations

State has supplied additional foreign reactions to the
President's January 16 speech in the memorandum at Tab A. It
provides further evidence that the speech was welcomed almost
universally by the Allies (with Greece a qualified and
predictable exception), and by most of the neutral and
non-aligned. All the foreign ministers with whom Shultz met in
Stockholm expressed approval and often enthusiasm, except -- of
course =-- Gromyko.

I have attached a memorandum to the President at Tab I in éase

That you forward the memorandum at TAB A to the President if you
feel he would be interested in further foreign reactions to his
speech on U.S.-Soviet Relations.

Approve Disapprove
Attachments:
Tab I Memorandum from State
Tab A Memorandum to the President
DECLASSIFIED
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Declagsify on: OADR 8Y_ (il NARADATE L/z5I07
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
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INFORMATION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ROBERT C. MCFARLANE

State has prepared a summary of additional reactions abroad to
your speech on U.S.-Soviet relations. They continue to be
excellent among the Allies and many of the neutral and
non-aligned countries, while those in the Soviet bloc have

predictably followed the Soviet line. State's report is
attached.

Attachment:

Tab A State Summary
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January 19, 1984
TONFIDENTIAL—

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROBERT C. MCFARLANE
THE WHITE HOUSE

SUBJECT: Further Reaction to the President's
Speech on US-Soviet Relations

The most notable element in second-day reaction to the
President's speech was official commentary from the Soviets and
West Europe. Press reports continued to be largely favorable.

Although the Soviets still have not made public a detailed
analysis of the President's remarks, Foreign Minister Gromyko
did allude to the speech in his address before the CDE in
Stockholm January 18. Speaking of an improvement in East-West
dialogue, Gromyko said that "what is needed is deeds and not
verbal acrobatics, resort to which has particularly often been
made lately in Washington. They clearly are a sign of
short-term considerations, and people already know sufficiently
well the worth of such tricks." He called for a substantive
change of U.S. policy from "militarism and aggression" to
"peace and international cooperation."

Also at the CDE, French Foreign Minister Cheysson told a
press conference that the NATO allies are "singing the same
song” and quoted from the President's speech as proof of the
U.S. search for dialogue with the USSR. In a response to
parliamentary questions January 16, Canadian Prime Minister
Trudeau welcomed the "conciliatory®" tone of the President's
remarks and called upon the Soviets to respond in kind.
OQutgoing NATO Secretary-General Luns told Ambassador Abshire
January 16 that the speech was "masterful," an evaluation
seconded by Norway's Ambassador to NATO. Advisors to Italian
Prime Minister Craxi and Portugese Prime Minister Soares both
told U.S. diplomats that the speech was well-received by the
leadership of their countries.

Press coverage, especially in West Europe, continued to be
overwhelmingly positive, with the exception of the committed
leftist commentary ordinarily sympathetic to the Soviet
position. As the CDE opened in Stockholm, the evening
newspaper Expressen commented that the President's speech
indicated that, following the successful start of Western INF
deployments in Europe, the NATO governments now believe they
can negotiate with the Soviets from a position of strength;
tying this willingness to negotiate to the CDE, the paper added
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-CONFIDENTIAL
DECL: OADR




CON IAL
= _ 5 -

that, in contrast, the Soviets have "tried to play down the
importance of the Stockholm meeting."

Spain's most popular evening television program (with an
estimated audience of 14 million) gave extensive coverage to
the President's remarks January 17, contrasting his moderate
statements with the brusque reaction of the Soviets. Among
press reaction in NATO countries, only the Greeks struck a
discordant note. Athens newspapers gave the speech secondary
play, and the pro-government Eleftheri Gnomi alleged that
"Reagan has become pacifist because of the upcoming election
and a need to change his image as a warmonger and war-lover."

Third-world and non-aligned press commentary in general
continued to be favorable to the speech, if cautious about the
chances for an early upturn in US-Soviet relations. Sao
Paulo's O Estado de Sao Paulo was typical among moderate,
balanced reports. The paper said the President's speech
displayed "realism and optimism, firmness and pragmatism,"
adding that "his program aims at peace and security with
negotiations but from a position of strength."

Charles Hill
Executive Secretary




