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Administration of Ronald Reagan, 1985 I Oct. 24 

As the host countn·. the United State~ 
believes in the United. Nations and ID what 
it symbolizes. We have criticized it somt-· 
times in the past when we felt that it was 
not all ii could be and should be. And we 
have on occasion been frustrated but we 
have never stopped believing ID its possi
bilibes. and we've never stopped taking the 
United Nahoru seriousl) That is why we 
are determined to see to it that the United 
1'iations lives up to its noble potential to 
further the cause of freedom. defend indi
vidual rights. increase econonuc growth and 
well-being. and strengthen the rule of law. 

And so, today. 40 years after the birth of 
the United Nations and 15 vears before the 
end of the centur" whose· tribulations in
spired it. let us. together. seize the moment. 
Let us recapture the vision of the charter 
and recall the principles upon which the 
U.N. was founded Let us resolve to make 
this organization and the world it repre
sents a better, safer place. And let us renew 
our commitment, individually and together, 
to peace and justice and the rights of man. 

And may I presume to suggest a toast to 
the Secretarv-General and what he has ac
complished and what be is doing for all of 
us. 

Note: The President 8J}Olce at 2:45 p.m. in 
the North /Hu,gat8'1 Lounge at the United 
Nations in ruporue to a too.rt hr! S«:ntary
Gene,ol Javier Perez de Cuellar a la Guerra. 

United Nations 

Address Before the 40th Session of the 
General Assembly. October 24, 1985 

Mr. President, Mr. Secretary-General, 
honored guests, and distinguished delegates, 
thank you for the honor of permitting me 
to speak on this anniversary for the United 
Nations. 

Forty years ago, the world awoke daring 
to believe hatred's unyielding grip had fi. 
nally been broken, daring to believe the 
torch of peace would be protected in liber
ty's firm grasp. Forty years ago, the world 
yearned to dream again innocent dreams, 

to believe in ideal~ with -mnocent trust 
Dreams of trust are worthy. but i!) these 40 
vears too manv dreams have been shat
tered. too m~~ promises have been 
broken. too many lives have been lost. The 
painful truth is that the use of violence to 
take. to exercise, and to preserve power re
mains a persistent r~ty in much of the 
world.· · 

The vision of the U.K Charter-to spare 
succeeding generations this scourge of war
remains real. It still stirs 011r soul and warms 
our hearts. but it also demands of us a real
ism that is rockhard. clear-eyed, steady, and 
sure. a realism that understands the nations 
of the United Nations are not united. 

I come before you this morning preoccu
pied with peace. with ensuring that the d.if. 
ferences between some of us not be permit
ted to degenerate into open conflict. and I 
come offering for ID)' own country a new 
commitment. a fresh start 

On this U.N. armiversary, we acknowl
edge its successes· the decisive action 
during the Korean war, negotiation of the 
nonproliferation treaty, strong support for 
decolonization, and the laudable achieve
ments by the United Nations High Commis
sioner for Refugees. Nor must we close our 
eyes to this organization's disappointments: 
its failure to deal with real security issues. 
the total inversion of morality in the infa. 
mous Zionism-is-racism resolution, the poli
ticization of too many agencies, the misuse 
of too many resources. 

The U.N. is a political institution, and pol
itics requires compromise. We recognize 
that, but let us remember from those first 
days, one guiding star was supposed to light 
our path toward the U.N. vision of peace 
and progress-a star of freedom. 

What kind of people will we be 40 years 
from today? May we answer: free people, 
worthy of freedom and firm in the convic
tion that freedom is not the sole preroga
tive of a chosen few, but the universal right 
of all God's children. 

This is the universal declaration of human 
rights set forth in 1948, and this is the af. 
firming flame the United States has held 
high to a watching world. We champion 
freedom not only because it is practical and 
beneficial but because it is morally right 
and just. 
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Oct 24 I Adminutmtion of Ronald Reagan, 1985 

Free people whose governments rest liefs, their movements, and their contacts 
upon the consent of the governed do not with the outside world. It's difficult for as to 
wage war on their neighbon. Free people undentand the ideological premise that 
blessed by economic opportunity and pro- force is an acceptable way to expand a po
tected by laws that respect the dignity of litical system. 
the individual are not driven toward the We Americans do not accept that any 
domination of othen. government has the right to command and 

We readily acknowledge that the United order the lives of its people, that any nation 
States is far from perfect. Yet we have en- has an historic right to use force to export 
deavored earnestly to carry out our respon- d l This beli f. din 
sibilities to the charter these past 40 years, its i eo ogy. · ·e • regar · g the 
and we take national pride in our contribu- nature of man and the limitations of gov
tions to peace. We take pride in 40 yean of ernment, is at the core of our deep and 
helping avert a new world war and pride in abiding differences with the Soviet Union, 
our alliances that protect and preserve us differences that put us into natural conflict 
and our friends from aggression. We take and competition with one another. 
pride in the Camp David agreements and Now, we would welcome enthusiastically 
our efforts for peace in the Middle East, a true competition of ideas; welcome a 
rooted in resolutions 242 and 338; in sup- competition of economic strength and sci
porting Pakistan, target of outside intimida- entific and artistic creativity; and, yes, wel
tion; in assisting El Salvador's struggle to come a competition for the good will of the 
carry forward its democratic revolution; in world's people. But we cannot accommo
answering the appeal of our Caribbean date ourselves to the use of force and sub
friends in Grenada; in seeing Grenada's Rep- version to consolidate and expand the reach 
resentative here today voting the will of its of totalitarianism. 
own people; and we take pride in our pro- When Mr. Gorbachev and I meet in 
posals to reduce the weapons of war. Geneva next month. I look to a fresh start 

We submit this history as evidence of our in the relationship of our two nations. We 
sincerity of purpose. But today it is more can and should meet in the spirit that we 
important to speak to you about what my can deal with our differences peacefully. 
country proposes to do in these closing And that is what we expect. 
yean of the 20th century to bring about a The only way to resolve differences is to 
safer, a more peaceful, a more civilized undentand them. We must have candid 
world 

Let us begin with candor, with words that and complete discussions of where dangers 
rest on plain and simple facts. The differ- exist and where peace IS being disrupted. 
ences between America md the Soviet ~fake no llUStake, our policy of open and 
Union are deep and abiding. vigorous competition rests on a realistic 

The United States is a democratic nation. view of the world. And therefore, at 
Here the people ruJe. We build no wails to Geneva we must review the reasons for the 
keep them in, nor organize any system of current level of mistrust. 
police to keep them mute. We occupy no For example, in 1972 the international 
country. The only land abroad we occupy is community negotiated in good faith a ban 
beneath the graves where our heroes rest. on biological and toxin,weapons; in 1975 we 
What is called the West is a voluntary asso- negotiated the Helsinki accords on human 
ciation of free nations, all of whom fiercely rights and freedoms; and during the decade 
value their independence and their sovet- · · just past, the United States and the Soviet 
eignty. And as deep~y as we cherish our Union negotiated several agreements on 
beliefs, we do not seek to compel others to strategic weapons. And yet we feel it will 
share them. be necessary at Geneva to discuss with the 

When we enjoy these vast freedoms as Soviet Union what we believe are violations 
we do. it's difficult for us to understand the of a number of the provisions in all of these 
restrictions of dictatorships which seek to agreements. Indeed. this is why it is impor
control each institution and every facet of tant that we have this opportunity to air 
people's liveS-:-the expression of their be- our differences through face-to-face meet-
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Administration of Ronald Reagan. 1985 I Oct. 24 

ings. to let frank talk substitute for anger 
and tension. 

The United States h85 never sought trea
ties merely to paper over differences. We 
continue to believe that a nuclear war is 
one that cannot be won and must never be 
fought. And that is why we have sought for 
nearly l O years, still seek, and will discuss in 
Geneva, radical, equitable, verifiable reduc
tions in these vast arsenals of offensive nu
clear weapons. 

At the beginning of the latest round of 
the ongoing negotiations in Geneva, the 
Soviet Union presented a specific proposal 
involving numerical values. We are study
ing the Soviet counterproposal carefully. I 
believe that within their proposal there are 
seeds which we should nurture. and in the 
coming weeks we will seek to establish a 
geniune process of give-and-take. 

The United States is also seeking to dis
cuss with the Soviet Union in Geneva the 
vital relationship between offensive and de
fensive systems, including the possibility of 
moving toward a more stable and secure 

planet for too many decades is lifted by 
Western and Russian scientists working to 
shield their cibzens and one day shut down 
space as an avenue of weapons of mass de
struction. 

If we're destined by history to compete, 
militarily, to keep the peace. then let us 
compete in systems that defend our soci
eties · rather than weapons which can de
stroy us both and much of Goers creation 
along with us. 

Some 18 years ago, then Premier Aleksei 
Kosygin was asked about a moratorium on 
the development of an antimissile defense 
system. The official news agency, TASS, re· 
ported that he replied with these words: " I 
believe the defensive systems. which pre
vent attack, are not the cause of the arms 
race, but constitute a factor preventing the 
death of people. Maybe an antimissile 
system is more expensive than an offensive 
system, but it is designed not to kill people, 
but to preserve human lives.•· 

fl 

• t 
e • 

:r;~d in which defenses play a growing 

The ballistic missile is the most awesome, 
threatening, and destructive weapon in the 
history of man. Thus, I welcome the inter-

Preserving lives-no peace is more funda
mental than that. Great obstacles lie ahead, 
but they should not deter us. Peace is God's 
commandment. Peace is lut: li&J Sl&Ubw 
&l BY ifi@II treading on the path of virtue. 

e 

) 

:I 
s 

•• • 

est of the new Soviet leadership in the re
duction of offensive strategic forces. Ulti
mately, we must remove this menace. once 
and for all, from the face of the Earth. 

Until that day, the United States seelcs to 
escape the prison of mutual terror by re
search and testing that could, in time, 
enable us to neutralize the threat of these 
ballistic missiles and, ultimately, render 
them obsolete. 

How is Moscow threatened if the capitals 
of other nations are protected? We do not 
ask that the Soviet leaders, whose country 
has suffered so much from war, to leave 
their people defenseless against foreign 
attack. Why then do they insist that we 
remain undefended? Who is threatened if 
Western research and Soviet research, that 
is itself well-advanced, should develop a 
nonnuclear system which would threaten 
not human beings but only ballistic missiles? 

Surely, the world will sleep more secure 
when these missiles have been rendered 
useless, militarily and politically; when the 
sword of Damocles that has hung over our 

But just as we all know what peace is, we 
certainly know what peace is not. Peace 
based on repression cannot be true peace 
and is secure only when individuals are free 
to direct their own governments. 

Peace based on partition cannot be true 
peace. Put simply: Nothing can justify the 
continuing and permanent division of the 
European Continent. Walls of partition and 
distrust must give way to greater communi· 
cation for an open world. Before leaving for 
Geneva, I shall make new proposals to 
achieve this goal. 

Peace based on mutual fear cannot be 
true peace, because staking our future on a 
precarious balance of terror is not good 
enough. The world needs a balance of 
safety. 

And finally, a peace based on averting 
our eyes from trouble cannot be true peace. 
The consequences of conflict are every bit 
as tragic when the destruction is contained 
within one country. 

Real peace is what we seek, and that is 
why today the United States is presenting 
an initiative· that addresses what will be a 
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Oct. 24 I Administration of Ronald Reagan, 1985 

central issue in Geneva-the issue of re
gional conflicts in Africa, Asia, and Central 
America. 

Our own position is clear: As the oldest 
nation of the New World, as the first antico
lonial power, the United States rejoiced 
when decolonization gave birth to so many 
new nations after World War II. We have 
always supported the right of the people of 
each nation to define their own destiny. We 
have given $300 billion since 1945 to help 
people of other countries. and we've tried 
to help friendly governments defend 
against aggression, subversion, and terror. 

We have noted with great interest similar 
expressions of peaceful intent by leaders of 
the Soviet Union. I am not here to chal
lenge the good faith of what they say. But 
im't it important for us to weigh the record 
as well? In Afghanistan, there are 118,000 
Soviet troops prosecuting war against the 
Afghan people. In Cambodia, 140,000 
Soviet-backed Vietnamese soldiers wage a 
war of occupation. In Ethiopia, 1,700 Soviet 
advisers are involved in military planning 
and support operations along with 2.500 
Cuban combat troops. In Angola, 1,200 
Soviet military advisers involved in plan
ning and supervising combat operations 
along with 35,000 Cuban troops. In Nicara
gua, some 8,000 Soviet-bloc and Cuban per
sonnel, including about 3,500 military and 
secret police personnel. 

All of these conflic~me of them un
derway for a decade-originate in local dis
putes, but they share a common characteris
tic: They are the consequence of an ideolo
gy imposed from without, dividing nations 
and creating regimes that are, almost from 
the day they take power, at war with their 
own people. And in each case. \.farxism
Leninism' s war with the people becomes 
war with their neighbors. 

These wars are exacting a staggering 
human toll and threaten to spill across na
tional boundaries and trigger dangerous 
confrontations. Where is it more appropri
ate than right here at the United Nations to 
call attention to article II of our charter, 
which instructs members to refrain "from 
the use or threat or use of force a~ainst the 
territorial integrity or political independ
ence of any state. . . "? 

During the past 9ecade, these wars 
played a large role in building suspicions 
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and tensions in my country over the pur
pose of Soviet policy. This gives us an extra 
reason to address them seriously today. 

Last year, I proposed from this podium 
that the United States and Soviet Union 
hold discussions on some of these is.!ues, and 
we have done so. But I believe these prob
lems need more than talk. For that reason, 
we are proposing and are fully committed 
to support a regional peace process that 
seeks progress on three levels. 

First, we believe the starting point must 
be a process of negotiation among the war
ring parties in each country I've mentioned, 
which in the case of Afghanistan includes 
the Soviet Union. The form of these talks 
may and should vary, but negotiations and 
an improvement of internal political condi
tions are essential to achieving an end to 
violence, the withdrawal of foreign troops, 
and national reconciliation. 

There is a second level. Once negotia
tions take hold and the parties directly in
volved are malting real progress, represent
atives of the United States and the Soviet 
Union should sit down together. It is not for 
us to impose any solutions in this separate 
set of talks; such solutions would not last. 
But the issue we should address is how best 
to support the ongoing talks among the 
warring parties. In some cases. it might well 
be appropriate to consider guarantees for 
any agreements already reached. But in 
every case, the primary task is to promote 
this goal: verified elimination of the foreign 
military presence and restramt on the tlow 
of outside arms. 

And finally, if these first two steps are 
successful, we could move on to the third: 
welcoming each country back into the 
world economy so its citizens can share in 
the dynamic growth that other developing 
countries, countries that are at peace, enjoy. 
Despite past differences with these regimes, 
th~ United States would respond generously 

. to their democratic reconciliation with their 
own people, their respect for human rights, 
. and their return to the family of free na
tions. 

Of course, until such time as these negoti
.itions result in defmitive progress, Ameri
ca ·s support for struggling democratic resist
ance forces must not and shall not cease. 
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This plan is bold: it is realistic. It is not a 
substitute for existing peacemakinfZ efforts: 
it complements them. We're not trying to 
solve every conflict in every region of the 
globe, and we recognize that each confbct 
has its own character. Naturally. other re
gional problems will require different ap
proaches. But we believe that the recurrent 
pattern of conflict that we see in these five 
cases ought to be broken as soon as possible. 

We must begin somewhere. so let us 
begin where there is great need and great 
hope. This will be a clear step forward to 
help people choose their future more 
freely. Moreover. this is an extraordinary 
opportunity for the Soviet side to make a 
contribution to regional peace which, in 
tum, can promote future dialog and negoti
ations on other critical issues. 

With hard work and imagination. there is 
no limit to what, working together, our na
tion,; can achieve. Gaining a peaceful reso
lution of these conflicts will opeD whole 
new vistas of peace and progress-the dis
covery that the promise of the future lies 
not irl measures of military defense or the 
control of weapons, but irl the expansion of 
irldividual freedom and hwnan rights. 

Only when the human spirit can worship, 
create, and build; only when people are 
given a personal stake irl determining their 
own destiny and benefiting from their own 
risks, do societies become prosperous, pro
gressive, dynamic, and free. 

We need only open our eyes to the eco
nomic evidence all around us. Nations that 
deny their people opportunity-irl Eastern 
Europe, Indochina, southern Africa, and 
Latin America-without exception, are 
droppirlg further behind irl the race for the 
future. But where we see enlightened lead
ers who understand that economic freedom 
and personal incentive are key to develop
ment, we see economies sbiding forward. 
Singapore, Taiwan, and South Korea, India, 
Botswanna, and China-these are among 
the current and emerging success stories 
because they have the courage to give eco
nomic irlcentives a chance. 

Let us all heed the simple eloquence irl 
Andrei Sakharov's Nobel Peace Prize mes
sage: "International trust, mutual under
standing, disarmament and irlternational se
curity are irlconceivable without an open 
society with freedom of information, free-

dom of conscience. the right to publish and 
the right to travel and choose the country 
in which one wishes to live." 

At the core. this is an eternal truth; free
dom works. That is the promise of the open 
world and awaits only our collective grasp. 
Forty years ago, hope came alive agairl for a 
world that hungered for hope. I believe fer
vently that hope is still alive. 

The United States has spoken with candor 
and conviction today, but that does not 
lessen these strong feelings held by every 
American. It's in the nature of Americans to 
hate war and its destructiveness. We would 
rather wage our struggle to rebuild and 
renew, not to tear down. We would rather 
fight against hunger, disease, and catastro
phe. We would rather engage our adversar
ies in the battle of ideals and ideas for the 
future . 

These principles emerge from the innate 
openness and good character of our people 
and from our long struggle and sacrifice for 
our liberties and the liberties of others. 
Americans always yearn for peace. They 
have a passion for life. ·They carry irl their 
hearts a deep capacity for reconciliation. 

Last year at this General Assembly, I irldi
cated there was every reason for the United 
States and the Soviet Union to shorten the 
distance between us. In Geneva, the first 
meeting between our heads of government 
irl more than 6 years, Mr. Gorbachev and I 
will have that opportunity. 

So, yes, let us go to Geneva with both 
sides committed to dialog. Let both sides go 
committed to a world with fewer nuclear 
weapons, and some day with none. Let both 
sides go committed to walk together on a 
safer path irlto the 21st century and to lay 
the foundation for enduring peace. 

It is time, irldeed, to do more than just 
talk of a better world. It is time to act. And 
we will act when nations cease to try to 
impose their ways upon others. And we will 
act when they realize that we, for whom 
the achievement of freedom has come dear, 
will do what we must to preserve it from 
assault. 

America is committed to the world be
cause so much of the world is irlside Amer
ica. After all, only a few miles from this 
very room is our Statue of Liberty, past 
which life began anew for millions, where 
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the peoples from nearly every country in 
this hall joined to build these United States. 
The blood of each nation courses through 
the American vein and feeds the spirit that 
compels us to involve ourselves in the fate 
of this good Earth. It is the same spirit that 
warms our heart in concern to help ease 
the desperate hunger that grips proud 
people on the African Continent. 

It is the internationalist spirit that came 
together last month when our neighbor 
Mexico was struck suddenly by an earth
quake. Even as the Mexican nation moved 
vigorously into action, there were heart
warming offers by other nations offering to 
help and glimpses of people working to
gether, without concern for national self
interest or gain. 

And if there was any meaning to salvage 
out of that tragedy, it was found one day in 
a huge mound of rubble that was once the 
Juarez Hospital in Mexico City. A week 
after that terrible event, and as another day 
of despair unfolded, a team of workers 
heard a faint sound coming from some
where in the heart of the crushed concrete. 
Hoping beyond hope, they quickly bur
rowed toward it. And as the late afternoon 
light faded, and racing against time, they 
found what they had heard, and the first of 
three baby girls, newborn infants, emerged 
to the safety of the rescue team. And let me 
tell you the scene through the eyes of one 
who was there. "Everyone was so quiet 
when they lowered that little baby down in 
a basket covered with blankets. The baby 
didn't make a sound either. But the minuttl 
they put her in the Red Cross ambulance, 
everybody just got up and cheered ... Well, 
amidst all that hopelessness and debris 
came a timely and timeless lesson for us all. 
We witnessed the miracle of life. 

It is on this that I believe our nations can 
make a renewed commitment. The miracle 
of life is given by One greater than our
selves, but once given, each life is ours to 
nurture and preserve, to foster, not only for 
today's world but for a better one to come. 

There is no purpose more noble than -for 
us to sustain and celebrate life in a turbu
lent world. and that is what we must do 
now. We have no higher duty. no greater 
cause as hwnans. Life and the preservation 
of freedom to live it in dignity is what we 
are on this Earth to do. Everything we 
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work to achieve must seek that end so that 
some day our prime ministers, our pre
miers, our presidents and our general secre
taries will talk not of war and peace, but 
only of peace. 

We've had 40 years to begin. Let us not 
waste one more moment to give back to 
the world all that we can in return for this 
miracle of life. 

Thank you all. God bless you all. 

Noll/: The Pn!Sident rpo/ce at 10:08 a. m. in 
the General Auembly Hall at the United 
Natiom. Upon arriving at the United Na
tions, the President was greeted by Secre
tary-General Javier PtmJZ de Cuellar de la 
Guerra. 

United Nations 

Informal Exchange With Reporten. 
October 24, 1985 

Q. Mr. President, why were you so tough 
in outlining Soviet misdeeds today? 

The PrefltU1flt. You haven't been around 
for previous photo ops, but I've made it a 
rule today not to take any questions. 

Q. Mr. Shevardnadze, what did you think 
of the President's speech, sir? 

The Fomgn Miniatn. We11, I've outlined 
it in my speech today. 

Q. It sounded like you didn't like it. 
Q. Are you going to talk to Mr. Shevard

nadze about your plan for settling regional 
conflicts in this meeting? 

The Prnident. No answers, Sam [Sam 
Donaldson, ABC News). 

Q, Mr. President, Ortega says that your 
speech flew in the face of peace. 

The Preaident. Never have I regretted so 
much that I'm not giving an answer as on 
that one. 

Q. Is there any questions you will answer? 
Q. Mr. Shevardnadze, what, sir, do you 

think of the President·s plan for settling re
gional conflicts? 

Tiu, Foreign Minuter. That's what we 
shall be discussing. 

Q. In this meeting here? 
Q. Does 1t make arms control--
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~ iB~!Spe t";;O: 'o:f ~eek1ng-;1 'Work with the Sovie/; Union 

reduce and eventually eliminate the danger of nuclear 

destruction, to relax those r~fonal tensions that can lead to 
/ 

wider conflict, to enhance spect for human rights l~ 

h~ and to expand the 

directly the 

point I want 

have in mind. 

itself by involving more 

both our nations. And on this latter 

a few moments the specific new 

to 

6is series of people-to-people exchanges can I believe do 

much to bring t~people of both our nations together. In this 

area we are going to suggest for example the exchange of at least 

5,000 undergraduates each year for two semesters of study as well 

a youth exchange involving at least 5,000 secondary school age 

youngsters who would live with a host family and attend schools 

or summer camps. We also look to increase scholarship programs, 

to improve language studies, to develop and expand sister city 

relationships, to establish culturar centers and libraries and to 

increase bi-national athletic exchanges and sporting 

competitions. 

In the areas of science, space and technology we would also 

seek to inaugurate more joint space flights and establish joint 

medical research projects and institutes in each of our 

countries. In the connnunications area, ~~, we would 

like to see a far more extensive contact inclu~-;e 

appearances by representatives of both our countries in the 

other's mass media. I've noted that Mr. Gorbachev has shown a 



lively appreciation for America's free press tradition; I can 

assure you I will be preaching the virtues of some Soviet 

movements in this direction as well and will ask again, as I did 

several years ago in a speech to the British Parliament, for an 

opportunity to address the Soviet people. 

Now I do not think these proposals will by themselves solve 

the world's problems or end our differences, but I do believe 

fo~ more people-to-people contact between our nations can help bui,ld 

J)r~A~constituencies for peace and freedom in both our nations. U. 
~ C~- ,..,....,... "'"'LC2., J 
~VJ, ~ ~ ~ I '1 "".;-''"'e-~~J~V u >> {. f.1 '1~ .. 1,-

~ /i.,4,.1, ~ ~ ~ i-p>v,Arluiflf ""~ 
~ 7FTT · ~ · ~ '1~ /lfrfaAR 

I 



Preai4ent'• Televiaion M4re•• 
- Pre-Geneva November 1985 

- .theaatlc 6ut1lne 

Looking Ahead to Geneva-
. . 

-- In a few days, will be meeting with General Secretary 
Gorbachev in Geneva. I see meeting as a stepping stone to the 
kind of future both our peoples want: 

o to reduce and eventually eliminate the danger of 
nuclear destruct!on1 

o to relax regional tensions which can spread and engulf 
both our countries in conflict, · 

o to respect the di91Jity of each human being1 
o to remove the barriers between our people. 

~~' .. 'tJr• --- Historic b ortunty to set a course for the future, 
address the fundamental differences between us in a frank, 
open way. 

-- We have prepared carefully and extensively for this moment: 
want to share my tnoughts and vision of the future that I ~ill 
present to Gorbachev. 

A Historic Opportunity 

-- Americans have reason to be satisfied: economy 
flourishing, alliances strong, military might second to none, 
and we enjoy individual freedoms about which much of the world 
can only dream. 

But what about the future? 

US-Soviet relationship holds key to world's future: 
...,, J .l.' a · s 1 ••- ••• ...progress in solving mankind's 
problems depends on what _we do in coming months and years. 

Differences between us are profound -- our history, 
economic systems, and the amount of freedom our citizens 
enjoy. 

-- But we have a common interest -- and mankind has a coDDDon 
interest -- in dealing with these differences peacefully, and 
finding ways to cooperate wherever possib}e. 

-- The most important task for General Secretary Gorbachev and 
me is to chart a course for the future that will ensure a 
safer and better world for all our citizen& and for mankind. 

-- Our goals: - not just to avoid war, but to strengthen 
peace; 
not just to prevent confrontation, but to 
rempye the sources of tension, 
not just to paper over differences but to 
address them1 

- not just to talk about what our citizens 
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WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

DATE: ------10/29/85 ACTIONICONCURRENCEICOMMENT DUE IY: c.o.B. 10/30/85 

SUIJECT: ---------------------------THEMATIC OUTLINE OF PRE-GENEVA TELEVISION ADDRESS 

.ACTION FYI ACTION FYI 
,· 

VICE PRESIDENT D D LACY ,O D 

REGAN D ✓ McFARLANE ✓ • 
MILLER D D OGLESBY D D 

BUCHANAN ,/ D RYAN 

✓ 
D 

CHAVEZ D D SPEAKES • Jss CHEW DP SPRINKEL D D 

DANIELS D D SVAHN 

' 
.• 

·,. FIELDING D D THOMAS • 
FRIEDERSDORF D D TUTTLE 

~ 
D 

HENKEL • D Elliot• ~ D 

HICKEY D D D D 

HICKS D • D • 
KINGON D • D D 

REMARKS: 

Please review by close of business Wednesda¥, 10/30, with 
any· comments to Bill Martin. Send infgrmation copies to 
my office. 

RESPONSE: 



President's Television Address 
Pre-Geneva November 1985 

Thematic Outline 

Why I Am Going to Geneva 

-- In a few days, will be meeting with General Secretary 
Gorbachev in Geneva. 

-- My purpose is to 
the most important quest on o our t 
build a better, safer world for both 
as a whole. 

the Soviet leader on 
w at we must o to 

our peoples and mankind 

It us can begin a .atw ,,Jlt-<f 
ur successors and our eo lea can continue: aw c...(l.rf 

fac our i erences rank y an~.-n so that 
we""' begin to narrow and resol~e them, a~H:QGl4Hj,&-~E- communi-
c~t~ effectiveJy ~.sfa~oU~Jl~JUM.i intentions are not 
misunderstood; a p~R\iaa ffl. ~~~•& between us and 
coopera~ wherever possible for the greater good of all. 

-- I see our meeting as a stepping stone to the kind of future 
both our peoples want: 

o to reduce and eventually eliminate the danger of 
nuclear destruction; 

o to relax regional tensions which can spread and engulf 
our countries in conflict; 
o to res1ect the dignity of each human being; 
0 to Ni 8 ,rlagas between our peoples. 

Historic opportunity to set a steady course through the 
21st century. 

-- we have prepared carefully and extensively for this moment: 
want to share my thoughts and vision of the future that I will 
present to Gorbachev. 

A Historic Opportunity {al ,,,_f.l..,.;:f J,.,..1- .-ft.a .(.::b,._ 
:-- Ameri~ans have reason. t9 Ip• ••~4@Citd:~c~~ourish
ing, alliances strong, military might ••~~.e~-, and we 
enjoy individual freedoms about which much of the world can 
only dream. &!.. ~ .1... l--1 ~ ~. 0 

o OUr strategy of deterr~nce ftH, work : ainee I aa¥a 1 

Jteen Preeiden~ not one inch of free territory has fallen to 
communist subjugatlon. Indeed, the number of free countries 
calling themselves democracies has grown by ( 4?). 

But what about the future? 
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The most important task for General Secretary Gorbachev and 
me is to chart a course for the future: 

0 not· just to avoid war, but to strengthen peace; 
o not just to prevent confrontation, but to remove the 
sources of tension: 
o not just to paper over differences but to address them: 
o not just to talk about what our citizens want, but to 
let them talk to each other. 

Peace is Indivisible 

-- History has shown that peace is indivisible. Ensuring a 
safe future requires addressing the complex of problems we 
~, not just focusing on one or two issues, important as they 
may be. Thus our agenda for Geneva includes: 

Putting the Nuclear Genie Back ••• 

-- Since the dawn of the nuclear age, every American President 
has sought to limit and end the dangerous competition in 
nuclear V'JDS· J haye no ~her priority than to finally 1 . 

~ea~~ l!!NPc 'I ,. ~• ... J\,...::,f :. ~ ... 4' ~.c.'•• r ~ ,.. &l.-.cJ. ~~ 
..... c.- o.::l l).,ak. 1.- ...,.~-. ' • 

-- We have one the extra mile in arms control: 
Recap US arms contro proposa s or eep reductions, 

greater strategic stability, effective verification of agree
ments.) 

-- Wouldn't it be better for both our countries and for the 
world for us to concentrate on reducing the weapons that exist 
today? • 

discuss 
preconceptions and pretense? 

-- Our discussions will be an opportunity to inject new 
momentum into the Geneva Nuclear and Space Talks, and will 
have consequences long beyond our Novemeber meeting. 
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Sources of Ten1ion 

-- Reducing the levels of nuclear arms is not the whole 
answers aince World War II, about twenty million people have 
died In regional wars, not one involving nuclear weapons. 

-- Soviet Onion•• use of force or threat of force to intervene 
directly or through proxies in in Afganistan, Poland, Angola, 
Nicaragua has made world more dangerous. 

-- we cannot isolate these activities from other aspects of 
our relationship. The Soviet Invasion of Afghanistan killed 
any hope of SALT II ratification. 

-- That is why I proposed a plan for resolving regional 
conflicts that have taken such a heavy toll on the people 
involved, which threaten to engulf their neighbors and draw in 
outside powers which includes: 

(Recap regional initiative) 

Peace.Depends on People 

-- Freedom and democracy are the best guarantors of peace: 
people who enjoy freedom and human rights will not encourage 
their governments to commit aggression against others. History 
has shown that democractic nations do not start wars. 

-- Respect for the individual and the rule of law is as 
fundamental to peace as arms control. A government which does 
not respect its citizens' rights and its international conunit
me,nt.$._to protect those rights is not likely to respect its 
other international undertakings, 

~J..t.f&uL 
-- We hold these beliefs deeply. but~a•e Ra, ••¥iR9 to' impose 01a1~'-""'~ 

them on others. We do ask, howevft=; that countries liv~_u~ to 
their_1 ~J"eely undeFtaken j.n~,!national commitments6 - - ~ t,,•,t4 
e..-- CR."lu-e--,c... ,..,,1' ~ (!..; 7. 
Building Bridges 

Finally, enduring peace requires openness, honest communi
cations and opportunites for our peoples to get to know one 
another directly. 

-- This applies to all aspects of our relationship, whether it 
be negotiating arms control agreements, reducing regional 
tensions and in the day to day business between our two 
governments. 
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o Imagine if people in Minneapolis could see the Kirov 
ballet live, while citizens in Mkhatchkala could see an 
American play or hear Duke Ellington's band? And how about 
Soviet children watching Sesame Street? . ' 
-- We have had eductional and cultural exchanges for 25 years, 
and are now close to _completing a new agreement. But I feel 
the time is ripe for us to take bold new ste~s to open the way 
for our peoples to participate in an unprece ented way in the 
building of peace. That Is why I have proposed to the Soviet. 
governmentz 

1) To encourage our young people to get to know one 
anothe - reciprocal exchange of thousands of undergraduate 
students, and thoµsands of high school students1 Soviet
American scholarship program. 

2) To use the resources of technology for better communi
cations - elimination of jamming, mutual satellite trans
missions, exchanges in computer educational materials. We 
welcome the free competition of ideas and respect the right to 
hold different views. 

3) To pool scientific talent - cooperative research and 
space programs where there is something to be learned on both 
sides. Important past accomplishments include Apollo-Soyuz, 
mechanical heart. How much more could be done by working 
together? 

4) To bring cultural achievements closer - establishment 
of cultural centers, increased publication and distribution of 
books, possibly a book store in each country, increased 
language study. We have much to learn from one another. 

5) To channel competition into healthy athletic outlets -
increased sports exchanges, joint events. If we must compete, 
let it be in the athletic arena, rather than arms factories, 
in aweatsuits rather than military uniforms. 

-- our open aociet6 is our greatest strength, believe the only 
way to break down arriers of mistrust is through more infor
mation, communication and contact between our people. That is 
part of my vision of the future, and what I want to discuss 
further with Soviet leader Gorbachev in Geneva. 
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-- Differences between our two countries are substantial, but 
now is time to get programs like these underway. They will not 
solve our problems overnight, but can move us in the right 
direction. 

Not An Impossible Dream 

-- It is not an impossible dream that we can begin to reduce 
nuclear arsenals, reduce the risk of war and build a solid 
foundation for peace. It is not an impossible dream that our 
children and grandchildren can some day travel freely back and 
forth between America and the Soviet Union, visit each other's 
homes, work and study together, enjoy and discuss plays, 
music, televiaion, and even root for each other'• soccer 
teams. 

-- The American people are ready for this. I have confidence 
in their ability to sift fact from fiction, propaganda from 
honest proeosals. The people of the Soviet Onion should have 
the same opportunity. 

-- But governments can only do so much; once they set the 
rollin the should ste out of the wa and let 

to share, enJoy, help, listen and learn 
other, especially young people. 

-- Peace involves evegone. It is built on the daily actions 
of citizens, especial yin a democracy. 

-- History has shown us that peace is indivisible. Addressing 
all the problems we face together is the only way to develop a 
healthy, sound ·relationship baaed on equality, mutual trust 
and fairness: 

o no matter how good an arms control agreement may be, 
its chances of being approved are diminished if Soviet 
behavior in other areas is unacceptable; 

o similarly, the prospects for more trade and other 
bilateral exchanges are improved when governments treat their 
people with respect1 

o and the chances for reaching an arms control agreement 
.are improved if the barriers between people are lowered, and 
regional tenaions not exploited. 

-- That is the dream I am taking to Geneva. It is not an 
impossible dream. OUr relationship will continue to be compe
titive in many ways, but, just as we have cooperated in the 
past to defeat a common enemy, we can do so again to defeat 
today's enemies: hunger, disease, poverty, illiteracy. 

-- our peoples want nothing so much as peace, a better life 
for themselves and their children. wa can have a more 
tive relationshi with the Soviet Union onl if the 
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-- As the poet Robert Frost said••••• and many miles to go 
before we • leep.• 

-- But our meeting in Geneva need not be an end, it could 
0

be 
the beginning of a renewed commitment to working together to 
shape a •afer future for both our countrie• and the world. 
History will not forgive us if we do not make a • tart. 



- .,, -
: 

-- History has phown us that PCISC i§ ipdiyiJiblg~ Mdreasing 
all the problems we face together is -the only way to-develop a 
healthy, sound relationship based on equality, mutual trust 
and fairness: 

o po matter how good an arms control agreement moy -be. 
its chances of being approved are diminished if Soviet 

· behavior in other areas is unacceptable1 
o similarly; the prospects for more trade ind-other_ 

bilateral exchanges are improyed when governments ~reat their 
people with respect; 

o and the chances for reaching an arms control agreement 
are improved if the barriers between people are lowered, and 
regional tensions not exploited. 

\)

-- Our peoples want nothing so much as peace, a better life 
for themselves and their children. We can have a more 
cooperative relationship with the Soviet Union only if the 
Soviet leaders also want it. _ 

1 robl~Ills __ are hunger, disease, poverty. Sovj.e~s _ i_l_clve 
• r.~--ios:m::.i:fE~Ortant con · · mus c ~ -- 1 era ure, .science, as 

ave Americans •••• If we pool our resources, what could we not 
chieve? 

-- That is the dream I am taking to Geneva. It -is not an 
impossible dream. 

-- As the poet-Robert Frost said" •••• 
before we sleep.• 

and many ~iles_to g:) 
-- But our meetin in Geneva need not be an en: it could be 
the beginning o a renewe commitment to wor 1ng together to 
shape a safer future for both our countries and the world. 
History will not forgive us if we do not make a start. 

Draft of October 28, 1985 
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o Imagine if Joe Smith in Poughkeepsie could meet and 
visit Sergei Ivanov in Sverdlovsk, if Sergei's son or daughter 
could spend a year, or even three months living with the Smith 
family, going to summer camp or classes at Poughkeepsie High, 
while Smith's son or daughter went to school in Sverdlovsk? 
Soviet young people could learn first hand what spirit of 
freed9m rules eur land, and that we do not wish the peoples of 
the Soviet Union any harm. Our young people would get first 
hand knowledge of li~e in the USSR, learn about their culture 
and suffering in World War II? 

o Imagine if people in Minneapolis could see the Kirov 
ballet live, while citizens in Mkhatchkala could see an 
American play or hear Duke Ellington's band? And how about 
Soviet children watching Sesame Street? 

o Great things achieved in joint scientific research 
Apollo-Soyuz, development of mechanical heart -- imagine how 
much more we could do if we worked together? 

Our open society is our greatest strength, believe the only 
way to break down barriers of mistrust is through more 
information, coDDtlunication and contact between our people. 
That is part of my vision of the future, and what I want to 
discuss further with Soviet leader Gorbachev in Geneva. 

-- Differences between our two countries are substantial, but 
now is time to get programs like these underway. They will not 
solve our problems overnight, but can move us in the right 
direction. And if we must compete. let it be in the eports 
arena. rather than arms factories. in sweatsujts rather than 
military uniforms. 

Not An Impossible Dream 

-- It is not an impossible dream that we can begin to reduce 
nuclear arsenals, reduce the risk of war and build a solid 
foundation for peace. It is not an impossible dream that our 
children and grandchildren can some day travel freely back and 
forth between American and the Soviet Union, visit each 
other's homes, work and study together. enjoy and discuss 
plays. music. television. and even root for each other's 
soccer teams. 

-- The American people are ready for this. I have confidence 
in their ability to sift fact from fiction, propaganda from 
honest proposals. The people of the Soviet Union should have 
the same opportunity. 

-- But governments can only do so much: once they get the 
ball rolling, they should step out of the way and let the 
people get together to share, enjoy, help, listen and learn 
from each other, especially the young people. 

Peace involves everyone. It is built on the daily actions 
of citizens, especially in a democracy. 



-- Soviet Union'• use of force or threat of force to intervene 
directly or through proxies in in Afganiatan, Poland, Angola, 
Nicaragua has made world more dangerous. 

-- That is why I proposed a plan for resolving regional 
conflicts that have taken such a heavy toll on the people 
involved, which threaten to engulf their neighbors and draw in 
outside powers which includes: 

(Recap regional initiative) 

Peace-Depends on People 

./'/' -- Respect for the individual and the rule of law is as 
J, ,~ fundamental to peace as arms control. A government which 

ll'l1~w' ? / not respect its citizens' rights and its international 
1 ~ commitments to rotect those ri hts is not iikel to res ~/A'" its other internationa underta ings. 

does 

ect 

~~; 
fl,,tt 

-- Freedom and democracy are the best guarantors of peace: 
democractic nations do not start wars. Where citizens rule, 
there is a no need or desire to take up arms for conquest or 
political gain. 

-- we hold these beliefs deeply, but are not trying to impose 
them on others. We do ask, however, that countries live up to 
their freely undertaken international commitments • 

. Removing the Barriers 

openness, contacts and 

i 
o citizens listening to all .sides of the case, making up 

their _own minds • 

have not even begun to 
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-want, but to let them talk to 
- ~;,,-,,,1111/ 

each ot~r •. J' J/l lMAAJ 
-

Peace is Indivisible 

-- History has shown that peace is indivisible. Ensuring a 
safe future requires addressing the complex of pr~blems we 
see, not just focusing on one or two issues, important as they 
may be. Thus our agenda for Geneva includes: 

Putting the Nuclear Genie Back ••• 

-- Since the dawn of the nuclear age, every American President 
has sought to limit and end the dangerous competition in 
nuclear arms. 1 have no higher priority than to finally 
{ealize that dream. 

-- we have one the extra mile in arms control: 
Recap US arms control proposals) 

Last month's Soviet counteroffer still very one-sided. but 
we are willing to hear them out, to work with the5. 

Soviet Union has so far not given our proposals the same 
attention, unwilling to explore our offer unless we agree in 
advance to give up our research and testing program on 
defenses. 

-- Meanwhile, the Soviet Union has for many years been 
intensively pursuing its own research and more on defenses: 
has the world's only anti-ballistic missile defense system in 
place around Moscow, only proven anti-satellite weapon. 

-- Wouldn't it be better for both our countries and for the 
world for us to concentrate on reducing the weapons that exist 
today? 

-- And wouldn't the world benefit if we could mutually find a\ 
way to render nuclear ballistic missiles obsolete a~d uselessy 

-- Wouldn't it be better if Mr. Gorbachev and I could discuss 
this, ,without artificial preconceptions and pretense? 

Sources of Tension 

-- Reducing the levels of nuclear arms is not the whole 
answer: 

since World War II, about twenty million people have 
died in regional wars, not one involving nuclear weapons. 



MEMORANDUM 

H:: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

MIN JaINSON - WHITE HOOSE RESEAlOI 

INFOIM\TION W CIVILIAN CASuru:ll'IES FR:M OOCUME:NrATION 

ON IDRID WAR 1 AND WORID WAR 2 

Corporatiai for Entertaimoent & Ieaming 

A Walk Through The 20th Centw:y With Bill M:)yers 

Shew #103 "The Anning Of The Earth" 

"By World War 1 we had 8 million military but 1.3 million civilians 

died, in World War 1. ltJw' by World War 2 we had approximately 16.9 

million military casualties but we had 34 million civilians who were 

killed. For the first tine in the history of rrodem warfare we had 

alJl'cst Moe as many civilians killed as military _casualties. The 

projection for World War 3 if it were ever fought; we're talking aptr 

roxi.mately 253 million people in a nuclear type scenario, am that 

would mean over 90% of the casual ties wruld be civilians." 
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SUMHARY or EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYHENT--No•••b•r I, 1985 

No• pie hg Sip Oct 11/82 to 10/85 12/84 to 10/8'5 9185 to 
1982 l'84 1985 1985 1985 Total P1r ao Total P1r ao IO /85 

Total 1• ploya1nt• 100.758 107 . 971 108.898 I 09 . 2 7' 109.5'7 8. 809 0.252 I . '5 96 0. 16 0 0. 2 91 

Cl•lllan 1aploya1nt• 99 . 091 106 . 273 107.172 ID7 . 544 107.867 8. 769 0 . 251 I . '5 94 0. I 5 9 0.323 

Payroll 1• ploya1nt•• U.666 96 . 0,Z 97. 977 98.115 91 . 529 9 . 863 0. 282 2 . 437 0 . 244 0 . 414 
~ 

Total un1aploya1nt rat • IO. 6 7 . I ,., 7.0 7 . 0 -3.6 -0. I -0.1 .0 0 . 0 

Cl•lllan un1aploya1nt rat • IO. 7 7. 2 7 . 0 7 . 1 7 . I -3.6 -0 . l -0 . l .0 0 . 0 

Un1• ploya1nt 11 . 899 8. 191 8. 12 7 8. 274 8. 291 -3.608 -0.103 0 . 100 0.010 0.017 

R11ld1nt Ara1d fore •• I . 660 I . 698 I. 726 I . 7 32 I . 700 0.040 0.001 0.002 . 000 -o .on 

Labor fore • Incl RAF 112 . 657 116 . 162 117 . 025 117 . 550 117.859 5.202 0. 149 I . 697 0 . l 7 0 0.309 

Cl•lllan labor fore• 110 . 997 114.464 115 . 299 115.818 116.159 5. 162 0 . 147 l. 69'5 0. ~,70 0 . 341 
• 

•Hou11hold 1ur•1J. 
• •Non l ara. 

Not •: Data are allllon1 of p1r1on1, 11e1pt that un1• ploya1nt rat•• a~• 
p1rc1nt of labor fore• and chang11 are p1rc1nta91 points. I 

Oct ob • r 1985 11 the 35th aonth 1lnc1 th1 cyclical trough of No•••b•r 1982. 
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Foll/l'Wi:na are thl' t.exts or PrP~<i1:dent 
Reagan's.message to the Conaress a.nd hi,< 
uncLass~fied report on Soviet noncon, -
pliance with arms control agreement~. 

MESSAGE TO THE CONGRESS. 
FEB. l, 1985 

During 1984, at the request of the Congress, 
I forwarded two reports to the Congress or. 
arms control compliance. The first. forwarded 
last January, was an in-depth analysis of 
seven specific issues of violations or probable 
violations by the Soviet Union of arms con
trol obligations and commitments. The second 
report, forwarded in October, was an ad
visory study prepared independently by the 
General Advisory Committee on Arms Con
trol and Disarmament. These reports indicate 
that there is cause for serious concern 
regarding the Soviet Union's conduct with 
respect to observance of arms control 
agreements. 

In the FY -1985 Defense Authorization 
Act and the Conference Report on that Act. 
the Congress called for additional classified 
and unclassified reports regarding a wide 
range of questions concerning the Soviet 
Union's compliance with arms control com 
mitments. The Administration is responding 
to these requests by providing both classified 
and unclassified reports which update tht> 
seven issues initially analyzed in the Januarv 
1984 report, and analyze a number of addi- · 
tionai issues. 

In this unclassified report the United 
States Government reaffirms the conclusions 
of its January 1984 report that the USSR haE 
violated the Helsinki Final Act, the Geneva 
Protocol on Chemical Weapons, the Biological 
and Toxin Weapons Convention, and two pro-

visionF of SALT II [strategic arms limitat.ior. 
talks] : telemetry encryption and ICBM [inte•
continental ballistic missile] modern1zattor. 
The United States Government aiso reaffirm~ 
its previous conciusions that the USSR ha, 
probably vioiated the SS- 16 deployment pr< -
hibition of SALT II and is Jikelv to hav, 
violated the nuclear testing yieid limit of thf 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty. In addition. th, 
United States Government has determined 
that the USSR has violated the ABM [Anti 
Ballistic Missile] Treaty (through the siting . 
orientation , and capability of the Krasnovarst 
Radar). violated the Limited Test Ban T~e,,
ty. and violated the SALT II provision pro
hibiting- more than one new type of ICBM. 
and probably violated the ABM Treaty 
restriction on concurrent testing of SAM 
[surface-to-air missiles] and ABM com
ponents. Evidence regarding the USSR's 
compliance with the ABM Treaty provisior, 
on component mobility was determined to ~ 
ambiguous. In addition. the United States 
Government is concerned about Soviet 
preparations for a prohibited territorial ABM 
defense. Further, the USSR was determined 
to be currently in compliance with those pr<,
visions of the SALT I Interim Agreement 
and its implementing procedures that dea! 
with reuse of dismantled ICBM sites and 
with the reconfiguration of dismantled 
ballistic missile launching submanne5. 

Bevond the issues that are treated in tht> 
unclassified report released todav. there are 
other compliance issues that will not bt' 
publicly disclosed at this time but which re
main under review. As we continue to work 
on these issues. we will brief and consult witt, 
the Congress in detail and will, to the max
imum extent possible, keep the public in
formed on our findings. 

In order for arms control to have mean
ing and credibly contribute to national secun
ty and to global or regional stability, it is 
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essential that all parties to agreements fully 
,:omply with them. ·Strict compliance with all 
provisions of Mm3 control agreements is fun
damental. and this Administration will not ac
cept anything less. To do so would undermine 
the arms control process and damage the 
chances for establishing a more constructive 
G.S.-Soviet relationship. 

As I stated last January, Soviet non
compliance is a serious matter. It calls into 
question important security benefits from 
arms control, and could create new security 
risks. It undermines the confidence essential 
to an effective arms control process in the 
future . With regard to the issues analyzed in 
the January 1984 report, the Soviet Union 
has thus far not provided satisfactory ex
planations nor undertaken corrective actions 
sufficient to alleviate our concerns. The 
United States Government has vigorously 
pressed, and will continue to press, these 
compliance issues with the Soviet Union 
through diplomatic channels. 

Our approach in pursuing these issues 
with the Soviet Union is to ensure that both 
the letter and intent of treaty obligations and 
commitments will be fulfilled. To this end the 
Administration is: analyzing further issues of 
possible non-compliance; as noted above, 
,eeking from the Soviet Union through diplo
matic channels explanations, clarifications. 
and, where necessary, corrective actions: 
reporting on such issues to the Congress; and 
ta1cing into account in our defense moderniza
tion plans the security implications of arms 
control violations. At the same time. the 
United States is continuing to carry out its 
0wn obligations and commitments under rele
vant agreements. Our objectives in the new 
negotiations which begin in March are to re
·1erse the eros10n of the ABM Treaty and to 
seek equitable, effectively venfiable arms 
eontrol aip-eements which will result in real 
reductions and enhanced stability. While all 
,ii these steps can help, however, it is funda
mentally important that the Soviet Union 
take a constructive attitude toward full com
pliance with all arms concroi obligations and 
commitments. 

The Administration and the Congress 
have a sharea interest m supporting the arms 
control process. For this reason. increased 
understanaing •ii Soviet v1oiations or oroo
able violations. ana a otrong 1:0ngress10nai 
-:onsensus on the ?mporcance oi comp1iance to 
achieving effective arms control. wiii 
strengthen our <'!'forts both in the new 
negotiations and in seeicing ,:orrective actions 
:·rom the Soviet i; nion . 

I look forwara to continued close con
sultation with the Congress as we seek to 
make progress in resolving compiiance issues 
and in negotiating sound arms control 3.1sTee
:nents. 

;'iincerely, 

RONALD REAGAN 
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UNCLASSIFIED REPORT, 
FEB. 1, 1985 

SOVIET NONCOMPLIANCE WITH 
ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS 

INTRODUCTION 

In January 1984, the President, in re
sponse to Congressional requests. re
ported to the Congress on several issues 
involving violations or probable viola
tions by the Soviet Union of existing 
arms control agreements, including: the 
Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weapons, 
the Biological and Toxin Weapons Con
vention. the Helsinki Final Act, the 
ABM Treaty, SALT II, and the Thresh
old Test Ban Treaty. 

In that report the President stated: 

If the concept of arms control is to have 
meaning and credibility as a contribution to 
global or regional stability, it is essential that 
all parties to agreements comply with them. 
Because I seek genuine arms control, I am 
committed to ensuring that existing agree
ments are observed. 

The President further noted that: 

Soviet noncompliance is a serious matter. 
It calls into question important security bene
fits from arms control. and could create new 
security risks. It undermines the confidence 
essential to an effective arms control process 
:n the future. It increases doubts about the 
reliability of the USSR as a negotiating part
,ier. and thus damages the chances for estab· 
:ishing a more constructive U.S.-Soviet rela· 
:ionship. 

The current unclassified report pro• 
·.rides updated information on the seven 
;ssues previousiy reported and addi
~ionally reviews six other compliance 
;ssues that have been intensively studied 
, ince the January 1984 report was com
oieted. for a total of thirteen issues. The 
~IX new cases invoive questions oi Soviet 
•~ompiiance with provisions oi the 
SALT I Interim Agreement. the Limited 
Test Ban Treacy ( LTBT), and the Anti
Ballistic :\fissile (ABM) Treaty. 

• With regard to the SALT I In
::erim Agreement. this report examines 
the evidence 0n two issues: 11) whether 
:he T.JSSR has made pr0hibited use of 
remaining facilities at dismantled for-mer 
ICBM sites: (2) whether the USSR has 
reconfigured dismantled ballistic m1ssiie 
,ubmarines in a manner oronibited by 
Treatv or Protocol nrovisions. 

• · With regard to the Limited Test 
Ban Treaty \LTBT). this report ex
ammes whether the USSR vented 
nuciear debris from underground 
nuctear tests beyona its terntoriai limits 
in contravention oi the LTBT. 

• With regard to the ABM Treaty, 
this report examines whether the USSR 
has: concurrently tested SAM and ABM 
components; developed, tested, or de
ployed mobile ABM components; and/or 
has provided a base for territorial 
defense. 

In this report the United States 
Government reaffirms the conclusions of 
its January 1984 report that the USSR 
has violated the Helsinki Final Act, the 
Geneva Protocol on Chemical Weapons, 
the Biological and Toxin Weapons Con· 
vention. and two provisions of SALT II: 
telemetry encryption and ICBM modern
ization. The United States Government 
also reaffirms its previous conclusions 
that the USSR has probably violated the 
SS-16 deployment prohibition of 
SALT II and is likely to have violated 
the nuclear testing yield limit of the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty. In addition, 
the United States Government has de· 
termined that the USSR has violated the 
ABM Treaty through the siting, orienta• 
tion, and capability of the Krasnoyarsk 
Radar and the Limited Test Ban Treaty; 
by testing the SS-X-25 ICBM in addi• 
tion to the SS-X-24 ICBM, violated the 
SALT II "new types" provision limiting 
each party to one new type ICBM; and 
probably violated the prohibition against 
concurrent testing of SAM and ABM 
components. Moreover, the Soviet 
Union's ABM and ABM-related actions 
suggest that the USSR may be prepar
:ng an ABM defense of its national ter
ritory. Evidence regarding the USSR's 
compiiance with the ABM Treaty provi-
51on on component mobility was deter
:nmed to be ambiguous, anci the USSR 
-.vas determined to be currently in com
piiance 1vith provisions oi the SALT I 
Interim Agreement anci its implement
:ng procedures chat deal with re-use oi 
dismantled ICBM sites anci the recon
:iguration oi dismantled bailistic missile 
launching submarines. 

In addition co the issues regarding 
Soviet comoiiance with arms c0ntrol 
agreements which are addressed in this 
unclassified reoort. :here are other •~Om· 
oiiance matters currentlv under review 
:.vhich cannot be nubliciv" disclosed at chiE 
:ime and which ·ne inte~d to brief to the 
Congress on a ciassiiied basis in the 
near future. 

In examininl?; the issues m this un
~iassified reoort. as weil as m the 
.:iassified reoort to follow. we have 
~ocused on questions 0i Soviet noncom
:iliance. Questions oi Soviet noncom
~iiance have not arisen Wlth regard to 
3everai •)ther oroVJsions oi these agree
ments. nor with certain other treaties. 
,uch as the Antarctic Treaty, the Outer 
Space Treaty, the Non-Proliferation 



Treaty. the Seabed Arms Control Trea
ty. th~ Environmental Modification Cor,
vention. and otners 

Tne issues we nave anaiyzed ra1s, 
verv ser10us concerns. The li nitec 
sia:tes Government firmi:v believes tha: 
m oraer ±or arms rontro1 to have mear
mg and credit,i:r eontriour.e to nanona 
security ana to gloc>ai ana regiom, 
stabihtr. it is essential that ai1 parnes ti 
a!!7"ee~ents ful1,v comp1y witn tnerr. 
Strict compliance witn a!J provis10ns o: 
arms contro1 a!!7"eements 1s funriamer
tai. and tne linited States Governmen: 
wil1 not accept anythmg Jess: to ao sc 
woula unaermme tne arms controJ proc
ess and aamage tne cnances for estat•
lishmg a more constructive L: .S.-Sovie: 
reiauonsnii:,. 

THE FINDINGS 

Biological and Toxin 
Weapons Convention and 

1925 Geneva Protocol 

1. Chemical. Biological. 
and Toxin W eaponi; 

• Treaty Status: he 1972 Biolog-:
cal and Toxin Weafons Conven 10n tnE
m__and the 192 Geneva Protocol an 
mintffii'teral treaties to which both the 
United States and the Soviet Union are 
parties. Soviet actions not in accord witb 
these treaties and customarv interna
tional law relating to the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol are violations of legal obliga
tions. 

• Obligations: The BWC bans the 
development, production, stockpiling, or 
possession, and transfer of: microbial or 
other biological agents or toxins except 
for a small quantity for prophylactic, 
protective, or other peaceful purposes. It 
also bans weapons, equipment, and 
means of delivery of agents or toxins. 
The 1925 Geneva Protocol and related 
rules of customary international law pro• 
hibit the first use in war of asphyxiat
ing, poisonous, or other gases and of all 
analogous liquids, materials, or devices; 
and prohibits use of bacteriological 
methods of warfare. 

• Issues: The January 1984 compli
ance report addressed whether the 
Soviets are in violation of provisions 
that ban the development, production. 
transfer, possession. and use of biologi
cal and toxin weapons. Soviet compli
ance was reexamined for this repon. 

• Finding: The U.S. Government 
judges that evidence during 1984 con
firm and strengthen the conclusion of 
the January 1984 report that the Soviet 
Union has maintained an offensive bio-
lo · cal warfare ro 

the Biological and Toxin Weapons Con
vent10n of rn7::: 

Altnoug-n tnere nave been nc, cor,
f1rmea cnem1cai and t(Jxin attacks 11 
Kamriucnec. Lao,;,. or Afghamstac Ir 

1 !cl84. tnere ff no basis for amendmg tnt 
.:ianuar, 1984 concius1on tna~ the Sovie: 
t,mor, nas been involved m the produ( • 
noL transier. and use of trichotnecenE
mveotoxms for hostile purposes in Lao~. 
h.amoucnec.. and Afg-hanistan in viola 
tion of i C ' • n undrr-e;.n.,-
10nai 1aw as codified in the Geneva r<•

tocoJ oi 1925 and the Biological and '1 o.x -
'1rvt eapons Convent10n of 19 I 2. 

Limited Test Ban Treaty 

:!. rnderground 1'iuclear Test Venting 

• Treaty Status: The Treaty Ban
nmg ~uciear Weapon Tests in the At
mosnnere. ir, Outer Space and Under 
Water (Limited Test Ban Treat~ 
(LTBTII is a multilateral treat~· tha: 
entered int(> force for the United State, 
and the Soviet Umon in 1963. Soviet a,. -

tions not in accord with thi::' trearv an-
\<iolanons of a legal obligat10r.. · 

• Obligations: The LTBT specificai
ly prohibits nuclear explosions in the at -
mosphere. in outer space. and under 
water. It also prohibits nuclear expi<,
sions in any other environment "if suer, 
explosion causes radioactive debris to be 
present outside the territorial limits of 
the State under whose jurisdiction or 
control such explosion is conducted.•· 

• Issue: The U.S. examined 
whether the USSR's underground 
nuclear tests have caused radioactive 
debris to be present outside of its ter
ritorial limits. 

• Finding: The U.S. Government 
judges that the Soviet Union's under
ground nuclear test practices have re
sulted in the venting of radioactive mat
ter and caused radioactive matter to be 
present outside the Soviet Union's terri
torial limits in violations of its legal 
obligation to the Limited Test Ban Trea
ty. The Soviet Union has failed to take 
the precautions necessary to Minimize 
the contamination of man's environment 
by radioactive substances despite U.S. 
request for corrective action. 

Threshold Test Ban Treaty 

3. Nuclear Testing and the 
150 Kiloton Limit 

• Treaty Status: The Threshold 
Test Ban Tr~aty (TIBT) was signed in 
197 4. The Treaty has not been ratified 
but neither party has indicated an inten
tion not to ratify. Therefore, both par
ties are subject to the obligation under 

customary international law to refrain 
from acts which would defeat the obiect 
and purpose of the TTBT. Soviet action;: 
that would defeat the ob,1ect and purposf 
of the TTBT are therefore violations o' 
their legai obhganon. The United Statec 
is seeking to negotiate 1mprovec 
\~rif1cat1on measures for the Trean 
Both f'lirties have separately stated the:
would ooserve tne 150 kilown thresholci 
of the TTB'.:" 

• Obligation: Tne Treaty prohibit;: 
any unaer!!7"ouna nuclear weapon tes; 
having a yiela exceeding 150 kilotons at 
any place under tne jurisdicuon or corr 
trol of tne f'arnes. beginning March 31. 
1976. h VJew of tr1e technicai uncertain
ties associatea w1tt: estimating the 
precise yield of nuciear weapons tests. 
the sides agreed that one or two slight 
unintended breaches per year would not 
be considered a violation. 

• Issue: The January 1984 report 
examined whether the Soviets have con
ducted nuclear tests in excess of 150 
kiltons. This issue was reexamined for 
this reoor:. 

• Finding: The C.S. Government 
Judges that. while ambig-uities in the pat -
tern of Soviet testing and verificatior, 
uncertainties continued in 1984. ev!
dence available through the year con
firms the January 1984 finding that 
Soviet nuclear testing activities for a 
number of tests constitute a likely viola
tion of legal obligations under the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty of 1974. 
which banned underground nuclear tests 
with yields exceeding 150 kilotons. 
These Soviet actions continue despite 
U.S. requests for corrective measures. 

Helsinki Final Act 

4. Helsinki Final Act Notification of 
Military Exercises 

• Legal Status: The Final Act of 
the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe was signed in 
Helsinki in 1975. This document 
represents a political commitment and 
was signed by the United States and the 
Soviet Union, along with many other 
States. Soviet actions not in accord with 
that document are violations of their 
political commitment. 

• Obligation: All signatory States 
of the Helsinki Final Act are committed 
to give prior notification of, and other 
details concerning, major military 
maneuvers, defined as those involving 
more than 25,000 ground troops. 

• Issues: The January 1984 com
pliance report examined whether 
notification of the Soviet military exer
cise Znw ~1 was inadequate and 
therefore a violation of the Soviet 
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Union's poli(r!: ~tm:n2 the 
Helsinki Fi;~e USSR's com
pliance with its notification commitment 
was reexamined for this report. 

• Finding: The U.S. Government 
previously judged that the Soviet Union 
violated its political commitment to 
,:serve the prior-notification provi~s 
o BaSltet 1 of the Helsmk1 F mal Act? 
w'!tlelt reqmres notification and otl'ier in
.1'tlf"ffi:aCl5ri concernmg exercises ex
ceedmg 25,000 ground tr~s. A major 
War:53w flact maneuver (apad-81), ex
ceedmg_ the 25,000 troop limit, was con
ducted _m 1981 at a time great pressure 
was bemg put on Poland. and the Soviet 
Union did not provide the pre-notifi- -
cat1O~ or other information required. 
The Judgment that_ the Soviet {Jniop did 
not observe the rior notification rov1-
~Qns o e e sm I ct is con-
1rmed. 

While the USSR and Warsaw Pact 
states have generally taken an approach 
to th~ confidence-building measures of 
the Fmal Act which minimizes the infor
mation they provide. Soviet compliance 
with the exercise-notification provisions 
was much improved in 1983. However 
during 1984, the USSR returned to a · 
minimali~t stance, providing only the 
hare mm1mum required under the Final 
.-\.ct. 

SALT I Interim Agreement 

• Treaty Status: The SALT I In
terim Agreement entered into force for 
the United States and the Soviet Union 
m 1972. Dismantling procedures im
plementing the Interim Agreement were 
,:oncluded_ in 1974. The Interim Agree
ment. by its own terms. was oi limited 
duration and expired as a legaily binding 
-focument m 1977. The appiicability ,)i 
the Interim Agreement :o the actions :J i 

ooth parties has. however. '.Jeen ex
cended by the parties bv a ::;er1es or 
;1utuai p~iitic_ai commitments. :nc1ut1in1s 
.. he Pres1aent s }fay :31. 1982 statement 
~hat the Cnited States wou1d rer'ram 
from actions which woUJd undercut 
existing- strate~c arms agreements ~o 
long as the Soviet Union shows eouai 
restraint. The SoYlets have told us thev 
would abide by the SALT I Interim . 
. -\.greement and SALT II. .-\.nv actions 
8Y the l'SSR inconsistent with this com
mitment are violations 1)t its oolitical 
-:omm1tment with resoect to the Interim 
. .\.greement ana its 1mo1ementing pro
:eaures. 

-:'wo issues were analvzed for rhis 
~eport: Soviet activities at dismantled 
:CBM sites. and reconiiguration or -;r
·: ankee-Class oailist1c missile submarine. 

5. Mobile Missile Base Construction 
at Dismantled SS-7 ICBM Sites 

• Obligation: The SALT I Interim 
..\g-reement and its procedures prohibit 
the part_ies from using facilities remain
i~g at dismantled or destroyed ICBM 
::;1tes for storage, support, or launch of 
ICBMs. Any Soviet actions inconsistent 
with this commitment are violations of a 
politi?al commitment with respect to the 
~nter1m Agreement and its implement
mg procedures. 

• Issue: The U.S. examined 
whether the USSR has used former 
ICBM sites in a manner inconsistent 
with its political commitment under the 
l?terim Agreement and its implemen
tmg procedures. 
. • Finding: The U.S. Government 
Judges that Soviet activity apparently 
related to SS-X-25 ICBM deployments 
at two former SS-7 bases does not at 
present violate the agreed implementing 
procedures of the SALT I Interim 
A~eement. However, ongoing activities 
raise concerns about compliance for the 
future, since use of "remaining facilities'' 
to support ICBMs at deactivated SS-7 
51tes would be in violation of Soviet com
mitments. The U.S. will continue to 
monitor developments closely. 

6. Reconfiguration of Yankee-Class 
Ballistic Missile Submarines 

• Obligations: The SALT I Interim 
. -\.greement and its procedures require 
::hat subm~rines limited by the Agree
:11ent b~ dismantled or be reconiigured 
.nto suomarmes without ballistic missile 
,:apabilities. Any Soviet actions incon
;;1stent with this obligation are vioiations 
)I a political commitment. 

• Issue: The U.S. cxamineci 
Nnether che CSSR's reconiig-uration ,)!· a 
;uomarine co_ increase :ts length. ana for 
~se as a p1a;±orm for mo<1ern long-range 
,. rmse m1ss11es. :s consistent with its 
political commitments :mcier che Interim 
.-\.i;:i-eement and its impiementm1; pro
,:eaures. 
. . • Finding: The U.S. Government 
juctges that the Soviet L"nion·s conver
sion of a dismantled SSB~ into a sub
marine longer than the •m!linaJ. and 
,:arrying modern. :ong-raniie crmse 
m1ss1les is not a vioiacion of its ooliticai 
,:omm1tment under the SALT I ·Interim 
.\greement. imt constitutes a threat to 
C.S. and Allied security sim1iar to che 
· ml:;Jnai Y ani<ee-Class suomarine. 

SALT II Treaty 

• Treaty Status: SALT II was 
signed in June 1979 and has not been 
ratified. [n 1981 che United States made 

clear to the Soviet Union its intention 
not t? ratif_Y. the_ SALT II Treaty. Prior 
to this clarif1cat10n of our position in 
1981. both nations were obligated under 
customary international law not to take 
actions which would defeat the object 
~.nd purpose of the signed, but unrati
t1ed, Treaty. S~ch Soviet actions prior to 
1~81 are v10lat1ons of legal obligations. 
Smee 1981, the United States has 
observed a political commitment to 
refrain from actions that undercut the 
SA~ T II Tr~aty so long as the Soviet 
Umon does likewise. The Soviets have 
told ~~ they als? would abide by these 
proV1s10ns. SoV1et actions inconsistent 
with this commitment are violations of 
their political commitment with respect 
to the SALT II Treaty. 

Three SALT II issues are included 
in this unclassified report: encryption of 
telemetry, SS-X-25 ICBM, and SS-16 
ICBM deployment. 

7. Encryption of Ballistic Missile 
Telemetry 

• Obligation: The provisions of 
SALT II ban deliberate concealment 
measures that impede verification by na
ti~nal technical means. The Treaty per
mits each party to use various methods 
,)f transmitting telemetric information 
:luring testing, including encryption, but 
bans deliberate denial of telemetry such 
as through encryption, whenever s~ch 
ienial impedes verification . 
.. • Issue: The January 1984 com

pllance report examined whether the 
3?vi~t ~nion has engaged in encryption 
JI m1ssI!~ test telemetry (radio signals) 
so as to impede verification. This issue 
was ree~a":ined for this report. 

• Fmdmg: The U.S. Government 
reaffirms the conciusion in che Januarv 
1984 report that Soviet encryption or~c
:1c~s constitute a vioiation ,)i a iegai 
,)bhgat10n uncter SALT II orior co 1981 
and a vioiation of their politicai commit
m.ent since 1982. The nature and extent 
•H such encryption ,)r' telemetrv ,m new 
?allistic missiles. despite U.S. ~eauest 
ror corrective action. continues to be an 
example. of deliberately impeding verifi
,:at10n or comoiiance in vioiation •)i this 
::iov1et political commitment . 

~- The SS-X-25 ICBM 

• Obligation: In an attemot to con-
0tram tne modernization and the oro
;i~eration of new. more capable types of 
:CBMs. the prov1s1ons oi SALT II oer
.111t each side to ·•flight test and deplov·· 
;ust one new type oi ")ight" ICBM . .-\. · 
~ew type is defined as one that differs 
:mm an existing type by more than 
·) percent in iengi:h. largest diameter. 



launch-weight. and throw-weight or dif
fers in number of stages or propellan: 
type. In addition. it was agreed that nc, 
singie re-entry vehicle ICBM of an exis,
ing type witn a post-boost vehicle woulo 
be flight-tested or deployed whose reer, 
try vehicle weight is iess than 5(1 percen: 
of the throw-weight of that ICBM Tim 
latter provision was intended to prohib1: 
the possibility that single warheac 
ICBMs could quickly be converted u , 
MIRVed fmultiole independenti,
targetab1e reentr:, veh1clej sysU!m, 

• Issues: The Sovier.s declared the 
SS-X-24 to be their allowec:i one ne\\ 
type ICBM. _Tne January 198.:; report ex
ammed tne issues: whether tne Soviets 
have tested a seconci new type of ICBM 
(tne SS-X-251 whicri is prohibited: 
whetner tne reentry vehicle (RV) on that 
missiie . if it is not a new type. is in com
pliance with the provision that for ex
isting types of single RV missiles. the 
weight. of the RV be eaual u, at least 
50 percent of total throw-weight: and 
whetner encryption of SS-X-25 flight 
test telemetry impedes verification. The 
U.S. reexamined these issues for this 
repor... 

• Finding: 

a. Second New Type: The U.S. 
Government judges that the SS-X-25 i~ 
a prohibited second "new" type of ICBM 
and that its testing, in addition to the 
SS-X-24 ICBM, therebv is a violation of 
the Soviet Union's political commitment 
to observe the "new" type provision of 
the SALT II Treaty. Despite U.S. re
quests, no corrective action has been 
taken. 

b. RV-to-Throw-Weight Ratio: 
The U.S. Government reaffirms the con
clusion of the January 1984 report 
regarding the SS-X-25 RV-to-throw
weight ratio. That is, if we were to ac
cept the Soviet argument that the 
SS-X-25 is not a prohibited new type of 
ICBM. it would be a violation of their 
political commitment to observe the 
SALT 11 provision which prohibits the 
testing of such an existing ICBM with a 
single reentry vehicle whose weight is 
less than 50 percent of the throw-weight 
of the ICBM. 

c. Encryption: The U.S. Govern
ment reaffirms its judgment made in the 
January 1984 report regarding telem
etry encryption during tests of the 
SS-X-25. Encryption during tests of 
this missile is illustrative of the delib
erate impeding of verification of com
pliance in violation of a legal obligation 
prior to 1981, and of the USSR's 
political commitment subsequent to 
1981. 

9. SS-16 Deployment 

• Obligation: The Soviet Unior. 
agreed in SALT II not to produce. tes: . 
or depio~· ICBMs of the SS- 16 type an6 
in part1cU1ar. not to produce the SS-1 t 
thirci stage or ti1e reentry vehicle of tha: 
mISSilt 

• Issue: The January 1984 repor: 
examined the evidence regardmr 
whether the Soviets have dep1oyed tnf· 
SS-16 ICBM in spite of the ban on it,
dep10yment. Tne r .S. reexamined th1" 
issue for this repor:. 

• Finding: The t: .S. Governmen: 
reaffirms the juag-ment .made in tn~ 
January 1984 report. While the evidence 
is somewhat ambiguous anci we canno: 
reach a defmit1ve conciusion. the avaii
ab1e evioence indicates tnat the activit1e:= 
at PiesetsK are a orobable violat1on of 
the USSRs iegai obligation not to defea; 
the obJect anci purpose of SALT II orior 
u., 1981 wnen the Treat:,,· was pending 
ratification. and a probabie violation of " 
politicai commitment subsequent to 
198: . 

ABM TreatJ· 

• Treaty Status: The 1972 ABM 
Treaty and its Protocol ban deployment 
of ABM systems except that each party 
is permitted to deploy one ABM system 
around the national capital area or. 
alternatively, at a single ICBM deploy
ment area. The ABM Treaty is in force 
and is of indefinite durati<>n. Soviet ac
tions not in accord with the ABM Treaty 
are, therefore, violations of a legal · 
obligation. 

Four ABM issues are included in 
this unclassified report: the Krasnoyarsk 
Radar, mobile land-based ABM systems 
or components, concurrent testing of 
ABM and SAM components, and ABM 
territorial defense. 

10. The Krasnoyarsk Radar 

• Obligation: In an effort to pre· 
elude creation of a base for territorial 
ABM defense, the ABM Treaty limits 
the deployment of ballistic missile earlv 
warning radars, including large phased
array radars used for that purpose. to 
locations along the periphery of the na
tional territory of each party and re· 
quires that they be orientecl' outward. 
The Treaty permits deployment (without 
regard to location or orientation) of 
large phased-array radars for purposes 
of tracking objects in outer space or for 
use as national technical means of 
verification of compliance with arms 
control agreements. 

• Issue: The January 1984 report 
examined the evidence regarding the 
construction of a large phased-array 
radar near Krasnovarsk in centra! 
Siberia. It was con.eluded that this radar 
was aimost certainiv a violation of the 
ABM Treatv. The U.S. reexamined this 
issue for this reoor. 

• Finding: ·The U.S Government 
judges. on the basis of evidence whicr, 
continued to be available through 1984. 
that the new large phased-array radar 
unc:ier construction at Krasnovarsk con· 
stitutes a violation of legal obligations 
under the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 
1972 in that in its associateci siting. · 
orientation. and capability. it is pro
hibited by this Treaty. Continuing con
structior,. and the absence of credible 
alternative explanations. have reinforced 
our assessment of its purpose. Despite 
l".S. requests. no corrective action has 
been taker,. 

11. Mobility of New ABM System 

• Obligation: The ABM Treaty pro· 
hibits the deveiopment. testing. or 
deployment of mobile land-based ABM 
systems or components. 

• Issue: The U.S. examined 
whether the Soviet Union has developed 
a mobile land-based ABM system. or 
components for such a system, in viola· 
tion of its legal obligation under the 
ABM Treaty. 

• Finding: The U.S. Government 
judges that Soviet actions with respect 
to ABM component mobility are am• 
biguous. but the USSR's development of 
components of a new ABM system. 
which apparently are designed to be 
deployable at sites requiring relatively 
little or no preparation, represent a 
potential violation of its legal obligation 
under the ABM Treaty. This and other 
ABM-related Soviet actions suggest that 
the USSR may be preparing an ABM 
defense of its national territory. 

12. Concurrent Testing of ABM and 
SAM Components 

• Obligation: The ABM Treaty and 
its Protocol limit the parties to one 
ABM deployment area. In addition to 
the ABM systems and components at 
that one deployment area, the parties 
may have ABM systems and components 
for development and testing purposes so 
long as they are located at agreed test 
ranges. The Treaty also prohibits giving 
components, other than ABM system 
components, the capability "to count.er 
strategic ballistic missiles or their 
elements in flight trajectory" and pro
hibits the parties from testing them in 
"an ABM mode." The parties agreed 
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that the concurrent testing of SAM and 
ABM system components is prohibited. 

• Issue: The U.S. examined 
whether the Soviet Union has concur
rently tested SAM and ABM system 
components in contravention of this 
legal obligation. 

• Finding: Th~ U.S. Government 
judges that evidence of Soviet actions 
with respect to concurrent operations is 
insufficient to assess fully compliance 
with Soviet obligations under the ABM 
Treaty, although the Soviet Union has 
conducted tests that have involved air 
defense radars in ABM-related ac
tivities. The number of incidents of con
current operation of SAM and ABM 
components indicate the USSR probably 
has violated the prohibition on testing 
SAM components in an ABM mode. In 

several cases this may be highly prob
able. This and other such Soviet ac
tivities suggest that the USSR may be 
preparing an ABM defense of its na
tional territory. 

13. ABM Territorial Defense 

• Obligation: The Treaty allows 
each party a single operational site. ex
plicitly permits modernization and 
replacement of ABM systems or their 
components, and explicitly recognizes 
the existence of ABM test ranges for 
the development and testing of ABM 
components. The ABM Treaty prohibits, 
however, the deployment of an ABM 
system for defense of the national ter
ritory of the parties and prohibits the 
parties from providing a base for such a 
defense. 

• Issue: The U.S. examined 
whether Soviet ABM and related ac
tivities provide a base for a territorial 
defense. 

• Finding: The U.S. Government 
judges that the aggregates of the Soviet 
Union's ABM and ABM-related actions 
suggest that the USSR may be prepar
ing an ABM defense of its national ter
ritory. • 
Published by the United States Department 
of State • Bureau of Public Affairs 
Office of Public Communication · Editorial 
Division • Washington, D.C. • February 1985 
Editor: Colleen Sussman • This material is in 
the public domain and may be reproduced 
without permission; citation of this source is 
appreciated. 
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man Harris during the hearings on this legis
lation that the Board would take up its ~ 
sponsibilities to keep the system financially 
sound. 

I also indicated to the Congress my hope 
that we might soon have some recommenda
tions designed to remedy the financial situa
tion of these systems. Accordingly I would 
like you to undcrt2kc immediately a review 
of the situation and to dcvdop recommcnda-

tions which I can con.sider for presentation to 
the Congress. 

Sincerdy, JoHN F. KENNEDY 

[Honorable Howard W. Habermeya-, Chairman, 
Railroad Rctirancnt Board, 44 Rush Sttcet, Qu. 
cago 11, Illinois) 

Nan: For the President'• 1ta1m1ent upon sipiq 
S. 2395, sec ltan 384-

la his letter the President n&rnd to U.S. 1tepre. 
sentaliYe Oren Hurla &om Arlwuu, Chairman al 
the lata1tate and Pomp Commerce Committee. 

386 Statement by the President Upon Signing Bill Relating to the 
Office of Emergency Planning. September 22, 1961 

I HA VE TODAY approved H.R. 84o6, a 
bill ''To Change the Name of the Office of · 
Civil and Defense Mobilization to Office of 
Emergency Planning.'' 

Effective August 1, I assigned to the Sec
retary of Defense major Federal responsi
bilities for civil dcfcnsc. The remaining 
responsibilities can more accuratdy be de
scribed as emergency planning functions, 
for they deal with responsibilities for investi
gation, advice, coordination, and policy 

formulation in connection with our pre
paredness effort. 

These functions of the Office of Emer
gency Planning may be of critical impor
tance to our very survival The national 

security ~uircs that there be soundly con
ceived and well-tested plans for every 
emergency. 

Non: Al emctEd, H.1l. 8,406 is Public Law 87-ag6 
(75 Slat. 630). See also Iran 195. 

The mrcmcnr wu rcleucd ar Hyannis. Mau. 

387 Address in New York City Before the General Assembly of the 
United Nations. September 25, r961 

Mr. President, honored dekgllks, J4dies and 
gmtkmm: 

We meet in an hour of grief and chal
lenge. Dag Hamrnankjold is dead. But 
the United Nations lives. His tragedy is 
deep in our hearts, but the task for which 
he died is at the top of our agenda. A 
noble servant of peace is gone. But the 
quest for peace lies before us. 

The problem is noc- · the death of one 
man-the problem· is the life.of this organ
ization. It will either grow to meet the 
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challenges of our age, or it will be gone with 
the wind, without inBucncc, without force, 
without respect. Were we to let it die, to 
c•btc its vigor, to cripple its powers, we 
would condemn our future. 

For in the development of this organi
zation rests the only true alternative to 

war-and war appeals no longer as a ra
tional alternative. U ncooditional war can 
no longer lead to unconditional victory. It 
can no longer serve to settle disputes. It 
can no longer concern the great powers 
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alone. For a nuclear disaster, spread by 
wind and water and far, could wdl en
gulf the great and the small, the rich and 
the poor, the committed and the uncom
mitted alike. Mankind must put an end to 
war-or war will put an end to mankind. 

So let w here iaolve that Dag Hamm2r-
1kjold did not live, or die, in vain. Let us 
call a truce to terror. Let w invoke the 
blessings of peace. And, as we build an 
intc:mational capacity to keep peace, let us 
join in dismantling the national capacity to 
wage war. 

11. 

This will require new strength and new 
roles for the United Nations. For disar
mament without checks ia but a shadow
and a community without law is but a shell. 
Already the United Nations bas become 
both the measure and the vehicle of man's 
most generous impulses. Already it bas 
provided-in the Middle East, in Asia, in 
Africa this year in the Congo-« means of 
holding man's violence within bounds. 

But the great question which confronted 
this body in 1945 ia still before us: whether 
man's cherished hopes for progress and 
peace arc to be destroyed by terror and dis
rupcion, whether the .. foul winds of war" 
can be tamed in time to free the cooling 
winds of rason, and whether the pledges 
of our Charter arc to be ful6lled or defied
pledges to accurc peace, progress, hwnan 
rights and world law. 

In this Hall, there arc not three forces, 
but two. One is composed of those who arc 
trying to build the kind of world described 
in Articles 1 and II of the Charter. The 
other, seeking a far different world, would 
undermine this organization in the process. 

Today of all days our dedication to the 
_ Charter must be maintained. It must be 

.. 
strengthened first ef all by the selection of 
an outstanding civil servant to carry forward 
the responsibilities of the Sccrctary Gen

eral~ man endowed with both the wisdom 
and the power to make meaningful the 
moral force of the world community. The 
late Secretary General nurtured and sharp
ened the United Nations' obligation to acL 
But he did not invent it. It was there in the 
Charter. It is still there in the Charter. 

However difficult it may be to 611 Mr. 
Hammarskjold's place, it can better be .6llccl 
by one man rather than by three. Even the 
three horses of the Troika did not have three 
drivers, all going in diftcrcnt directions. 
They had only one-and so must the United 
Nations executive. To install a triumvirate, 
or any panel, or any rotating authority, in 
the United Nations administrative ol£lccs 
would replace order with anarchy, action 
with paralysis, confidence with confwion. 

The Secretary General, in a very real 
sense, is the servant of the General AsscmblJ. 
Diminish his •uthority and you diminish the 
authority of the only body where all nations, 
regardless of power, arc equal and sovcragn. 
Until all the powerful arc just, the weak will 
be ICCW'C only in the strength of this 
Assembly. 

Eflcctive and independent executive ac
tion is not the same question as balanced 
representation. In view of the enormous 
change in membership in this body since its 
founding, the American ddegation will join 
in any effort for the prompt review and re
vision of the composition of United Nations 
bodies. 

But to give this organization three driv
ers-to permit each great power to decide 
its own case, would entrench the Cold War 
in the headquarters of peace. Whatever ad
vantages such a plan may hold out to my 
own country, as one of the great powers, we 
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reject iL For we far prefer world law, in 
the age of self-determination, to world war, 
in the age of mass extermination. 

ID •. 

Today, every inhabitant of this planet · 
must contemplate the day when this planet 
may no longer be habitable. Every man, 
woman and child lives under a nuclear sword 
of Damocles, hanging by the slenderest of 
threads, capable of being cut at any moment 
by accident or miscalculation or by madness. 
The weapom of war must be abolished be
fore they abolish us. 

Men no longer debate whether armaments 
arc a symptom or a cause of tcmion. The 
mere existence of modern weapom-ten 
million times more powerful than any that 
the world bu ever seen, and only minutes 
away from any target on carth--is a source 
of horror, and discord and distrusL Men no 
longer maintain that disarmament must 
await the settlement of all disputes-for dis
armament must be a part of any permanent 
settlement. And men may no longer pre• 
tend that the quest for disarmament is a 
sign of wcakDCS$-for in a spiraling arms 
race; a nation's security may well be shrink
ing even as its arms increase. 

For 15 years this organization bu sought 
the reduction and destruction of arms. 
Now that goal is no longer a dream-it is 
a practical matter of life or death. The 
risks inherent in disarmament pale in com
parison to the risks inherent in an unlimited 
arms race. 

It is in this spirit that the recent Belgrade 
Conference-recognizing that this is no 
longer a Soviet problem or an American 
problem, but a human problem-endorsed 
a program of 0gencral, complete and- strictly 
30 internationally co~trollcd disarmament." 
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rt is in this same spirit that WC in the United 
States have labored this year, with a n~w 
urgency, and with a new, now statutory 
agency fully endorsed by the Congress, to 
find an approach to disarmament which 
would be so far-reaching yet realistic, so 
mutually balanced and beneficial, that it 
could be accepted by every nation. And it 
is in this spirit that we have presented with 
the agreement of the Soviet Union-under 
the label both natiom now accept of "general 
and complete disarmamcat"-a new state
ment of newly-agreed principles for nego
tiation. 

But we arc well aware that all issues of 
principle arc riot settled, and that principles 
alone arc not enough. It is therefore oll.l' 
intention to .challenge the Soviet Union, not 
to an arms race, but to a peace race-to 
advance together step by step, stage by stage, 
until general and complete disarmament 
has been achieved. We invite them now to 
go beyond agreement in principle to reach 
agreement on actual plans. 

The program to be presented to this 
assembly-for general and complete dis
armament under ctfcctivc international con
trol-moves to bridge the gap between those 
who insist on a gradual approach and those 
who talk only of the final and total achieve• 
ment. It would create machinery to keep 
the peace as it destroys the machinery of war. 
It would proceed through balanced and 
safeguarded stages designed to give no state 
a military advantage over another. It 
would place the final responsibility for vcri-
6cation and control where it belongs, not 
with the big powers alone, not with one's 
adversary or one's self. but in an interna
tional organization within the framework 
of the United Nations. It would assure 
that indispensable condition oi disarma
ment-true inspection-and apply it in 
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stages proportionate to the stage of disar
mament. It would cover delivery systems as 
well as weapons. It would ultimately halt 
their production as well as their testing, 
their transfer as well as their possession. 
It would achieve, under the eyes of an inter
national disarmament organization, a steady 
reduction in force. both nuclear and con
ventional. until it has abolished all armies 
and all weapons except those needed for 
internal order and a new United Nations 
Peace Force. And it starts.that process now, 
today. even as the talks begin. 

In short, general and complete disarma
ment must no longer be a slogan, used to 

resist the first steps. It is no longer to be 
a goal without means of achieving it, with
out means of verifying its progress, without 
means of keeping the peace. It is now a 
realistic plan. and a test-a test of those only 
willing to talk and a test of those willing to 
act. 

Such a plan would not bring a world free 
from conflict and greed-but it would bring 
a world free from the terrors of mass de
struction It would not usher in the era of 
the super state-but it would usher in an 
era in which no · state could annihilate or be 
annihilated by another. 

In 1945, this Nation proposed the Baruch 
Plan to internationalize the atom before 
other nations even possessed the bomb or 
demilitarized their troops. W c proposed 
with our allies the Disarmament Plan of 
1951 while still at war in Korea. And we 
make our proposals today, while building 
up our defenses over Berlin, not because we 
arc inconsistent or insincere or intimidated, 
but because we know the rights of free men 
will prevail-because while we arc compelled 
against our will to rearm, we look conJi
dcntly beyond Berlin to the kind of disarmed 

·world we all prefer. 

I therefore propc>SCi on the basis of this 
Plan, that cfuarmamcnt negotiations resume 
promptly, and continue without interrup
tion until an entire program for general and 
complete disarmament bas not only bcco 
agreed but has been actually achieved. 

IV. 

The logical place to begin is a treaty as
suring the end of nuclear tests of all kinds, 
in every environment, under workable con
trols. The United States and the United 
Kingdom have proposed such a treaty that 
is both reasonable, cficctivc and ready for 
signature. We arc still prepared to sign that 
treaty today. 

We also proposed a mutual ban on at
mospheric testing, without inspection or con
trols, in order to save the human race from 
the poison of radioactive fallout. We re
gret that that offer has not been accepted. 

For 15 years we have sought to make the 
atom an instrument of peaceful growth 
rather than of war. But for 15 years our 
concessions have been matched by obstruc
tion, our patience by intransigence. And 
the pleas of mankind for peace have met 
with disregard. 

Finally, as the explosions of others be
clouded the skies, my country was left with 
no alternative but to act in the interests of 
its own and the free world's security. We 
cannot endanger that security by refraining 
from testing while others improve their 
arsenals. Nor can we endanger it by another 
long, uninspcctcd ban on testing. For three 
years we accepted those risks in our open 
society while seeking agreement on inspec
tion. But this year, while we were negotiat
ing in good faith in Geneva, others were 
secretly preparing new experiments in 
destruction. 
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Our tests arc not polluting the atmosphere. 
Our deterrent weapons arc guarded against 
accidental explosion or use. Our docton 
and scientists stand ready to help any na
tion measure and meet the hazards to health 
which inevitably result from the tests in the 
atmosphete. 

But to halt the spread of these terrible 
weapons, to halt the contamination of the 
air, to halt the spiralling nuclear arms race, 
we remain ready to seek new avenues of 
agreement, our new Disarmament Program 
thus includes the following proposals: 

-Pint, signing the test-ban treaty by all 
nations. This can be done now. Test ban 
negotiatioos need not and should not await 
general disarmament. 

-Second, stopping the production of fis
sionable materials for use in weapons, and 
preventing their transfer to any nation now 
lacking in nuclear weapom. 

-Third, probjbitiog the transfer of con
trol over nuclear weapoos to states that do 
not own them. 

-Fourth, keeping nuclear weapom from 
seeding new battlegrounds in outer space. 

-Fifth. gradually destroying existing 
nuclear weapons and converting their ma
terials to peaceful uses; and 

-Finally, halting the unlimited testing 
and production of strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles, and gradually destroying them as 
well. 

v. 

To destroy arms, however, is not enough. 
We must create even as we dcstroy--creat
ing worldwide law and law enforcement as 
we outlaw wortdwide war and weapons. 
In the world we seek, the United Nations 
Emergency Forces which have been hastily 
assembled, -uncertainly supplied, and inade
quately financed,- will never be enough. 

Therefore, the U nitcd States recommends 
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that all member nations earmark special 
peace-keeping units in their armed forces
to be on call of the United Nations, to be 
specially trained and quickly available, and 
with advance provision for financial and 
logistic support. 

In addition, the Amcricao ddegation will 
suggest a series of steps to improve the 
United Nations' machinery for the peaceful 
settlement of disputa-for on-the-tpot fact. 
finding, mediation and adjudication-for 
extending the rule of international law. 
For peace is not solely a matter of military 
or technical problems-it is primarily a 
problem of politics and people. And unless 
man can match his strides in weaponry and 
technology with equal strides in social and 
political development, our great strength, 
like that of the dinosaur, will become in
capable of proper control-and like the din~ 
saur vanish from the earth. 

vr. 

As we extend the rule of law on earth, so 
must we also extend it to man's new do
main-autcr space. 

AU of us sa.lute the brave cosmonauts 0£ 
the Soviet U nioo. The new horizons o£ 
outer space must not be driven by the aid 
bitter concepts 0£ imperialism and sovereign 
claims. The cold reaches 0£ the universe 
must not become the new arena 0£ an even 
colder war. 

To this end, we shall urge proposa.ls ex
tending the United Nations Charter to the 
limits of man's exploration in the universe, 
reserving outer space for peaceful we, pro
hibiting weapons 0£ mass destruction in 
space or on celestial bodies, and opening the 
mysteries and benefits of space to every na
tion. We shall propose further cooperative 
e.tioru between all nations in weather pre
diction and eventually in weather conuol. 
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We shall propose, finally, a global system 
of communicatiom satellites linking the 
whole world in telegraph and telephone and 
radio and television. The day need not be 
far away when such a system will televise the 
procccding5 of this body to every corner of 
the world for the benefit of peace. 

Vil. 

But the mysteries of outer space mwt not 
divcn our eyes or our energies from the 
hanh realities that face our fellow men. 
Political sovereignty is but a mockery with
out the means of meeting poverty and il
literacy and disease. Self-determination is 
but a slogan if the future holds no hope. 

That is why my Nation, which has freely 
shared its capital and its t.cchnology to help 
others help thcmsclvcs, now proposes offi
cially designating this decade of the 196o's 
as the United Nations Decade of Develop
ment. U oder the framework of that Reso
lution, the United Nations' existing efforts 
in promoting economic growth can be ex
panded and coordinated. Regional surveys 
and training institutes can now pool the 
talents of many. New raearch, technical 
assistance and pilot projects can unlock the 
wealth of less developed lands and untapped 
waters. And clcvelopmcnt can become a 
cooperative and not a competitive enter
prise-to enable all nations, however divcnc 
in their systems and beliefs, to become in 
fact as well as in law free and equal nations. 

Vlll. 

My Country favon a world of free and 
equal states. We agree with those who say 
that- colonialism is a key issue in this As
sembly. _But let the full facts of that issue be 
discussed in full. 

On the one hand is the fact that, since 
the close of World War II, a worldwide 
declaration of independence has transformed 
nearly I billion people and 9 million square 
miles . into 42 free and independent states. 
Less than 2 percent of the world's popula
tion now lives in "dependent" territories. 

I do not ignore the remaining problems of 
traditional colonialism which still confront 
this body. Those problems will be solved, 
with patience, good will, and determination. 
Within the limits of our responsibility in 
such matters, my Country intends to be a 
participant and not merely an observer, in 
the peaceful, expeditious movement of na
tions from the status of colonies to the part· 
ncrship of equals. That continuing tide of 
self-determination, which runs so strong, has 
our sympathy and our .. support. 

But colonialism in its hanhcst forms is 
not only the exploitation of new nations ~y 
old, of dark skins by light, or the subjugation 
of the poor by the rich. My Nation was once 
a colony, and we know what colonialism 
means; the exploitation and IUbjugation of 
the weak by the powerful, of the many by 
the few, of the governed who have given no 
consent to be governed, whatever their con
tinent, their class, or their color. 

And that is why there is no ignoring the 
fact that the tide of self-determination has 
not reached the Communist empire where 
a population far larp than that oflicially 
termed "dependent" lives under govern
ments installed by foreign troops instead of 
free institutions-under a system which 
knows only one party and one belief-which 
suppresses free debate, and £rec elections, 
and free newspapers, and free books and free 
trade unions-and which builds a wall to 
keep truth a stranger and its own citizens 
prisoners. Let us debate colonialism in 
full-and apply the principle of free choice 
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and the practice of free plebiscites in every 
corner of the globe. 

IX, 

Finally, as President of the United States, 
I consider it my duty to report to this Assem
bly on two threats to the peace which arc 
not on your crowded agenda, . but which 
causes us, and most of you, the deepest 
concern. 

The first threat on which I wish to report 
is widely misunderstood: the smoldering 
coals of war in Southeast Asia. South Viet
Sam is already under attack-sometimes by 
a single assassin, sometimes by a band of 
guerrillas, recently by full battalions. The 
peaceful borders of Burma, Cambodia, and 
[ndia have been repeatedly violated. And 
the peaceful people of Laos arc in danger of 
losing the independence they gained not so 
long ago. 

No one can call these "wars of liberation." 
For these arc free countries living under 
their own governments. Nor are these ag
gressions any less real because men arc 
knifed in their homes and not shot in the 
fields of battle. 

The very simple question confronting the 
world community is whether measures can 
be devised to protect the small and the weak 
from such tactics. For if they arc success
ful in Laos and South Viet-Nam, the gates 
will be opened wide. 

The United States seeks for itself no base, 
no territory, no special position in this area 
of any kind. W c support a truly neutral 
and independent Laos. its people free fiom 
outside interference. living at peace with 
themselves and with their neighbors, assured 
that their territory wtll not be used for 
attacks on others, and under a government 
comparable -(as Mr. Khrushchev and [ 
agreed :it Vicnna.)_tp Cambodia and Burma. 

624 

But now the negotiations over Laos arc 
reaching a crucial stage. The ·cease-fire is 
at best precarious. The rainy season is com
ing to an end. Laotian territory is being 
used to infiltrate South Viet-Nam. The 
world community must recognize-and all 
those who arc involved-that this potent 
threat to Laotian peace and freedom is indi
visible from all other threats to their own. 

Secondly, I wish to report to you on the 
crisis over Germany and Berlin. This is 
not the time or the place for immoderate 
tones, but the world community is entitled 
to know the very simple issues as we sec 
them. If there is a crisis it is because an 
existing peace is under threat, because an 
existing island of free people is under pres
sure, because solemn agreements arc being 
treated with indifference. Established in
ternational rights arc being threatened with 
unilateral. usurpation. Peaceful circulation 
has been interrupted by barbed wire and 
concrete blocks. 

One recalls the order of the Czar in Push
kin's "Boris Godunov": "Take steps at this 
very hour that our frontiers be fenced in by 
barriers. • . • That not a single soul pass 
o'er the border, that not a hare be able to 
run or a crow to By." 

It is absurd to allege that we arc threaten
ing a war merely to prevent the Soviet 
Union and East Germany from signing a 
so-called "treaty" of peace. The Western 
Allies arc not concerned with any paper ar
rangement the Soviets may wish to make 
with a regime of their own creation, on 
territory occupied by their own troops and 
governed by their own agents. N'o such 
action can affect either our rights or our 
responsibilities. 

If there is a dangerous crisis in Berlin
and there is-it is because of threats against 
the vital interests and the deep commit
ments of the Western Powers, and the free-
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dom of West Berlin. W c cannot yidd these 
interests. W c cannot fail these commit
ments. W c cannot surrender the frttdom 
of these people for whom we arc responsi
ble. A "peace treaty" which carried with it 
the provisions which destroy the peace would 
be a fraud. A ••£rec city" which was not 
gcnuindy free would suffocate frttdom and 
would be an infamy. 

For a city or a people to be truly free, they 
must have the secure right, without eco
nomic, political or police pressure, to make 
their own choice and to live their own lives. 
And as I have said before, if anyone doubts 
the extent to which our presence is desired 
by the people of West Berlin, we arc ready 
to have that question submitted to a free 
vote in all Berlin and, if possible, among all 
the German people. 

The elementary fact about this crisis is 
that it is unnecessary. The elementary tools 
for a peaceful settlement arc to be found in 
the charter. Under its law, agreements arc 
to be kept, unless changed by all those who 
made them. Established rights arc to be 
respected. The political disposition of peo
ples should rest upon their own wishes, freely 
expressed in plebiscites or free elections. 
If there arc legal problems, they can be 
solved by legal means. If there is a threat 
of force, it must be rejected. If there is 
desire for change, it must be a subject for 
negotiation and if there is negotiation, it 
must be rooted in mutual respect and con
cern for the rights of othcn. 

The W cstcrn Powers have calmly resolved 
to defend, by whatever means arc forced 
upon them, their obligations and their access 
to the free citizens of West Berlin and the 
self-determination of those citizens. This 
generation learned from bitter experience 
that citncr brandishing or yielding to threats 
can only lead to war. But firmness and 
reason can lead to the kind of peaceful 

solution in which my country profoundly 
believes. 

We arc committed to no rigid formula. 
We see no perfect solution. We recognize 
.that troops and tanks can, for a time, keep 
a nation divided against its will, however 
unwise that policy may seem to us. But 
we believe a peaceful agreement is possible 
which protects the freedom of West Berlin 
and allied presence and access, while recog
nizing the historic and legitimate interests 
of others in assuring European sccurity. 

The possibilities of negotiation arc now 
being explored; it is too early to report what 
the prospects may be. For our part, we 
would be glad to report at the appropriate 
time that a solution has been found. For 
there is no need for a crisis over Berlin, 
threar.cning the pea~d if those who cre
ated this crisis desire peace, there will be 
peace and freedom in Berlin. 

x. 

The events and decisions of the next ten 
months may well decide the fate of man for 
the next ten thousand years. There will 
be no avoiding those events. There will be 
no appeal from these decisions. And we 
in this hall shall be remembered either as 
part of the generation that turned this planet 
into a &ming funeral pyre or the genera
tion that met . its vow. "to save succeeding 
generations from the scourge of war." 

In the endeavor to meet that vow, I pledge 
you every effort this Nation possesses. I 
pledge you that we shall neither commit nor 
provoke aggression, that we shall neither 
Bee nor invoke the threat of force, that we 
shall never negotiate out of £ear, we shall 
never fear to negotiate. 

Terror is not a new weapon. Through
out history it has been used by those who 
could not prevail, either by persuasion or 
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cumplc. But inevitably they fail, either 
because men arc not afraid to die for a life 
worth living, or because the terrorists them
selves came to realize that £rec men cannot 
be frightened by threats, and that aggression 
would meet its own response. And it is 
in the light of that history that every nation 
today should know, be he friend or foe, that 
the United States has both the will and the 
weapons to join free men in standing up to 
their responsibilities. 

But I come here today to look across this 
world of threats to a world of peace. In 
that search we cannot expect any final tri
umph-for new problems will always arise. 
We cannot expect that all natlom will adopt 
like aystam-for conformity is the jailor of 
freedom. and the enemy of growth. Nor 
can we expect to reach our goal by contriv
ance, by fiat or even by the wishes of all 

But however close we sometimes seem 

to that dark and final abyss, let no man of 
peace and freedom despair. For he docs 
not stand alone. If we all can persevere, 
if we can in ever, land and ofticc look be
yond our own shores and ambitions, then 
surely the age will dawn in which the strong 
arc just and the wak secure and the peace 
preserved. 

Ladies and gentlemen of this Assembly, 
the decision is ours. Never have the na
tions of the world had so much to lose, or 
so much to gain. Together we shall save 
our planet, or togctha wc shall perish in 
its Barnes. Save it wc c:aD-ilDd save it we 
must-and then shall wc earn the ctcma1 
thanks of mankind and, as pavcmakns, the 
eternal blessing of God. 

Han: The President spoke • 11:30 Lm. lf11 
Ope111118 word• "Mr. President'" referred to Moap 
Slim. Praidcot of the Cencn1 AamblJ ud U.N. 
llcpraeaiatift from Twaisia. 

388 Remarks in New York City Upon Signing Bill Establishing the 
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 
Septem/,er 26, 1g61 

WITII THE SIGNING of H.R. 9118, there 
is created the U nitcd States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency. This act sym
bolizes the importaocc the United States 
places on arms control and disarmament in 
its foreign policy. 

The c.reation for the first time by act of 
Congress of a special organization to deal 
with arms control and disarmament matters 
emphasizes the high priority that attaches- • · 
to our efforts in this direction. 

Our ultimate goal, as the act points out, 
is a world free from war and free from the 
dangers and burdens of armaments in which 
the use of force is subordinated to the rule 
of law a.ad in which international adjust-

mcnts to a changing world arc achieved 
peacefully. It is a complu and difficult 
task to reconcile through negotiation the 
many security interests of all nations to 

achieve disarmament, but the establishment 
of this agency will provide new and better 
tools for this dfort. 

I am pleased and heartened by the bi
partisan support this bill enjoyed in the 
Congress. The leaden of both political 
parties gave encouragement and assistance. 
The new agency brings renewed hope for 
agreement and progress in the critical battle 
for the survival oi mankind. 

I want to express my thanks to the Man
hen of the Congress, particularly who arc 
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4:00 p.m. 

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: TO THE NATION -- GENEVA SUMMIT 

In 48 hours, I will be leaving for Geneva to meet with Mr. 

Gorbachev, the leader of the Soviet Union. Very few events 

attract as much attention as summit conferences and I felt it was 

my duty to report directly to you tonight on this meeting and its 

significance. 

Now, I don't think it's any mystery why most of us regard 

summit conferences as a good idea. The danger of thermonuclear 
V v · 

warfare and the havoc it would wreak are, as President Kennedy 

✓ut it, a modern sword of Damocles dangling over the head of each 

of us. The awful reality of these weapons is actually a kind of 

terrible cresendo to the steady, dehumanizing progress of modern 

warfare in this century. To a few people here in this office 

recently, I recalled a hotly de:6ated islsue in my own cc:5llege 

ye~rs -- which by the way also took place 

some of us strenuously argued that in the 

1,,- I 

in this century -- when 
V ~ t,...-, ' 

advent of another world 
...,.-, 

~ar r{o civilized per;on a~d certainly no American woul.d ever obey 

an odier to attack purely ci vflian ta~gets. Humanity' we were 
✓. V V 

certain, would never come to that. Well, World War II and 

34 million civilian casualties later we were all sadly, 

tragically wiser. At least today we can say we have fewer 

illusions: we know if a World War III breaks out the destruction 
.,,, v.: ✓ \.. I,· .,. ...,.. .,.,,-· 

will be vast and devastating with perhaps 90 percent civilian 
v 

casualties. 
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Believe me, the office I now occupy leads to serious 

reflection on all this. Whene~r f"tr~el, for example, 

followed by a milifary ai:(e wlfu ca~ies wfth h(m a sm~il 

I am 

~ 
black 

✓ ✓ 
attache case " HV' ~ b 11" ' v · v ,..,,,,-:'k t e foot a 1s its nic name. It is a grim 

✓ 
reminder of the narrow line our world walks every day because it 

...;- ""' .,...., V II"': • V y- ~k contains the coaes necessary for reta11at1on to a nuciear attac 

~ the United States~ .. -
And this office provides another sobering, even sadder 

perspective on our world, one I will talk about to Mr. Gorbachev 
V ..,,.,.. 

in a few days, one I want to mention to you now. The 23 million 
V ✓ ,/" ........-- v' ..✓• V -- ........... - ,,_... ---= lives lost since the end o~ World War II in conventional and 

..,.....--- t..✓-: V"" ~ • .........-- V '-""'"".' V 
regional conflicts are stark evidence tnat a str1ctly nuclear 

~ ,v i.....- ~ V .,,,.-· _ ~ ~ ..,....- ..--
conflict is far from the only danger we face. In recent years, 

V~v-::; v- """:tl V ✓,.,,,.,,,, v-America nas had her share of fa en sons1 Korea, Vietnam, other 

mil!tary eng~ments in~ding te'rr~rist a~cks hlve Been part 

0£ thrs' terrible co~ And many times at this desk I have had to 

discharge the most difficult duty I have as President: to try 

and find words of comfort for grieving mothers and fathers. I 

don't have to tell you how regularly I fail at that1 because 

there are no such words. It's one reason why earlter tllis y~r 
v ✓ / v' ✓ ✓ V v' ,.... - v- !./' 

when I visited those places in Europe that had seen so much 
v · ~ "(" v V L, V v,,,.--~ .....- L- I,,,--' 

suffering during Worid War II, I said a voice could be heard 
v 1.,.,,""" _v v ✓ v · v t.---· L---' ,--

there, a voice from our century and from every century, the same 

✓ V voice I have heard in such sorrow here in this room, the voice of 

h r , ✓i ✓ . .......- v. h 0v- i"' v I.,"' ~ \,- .,,.,--umanity cry ng out in anguis ut n hope for peace -- and for 

~ end t~ waf. 
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This is why I go to Geneva. For peace. And in hope -- the 

hope of never having to face that awful option of nuclear 

retaliation: the hope of never again having to speak from this 

office to grief-stricken loved ones, the hope that someday our 

Nation and the Soviet Union and all the people of the world will 

learn to heed the age-old cry of mankind for peace among all 

nations. 

There is another reason I go to Geneva. It has to do, like 

the threat of nuclear war, with a danger unique to this century. 
v .,,,,,,,-

Part of our heritage as Americans is our Founding Fathers' 

t( b/ h' v ' ... ,,-- v,_bl b✓ h ir· e.--;-warning a out istory s most terri e ut, some ow;most easily 
.......-:'" ..........-- t,(" ,.Y' V y' .,,- ---=:~ 

forgotten lesson: that the abuse ox government power has a~ways 

,/ V ,,,,..,, ✓-· ---· pos~d the most serious and enduring threat t~ the fre1rciom orman. 

In the twentieth century, with the development of science 

and technology and the rise of modern ideology, we have seen a 

✓. ✓ ,v' h V v-£ h' d ~ b' quantum leap int e nature o tis anger and the irth of the 

gravest threat to freedom ever known -- the police state, the 

totalitarian society. 

Now I don't think I have to elaborate on the human suffering 

and the los_s of life totalitarian government has caused in our 
V · Y ,,..,,.....-_V&.r: Jr 

time. Hitler's concentration camps or Sta~in's purges, the 
_y' ✓ ✓ ✓ t') 
Reich or the Gulag Arcnipalog,j the advent of totalitarian 

v Third{) 
ideology -- an ideology which justifies any crime or affront to 

the individual done in the name of the state -- has sparked the 

worse assaults in history on the human spirit. On this point, my 

own views have been plainly stated many 
'I( V v ✓ ✓-

as recently as a few weeks ago, I spoke 

¥ 
times in the pasti only 
,.,,....- / / 
of some specific 
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• V I,(' ~ bl s ./. yd h instances ot unaccepta e oviet con uct: t e 
✓, V I, ,/ / L,"" ,/' 

Afghanistan, one that has cost between 750,000 

v ....,,...
invasion of 

ancr'one~ifiion 

li~s n&t <o" me!rtion nearlry sii"milli~n retug;es, Soviet 

inte6ention i1j(the African nations orAngola arta Etfi1opia, 

Sovt;°t attempts to est'ablish a totalitarian regime 
. .,.,.... . ,____ 
in Nicaragua 

V .,,,,,.-- ~ 
and undermine democracy irithis hemisphere -- this tragic, 

unhappy list goes on. ... 
I need not elaborate on this now except to say that in 

forthrightly opposing such action we Americans have a grave 

responsibility and bear a special burden. A belief in the 

dignity of the individual and in his or her worth in the sight of 
V 

God gave birth to this country1 it is central to our being. •our 
.,,,- ✓ ✓ v ✓ h v . .....,..f h ""'1 ~ whole experiment is based on t e capacity o t e peop e xor 

self-'(o"vernment," said J~s Ma~on. And Tho~as Jefferson said 
_.,........, .......-- ✓ .,./' /. ..,,,,.,.- v'"' (/' ~ ----more directly: "Tne ma~s ox men were not born to wear sauules on 

th~r ba'clcs," and again: •1rhe Go~ who ga've ·as· ·1tfe, gave ur-
✓ V .........--

liberty as well." This is our past, it is a part of us, we must 

never deny nor forsake it. If the day ever comes when the 

leaders of this Nation remain silent in the face of foreign 

aggression or stop speaking out about the repression of human 

rights then truly the cause of America -- the cause of freedom 

has been lost, and the great heart of this country has been 

broken. We Americans know we can never rest as a people nor say 

our work as a Nation is done until each man, woman and child on 

earth knows the blessings of liberty. 

And this is the second reason I go to Geneva. For freedom. 

To speak for the right of every people and every nation to choose 
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their future. I go to Geneva for the right of human beings 

everywhere to determine their own destiny, to live in the dignity 

God intended for each of his children. 

But let me stress here that not only do I believe this 

candor and realism on behalf of freedom is our responsibility as 

Americans, I also think it is essential for success in Geneva. 

Because if history has shown there is any key to dealing 

successfully with the Soviets it is this: the Soviets must 

realize that their counterparts take them seriously and that, 

above all, we harbor no illusions about their ultimate goals and 

intentions. The Soviet mind is not the mirror image of the 

American or the Western mind and it is both wrong and arrogant to 

assume that it is. L- • The Soviets have a very different view of the 

world than we do; they bel!eve a great struggle is- already 
v'1· v · 

under,way in the wo"rld and true peace ca'n only b'e atta1.ned wfth 
.,• 

ii t , I V V ,,,., 

the triuinph of communist power. The Soviets sincerely believe 

then th~t the mar'~h olf hi~tory i's emb;odied !n the Soviet st.~te, 

and so, to them, the mere existence of the democracies is seen as 

an obstacle to the ultimate triumph of history and that state. 

So, from the Soviet perspective, even if the democracies do 

nothing overt against their interests, just our survival, our 

mere existence, is considered by them an act of aggression. 

And that is why the Soviets tend to misinterpret 

well-intentioned public statements obscuring the nature of this 

struggle or minimizing the crucial moral distinction between 

totalitarianism and democracy. And that is why any sudden shifts 

in our realistic and long-held views about the Soviets tends to 
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disrupt the negotiating process. In the past, when such shifts 

or such statements have been made, the Soviets have either 

regarded them as a ruse and reacted with distrust or looked on 

them as hopelessly naive and attempted to exploit the pathetic 

illusions of their counterparts. In both cases, the peace 

process and the business of serious negotiations suffered serious 

setbacks. 

So I must be blunt with you tonight; while I go to Geneva 

for peace and for freedom, I also go to Geneva without illusions. 

Let us be clear: the fact of this summit conference does not 

mean the Soviets have forsaken their long-term goals and 
V /_,,/ l / 

objectives. Let us never forget, as President Eisenhower put 

i';i his fafewell a~ess tb~ the American people; "w~ face~ 

hostile ideology -- gl'obal irt sc6pe, atheistic in character, 
• l l 

ruthless in purpose and insidious fn method." 

it 

I do not mention this, however, to sound unduly pessimistic 

or to paint a heedlessly discouraging picture. ( J~r) to the 

contrary, my mood about this meeting is one of cautious optimism; 

and while it would be foolhardy to think one summit conference 

can establish a permanent peace, this conference can, I believe, 

help begin a permanent process towards peace. 

But that is why realism is so essential. For only by 

leaving our illusions behind and dealing realistically with the 

Soviets do we have any chance at all for meaningful progress in 

Geneva. The Soviets understand firmness of mind and will; and I 

can assure you that the American delegation will lack neither 
V V ✓ ✓-

next week in Geneva. 
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This is the way to progress, as Wi~ton Ch~hill said af~ 

a lo~ experi~e c:ff"' negc5tiating wtfh the soKe'ts, "T,;; Sovfets 
V t/" ✓✓✓ ~ ..,,,,,- ✓ v-

Will try every door in the h(fme, en«r all rooms which are not 
V-' V v .., v' ✓ .v'.'. • ,.,,,,,,. .....-". V-- v' ,,,,_ 

locked and whl!"n they come to a house tnat is barred, i f they are 
✓ / ✓ ✓ ✓--- ~ / ✓ ✓ 

unsuccessful i~ breaking through it, they will withdraw and 
,,,_,, ✓ ✓ v ✓ ✓ ✓/ 

invite you to dine genially that same evening." 

So, because we can neither permit civilization to perish in 

a nuclear holocaust nor freedom to wither under the steady and 

rentless assault of totalitarianism, our goals nex'tw6"k i ir

Gen~a must be both peace and freedom as well as an end to 

illusion. 

But if nuclear war is an impossible option and so too is a 

world under totalitarian rule, how then are we to steer between 

them? How do we confront this dilemma in Geneva and elsewhere? 

What course are we to chart and what cause is their for hope? 

My fellow Americans, I believe there is great cause for 

hope hope that peace and freedom will not only survive but 

triumph, and perhaps even sooner than any of us had even dared to 

imagine only a few years ago. I also think it possible that 

history will record a great paradox about our century: that 

while it gave birth to the awful menaces of nuclear weapons and 

totalitarian government and saw so much bloodshed and heartache 

it was also the century that in its closing decades fostered the 

greatest movement in human memory towards free institutions and 

democratic self-rule, the greatest flowering of mankind's age old 

aspiration for freedom and human dignity. 
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Consider, for a moment, that a( the 'st~t o( the t~tieth 

centty there we~ on!'y a handful ordemoc~cies i'fi"'.the e~re 
~ ,/ ..1,,/' V' .lL v ,/' ./ ~ 

world whi!e today there are more than 50 wit<one-third orthe 

v , ~ i liv ' v f✓ d H v ' V y- h~ ' h worlds populat on ving in ree om. ere in our own emisp ere 
. . i ✓ ✓ 1..i.< h✓ ..,.....- ...- ~.,,,,,-there is dramatic ev dence of tuis c ange: more tnan 9u percent 

IL ✓ ✓- ,,,,..,., -.✓•· W'_ V 
oY the peo~e in La!in America afe n~w living unaer governments 

thci:t ar~ either dem6cratic 0~ headed iK that dir~tion 1 {" 

✓, ~ lf"' ✓ ✓ V ✓ dramatic reversa rom oniy a few years ago. 

Even the communist world is far from immune to this 

worldwide movement. In an astonis~ing tutfiaround f ro1" on!y a few 
✓ ,,kC _,/ V V. / /, years ayv, China, for example, has adopted sweeping economl.c 

refo~. And Eas<e"rn Euro~an rlations ar,-seek'lng hi'g"i1er 

Stand✓rds ✓-f· .,,,, ., ✓ ✓ / · ar, ot living through some free-market t6chniques1 and 
v ✓ v ✓ v: ,,,-:- - v ✓ v ..,,,.,..-

although for tne moment Poiish Solidarity has been suppressed we 

kn~ the huiig'er of the ro°lish pe~le fof~fre'fadom ca'~ n~er ~ 
comple--{ely st'!!ied. 

So we see even in the communist world, the great longing for 

personal freedom and democratic self-rule, the realization that 

economic progress is directly tied to the operation of a free 
k: ,,r .,,,,,., 

market, surfacing again and again. That's because Karl Marx was 
' V. 

in one sense right: 

centd{y. halbrou'gbt the ma~es in<c' conflict wi t'h the old 
./ ✓ ✓ / ,,,-· 

political order; only he was wro'fig abc5llt where this coffiict 

would ~ur. It is the democ~ies that aie vi:6rant and 

grdiiing -- bringGg to their people higiu(r and higher st~dards 
V V: ../" ✓ .,_,,....--: ,._,,.,--- ✓- ~ .~ ~ • of living ev~n as freedom grows and deepens whi~e the communist 
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wor~ h;; eco~ies th~ stacj€ate, techno'fogy th~ la~ an< 
v:: ✓✓ / ✓- / ~ ~ ,......--people who are restless and unhappy with their lives. 

~the So~et Un1on too, econo~ difficulties have led to 
reappraisal and ree~nation. M'€. Gor~chev himself ha~spoken 
l/ V ✓ .L" ✓ ✓ V ,r ✓ .,.,,., .... --

to this issue and I intend to engage him furt!fier on this matter 
-y ~ 

whlfn we meet. Without being overly optimistic we should 

recognize that it has happened before in. ~istory: a small ruling 

elite -- when it meets firm resistance to foreign adventurism -

begins to ponder how to lend more legitimacy to its government by 

allowing the people more of voice in their own destiny. 

And think what this would mean for the prospects of arms 

control and peace; consider what a process of democratization 
v .,,,,- ,__. 

within the Soviet Union might contribute. Public involvement in 
. .__.,..... ✓ ✓ .,,,,.- _.,,,,.- ......... _ _,,... .....--- ...--

the peat:'e initiatives would grow as it has in the West ana the 

eno~us Soviet mili(a_ry bucfget -- neat:(y ~ percent ofthe ¥o'ss 
V v'_ .--<" ., ✓ .,,.,- .,,,- i.,,'" 

national product -- wouid suddenly be subjected to public 
I<'" ✓ ✓. r' ~ V"" ;,,"'- ,,,..--

scrutiny as i't is here in the West. And one ox the central 

difficUl.ties tr( negotiating arms con°("rol agr~ents -- the 
v"' ............ ✓• ~ v-

problem of verification -- could be dramatically eased. Above 

all, the suspi~on and distfut which is endemic tocl;;ed 
✓ ✓ 

political systems, and which so poisons the mutual pursuit of 

peace by the Soviet Union and the United States, would be greatly 

alleviated. 

Now, don't get me wrong; I hardly think we've reached this 

situation, not by a long shot. But, my fellow Americans, I do 

believe that there is a historic trend towards more openness and 

democracy in the world and that even in communist countries the 
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momentum is building in this direction. But because, unlike the 

Soviets, we believe that history has no unalterable laws, we must 

do all in our power to accelerate this trend. Let us start by 

understanding the important factors that have contributed to this 

movement. 

To begin with, the health and vigor of the American 

economy -- with lmillion new jobs -- has been restored; and 

this in turn had led to a reinvigoration of the world economy, a 

lessening of international tension and a new appreciation by many 

nations for the pragmatics of freedom. Many more people and 

governments understand today that freedom is fruitful, that 

freedom works. And that is why it is especially important to 

keep our economy vigorous and expanding by moving here at home on 

initiatives like deficit reduction and tax reform. 

Second, our efforts to restore America's military might has 

brought with it a new appreciation by the rest of the world for 

American power, resolve and confidence. But this job is not yet 

completed. Since the postwar period the American people have 

sacrificed enormously to provide for the defense of the free 

world; let us not at the very moment when that willingness to 

sacrifice is beginning to pay dividends relax our vigilance or 

vigor. 

Third, this item I am about to discuss is actually related 

to our defense buildup but because I believe it is so vital to 

the peace process I wanted to treat it separately. As most of 

you know, the United States and the Soviet Union have for many 

years used massive nuclear arsenals to hold each other hostage in 
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a kind of mutual nuclear terror -- one side threatening massive 

retaliation against the other. This has been known as mutual 

assured destruction; M-A-D or M.A.D. as the arms control experts 

call it. I think you will agree there has never been a more apt 

acronym. As perhaps most of you also know, the United States is 

now embarked on research and development of new strategic defense 

system -- an intricate but very workable series of defenses that 

could provide a shield in outer space against incoming nuclear 

missiles. We believe this system could be partly deployed at the 

end of this decade or the early part of the 1990's. 

Now we have embarked on this program for a single reason: 

to end the madness of MAD, the insanity of mutual nuclear terror. 

Think what the advent of this new space shield -- a defensive 

system that would kill weapons not people -- could mean to our 

lives and the lives of our children. For the first time much of 

the dread of the postwar period would be lifted because we would 

have some means as a people to protect ourselves from a nuclear 

attack launched either by design or by mistake. 

Now I must tell you when I made the decision to go ahead 

with this program several years ago, I heard much well-intended 

advice urging me to either delay or not to take this course at 

all. But some decisions in any Presidency must be made alone; 

and it was so in this case. But I think we are already seeing 

evidence this was the correct course to choose; at first, many 

derided this proposal as unworkable calling it "star wars"; but 

as research efforts have continued the system has become 

increasingly feasible and this negative mood has altered. 
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The Soviets of course have been working on their own 

defensive system; much less capable than ours but nonetheless one 

in which they have moved from the research stage to the 

deployment stage. They have already, for example, installed a 

huge new radar system and computer network that would be the 

brains of any such system, a clear violation of the terms of the 

A.B.M. Treaty signed by our two countries in 1972. But because 

they are aware of our technological advantage, the Soviets are 

deeply frightened by our resolve to move ahead with our space 

shield; they have launched a massive propaganda offensive 

designed to convince the world our defensive system is 

"destabilizing" even as they move vigorously ahead with their 

own. 

So that is why I believe moving forward with our strategic 

defense initiative and making sure this system is not given up or 

negotiated away in Geneva is a third important step towards peace 

and freedom. 

Fourth, we must continue with a foreign policy that offers a 

wide range of peace initiatives even as it speaks out vigorously 

for freedom. Yes, we have been candid about the difference 

between the Soviets and ourselves and we have been willing to use 

our military power when our vital interests were threatened. And 

I think we can be pleased with the results: for the first time 

in many years not a single square inch of real estate has been 

lost to communist aggression, in fact, Grenada has been rescued 

from such a fate and in at least four other countries freedom 

fighters are now opposing the rule of totalitarian leaders. But 
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in addition to these firm foreign policy steps, we have also set 

in motion a wide series of diplomatic initiatives, perhaps the 

greatest number of such proposals in our history. They cover a 

range of areas: strategic nuclear weapons, intermediate nuclear 

weapons, chemical weapons, mutual troop reductions in Europe, and 

the list goes on. 

And it is in this last area, the business of negotiation 

between the Soviet Union and the United States that this Geneva 

meeting takes on a special importance. Too often in the past, 

the whole burden of Soviet and American relations has rested on 

one or two arms talks or even arms proposals. And while arms 

control is absolutely essential it can not be the only area of 

discussion between the United States and the Soviet Union. That 

is why I believe this summit conference can move the peace 

process substantially forward. After careful consultation with 

our allies, Secretary Shultz flew to Moscow last week and 

established with the Soviets a four-fold agenda for discussion. 

So, we will be discussing in Geneva arms control but also human 

rights; we will be talking with them about bilateral matters 

such as trade, scientific and cultural exchanges but also 

regional disputes such as those in Afghanistan, ·Angola and the 

other places I have mentioned. 

I think this represents a breakthrough. And I am determined 

to continue in this direction in Geneva by offering the Soviets a 

series of proposals that while not new when taken individually do 

make up in their entirety a unique and even revolutionary 

approach. With this series of "Open World" proposals, I want to 
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invite the Soviet Union to participate more fully in the effort 

to reduce secrecy and distrust between nations and construct a 

more open and constructive relationship. 

First, in my United Nations speech of last year I mentioned 

a proposal for a series of "Umbrella talks" between the Soviets 

and ourselves on a wide-ranging nwnber of issues. I will once 

again offer this proposal, suggesting not only regular meetings 

of the two heads of state but meetings at the cabinet and 

ministerial level as well. 

Second, in the area of arms control we will be discussing a 

wide series of proposals. In addition to theseJI want to 

formally take up the issue of our strategic defense initiative. 

But rather than bargaining away this essential system or spending 

our time in Geneva bickering over who is building what and which 

side is destabilizing the most; I am going to extend to the 

Soviets an invitation to share in the fruits of our research and 

deployment of this space shield. 

Third, I will be proposing a wide series of people-to-people 

exchanges. Unlike the exchanges of the past, however, which were 

limited to a tiny few on both sides, I will be suggesting to Mr. 

Gorbachev that we exchange on a yearly basis thousands of our 

citizens from different community, fraternal and cultural groups; 

students, religious organizations and so forth. 

And fourth and finally, I've noted that Mr. Gorbachev has 

shown a lively appreciation for America's free press tradition; I 

can assure you I will be preaching the virtues of some Soviet 

movement in this direction as well and will ask again, as I did 
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several years ago in a speech to the British Parliament, for an 

opportunity to address the Soviet people. 

Now I do not think progress on any of these proposals will 

necessarily be immediate. But I do believe the very fact that 

such proposals are on the table and under discussion is an event 

of considerable significance. 

To summarize then; I will be going to Geneva for peace and 

for freedom1 without illusions1 to put forward a whole series of 

"Open World" proposals that can help lead to a more open and less 

distrustful international climate. 

I also think the conversations Mr. Gorbachev and I will here 

together can help alleviate whatever suspicions and 

misunderstandings now exist between our two sides. You can be 

sure the Soviet Union knows the United States is not an aggressor 

and will never strike first against a foreign adversary. As 

Prime Minister Mulroney of Canada put it recently when he was 

told the United States was an imperialist Nation -- and I'm using 

the Prime Minister's words "What the hell do you mean 

'imperialist nation?'. We have a 5,000 mile border with them and 

for 172 years there hasn't been a shot fired in anger." 

But the great danger in the past has been the failure by our 

adversaries to remember that while the American people love peace 

they also love freedom and are always ready to sacrifice for it. 

That is why I will be stressing to Mr. Gorbachev that the only 

way war can ever break out between our two countries is through 

such a grave miscalculation on the part of the Soviets. My first 

meeting with Mr. Gorbachev, by the way, will be taking place on 
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the anniversary of the Gettysburg address; so you can be certain 

I will remind him that the American people are as determined as 

ever that "government by the people for the people and of the 

people shall not perish from the earth." 

In conclusion, my fellow Americans, while this sununit 

conference marks the culmination of much of our effort in the 

foreign policy area it i~ also, in another way, a milestone in a 

long personal journey. That quotation from James Madison I 

mentioned earlier was from a speech that marked my first entry 

into political life, a speech given more than two decades ago. 

It was a time when many of us anticipated the troubles and 

difficulties of the years ahead and wondered if America would 

meet that challenge. She has, of course, and, as I said during 

the campaign last year, this is not the work of any one man or 

party the accomplishment is yours; the credit belong to the 

American people. 

Both Nancy and I are proud and grateful for the chance you 

have given us to serve this Nation and the trust you have placed 

in us. And I think you can understand why on the eve of our 

departure for Geneva my thoughts turn not only to you but her as 

well: not just for all the support and love she has given me 

over the years but also because I know how deep the hope of peace 

is in her heart as it is in the heart of every American mother. 

You know recently Nancy and I saw together a moving new 

film, the story of Eleni, a woman caught in the Greek civil war 

at the end of World War II, a mother who because she smuggled her 
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children out to safety in America was tried, tortured and shot by 

the Greek communists. 

It is also the story of her son, Nicholas Gage, who grew up 

to become an investigative reporter with the New York Times and 

who secretly vowed to return to Greece someday to take vengeance 

on the man who had sent his mother to her death. But at the end 

of the story Nick Gage finds he cannot extract the vengeance he 

has promised himself. Mr Gage writes it would have relieved the 

pain that had filled him for so many years but it would also have 

broken the one bridge still connecting him to his mother and the 

part of him most like her. As he tells it: "her final cry, 

before the bullets of the firing squad tore into her, was not a 

curse on her killers but an invocation of what she died for, a 

declaration of love: 'my children.'" 

How that cry echoes down through the centuries, a cry for 

the children of the world, for peace, for love of a fellowman. 

Here then is what Geneva is really about; the hope of 

heeding such words, spoken so often in so many different 

places -- in a desert journey to promised land or by a carpenter 

at the Sea of Galilee words calling all men to be brothers and 

all nations to be one. 

Here is the central truth of our time, of any time; a truth 

to which I have tried to bear witness in this office. When I 

first accepted the nomination of my party for the presidency I 

asked the American people to join with me in prayer for our 

Nation and for the world. I want to remind you again that in the 

simple prayers of people like ourselves there is far more power 
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than in the hands of all the great statesmen or armies of the 

world. 

And so, as Thanksgiving approaches, I want to ask each of 

you to join me again in thanking God for all his blessings to 

this Nation and ask him to help and guide us so that next week in 

Geneva the cause of peace and freedom will be served and all of 

human life ennobled. 

God bless you and good night. 



• 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release Monday, November 4, 1985 

INTERVIEW OF THE PRESIDENT 
BY SOVIET NEWS ORGANIZATIONS 

October 31, 1985 

The oval Office 

2:05 P.M. EST 

THE PRESIDENT: May I welcome you all -- it's a pleasure 
here. And I appreciate very much the opportunity to be able to speak, 
in a sense, to the people of your country. I've always believed that 
a lot of the ills of the world would disappear if people talked more 
to each other instead of about each other. So I look forward to this 
r,ieeting and welcome your questions. 

Q Mr. President, we appreciate greatly this opportunity 
to ask to you personally questions after you kindly answered our 
written questions. We hope that they will be instructive and -- well, 
facilitate success for your forthcoming meeting with our leader. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I'm looking forward to that meeting. 
I'm hopeful and optimistic that maybe we can make some concrete 
achievements there. 

Q 
don't think 

We are planning to ask our questions in Russian. I 
I think you don't mind. 

THE PRESIDENT: No. 

Q Mr. President, we have become acquainted with the 
answers which you furnished to our written questions. They basically 
reflect the old U.S. proposals. They have been evaluated -- which 
have been evaluated by the Soviet side as being unbalanced and 
one-sided in favor of the U.S. side. And you have not answered 
concerning the new Soviet proposal. And this reply to the new Soviet 
proposal is what is of greatest interest before the meeting in Geneva. 

THE PRESIDENT: When this interview is over, later this 
afternoon at 3:00 p.m., I will be making a statement to our own press 
-- well, to all the press -- to the effect that we have been studying 
the Soviet proposal and tomorrow in Geneva, our team at the 
disarmament conference will be presenting our reply which will be a 
proposal that reflects the thinking of the original proposal that we 
had, but also of this latest. Indeed, it will show that we are 
accepting some of the figures that were in this counter-proposal by 
the Secretary General. 

There are some points in which we have offered compromises 
between some figures of theirs and some of ours. But that will all be 
-- all those figures will be available tomorrow, and I will simply be 
stating today that we have -- that that is going to take place 
tomorrow in Geneva. But it is a detailed counter-proposal that -- to 
a counter-proposal, as is proper in negotiations, that will reflect, 
as I say, the acceptance on our part of some of this latest proposal 
as well as compromises with earlier figures that we'd proposed. 
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Q I would like to have another question for you, Mr. 
President. According to a survey taken by The Washington Post and ABC 
on Tuesday it was found that 74 percent of the American people as 
compared to 20 percent said that they would like the U.S. and the 
Soviet Union to reduce their nuclear arsenals and not to have the U.S. 
develop space weapons. This seems to be the choice which the American 
people have made. It seems clear that without stopping the 
development of weapons in space there can be no reduction of nuclear 
weapons. This is the position of the Soviet side. So how then will 
you react, Mr. President, to this opinion expressed by the American 
public? 

' 
THE PRESIDENT: For one thing, it is based on a 

misconception. The use of the term "Star Wars" came about when one 
political figure in America used that to describe what it is we are 
researching and studying, and then our press picked it up and it has 
been world-wide. We're not talking about Star Wars at all. We are 
talking about seeing if there isn't a defensive weapon that does not 
kill people, but that simply makes it impossible for nuclear missiles, 
once fired out of their silos, to reach their objective -- to 
intercept those weapons. 

Now it is also true that, to show that this is a 
misconception on the part of the people when you use the wrong terms, 
not too long ago there was a survey taken, a poll of our people, and 
they asked them about Star Wars. And similar to the reaction in this 

· poll, only about 30 percent of the people in our country favored it, 
and the rest didn't. But in the same poll they then described, as I 
have tried to describe, what it is we are researching -- a strategic 
defensive shield that doesn't kill people, but would allow us one day 
-- all of us -- to reduce -- get rid of nuclear weapons. And over 90 
percent of the American people favored our going forward with such a 
program. 

Now this is one of the things that we will discuss. We are 
for, and have for several years now, been advocating a reduction in 
the number of nuclear weapons. It is uncivilized on the part of all 
of us to be sitting here with the only deterrent to war -- offensive 
nuclear weapons that in such numbers that both of us could threaten 
the other with the death and the annihilation of millions and millions 
of each other's people. 

And so that is the deterrent that is supposed to keep us 
from firing these missiles at each other. Wouldn't it make a lot more 
sense if we could find -- ' that as there has been in history for every 
weapon a defensive weapon. Weapon isn't the term to use for what we 
are researching. We are researching for something that could make it, 
as I ~ay, virtually impossible for these missiles to reach their 
targets. And if we find such a thing, my proposal is that we make it 
available to all the world. We don't just keep it for our own 
advantage. 

Q Mr. President, with the situation as it stands today in 
the international arena, attempts to create such a space shield will 
inevitably lead to suspicion on the other side that the country 
creating such a space shield will be in a position to make a first 
strike. This is a type of statement whose truth is agreed to by many 
people. Now, it's apparent that the American people have indicated 
their choice, that if it comes down to a choice between the creation 
of such a space system and the decrease in nuclear arms, they prefer a 
decrease in nuclear arms. So, it seems to be a realistic evaluation 
on the part of the American people. And I would like to ask how the 
American government would react to the feelings of the American people 
in this regard. 
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THE PRESIDENT: In the first place, yes, if someone was 
developing such a defensive system and going to couple it with their 
own nuclear weapons -- offensive weapons -- yes, that could put them 
in a position where they might be more likely to dare a first strike. 
But your country, your government has been working on this same kind 
of'a plan beginning years before we ever started working on it, which, 
I think, would indicate that maybe we should be a little suspicious 
that they want it for themselves. 

But I have said, and am 'prepared to say at the summit, that 
if such a weapon is possible, and our research reveals that, then, our 
move would be to say to all the world, "Here, it is available." We 
won't put this weapon -- or this system in place, this defensive 
system, until we do away with our nuclear missiles, our offensive 
missiles. But we will make it available to other countries, including 
the Soviet Union, to do the same thing. 

Now, just what -- whichever one of us comes up first with 
that defensive system, the Soviet Union or us or anyone else -- what a 
picture if we say no one will claim a monopoly on it. And we make 
that offer now. It will be available for the Soviet Union, as well as 
rn1rselves. 

And if the Soviet Union and the United States both say we 
will eliminate our offensive weapons, we will put in this defensive 
thing in case some place in the world a madman some day tries to 
create these weapons again -- nuclear weapons -- because, remember, we 
all know how to make them now. So, you can't do away with that 
information. But we would all be safe knowing that if such a madman 

. project is ever attempted there isn't any of us that couldn't defend 
ourselves against it. 

So, I can assure you now we are not going to try and 
monopolize this, if such a weapon is developed, for a first-strike 
capability. 

Q Mr. President, I would like to ask you about some of 
the matters which concern mutual suspicion and distrust. And .you 
indicated at your speech at the United Nations that the U.S. does not 
extend -- does not have troops in other countrie~ -- but there are 
has not occupied other countries. But there are 550,000 troops -
military personnel outside of the United States. In 32 countries, 
there are 1,500 military bases. So, one can see in this way which 
country it is that has become surrounded. And you have agreed that 
the -Soviet Union has the right to look-out for the interest of its 
security. And it is inevitable that the Soviet Union must worry about 
these bases which have -- which are around it. 

The Soviet Union, in turn, has not done the same. So, how 
do you in this respect anticipate to create this balance of security 
which you have spoken about? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I can't respond to your exact numbers 
there that you've given. I don't have them right at my fingertips as 
to what they are. But we're talking about two different things -
we're talking about occupying a country with foreign troops, such as 
we see the Soviet Union doing in Afghanistan, and there are other 
places, too -- Angola, South Yemen, Ethiopia. 

Yes, we have troops in bases. The bulk of those would be in 
the NATO forces -- the alliance in Europe along the NATO line -- there 
in response to even superior numbers of Warsaw pact troops that are 
aligned against them. And the United States, as one of the members of 
the alliance, contributes troops to that NATO force. 
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The same is true in Korea in which, at the invitation of the 
South Korean government, we have troops to help them there because of 
the demilitarized zone and the threatening nature of North Korea, 
which attacked them without warning. And that was not an American 
war, even though we provided the most of the men. That war was fought 
under the flag of the United Nations. The United Nations found North 
Korea guilty of aggression in violation of the Charter of the U.N. 
And, finally, South Korea was defended and the North Koreans were 
defeated. But they still have maintained a size3ble, threatening 
offensive force. 

Other places -- we have bases in the far Pacific; we've had 
them for many years in the Philippines. We lease those -- those are 
bases we rent. In fact, we even have a base that is leased on Cuba 
that was there long before there was a Castro in Cuba -- a naval base. 
But this, I think, is a far cry from occupying other countries, 
including the nations in the Warsaw pact. They never were allowed the 
self-determination that was agreed to in the Yalta Treaty -- the end 
of World War II. 

So, I think my statement still goes -- that there is a 
difference in occupation and a difference in having bases where they 
are there in a noncombat situation, and many where they are requested 
by the parent country. 

Q If there's a referendum and the Cuban people decide 
that the base at Guantanamo should be evacuated, would it be 
evacuated? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, because the lease for that was made many 
years ago and it still has many years to run, and we're perfectly 
legal in our right to be there. It is fenced off. There is no 
contact with the people or the main island of Cuba at all. 

Q Mr. President, you have mentioned Afghanistan. I would 
like to say that in Afghanistan Soviet troops are there at the 
invitation of the Afghan government to defend the Afghan revolution 
against the incursions of forces· from abroad that are funded and 
supported by the United States. 

In the United Nations, and in your written replies to our 
questions, you have indicated that the United States has not attempted 
to use force, but has fostered the process of democracy by peaceful 
means. How does this reply fit in with the use of force by the United 
States in many countries abroad, beginning with Vietnam, where seven 
million tons of weapons were dropped -- seven million tons more than 
were in the Second World War, and, also, Grenada? I ask this not to 
dwell on the past, but simply to clarify this issue. 

THE PRESIDENT: And it can be clarified, yes. 

First, of all, with regard to Afghanistan, the government 
which invited the Soviet troops in didn't have any choice because the 
government was put there by the Soviet Union and put there with the 
force of arms to guarantee. And, in fact, the man who was the head of 
that government is the second choice. The first one wasn't 
satisfactory to the Soviet Union and they came in with armed forces 
and threw him out and installed their second choice, who continues to 
be the governor. 

Now, there are no outside forces fighting in there. But, as 
a matter of fact, I think there are some things that, if they were 
more widely known, would shock everyone worldwide. For example, one 
of the weapons being used against the people of Afghanistan consists 
of toys -- dolls, little toy trucks, things that are appealing to 
children. They're scattered in the air. But when the children pick 
them up, their hands are blown off. They are what we call 
booby-traps. They're like land mines. This is hardly consistent with 
the kind of armed warfare that has occurred between nations. 
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, Vietnam? Yes, when Vietnam -- or let's say, French 

Indochina -- was given up as a colony, an international forum in 
Geneva, meeting in Geneva, established a North Vietnam and a South 
Vietnam. The North Vietnam was already governed by a communist group 
and had a government in place during the Japanese occupation of French 
Indochina. South Vietnam had to start and create a government. 

We were invited into -- with instructors, to help them 
establish something they had never had before, which was a military. 

·And our instructors went in in civilian clothes. Their families went 
with them. And they started with a country that didn't have any 
military schools or things of this kind to create an armed force for 
the government of South Vietnam. 

They were harrassed by terrorists from the very beginning. 
Finally, it was necessary to send the families home. Schools were 
being bombed. There was even a practice of rolling bombs down the 
aisles of movie theaters and killing countless people that were simply 
enjoying a movie. And finally, changes were made that our people were 
allowed to arm themselves for their own protection. 

And then, it is true, that President Kennedy sent in a unit . 
of troops to provide protection. This grew into the war of Vietnam. 
At no time did the allied force -- and it was allied. There were more 
in there than just American troops. -- At no time did we try for 
victory. Maybe that's what was wrong. We simply tried to maintain a 
demilitarized zone between North and South Vietnam. And we know the 
result that has occurred now. 

violation 
Vietnam. 
conquered 

And it is all one state of Vietnam. It was conquered 
of a treaty that was signed in Paris between North and 
We left South Vietnam, and North Vietnam swept down, 
the country, as I say, in violation of a treaty. 

in 
South 

But this is true of almost any of the other places that you 
mentioned. We -- I've talked so long I've forgotten some of the other 
examples that you used. 

Q Grenada. 

THE PRESIDENT: What? 

Q Grenada. 

THE PRESIDENT: Grenada. Ah. We had some several hundred 
young American medical students there. Our intelligence revealed that 
they were threatened as potential hostages and the government of 
Grenada requested help, military help, not only from the United 
States, but from the other Commonwealth nations -- island nations in 
the Caribbean -- from Jamaica, from Dominica, a number of these 
others. They in turn relayed the request to us because they did not 
have armed forces in sufficient strength. 

And, yes, we landed. And we found warehouses filled with 
weapons, and they were of Soviet manufacture. We found hundreds of 
Cubans there. There was a brief engagement. We freed the island. 
And in a very short time, our troops came home, after rescuing our 
students, rescuing the island. There are no American troops there 
now. Grenada has set up a democracy and is ruling itself by virtue of 
an election that was held shortly thereafter among the people, and of 
which we played no part. 

And there is the contrast: The Soviet troops have been in 
Afghanistan for six years now, fighting all that time. We did what we 
were asked to do -- the request of the government of Grenada -- and 
came home. 
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Q Mr. President, with relation to the ABM Treaty, which 
was signed in 1972, Article V of that treaty indicates, and I quote, 
•that each side will not develop a test or deploy anti-ballistic 
missile components or systems which are sea-based, air-based, 
space-based or mobile land-based. Now, some administration 
representatives say that the Treaty is such that it permits all of 
these things -- the development, the testing, and deployment of ABM 
systems. Such an interpretation of that treaty certainly cannot help 
achieve agreement. 

What is the true position of the American administration 
with regard to the interpretation of this treaty? Will the U.S. abide 
by the Treaty of not? And certainly the results of your meeting with 
General Secretary Gorbachev will depend a great deal on that fact. 

THE PRESIDENT: There are two varying interpretations of the 
treaty. There is an additional clause in the treaty that would seem 
to be more liberal than that paragraph 5 -- or clause 5. The other 
hand, we have made it plain that we are going to stay within a strict 
definition of the treaty. And what we are doing with regard to 
r~search -- and that would include testing -- is within the treaty. 

Now, with regard to deployment, as I said earlier, no, we 
are doing what is within the treaty and which the Soviet Union has 
.already been doing for quite some time, same kind of research and ., . 
development. But, when it comes to deployment, I don't know what the· 
Soviet Union was going to do when and if their research developed such 
a weapon, or still if it does. But I do know what we're going to do 
and I have stated it already. We would not deploy -- my -- it is not 
my purpose for deployment -- until we sit down with the other nations 
of the world, and those that have nuclear arsenals, and see if we 
cannot come to an agreement on which there will be deployment only if 
there is elimination of the nuclear weapons. 

Now, you might say if we're going to eliminate the nuclear 
weapons, then why do we need the defense? Well, I repeat what I said 
earlier. We all know how to make them -- the weapons, so it is 
possible that some day a madman could arise in the world -- we were 
both allies in a war that came about because of such a madman -- and 
therefore, it would be like, in Geneva after World War I when the 
nations all got together and said no more poison gas, but we all kept 
our gasmasks. Well, this weapon, if such can be developed, would be 
today's gasmask. But we would want it for everyone and the terms for 
getting it, and the terms for our own deployment would be the 
elimination of the offensive weapons -- a switch to maintain trust and 
peace between us of having defense systems that gave us security, not 
the threat of annihilation -- that one or the other of us would 
annihilate the other with nuclear weapons. 

So, we will not be violating this treaty at any time, 
because, as I say, it is not our purpose to go forward with deployment 
if and when such a weapon proved practical. 

Q Mr. President, we've about run out of time unless you 
had something in conclusion you wanted to state. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I -- we haven't covered -- I guess 
I've filibustered on too many of these questions here with lengthy 
answers. I know you have more questions there. I'm sorry that we 
haven't time for them. 

But I would just like to say that the Soviet Union and the l 
United States -- well, not the Soviet Union, let us say Russia and th~ 
United States have been allies in two wars. The Soviet Union and the 1 
United States, allies in one, the last and greatest war, World War II. / 
Americans and Russians died side by side, fighting the same enemy. _,) 
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There are Americans buried on Soviet soil. And it just seems to 
me -- and what I look forward to in this meeting with the General 
Secretary -- is that people don't start wars, governments do. And I 
have a little thing here that I copied out of an article the other day 
an6 the author of the article uttered a very great truth. "Nations do 
not distrust each other because they are armed. They arm themselves 
because they distrust each other." Well, I hope that in the summit 
maybe we can find ways that we can prove by deed -- not just words, 
but by deeds -- that there is no need for distrust between us. And 
then we can stop punishing our people by using our wherewithal to 
build these arsenals of weapons instead of doing more things fo~ the 
comfort of the people. 

Q Thank you very much, Mr. President, and --

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

(end of formal interview) 

***** 
(start of informal comments) 

Q -- it's a pity, sir, too, that there can't be enough 
time to have your answers for all our questions --

THE PRESIDENT: Well, all right. Okay. 

Q Thank you, Mr. President. 

Q Unfortunately, Mr. President, we cannot discuss with 
you the history of questions which we just asked already because we 
have sometimes a very different attitude of that. But no time. 

Q As you know, the world is sort of different. 

THE PRESIDENT: I was waiting for a question that would 
allow me to point out that, under the detente that we had for a few 
years, during which we signed the SALT I and the SALT II Treaties, the 
Soviet Union added over 7,000 warheads to its arsenal. And we have 
fewer than we had in 1969. And 3,800 of those were added to the 
arsenal after the signing of SALT II. So --

0 But 

Q But still you have more warheads 

THE PRESIDENT: No, we don't. 

Q -- Mr. President. 

THE PRESIDENT: Oh, no we don't. 

Q Yes, you have -- well, to 12,000 

Q You know, it's an interesting phenomenon because in 
'79, after seven years of very severe -- I would say the -
researching in -- SALT II, the -- President Carter and other 
specialists told that there was a parity in strategic and military. 
And then you came to the power and they said -- you said it sounded 
that the Soviet Union is much ahead. Then, recently, in September, 
you said almost the same, though the Joint Chiefs of Staffs told this 
year that there is a parity. What is the contradiction? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, there really isn't. Somebody might say 
that with the sense of that we have sufficient for a deterrent, that, 
in other words, we would have enough to make it uncomfortable if 
someone attacked us. But, no,. your arsenal does out-count ours by a 
great number. 
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O People say that -- (inaudible.) (Laughter.) The 
generals your generals say that they wouldn't --

0 Okay. 

O -- switch, you know, with our generals, your arsenal. 

O I would like to tell you also that those stories about 
dolls in Afghanistan. I was in Afghanistan there a little bit --

MR. SPEAKES: He's -- maybe we'll have another opportunity 

O Yes, we hope so. 

MR. SPEAKES: And he's got to go down and tell the General 
Secretary, through our press, what he's going to do. 

O Thank you very much, Mr. President, and we wish you 
certainly success and good achievements in your meeting with Mr. 
Gorbachev. We hope for this. 

O Thank you very much, Mr. President. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

END 2:47 P.M. EST 
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RESPONSES TO PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED 
WRITTEN QUESTIONS 

Q: The forthcoming meeting between General Secretary 
Gorbachev and you, Mr. President, is for obvious reasons looked 
upon as an event of special importance. Both sides have stated 
their intention to make an effort to improve relations between 
our two countries, to better the overall international situation. 
The Soviet Union has, over a period of time, put forward a whole 
set of concrete proposals and has unilaterally taken steps in 
various areas directly aimed at achieving this goal. What is 
the U.S. for its part going to do? 

THE PRESIDENT: I fully agree that my meeting with 
General Secretary Gorbachev has special significance, and I am 
personally looking forward to it very much. I sincerely hope 
that we will be able to put relations between our two countries 
on a safer and more secure course. I, for my part, will 
certainly do all I can to make that possible. 

we of course study every Soviet proposal carefully and 
when we find them promising we are happy to say so. If, on the 
other hand, we find them one-sided in their effect, we explain 
why we feel as we do. At the same time we, too, have made 
concrete proposals -- dozens of them -- which also cover every 
sphere of our relationship, from the elimination of chemical 
weapons and resolution of regional conflicts to the expansion of 
contacts and exchanges, and we hope these receive the same 
careful attention that we give to Soviet proposals. 

Let me give you a few examples. One thing that has 
created enormous tension in u.s.-soviet relations over the last 
few years has been attempts to settle problems around the world 
by using military force. The resort to arms, whether it be in 
Afghanistan, Cambodia, or in Africa, has contributed nothing to 
the prospects for peace or the resolution of indigenous problems, 
and has only brought additional suffering to the peoples of these 
regions. This is also dangerous, and we need to find a way to 
stop attempts to solve problems by force. So I have proposed 
that both our countries encourage parties to these conflicts to 
lay down their arms and negotiate solutions -- and if they are 
willing to do that our countries should find a way to agree to 
support a peaceful solution and refrain from providing military 
support to the warring parties. And if peace can be achieved, 
the .United States will contribute generously to an international 
effort to restore war-ravaged economies -- just as we did after 
the second world war, contributing to the recovery of friends and 
erstwhile foes alike, and as we have. done on countless other 
occasions. 

Both of our governments agree that our nuclear arsenals 
are much too large. We are both committed to radical arms 
reductions. So the United States has made concrete proposals .for 
such reductions: to bring ballistic missile warheads down to 
5,000 on each side, and to eliminate a whole category of 
intermediate-range missiles from our arsenals altogether. These 
have not been "take-it-or-leave-it" proposals. We are prepared 
to negotiate, since we know that negotiation is necessary if we 
are to reach a solution under which neither side feels 
threatened. We are willing to eliminate our advantages if you 
will agree to eliminate yours. The important thing is to begin 
reducing these terrible weapons in a way that both sides will 
feel secure, and to continue that process until we have 
eliminated them altogether. 

MORE 



-10-

Events of the past ten to fifteen years have greatly 
increased mistrust between our countries. If we are to solve the 
key problems in our relationship, we have to do something to 
restore confidence in dealing with each other. This requires 
better communication, more contact, and close attention to make 
sute that both parties fulfill agreements reached~ That is why 
we have made literally 40 to SO proposals to improve our working 
relationship, expand communication and build confidence. For 
example, we have proposed an agreement to cooperate on the 
peaceful use of space. The Apollo-Soyuz joint mission was a 
great success in 1975, and we should try to renew that sort of 
cooperation. We have also made several proposals for more direct 
contact by our military people. If they talked to each other 
more, ~hey might find that at least some of their fears are 
unfounded. But most of all, ordinary people in both countries 
should have more contact, particularly our young people. The 
future, after all, belongs to them. I'd like to see us sending 
thousands of students to each other's country every year, to get 
to know each other, to learn from each other and -- most of all 
-- to come to understand that, even with our different 
philosophies, we can and must live in peace. 

Obviously we are not going to solve all the differences 
between us at one meeting, but we would like to take some 
concrete steps forward. Above all, I hope that our meeting will 
give momentum to a genuine process of problem solving, and that 
we can agree on a course to take us toward a safer world for all 
- and .growing cooperation between our countries. 
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QUESTION TWO 

Q: The Soviet Union stands for peaceful coexistence 
w~th countries which have different social systems, including the 
U.S. In some of your statements, the point has been made that in 
spite of differences between our countries, it is necessary to 
avoid a military confrontation. In other words, we must learn 
how to live in peace. Thus, both sides recognize the fact that 
the issue of arms limitation and reduction is and will be 
determining in these relations. The special responsibility of 
the U.S. and u.s.s.R. for the fate of the world is an objective 
fact. What in your opinion can be achieved in the area of 
security in your meeting with Gorbachev? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, first of all, I would say that we 
think all countries should live together in peace, whether they 
have the same or different social _systems. Even if social 
systems are similar, this shouldn't give a country the right to 
use force against another. 

But you are absolutely right when you say that we must 
learn to live in peace. As I have said many times, a nuclear war 
cannot be won and must never be fought. And this means that our 
countries must not fight any type of war. 

You are also right when you say that our countries bear 
a special responsibility before the world. This is the case not 
only because we possess enormous nuclear arsenals, but because as 
great powers, whether we like it or not, our example and actions 
affect all those around us. 

Our relations involve not only negotiating new 
agreements, but abiding by past agreements as well. Often we are 
accused by your country of interfering in your "internal" affairs 
on such questions as human rights, but this is a case in point. 
Ten years ago we both became participants in the Helsinki Accords 
and committed ourselves to certain standards of conduct. We are 
living up to those commitments and expect others to do so also. 
Soviet-American relations affect as well regional conflicts, 
political relations among our friends and allies, and many other 
areas. 

The fact that our countries have the largest and most 
destructive nuclear arsenals obliges us not only to make sure 
they are never used, but to lead the world toward the elimination 
of these awesome weapons. 

I think that my meeting with General Secretary 
Gorbachev can start us on the road toward the goal our countries 
have set: the radical reduction of nuclear weapons and steps to 
achieve their complete elimination. We can do this by finding 
concrete ways to overcome roadblocks in the negotiating process 
and thus give a real impetus to our negotiators. Of course, we 
will also have to deal with other problems, because it will be 
very hard to make great progress in arms control unless we can 
also act to lower tensions, reduce the use and threat of force, 
and build confidence in our ability to deal constructively with 
each other. 
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QUESTION THREE 

Q: As is well known, the u.s. and the u.s.s.R. 
reached an understanding last January in Geneva that the top 
priority of the new negotiations must be the prevention of the 
arms race in space. But now, the American delegation in Geneva 
is trying to limit the discussion to consideration of the 
question of nuclear arms and is refusing to talk about the 
prevention of the arms race in space. How should we interpret 
this American position? 

~ 

THE PRESIDENT: You have misstated the January 
agreement. Actually, our Foreign Ministers agreed to •work out 
effective agreements aimed at preventing an arms race in space 
and terminating it on earth, at limiting and reducing nuclear 
arms, and at strengthening strategic stability.• Further, they 
agreed that the •subject of negotiations will be a complex of 
questions concerning space and nuclear arms--both strategic and 
medium range--with all these questions considered and resolved in 
their interrelationship.n 

Since your question reflects a misunderstanding of the 
United States position, let me review it for you: 

First, we believe that the most threatening weapons facing 
mankind today are nuclear weapons of mass destruction. These are 
offensive weapons, and they exist today--in numbers that are much 
too high. Our most urgent task therefore is to begin to reduce 
them radically and to create conditions so that they can 
eventually be eliminated. Since most of these weapons pass 
through space to reach their targets, reducing them is as 
important to prevent an arms race in space as it is to terminate 
an arms race on earth. 

As I noted earlier, we have made concrete, specific 
proposals to achieve this. Recently, your government finally 
made some counterproposals, and we will be responding in a 
genuine spirit of give-and-take in an effort to move toward 
practical solutions both countries can agree on. 

Second, we believe that offensive and defensive systems are 
closely interrelated, and that these issues should be treated, as 
our Foreign Ministers agreed, as interrelated. Our proposals are 
fully consistent with this understanding. We are seeking right 
now with Soviet negotiators in Geneva a thorough discussion of 
how a balance of offensive and defensive systems could be 
achieved, and how -- if scientists are able to develop effective 
defenses in the future -- we might both use them to protect our 
countries and allies without threatening the other. And if we 
ever succeed in eliminating nuclear weapons, countries are going 
to require a defense against them, in case some madman gets his 
hands on some and tries to blackmail other countries. 

Specifically, we have proposed: 

--on strategic nuclear arms, a reduction of each side's nuclear 
forces down to 5,000 warheads on ballistic missiles. That would 
be a very dramatic lowering of force levels, in a way that would 
greatly enhance strategic stability. We have also offered to 
negotiate strict limits on other kinds of weapons. Because our 
force structures are different, and because the Soviet Union has 
complained about having to reconfigure its forces, we have 
offered to seek agreements which would balance these differing 
areas of American and Soviet strength. 
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--On intermediate-range nuclear forces, we believe the best 
course is to eliminate that entire category of forces, which 
includes the 441 SS-20 missiles the Soviet Union has deployed, 
anq our Pershing II and ground-launched cruise missiles. If this 
is not immediately acceptable, we have also offered an interim 
agreement which would establish an equal number of warheads on 
U.S. and Soviet missiles in this category, at the lowest possible 
level. 

--In the area of space and defense, we are seeking to discuss 
with Soviet negotiators the possibility that new technology might 
allow both sides to carry out a transition to greater reliance on 
defensive weapons, rather than basing security on offensive 
nuclear forces. 

So that there would be no misunderstandings about our 
research program on new defensive systems which is being carried 
out in full compliance with the ABM Treaty, I sent the director 
of our Strategic Defense research program to Geneva to brief 
Soviet negotiators. Unfortunately, we have not had a comparable 
description of your research in this area, which we know is 
long-standing and quite extensive. 

Frankly, I have difficulty understanding why some people 
have misunderstood and misinterpreted our.position. The research 
we are conducting in the United States regarding strategic 
defense is in precisely the same areas as the research being 
conducted in the Soviet Union. There are only two differences: 
first the Soviet Union has been conducting research in many of 
these areas longer than we have, and is ahead in some. Second, we 
are openly discussing our program, because our political system 
requires open debate before such decisions are made. But these 
differences in approaches to policy decisions should not lead to 
erroneous conclusions. Both sides are involved in similar 
research, and there is nothing wrong in that. 

However, this does make it rather hard .for us to 
understand why we should be accused of all sorts of aggressive 
intentions when we are doing nothing more than you are. The 
important thing is for us to discuss these iss.ues candidly. 

In sum, what we are seeking is a balanced, fair, 
verifiable agreement -- or series of agreements -- that will 
permit us to do what was agreed in Geneva in January: to 
terminate the arms race on earth and prevent it in space. The 
United States has no •tricks• up its sleeve, and we have no 
desire to threaten the Soviet Union in any way. Frankly, if the 
Soviet Union would take a comparable attitude, we would be able 
to make very rapid progress toward an agreement. 
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QUESTION FOUR 

Q: Mr. President, officials of your Administration 
claim that the U.S., in its international relations, stands for 
the forces of democracy. How can one reconcile statements of 
this kind with the actual deeds of the U.S.? If you take any 
current example, it seems that when a particular country wants to 
exercise its right to independent development -- whether it be in 
the Middle East, in Southern Africa, in Central America in Asia 
-- it is the U.S. in particular, which supports those who stand 
against the majority of the people, against legitimate 
governments. 

THE PRESIDENT: Your assertion ~bout U.S. actions is 
totally unfounded. From your question, one might think that the 
United States was engaged in a war in some other country and in 
so doing had set itself against the majority of the people who 
want self determination. I can assure you that this is not the 
case. I am proud, as are all Americans, that not a single 
American soldier is in combat anywhere in the world. If every 
country could say the same, we would truly live in a world of 
less tension and danger. 

Yes, we are very supportive of democracy. It is the basis 
of our political system and our whole philosophy. Our nation was 
not founded on the basis.of one ethnic group or culture, as are 
many other countries, but on the basis of the democratic ideal. 
For example we believe that governments are legitimate only if 
they are created by the people, and that they are subordinate to 
the people, who select in free elections those who govern them. 
But democracy is more than elections in which all who wish can 
compete. In our view there are many things that even properly 
elected governments have no right to do. No American government 
can restrict freedom of speech, or of religion, and no American 
government can tell its people where they must live or whether 
they can leave the country or not. These and the other 
individual freedoms enshrined in our Constitution are the most 
precious gift our forefathers bequeathed us and we will defend 
them so long as we exist as a nation. 

Now this doesn't mean that we think we are perfect. Of 
course we are not. We have spent over 200 years trying to live 
up to our ideals and correct faults in our society, and we're 
still at it. It also doesn't mean that we think we have a right 
to impose our system on others. We don't, because we believe 
that every nation should have the right to determine its own way 
of life. But when we see other nations threatened from the 
outside by forces which would destroy their liberties and impose 
the rule of a minority by force of arms, we will help them resist 
that whenever we can. We would not be true to our democratic 
ideals if we did not. 

We respond with force only as a last resort, and only 
when we or our Allies are the victims of aggression. For . 
example, in World War II, we took a full and vigorous part in the 
successful fight against Hitlerism, even though our country was 
not invaded by the Nazis. We still remember our wartime alliance 
and the heroism the peoples of the Soviet Union displayed in that 
struggle. And we also remember that we never used our position 
as one of the victors to add territory or to attempt to dominate 
others. Rather we helped rebuild the devastated countries, 
friends and erstwhile foes alike, and helped foster democracy 
where there was once totalitarianism. Have we not all benefitted 
from the fact that Japan and the Federal Republic of Germany are 
today flourishing democracies, and strong pillars of a stable and 
humane world order? Well, the German and Japanese people deserve 
the most credit for this, but we believe we helped along the way. 
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In the areas you mention, we are heartened by trends we 
see, although there are still many troubling areas. In the 
southern part of Africa, Angola is torn by civil war, yet we have 
determined not to supply arms to either side, and to urge a 
peaceful settlement. In South Africa, the system of apartheid is 
repugnant to all Americans, but here as well we seek a peaceful 
solution and for many years we have refused to supply arms or 
police equipment to the South African Government. In Latin 
America, great progress in the transition from authoritarian to 
democratic societies has been made, and now on that continent 
there exist only four countries that do not have democratically 
elected governments. Since 1979 seven Latin American countries 
have made major strides from authoritarian to democratic systems. 
Over the years, we have been a leading voice for decolonization 
and have used our influence with our closest friends and allies 
to hasten this process. We are gratified by the nearly completed 
process of decolonization, and take pride in our role. 

I should emphasize that our aim has been to encourage the 
process of democratization through peaceful means. And not just 
the American government, but the American people as a whole have 
supported this process with actions and deeds. 

American society has long been characterized by its spirit 
of volunteerism and by its compassion for the less fortunate. At 
home, we are proud of our record of support for those who cannot 
manage for themselves. It is not simply that the government, but 
the American people, through a host of voluntary organizations, 
who bring help to the needy--the victims of floods and fires, the 
old, the infirm and the handicapped. Americans have been no less 
generous in giving to other peoples. I remember the efforts of 
Herbert Hoover in organizing the American Relief effort to feed 
Soviet victims of famine in the 1920's, and these efforts 
continue to this day, whether it be food for the victims of 
famine in Ethiopia, or of earthquakes in Mexico. 
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QUESTION FIVE 

Q: The Soviet Union has unilaterally taken a series 
of major steps. It has pledged not to be the first to use 
nuclear weapons. It has undertaken a moratorium on any kind of 
nuclear tests. It has stopped deployment of intermediate-range 
missiles in the European part of its territory and has even 
reduced their number. Why hasn't the U.S. done anything 
comparable? 

THE PRESIDENT: Actually, we have frequently taken 
steps intended to lower tension and to show our good will, though 
these were rarely reciprocated. Immediately after World War II, 
when we were the only country with nuclear weapons, we proposed 
giving them up altogether to an international authority, so that 
no country would have such destructive power at its disposal. 
What a pity that this idea was not accepted! 

Not only did we not use our nuclear monopoly against others, 
we signalled our peaceful intent by demobilizing our armed forces 
in an extraordinarily rapid way. At the end of the war in 1945, 
we had 12 million men under arms, but by the beginning of 1948 we 
had reduced our forces to one-tenth of that number, 1.2 million. 
Since the 1960's we have unilaterally cut back our own nuclear 
arsenal: we now have considerably fewer weapons than in 1969, 
and only one third of the destructive power which we had at that 
time. 

The United States and the NATO allies have repeatedly said 
that we will never use our arms, conventional or nuclear, unless 
we are attacked. 

Let me add something that might not be widely known in the 
Soviet Union. In agreement with the NATO countries, the United 
States since 1979 has removed from Europe well over 1,000 nuclear 
warheads. When all of our withdrawals have been completed, the 
total number of warheads withdrawn will be over 2,400. That's a 
withdrawal of about 5 nuclear weapons for every intermediate-
range missile we plan to deploy. It will bring our nuclear forces 
in Europe to the lowest level in some twenty years. We have seen 
no comparable Soviet restraint. 

If the Soviet Union is now reducing its intermediate range 
missiles in Europe, that's a long overdue step. The Soviet Union 
has now deployed 441 SS-20 missiles, each with three 
warheads--that is 1323 warheads. I don't have to remind you that 
this Soviet deployment began when NATO had no comparable systems 
in Europe. We first attempted to negotiate an end to these 
systems, but when we could not reach agreement, NATO proceeded 
with a limited response which will take place gradually. Today, 
the Soviet Union commands an advantage in warheads of 7 to 1 on 
missiles already deployed. Our position remains as it has always 
been, that it ·would be better to negotiate an end to all of these 
types of missiles. But even if our hopes for an agreement are 
disappointed and NATO has to go to full deployment, this will 
only be a maximum of 572 single-warhead missiles. 
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Moreover, President Carter cancelled both the enhanced
radiation warhead and the B-1 bomber in 1978, and the Soviet 
Union made no corresponding move. In fact, when asked what the 
Soviet Union would reduce in response, one of your officials 
said, •we are not philanthropists.• In 1977 and 1978 the United 
States also tried to negotiate a ban on developing anti-satellite 
weapons. The Soviet Union refused a ban, and proceeded to develop 
and test an anti-satellite weapon. Having already established an 
operational anti-satellite system, the Soviet Union now proposes 
a •freeze• before the U.S. can test its own system. Obviously, 
that sort of •freeze• does not look very fair to us; if the shoe 
were on the other foot, it wouldn't look very fair to you either. 

The issues between our two countries are of such importance 
that the positions of each government should be communicated 
accurately to the people of both countries. In this process, the . 
media of both countries have an important role to play. We 
should not attempt to "score points• against each other. And the 
media should not distort our positions. We are committed to 
examining every Soviet proposal with care, seeking to find areas 
of agreement. It is important that the Soviet government do the 
same in regard to our proposals. 

The important thing is that we both deal seriously with each 
other's proposals, and make a genuine effort to bridge our 
differences in a way which serves the interests of both countries 
and the world as a whole. It is in this spirit that I will be 
approaching my meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev. 
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