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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM FOR TONY DOLAN

S,
FROM: FRANK DONATELLI\€? )
RE: SUMMIT SPEECH TO THE NATION

Our strongest supporters and most loyal party members are
questioning our resolve in light of the President's
statements to network anchors last week and in the interview
yesterday. It is important to offer strong reassurance that
the President has not abandoned his traditional views of the
Soviet system. Welcoming new Soviet initiatives is fine;
forgiving or overlooking past misdeeds is perilous. I
strongly suggest adding some additional passages which

seeks to reassure the public on this key point.

Some specific suggestions are written in the attached copy
of the text.
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WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM
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SUBJECT: PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS TO THE NATION: SUMMIT
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office with an infor copy to my office by 12:00 TODAY. Thank you.
RESPONSE:
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PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS TO THE NATION: SUMMIT S
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 10, 1987

Good evening. As I am speaking to you now, General
Secretary Gorbachev is leaving American airspace on his return
trip to the Soviet Union. His departure marks the end of
3 historic days here in Washington -- in which Secretary
Gorbachev and I put in place a foundation for better relations
between our governments and our peoples.

During these 3 days we took a step -- only a first step, I
should point out, but still a critical one -- towards building a
more durable peace; indeed, a step that may be the most important
taken since World War II to slow down the arms race.%

I am referring to the arms treaty that we signed Tuesday
afternoon in the East Room of the White House. I believe this
treaty represents a landmark in post-war history because it is
not just an arms control but an arms reduction agreement. Unlike
treaties of the past, this agreement does not simply establish
ceilings for new weapons; it actually reduces the number of such
weapons. In fact, it altogether abolishes intermediate missiles
in Europe and elsewhere. And so, for the first time, we are
eliminating an_.entire class of nuclear weapons.

The verification measures in this treaty are also something
new. On-site inspections and short-notice inspection will be
permitted within the Soviet Union. Again, this is a first-time

event, a breakthrough.
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~That is why I believe this treaty wili not only lessen the
threat of nuclear war but can also speed along a process that may
someday remove that threat entirely. Indeed, this treaty -- and
all that we have achieved during this summit -- signal oadeér
understanding between the United States and the Soviet Union. It
is an understanding that will help keep the peace as we work
towards the ultimate goal of our foreign policy: a world where
the people of every land can decide for themselves their form of
government and way of life.

Yet as important as the I.N.F. treaty is, there is a further
and even more crucial point about the last 3 days:
%oviet-American relations are no longer based strictly on arms
céntrol issues, they rest now on a far broader basis, one that
has -- at its root -- realism and candor.

Let me explain this with a saying I have often repeated:
Nations do not distrust each other because they are armed, they
are armed because they distrust each other. And just as real
peace means the presence of freedom and justice, as well as the
absence of war, so too, summits must be discussions not just
about arms but about the fundamental differences that cause
nations to be armed.

Dealing then with the deeper sources of conflict between
nations and systems of government is a practical and moral
imperative. That is why it was vital to establish a broader
Summit agenda, one that dealt not only with arms control but

other issues such as bilateral, people-to-people contacts between
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our nations and -- most important -- the issues of human rights
and regional conflicts.

This is the summit agenda we have adopted. By doing so, we
have dealt not just with arms control issues but more fundamental
problems such as Soviet expansionism and human rights violations,
as well as o own moral opposition to the ideology that

> Qg SupRtS ) _
justifies ch practices. In this way, we have put
Soviet-American relations on a far more candid, far more
realistic, far sounder footing.

It also means that while there is movement -- indeed,
dramatic movement -- in the arms reduction area, much remains to
be done in these other critical areas I have mentioned,
especially -- and "this goes without saying -- in advancing our
goal of a world open to the expansion of human freedom and the
growth of democratic government.

But while much work lies ahead, I am pleased to report to
you the significant progress we have made in these area in
addition to arms control.

-- On the matter of regional conflicts, I spoke candidly
with Mr. Gorbachev on the burning issue of Afghanistan. The
Soviet invasion and occupation of that sovereign nation, an act
condemned overwhelmingly by every session of the United Nations
General Assemblf; is a matter of utmost concern to the United
States. I can tell you that the Soviets must set an exact date

to begin withdrawing its troops and an exact period of time when

this will be completed. This is essential toward...




-- So too on the issue of human rights, we continued the
progress made at earlier summits. (insert)

-- And finally with regard to the last item on our agenda --
bilateral issues -- we signed several important agreements that
will increase such contacts between our nations. (example)

As I say the progress we made on this brbad front reflects a
better basis for understanding between ourselves and the Soviets.
But it also reflects something deeper as well. You see, since
the summit process began in 1985, I have always regarded you, the
American people, as full participants in our discussions. Though
it may surprise Mr. Gorbachev to discover that all this time
there has been a third party in the room with us, I do firmly
b;lieve the principal credit for the patience and persistence
that brought success this year belongs to you, the American
people.

Your support over these last 7 years has laid the basis for
these negotiations, your support made it possible for us to
rebuild our military strength; to liberate Grenada, to move
against terrorism in Libya, and more recently, to protect our
strategic interests in the Persian Gulf. Your support made
possible our policy of providing aid to freedom fighters like
those in Afghanistan, Nicaragua, and other places around the
globe. And when last year at Reykjavik, I refused Soviet demands
that we trade away S.D.I. -- our Strategic Defense Initiative
that would erect a space shield against incoming missiles -- your
overwhelming support made it clear to the Soviet leaders that the

American people prefer no deal to a bad deal and will back their




President on matters of national security. In short, your
support for our foreign policy goals -- the preservation of peace
as we advance the cause of world freedom -- have helped bring the
Soviets to the bargaining table and made possible the success of
this summit.

You know, the question has often been asked whether
democratic leaders who are accountable to their people aren’t at
a grave disadvantage in negotiating with leaders of totalitarian
states who bear no such burden. Believe me, I think I can answer
that question, I can speak from personal experience. Over the
long run, no leader at the bargaining table can enjoy any greater
advantage than the knowledge he has behind him a peoyle who are

strong and free -- and alert; and resolved to remain that way.

People like you. LSRR “hxkt somerning LYol T wold nevel p«/i" e ‘
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And it is this kind of informed and enlightened support, -
this hidden strength of democratic government that enabled us to ~
do what we did this week at the Washington summit.

And that’s why tonight I am again asking your support. 1In a
very short time, the treaty I signed with Mr. Gorbachev will go
to the United States Senate for ratification. And I am asking
you tonight to tell your Senators this treaty has your full
support. -

To this end, let me explain the background. In the mid and
late 1970’s, the Soviets began to deploy hundreds of new
intermediate missiles, most of them mobile, that were targeted on

cities and military installations in Europe. This action gravely

upset the balance of power in Europe; they represented a totally



new nuclear threat to Europe and Japan for which the democratic
nations had no comparable deterrent.

Despite intense pressure from the Soviets, NATO proceeded
with what we called a "two-track policy." First, we would
deploy our own intermediate missiles as a deterrent but at the
same time, push hard in negotiations to do away with this
entirely new and unprecedented nuclear escalation. And we
proposed to do this with something I first proposed in 1981 -- it
was called the zero-option; it meant the complete elimination of
intermediate missiles on both sides.

At first, the Soviets called this a mere propaganda ploy and
some even here in this country agreed. But we were persistent
and eventually the Soviets returned to the bargaining table. The
result is our I.N.F. treaty.

As you see from the map on the screen now, the Soviet
missiles which will be removed and eliminated under the treaty
have been a major threat to the security of our friends and
allies on two continents, Europe and Asia. Under the terms of
this treaty, we will be eliminating 400 deployed warheads while
the Soviet Union eliminates 1,600 or 4 times more.

Now let me also point out that this does not, however, leave
NATO without nuclear deterrent. In fact, we still have thousands
of battlefield nuclear weapons in Europe.

And with regard to verification, as I have mentioned, we
have the breakthroughs of on-site inspections and short-notice
inspections not only at potential missile sites but at the

factories where the missiles and their components are produced.
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consistency eventually can pay off in arms negotiations? And let

me assure you too that this treaty has been accomplished with
unprecedented consultation with our allies. I have spoken
personally with the leaders of the major European democracies as
has Secretary Shultz and our NATO and diplomatic personnel. This
treaty has their full support.

But if persistence is paying off in our arms reductions
efforts let me also say that with your continued support we are
making progress in,Fhe areas of regional conflicts and human
rights. e

Now I have already mentioned that Mr. Gorbachev and I have
discussed the importance of Soviet troop withdrawals from
Afghanistan. Once again, let me only state that progress on this
front is vital to the improvement of Soviet-American relations.
In addition to Afghanistan, I can also report to you tonight that
I spoke with Mr. Gorbachev about Soviet intervention in other
critical regions or strategic chokepoints. 1In Angola, where
Soviet aid and 40,000 of Castro’s Cuban mercenaries sustain an
unpopular and tottering Communist regime; in Cambodia where armed
resistance continues to North Vietnam’s brutal rule; and, most of
all, here in our own hemisphere, in the Central American nation
of Nicaragua.

Oon this point, I must candidly report to you some

disappointing news: our efforts to get the Soviets to remove
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their military personnel from NicarAgua were not successful. NopWN-™-
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were our efforts to stop the flow/of Soviet arms and military

aid -- now totaling over $1 billion -- to the Communist
Sandinista regime in Nicara . At this critical time in Central
America, this lack movement was discouraging to me and to all
who suppor e cause of democracy for all Central Americans.
o tonight, I must tell you of my firm resolve to stand by
those brave Nicaraguans fighting for freedom. I will urge
Congress in the strongest terms to continue aid to the freedom
fighters -- which expires just before Christmas. If Congress
will not support this request and join with me in sending a
s;;ong signal both to Managua and Moscow, then our country wlll
be making a serious mistake that cahld extinguish the flame of
freedom in Nicaragua =-- not just now but for generations to come.
Now in addition to making the progress, that I have already
outlined on our 4-part agenda, Mr. Gorbachev and I did do some
important planning for the Moscow summit next year. We agreed
that we must redouble our efforts to reach agreements on reducing
the levels of U.S. and Soviet long-range nuclear weapons now
under discussion in the START negotiations. General Secretary
Gorbachev and I reaffirmed this week our commitment -- made at
Reykjavik -- to-achieve deep, 50 percent cuts in our, arsena oE
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those frightening weapons, We agreed that we should bulld on ourha»L
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efforts to achieve agreement on a START treaty at the earliest S‘\;Q
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Now, I believe deep reductions in these offensive weapons --
along with the development of S.D.I. -- would do much to make the
world safe from nuclear war. So while I was pleased the Soviets
dropped their insistence that we abandon S.D.I. -- however -- I
remain concerned over their efforts to limit our vital research
in this area. 11 reiterated the point that providing a strategic
defensive shield is too important to restrict the promise it
holds for the future. G?T“

J/

About the future, Mr. Gorbachev apnd I also _agreqd that as \-y
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chemical weapons, weapons in which the Soviets now enjoy

significant advant;ges over the United States.

I think then from all of this you can see not only the
direction of Soviet-American relations but the larger framework
of our foreign policy. As I told the British Parliament in 1981,
we seek to rid the world of the two great nightmares of the
post-war era: the threat of nuclear war and the threat of
totalitarianism. That is why by building S.D.I., which is a
defense against offensive missiles and by going for arms
reduction rather than just arms control, we are moving away from
the so-called policy of Mutual Assured Destruction where nations
hold each other hostage to nuclear terror and destruction. So
too, we are saying that the post-war policy of containment is no
longer enough, that the goal of American foreign policy is both
world peace and world freedom -~ that as a people we hope and

will work for a day when all of God’s children will enjoy the
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human dignity that their creator intended, a dignity best assured
on this Earth by free and democratic government.

I have heard some say that this is a philosophy of
“rollback" of communism. But this is the wrong description
because it concedes the idea that direction of history has been
towards totalitarianism. Since my first days in office, I have
argued that the future belongs not to repressive or totalitarian
ways of life but to the cause of freedom -- freedom of the
marketplace, freedom to speak, assemble, and vote. And when we
see the progress of democracy in these last years -- from Central

America to Asia -- we must be optimistic about the future of our

children.
- When we were together in Iceland, Mr. Gorbachev told me that
this sort of talk is sometimes viewed in the Soviet Union as a
threat. I have said since then that this is no threat at all but
only a dream, the American dream.

And it is a dream that has meant so much to so many -- a
dream that still shines out to the world. You know a few years
ago, Nancy and I were deeply moved by a story told by former
New York Times reporter and Greek immigrant, Nicholas Gage. It
is the story of Eleni, his mother, a woman caught in one of the
terrible struggles of the post-war era: the Greek civil war at
the end of World War II, a mother who was tried and executed
because she smuggled her children out to safety in America.

It is also the story of how her son 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 Nicholas Gage




- 11 -

finds he cannot extract the vengeance he pfonised 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, that part of him most
like here. As he tells it: "the final cry of my mother....was
not a curse on her killers but an invocation of what she died
for, a declaration of love." These simple last words of

Mr. Gage’s mother, of Eleni, were: "My children."

How that cry echoes down through the centuries, a cry for
all children of the world, a cry for peace, for a world of love
and understanding.

And it is the hope of heeding such words -- the'call for
freedom and peace spoken by a chosen people on a desert journey
to a promised land, the call spoken by the Nazarene carpenter
standing at the Sea of Galilee -- it is these words that we
remember as the holiday season approaches and we reflect on the
events of this week here in Washington.

So, let us remember the children, and the future we want for
them. And let us never forget that this promise of peace and
freedom -- the gift that is ours as Americans -~ the gift that we
seek to share with the entire word -- depends for its strength on
the spiritual source from which it came.

So during this holy season, let us also recall that in the
prayers of simple people there is more power and might than that
of all the great statesmen or armies of the Earth. Let us then
thank God for all his blessings to this Nation and ask him for

his help and guidance; so that we might continue the work of
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peace and foster the hope of a world where human freedom is

enshrined.




THE WHITE HOUSE Cﬁ
WASHINGTON

December 10, 1987

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY R. DOLAN
DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND
DIRECTOR OF SPEECHWRITING

FROM: ARTHUR B. CULVAHOUSE, JR.
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Presidential Address to the Nation: Summit

Counsel's office has reviewed the above-referenced Presidential
address and has no legal objection to its presentation by the
President. Specifically, we are of the opinion that notwith-
standing the theoretical applicability of the Anti-Lobbying Act,
the President has the right to appeal directly to the American
people for their support of the INF treaty. We do not, of
course, express any opinion on the materials yet to be included
(e.g. the insert and example at page 4).

We have also marked on the attached copy several editorial
suggestions for your consideration. Finally, we note that the
references to regional conflicts, human rights and bilateral
issues, both before (pages 3-4) and after (pages 7-8) the
discussion of the INF treaty, is somewhat confusing.

Attachment

cc: Rhett B. Dawson
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PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS TO THE NATION: SUMMIT s wale . o
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 10, 1987

Good evening. As I am speaking to you now, General
Secretary Gorbachev is leaving American airspace on his return
trip to the Soviet Union. His departure marks the end of
3 historic days here in Washington -fﬁli which Secretary
Gorbachev and I put in place a foundation for better relations
between our governments and our peoples.

During these 3 days we took a step -- only a first step, 1I
should point out, but still a critical one -- towards building a
more durable peace; indeed, a step that may be the most important
taken since World War II to slow down the arms race.

I am referring to the arms treaty that we signed Tuesday
afternoon in the East Room of the White House. I believe this
treaty represents a landmark in post-war history because it is
not just an arms control but an arms reduction agreement. Unlike
treaties of the past, this agreement does not simply establish
ceilings for new weapons; it actually reduces the number of such
weapons. In fact, it altogether abolishes intermediate missiles
in Europe and elsewhere. And so, for the first time, we are
eliminating an entire class of nuclear weapons.

The verification measures in this treaty are also something
new. On-site inspections and short-notice inspection will be
permitted within the Soviet Union. Again, this is a first-time

event, a breakthrough.



That is why I believe this treaty will not only lessen the
threat of nuclear war but'zgg also speed along a process that may
someday remove that threat entirely. Indeed, this treaty -- and
all that we have achieved during this summit -- signals a broader
understanding between the United States and the Soviet Union. It
is an understanding that will help keep the peace as we work
towards the ultimate goal of our foreign policy: a world where
the people of every land can decide for themselves their form of
government and way of life.

Yet as important as the I.N.F. treaty is, there is a further
and even more crucial point about the last 3 days:
%oviet-American relations are no longer based strictly on arms
control issues, they rest now on a far broader basis, one that
has -- at its root -- realism and candor.

Let me explain this with a saying I have often repeated:
Nations do not distrust each other because they are armed, they
are armed because they distrust each other. And just as real
peace means the presence of freedom and justice, as well as the
absence of war, so too, summits must be discussions not just
about arms but about the fundamental differences that cause
nations to be armed.

Dealing then with the deeper sources of conflict between owr
nations and systems of government is a practical and moral
imperative. That is why it was vital to establish a broader
Summit agenda, one that dealt not only with arms control but

other issues such as bilateral, people-to-people contacts between



our nations and -- most important -- the issues of human rights
and regional conflicts.

TheX as

Bhis—is—the summit agenda we -have- adopted. By doing so, we
have dealt not just with arms control issues but more fundamental
problems such as Soviet expansionism and human rights violations,
as well as our own moral opposition to the ideology that
justifies such practices. 1In this way, we have put
Soviet-American relations on a far more candid, far more
realistic, far sounder footing.

It also means that while there is movement -- indeed,
dramatic movement -- in the arms reduction area, much remains to
be done in these other critical areas I have mentioned,
especially -- and this goes without saying -- in advakcing our
goal of a world open to the expansion of human freedom and the
growth of democratic government.

But while much work lies ahead, I am pleased to report to

it %-{-w - -lo aArms Ca»i ll \_égl‘_'f"-’“ FOCre o
youithe—s&ga*i;cant—pfagrees-we have made|in these areasims '

additien—to_arns.conbred

-- On the matter of regional conflicts, I spoke candidly
with Mr. Gorbachev on the burning issue of Afghanistan. The
Soviet invasion and occupation of that sovereign nation, an act
condemned overwhelmingly by every session of the United Nations
General Assembly, is a matter of utmost concern to the United
States. I can tell you that the Soviets must set an exact date
to begin withdrawing its troops and an exact period of time when

this will be completed. This is essential toward...



-- So too on the issue of human rights, we continued the
progress made at earlier summits. (insert)

-- And finally with regard to the last item on our agenda --
bilateral issues -- we signed several important agreements that
will increase such contacts between our nations. (example)

As I say the progress we made on this brbad front reflects a
better basis for understanding between ourselves and the Soviets.
But it also reflects something deeper as well. You see, since
the summit process began in 1985, I have always regarded you, the
American people, as full participants in our discussions. Though
it may surprise Mr. Gorbachev to discover that all this time
there has been a third party in the room with us, I do firmly
believe the principal credit for the Batience and persistence
that brought success this year belongs to you, the American
people.

Your support over these last 7 years has laid the basis for
these negotiations, your support made it possible for us to
rebuild our military strength; to liberate Grenada, to move
against terrorism in Libya, and more recently, to protect our
strategic interests in the Persian Gulf. Your support made
possible our policy of providing aid to freedom fighters like
those in Afghanistan, Nicaragua, and other places around the
globe. And when last year at Reykjavik, I refused Soviet demands
that we trade away S.D.I. -- our Strategic Defense Initiative
that would erect a space shield against incoming missiles =-- your
overwhelming support made it clear to the Soviet leaders that the

American people prefer no deal to a bad deal and will back their



President on matters of national security. In short, your
support for our foreign policy goals -- the preservation of peace
as we advance the cause of world freedom -- have helped bring the
Soviets to the bargaining table and made possible the success of
this summit.

You know, the question has often been asked whether
democratic leaders who are accountable to their people aren’t at
a grave disadvantage in negotiating with leaders of totalitarian
states who bear no such burden. Believe me, I think I can answer
that question, I can speak from personal experience. Over the
long run, no leader at the bargaining table can enjoy any greater
advantage than the knowledggﬁhe has behind him a people who are
strong and free —-génd alert; and resolved to remain.that way.
People like you.

And it is this kind of informed and enlightened support,
this hidden strength of democratic government that enabled us to
do what we did this week at the Washington summit.

And that’s why tonight I am again asking your support. 1In a
very short time, the treaty I signed with Mr. Gorbachev will go
to the United States Senate for ratification. And I am asking
you tonight to tell your Senators this treaty has your full

support. (a“: Phas —bﬂi,)

To this end, let me explain the backgrouné[v In the mid and

late 1970’s, the Soviets began to deploy hundreds of new
intermediate missiles, most of them mobile, that were targeted on
cities and military installations in Europe. This action gravely

upset the balance of power in Europe; they represented a totally




new nuclear threat to Europe and Japan.fe#¥-whieh the democratic
nations had no comparable deterrent. -

Despite intense pressure from the Soviets, NATO proceeded
with what we called a  "two-track policy." First, we would
deploy our own intermediate missiles as a deterrent but at the
same time, push hard in negotiations to do away with this
entirely new and unprecedented nuclear escalation. And we
proposed to do this with something I first proposed in 1981 -- it
was called the zero-option; it meant the complete elimination of
intermediate missiles on both sides.

At first, the Soviets called this a mere propaganda ploy and
some -even here in this country agreed. But we were persistent
and eventually the Soviets returned to the bargaining table. The
result is our I.N.F. treaty.

As you see from the map on the screen now, the Soviet
missiles which will be removed and eliminated under the treaty
have been a major threat to the security of our friends and
allies on two continents, Europe and Asia. Under the terms of
this treaty, we will be eliminating 400 deployed warheads while
the Soviet Union eliminates 1,600 or 4 times more.

Now let me also point out that this does not,—hrowewess leave
NATO without nuclear deterrent. 1In fact, we still have thousands
of battlefield nuclear weapons in Europe.

And with regard to verification, as I have mentioned, we
have the breakthroughs of on-site inspections and short-notice
inspections not only at potential missile sites but at the

factories where the missiles and their components are produced.




We have a verification procedure that assures each side that the
missiles of the other side have been destroyed.

Here then is a treaty that shows how persistence and
consistency eventually can pay off in arms negotiations. And let
me assure you too that this treaty has been accomplished with
unprecedented consultation with our allies. I have spoken
personally with the leaders of the major European democracies as
has Secretary Shultz and our NATO and diplomatic personnel. This
treaty has their full support.

But if persistence is paying off in our arms reductions
efforts let me also say that with your continued support we are
making progress in,Fhe areas qf regional conflicts and human
rights.

Now I have already mentioned that Mr. Gorbachev and I have
discussed the importance of Soviet troop withdrawals from
Afghanistan. Once again, let me only state that progress on this
front is vital to the improvement of Soviet-American relations.
In addition to Afghanistan, I can also report to you tonight that
I spoke with Mr. Gorbachev about Soviet intervention in other
critical regions or strategic chokepoints. 1In Angola, where
Soviet aid and 40,000 of Castro’s Cuban mercenaries sustain an
unpopular and tottering Communist regime; in Cambodia where armed
resistance continues to North Vietnam’s brutal rule; and, most of
all, here in our own hemisphere, in the Central American nation
of Nicaragqua.

On this point, I must candidly report to you some

disappointing news: our efforts to get the Soviets to remove




their military personnel from Nicaragua were not successful. Nor
were our efforts to stop the flow of Soviet arms and military

aid -- now totaling over $1 billion -- to the Communist
Sandinista regime in Nicaragua. At this critical time in Central
America, this lack of movement was discouraging to me and to all
who support the cause of democracy for all Central Americans.

So tonight, I must tell you of my firm resolve to stand by
those brave Nicaraguans fighting for freedom. I will urge
Congress in the strongest terms to continue aid to the freedom
fighters -- which expires just before Christmas. If Congress
will not support this request and join with me in sending a
strong signal both to Managua and Moscow, then our country will
be making a serious mistake that could extinguish the flame of
freedom in Nicaragua -- not just now but for generations to come.

Now in addition to making the progress, that I have already
outlined on our 4-part agenda, Mr. Gorbachev and I did do some
important planning for the Moscow summit next year. We agreed
that we must redouble our efforts to reach agreements on reducing
the levels of U.S. and Soviet long-range nuclear weapons now
under discussion in the START negotiations. General Secretary
Gorbachev and I reaffirmed this week our commitment -- made at
Reykjavik -- to achieve deep, 50 percent cuts in our arsenals of
those frightening weapons. We agreed that we should build on our
efforts to achieve agreement on a START treaty at the earliest
possible date; and we have instructed our delegations in Geneva

accordingly.




Now, I believe deep reductions in these offensive weapons --
along with the development of S.D.I. -- would do much to make the
world safe from nuclear war. So while I was pleased the Soviets
dropped their insistence that we abandon S.D.I.,$A/56E5yqybnh I
remain concerned over their efforts to limit our vital research
in this area. I reiterated the point that providing a strategic
defensive shield is too important to restrict the promise it
holds for the future.

About the future, Mr. Gorbachev and I also agreed that as
nuclear weapons are reduced; it becomes all the more important to
address other arms control issues including conventional and
chemical weapons, weapons in which the Soviets now enjoy
significant advantages over the United States. ﬂ

I think then from all of this you can see not only the
direction of Soviet-American relations but the larger framework
of our foreign policy. As I told the British Parliament in 1981,
we seek to rid the world of the two great nightmares of the
post-war era: the threat of nuclear war and the threat of
totalitarianism. That is why by building S.D.I., which is a
defense against offensive missiles and by going for arms
reduction rather than just arms control, we are moving away from
the so-called policy of Mutual Assured Destruction where nations
hold each other hostage to nuclear terror and destruction. So
too, we are saying that the post-war policy of containment is no
longer enough, that the goal of American foreign policy is both
world peace and world freedom -- that as a people we hope and

will work for a day when all of God’s children will enjoy the
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human dignity that their creator intended, a dignity best assured
on this Earth by free and democratic government.

I have heard some say that this is a philosophy of
"rollback" of communism. But this is the wrong description
because it concedes the idea that direction of history has been
towards totalitarianism. Since my first days in office, I have
argued that the future belongs not to repressive or totalitarian
ways of life but to the cause of freedom -- freedom of the
marketplace, freedom to speak, assemble, and vote. And when we
see the progress of democracy in these last years -- from Central
America to Asia -- we must be optimistic about the future of our
children.

When we were together in Icelané, Mr. Gorbachev told me that
this sort of talk is sometimes viewed in the Soviet Union as a
threat. I have said since then that this is no threat at all but
only a dream, the American dream.

And it is a dream that has meant so much to so many =-- a
dream that still shines out to the world. You know a few years
ago, Nancy and I were deeply moved by a story told by former
New York Times reporter and Greek immigrant, Nicholas Gage. It
is the story of Eleni, his mother, a woman caught in one of the
terrible struggles of the post-war era: the Greek civil war at
the end of World War II, a mother who was tried and executed
because she smuggled her children out to safety in America.

It is also the story of how her son 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 Nicholas Gage




finds he cannot extract the vengeance he 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, that part of him most
like here. As he tells it: "the final cry of my mother....was
not a curse on her killers but an invocation of what she died
for, a declaration of love." These simple last words of

Mr. Gage’s mother, of Eleni, were: "My children."

How that cry echoes down through the centuries, a cry for
all children of the world, a cry for peace, for a world of love
and understanding.

And it is the hope of heeding such words -- the call for
freedom and peace séoken by a chosen people on a desert journey
to a promised land, the call spoken by the Nazarene carpenter
standing at the Sea of Galilee -- it is these words that we
remember as the holiday season approaches and we reflect on the
events of this week here in Washington.

So, let us remember the children, and the future we want for
them. And let us never forget that this promise of peace and
freedom -- the gift that is ours as Americans =-- the gift that we
seek to share with the entire word -- depends for its strength on
the spiritual source from which it came.

So during this holy season, let us also recall that in the
prayers of simple people there is more power and might than that
of all the great statesmen or armies of the Earth. Let us then
thank God for all his blessings to this Nation and ask him for

his help and guidance; so that we might continue the work of
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peace and foster the hope of a world where human freedom is

enshrined.
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PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS TO THE NATION: SUMMIT :
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 10, 1987

Good evening. As I am speaking to you now, General
Secretary Gorbachev is leaving American airspace on his return
trip to the Soviet Union. His departure marks the end of
3 historic days here in Washington -- in which Secretary
Gorbachev and I put in place a foundation for better relations
between our governments and our peoples.

During these 3 days we took a step -- only a first step, I
should point out, but still a critical one -- towards building a
more durable peace; indeed, a step that may be the most important
taken since World War II toiélow down the arms race.

I am referring to the arms treaty that we signed Tuesday
afternoon in the East Room of the White House. I believe this
treaty represents a landmark in post-war history because it is
not just an arms control but an arms reduction agreement. Unlike
treaties of the past, this agreement does not simply establish
ceilings for new weapons; it actually reduces the number of such
weapons. In fact, it altogether abolishes intermediate missiles
in Europe and elsewhere. And so, for the first time, we are
eliminating an entire class of nuclear weapons.

The verification measures in this treaty are also something

permitted within|the Soviet Unio

new. On-site inspections and short-notice inspection will be
[f . Again, this is a first-time

potw. Countrics !J

event, a breakthrough.
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That is why I believe this treaty will not only lessen the
threat of nuclear war but can also speed along a process that may
someday remove that threat entirely. Indeed, this treaty -- and
all that we have achieved during this summit -- signals a broader
understanding between the United States and the Soviet Union. It
is an understanding that will help keep the peace as we work
towards the ultimate goal of our foreign policy: a world where
the people of every land can decide for themselves their form of
government and way of life.

Yet as important as the I.N.F. treaty is, there is a further
and even more crucial point about the last 3 days:
Soviet-Ameg}can relations are no longer based strictly on arms
control issﬁes, they rest now on a far broader basis, one that
has -- at its root -- realism and candor.

Let me explain this with a saying I have often repeated:
Nations do not distrust each other because they are armed, they
are armed because they distrust each other. And just as real
peace means the presence of freedom and justice, as well as the
absence of war, so too, summits must be discussions not just
about arms but about the fundamental differences that cause
nations to be armed.

Dealing then with the deeper sources of conflict between
nations and systems of governﬁent is a practical and moral
imperative. That is why it was vital to establish a broader
Summit agenda, one that dealt not only with arms control but

other issues such as bilateral, people-to-people contacts between
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our nations and -- most important -- the issues of human rights
and regional conflicts.

This is the summit agenda we have adopted. By doing so, we
have dealt not just with arms control issues but more fundamental
problems such as Soviet expansionism and human rights violations,
as well as our own moral opposition to the ideology that
justifies such practices. 1In this way, we have put
Soviet-American relations on a far more candid, far more
realistic, far sounder footing.

It also means that while there is movement -- indeed,
dramatic movement ~-- in the arms reduction area, much remains to

be done in these other critical areas I have mentioned,
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especially -- and this goes without saying -- in advancing our
goal of a world open to the expansion of human freedom and the
growth of democratic government.

But while much work lies ahead, I am pleased to report to

you the significant progress we have made in these area in
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-- So too on the issue of human rights, we continued the
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progress made at earlier summits. (Ensert) )

-~ And finally with regard to the last item on our agenda --
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bilateral issues -- we signed several important agreements that
» e to— o e e [—— o
will increase such contacts between our nations.
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As 1 say the progress we made on this brbad front reflects a

better basis for understanding between ourselves and the Soviets.

But it also reflects something deeper as well. You see, since

-

ef‘d the summit proces be;:;'iﬁkiéggtxi‘have always rege-ded you, the
\0’ ’v,.Amerlcan people, as full participants in our discussions. Though
Cﬁ 55 it may surprise Mr. Gorbachev to discover that all this time
5J'\ there has been a third party in the room with us, I do firmly
believe the principal credit for the“batience and persistence
that brought success this year belongs to you, the American

people.
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Your support over these last 7 years has laid the basis for
.
these negotiations, your support made it possible for us to
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rebuild our military strength; to liberate Grenada, to move
against terrorism in Libya, and more recently, to protect our
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strategic interests in the Persian Gulf. Your support made
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Presi&int on matters of national security. 1In short, your

support for our foreign policy goals -- the preservation of peace
as we advance the cause of world freedom -- have helped bring the
Soviets to the bargaining table and made possible the success of
this summit.

You know, the question has often been asked whether
democratic leaders who are accountable to their people aren’t at
a grave disadvantage in negotiating with leaders of totalitarian
states who bear no such burden. Believe me, I think I can answer
that question, I can speak from personal experience. Over the
long run, no leader at the bargaining table can enjoy any greater
advantage than the Enowledge he has behind him a people who are
strong and free -- and alert; and resolved to remain that way:'
People like you.

And it is this kind of informed and enlightened support,
this hidden strength of democratic government that enabled us to
do what we did this week at the Washington summit.

And that’s why tonight I am again asking your support. 1In a
very short time, the treaty I signed with Mr. Gorbachev will go
to the United States Senate for ratification. And I am asking

you tonight to tell your Senators this treaty has your full

support.

i)

To this end, let me explain the background. In the mid and
late 1970’s, the Soviets began to deploy hundreds of new

intermediate missiles, most of them mobile, that were targeted on
cities and military installations in Europe. This action gravely

upset the balance of power in Europe; they represented a totally



new nuclear threat to Europe and Japan for which the democratic
nations had no comparable deterrent.

Despite intense pressure from the Soviets, NATO proceeded
with what we called a "two~-track policy." First, we would
deploy our own intermediate missiles as a deterrent but at the
same time, push hard in negotiations to do away with this
entirely new and unprecedented nuclear escalation. And we
proposed to do this with something I first proposed in 1981 -- it
was called the zero-option; it meant the complete elimination of
intermediate missiles on both sides.

At first, the Soviets called this a mere propaganda ploy and
some even here in this country agreed. But we were persistent
and eventually the Soviets returned to the b;}gaining table. The
result is our I.N.F. treaty.

As you see from the map on the screen now, the Soviet
missiles which will be removed and eliminated under the treaty
have béen a major threat to the security of our friends and
allies on two continents, Europe and Asia. Under the terms of
this treaty, we will be eliminating 400 deployed warheads while
the Soviet Union eliminates 1,600 or 4 times more.

Now let me also point out that this does not, however, leave
NATO without nuclear deterrent. 1In fact, we still have thousands
of battlefield nuclear weapons in Europe.

And with regard to verification, as I have mentioned, we
have the breakthroughs of on-site inspections and short-notice
inspections not only at potential missile sites but at the

factories where the missiles and their components are produced.
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We have a verification procedure that assures each side that the
missiles of the other side have been destroyed.

Here then is a treaty that shows how persistence and
consistency eventually can pay off in arms negotiations. And let
me assure you too that this treaty has been accomplished with
unprecedented consultation with our allies. I have spoken
personally with the leaders of the major European democracies as
has Secretary Shultz and our NATO and diplomatic personnel. This
treaty has their full support.

But if persistence is paying off in our arms reductions

efforts let me also say that with your continued support we are

making progress in the areas of regional conflicts and human

rights.

Now I have already mentioned that Mr. Gorbachev and I have
discussed the importance of Soviet troop withdrawals from
Afghanistan. Once again, let me only state that progress on this
front is vital to the improvement of Soviet-American relations.
In addition to Afghanistan, I can also report to you tonight that
I spoke with Mr. Gorbachev about Soviet intervention in other
critical regions or strategic chokepoints. In Angola, where
Soviet aid and 40,000 of Castro’s Cuban mercenaries sustain an
unpopular and tottering Communist regime; in Cambodia where armed
resistance continues to North Vietnam’s brutal rule; and, most of
all, here in our own hemisphere, in the Central American nation
of Nicaragqua.

On this point, I must candidly report to you some

disappointing news: our efforts to get the Soviets to remove



their military personnel from Nicaragua were not successful. Nor
were our efforts to stop the flow of Soviet arms and military

aid -- now totaling over $1 billion -- to the Communist
Sandinista regime in Nicaragua. At this critical time in Central
America, this lack of movement was discouraging to me and to all
who support the cause of democracy for all Central Americans.

So tonight, I must tell you of my firm resolve to stand by
those brave Nicaraguans fighting for freedom. I will urge
Congress in the strongest terms to continue aid to the freedom
fighters -- which expires just before Christmas. If Congress
will not support this request and join with me in sending a
strong signal both to Managua and Moscow, then our country will
be makingvé serious mistake that could extinguish the flame of
freedom in Nicaragua =-- not just now but for generations to come.

Now in addition to making the progress, that I have already
outlined on our 4-part agenda, Mr. Gorbachev and I did do some
important planning for the Moscow summit next year. We agreed
that we must redouble our efforts to reach agreements on reducing
the levels of U.S. and Soviet long-range nuclear weapons now
under discussion in the START negotiations. General Secretary
Gorbachev and I reaffirmed this week our commitment -- made at
Reykjavik -- to achieve deep, 50 percent cuts in our arsenals of
those frightening weapons. We agreed that we should build on our
efforts to achieve agreement on a START treaty at the earliest

possible date; and we have instructed our delegations in Geneva

accordingly.



Now, I believe deep reductions in these offensive weapons --
along with the development of S.D.I. -- would do much to make the
world safe from nuclear war. So while I was pleased the Soviets
dropped their insistence that we abandon S.D.I. -- however -- 1
remain concerned over their efforts to limit our vital research

in this area. I reiterated the point that providing a strategic

:-’

defensive shield is too important to restrict the promise it

holds for the future.

About the future, Mr. Gorbachev and I also agreed that as
nuclear weapons are reduced; it becomes all the more important to
address other arms control issues including conventional and
chemical weapons, weapons in which the Soviets now enjoy
significant advantages over the United States. )

I think then from all of this you can see not only the
direction of Soviet-American relations but the larger framework
of our foreign policy. As I told the British Parliament in 1981,
we seek to rid the world of the two great nightmares of the
post-war era: the threat of nuclear war and the threat of
totalitarianism. That is why by building S.D.I., which is a
defense against offensive missiles and by going for arms
reduction rather than just arms control, we are moving away from
the so-called policy of Mutual Assured Destruction where nations
hold each other hostage to nuclear terror and destruction. So
too, we are saying that the post-war policy of containment is no
longer enough, that the goal of American foreign policy is both
world peace and world freedom -- that as a people we hope and

will work for a day when all of God’s children will enjoy the
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human dignity that their creator intended, a dignity best assured
on this Earth by free and democratic government.

I have heard some say that this is a philosophy of
"rollback" of communism. But this is the wrong description
because it concedes the idea that direction of history has been
towards totalitarianism. Since my first days in office, I have
argued that the future belongs not to repressive or totalitarian
ways of life but to the cause of freedom -- freedom of the
marketplace, freedom to speak, assemble, and vote. And when we
see the progress of democracy in these last years -- from Central
America to Asia -- we must be optimistic about the future of our
children.

When we were together in Icelané) Mr. Gorbachev told me that
this sort of talk is sometimes viewed in the Soviet Union as a
threat. I have said since then that this is no threat at all but
only a dream, the American dream.

And it is a dream that has meant so much to so many -- a
dream that still shines out to the world. You know a few years
ago, Nancy and I were deeply moved by a story told by former
New York Times reporter and Greek immigrant, Nicholas Gage. It
is the story of Eleni, his mother, a woman caught in one of the
terrible struggles of the post-war era: the Greek civil war at
the end of World War II, a mother who was tried and executed
because she smuggled her children out to safety in America.

It is also the story of how her son 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 Nicholas Gage
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finds he cannot extract the vengeance he 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, that part of him most
like here. As he tells it: "the final cry of my mother....was
not a curse on her killers but an invocation of what she died
for, a declaration of love." These simple last words of

Mr. Gage’s mother, of Eleni, were: "My children."

How that cry echoes down through the centuries, a cry for
all children of the world, a cry for peace, for a world of love
and understanding.

And it is the hope of heeding such words -- the call for
freedom and peace spoken by a chosen people on a desert journ;y
to a promised land, the call spoken by the Nazarene carpenter
standing at the Sea of Galilee -- it is these words that we
remember as the holiday season approaches and we reflect on the
events of this week here in Washington.

So, let us remember the children, and the future we want for
them. And let us never forget that this promise of peace and
freedom -- the gift that is ours as Americans -- the gift that we
seek to share with the entire word -- depends for its strength on
the spiritual source from which it came.

So during this holy season, let us also recall that in the
prayers of simple people there is more power and might than that
of all the great statesmen or armies of the Earth. Let us then
thank God for all his blessings to this Nation and ask him for

his help and guidance; so that we might continue the work of
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peace and foster the hope of a world where human freedom is

enshrined.



“«\,M
Document No.

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM

DATE:  12/10/87 ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE BY:  12:00 TODAY

SUBJECT: PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS TO THE NATION: SUMMIT

ACTION FYI ACTION FYI
VICE PRESIDENT O J FITZWATER O
BAKER | J GRISCOM d m|
DUBERSTEIN O l HOBBS o o
MILLER - OMB O O  HOOLEY V o
BALL J O  KING | O a
BAUER a a RANGE ' a a
S rov:iL { O RISQUE V O
CRIBB a RYAN O a
CRIPPEN O a SPRINKEL o g
CULVAHOUSE l | TUTTLE ad a
DAWSON aP #S DOLAN a /
DONATELLI v a a a
REMARKS:
Please provide your comments/recommendations directly to Tony Dolan's
office with an infor copy to my office by 12:00 TODAY. Thank you.
RESPONSE:
O T7”\e Haronn M wM W\«wu/(/\ 2ot pord ol
ngv/ﬁ W\((?W &v~e AN

@sccvator prag S e ;Wﬁ%& s% e
(3) Nead Gomeliig il rctoot gt SRerom -

[ ]



(Griscom/Dolan)
December 10, 1987
10: 00 a.m.

- i g,

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS TO THE NATION: SUMMIT Pon t
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 10, 1987

Good evening. As I am speaking to you now, General
Secretary Gorbachev is leaving American airspace on his return
trip to the Soviet Union. His departure marks the end of
3 historic days here in Washington -- in which Secretary
Gorbachev and I put in place a foundation for better relations
between our governments and our peoples.

During these 3 days we took a step -- only a first step, I
should point out, but still a critical one -- towards building a
more durable peace; indeed, a step that may be the most important
taken since World War II to slow down the arms race. -

I am referring to the arms treaty that we signed Tuesday
afternoon in the East Room of the White House. I believe this
treaty represents a landmark in post-war history because it is
not just an arms control but an arms reduction agreement. Unlike
treaties of the past, this agreement does not simply establish
ceilings for new weapons; it actually reduces the number of such
weapons. In fact, it altogether abolishes intermediate missiles
in Europe and elsewhere. And so, for the first time, we are
eliminating an entire class of nuclear weapons.

The verification measures in this treaty are also something
new. On-site inspections and short-notice inspection will be

permitted within the Soviet Union. Again, this is a first-time

event, a breakthrough.



That is why I believe this treaty will not only lessen the
threat of nuclear war but can also speed along a process that may
someday remove that threat entirely. 1Indeed, this treaty -- and
all that we have achieved during this summit -- signals a broader
understanding between the United States and the Soviet Union. It
is an understanding that will help keep the peace as we work
towards the ultimate goal of our foreign policy: a world where
the people of every land can decide for themselves their form of
government and way of life.

Yet as important as the I.N.F. treaty is, there is a further
and even more crucial point about the last 3 days:
%oviet~American relations are no longer based strictly on arms
centrol issues, they rest now on a far broader’-basis, one that
has -- at its root -- rea%}sm and candor.

Let me explain this with a saying I have often repeated:
Nations do not distrust each other because they are armed, they
are armed because they distrust each other. And just as real
peace means the presence of freedom and justice, as well as the
absence of war, so too, summits must be discussions not just
about arms but about the fundamental differences that cause
nations to be armed.

Dealing then with the deeper sources of conflict between
nations and systems of government is a practical and moral
imperative. That is why it was vital to establish a broader
Summit agenda, one that dealt not only with arms control but

other issues such as bilateral, people-to-people contacts between



our nations and -- most important -- the issues of human rights
and regional conflicts.

This is the summit agenda we have adopted. By doing so, we
have dealt not just with arms control issues but more fundamental
problems such as Soviet expansionism and human rights violations,
as well as our own moral opposition to the ideology that
justifies such practices. In this way, we have put
Soviet-American relations on a far more candid, far more
realistic, far sounder footing.

It also means that while there is movement -~ indeed,
dramatic movement -- in the arms reduction area, much remains to
be done in these other critical areas I have mentioned,
especially -- and this goes without saying -- in advancing our
goal of a world open to the expansion of human freedom and the
growth of democratic government.

But while much work lies ahead, I am pleased to report to
you the significant progress we have made in these area in
addition to arms control.

-- On the matter of regional conflicts, I spoke candidly
with Mr. Gorbachev on the burning issue of Afghanistan. The
Soviet invasion and occupation of that sovereign nation, an act
condemned overwhelmingly by every session of the United Nations
General Assembly, is a matter of utmost concern to the United
States. I can tell you that the Soviets must set an exact date
to begin withdrawing its troops and an exact period of time when

this will be completed. This is essential toward...



-- So too on the issue of human rights, we continued the
progress made at earlier summits. (insert) A)AZXL

-- And finally with regard to the last item on ou{fﬁxﬁgz
bilateral issues -- we signed several important agreements that
will increase such contacts between our nations. (example)

As I say the progress we made on this brbad front reflects a
better basis for understanding between ourselves and the Soviets.
But it also reflects something deeper as well. You see, since
the summit process began in 1985, I have always regarded you, the
American people, as full participants in our discussions. Though
it may surprise Mr. Gorbachev to discover that all this time
there has been a third party in the room with us, I do firmly
believe the p}incipal credit for the patience and persistence

that brought success this year belongs to you, the American

Your support over these last 7 years has laid the basis for
these negotiations, your support made it possible for us to
rebuild our military strength; to liberate Grenada, to move
against terrorism in Libya, and more recently, to protect our
strategic interests in the Persian Gulf. Your support made
possible our policy of providing aid to freedom fighters like
those in Afghanistan, Nicaragua, and other places around the
globe. And when last year at Reykjavik, I refused Soviet demands
that we trade away S.D.I. -- our Strategic Defense Initiative
that would erect a space shield against incoming missiles =-- your
overwhelming support made it clear to the Soviet leaders that the

American people prefer no deal to a bad deal and will back their



President on matters of national securityna In short, your
support for our foreign policy goals -- tﬂe preservation of peace
as we advance the cause of world freedom -- have helped bring the
Soviets to the bargaining table and made possible the success of
this summit.

You know, the question has often been asked whether
democratic leaders who are accountable to their people aren’t at
a grave disadvantage in negotiating with leaders of totalitarian
states who bear no such burden. Believe me, I think I can answer
that question, I can speak from personal experience. Over the
long run, no leader at the bargaining table can enjoy any greater
advantage than the knowledge he has behind him a people who are
strong and free -- and alert; and resolved to remain‘that way.
People like you.

And it is this kind of informed and enlightened support,
this hidden strength of democratic government that enabled us to
do what we did this week at the Washington summit.

And that’s why tonight I am again asking your support. 1In a
very short time, the treaty I signed with Mr. Gorbachev will go
to the United States Senate for ratification. And I am asking
you tonight to tell your Senators this treaty has your full
support.

To this end, let me explain the background. In the mid and
late 1970’s, the Soviets began to deploy hundreds of new
intermediate missiles, most of them mobile, that were targeted on
cities and military installations in Europe. This action gravely

upset the balance of power in Europe; they represented a totally



new nuclear threat to Europe and Japan for which the democratic
nations had no comparable deterrent.

Despite intense pressure from the Soviets, NATO proceeded
with what we called a "two-track policy." First, we would
deploy our own intermediate missiles as a deterrent but at the
same time, push hard in negotiations to do away with this
entirely new and unprecedented nuclear escalation. And we
proposed to do this with something I first proposed in 1981 -- it
was called the zero-option; it meant the complete elimination of
intermediate missiles on both sides.

At first, the Soviets called this a mere propaganda ploy and
some even here in this country agreed. But we were persistent
and eventually the Soviets returned to the bargaining table. The
result is our I.N.F. treaty.

As you see from the map on the screen now, the Soviet
missiles which will be removed and eliminated under the treaty
have béen a major threat to the security of our friends and
allies on two continents, Europe and Asia. Under the terms of
this treaty, we will be eliminating 400 deployed warheads while
the Soviet Union eliminates 1,600 or 4 times more.

Now let me also point out that this does not, however, leave
NATO without nuclear deterrent. 1In fact, we still have thousands
of battlefield nuclear weapons in Europe.

And with regard to verification, as I have mentioned, we
have the breakthroughs of on-site inspections and short-notice
inspections not only at potential missile sites but at the

factories where the missiles and their components are produced.



We have a verification procedure that assures each side that the
missiles of the other side have been destroyed.

Here then is a treaty that shows how persistence and
consistency eventually can pay off in arms negotiations. And let
me assure you too that this treaty has been accomplished with
unprecedented consultation with our allies. I have spoken
personally with the leaders of the major European democracies as
has Secretary Shultz and our NATO and diplomatic personnel. This
treaty has their full support.

But if persistence is paying off in our arms reductions
efforts let me also say that with your continued support we are
making progress in,Fhe areas of regional conflicts and human
rights.

Now I have already mentioned that Mr. Gorbachev and I have
discussed the importance of Soviet troop withdrawals from
Afghanistan. Once again, let me only state that progress on this
front is vital to the improvement of Soviet-American relations.
In addition to Afghanistan, I can also report to you tonight that
I spoke with Mr. Gorbachev about Soviet intervention in other
critical regions or strategic chokepoints. 1In Angola, where
Soviet aid and 40,000 of Castro’s Cuban mercenaries sustain an
unpopular and tottering Communist regime; in Cambodia where armed
resistance continues to North Vietnam’s brutal rule; and, most of
all, here in our own hemisphere, in the Central American nation
of Nicaragua.

Oon this point, I must candidly report to you some

disappointing news: our efforts to get the Soviets to remove



their military personnel from Nicaragua were not successful. Nor
were our efforts to stop the flow of Soviet arms and military

aid -- now totaling over $1 billion -- to the Communist
Sandinista regime in Nicaragua. At this critical time in Central
America, this lack of movement was discouraging to me and to all
who support the cause of democracy for all Central Americans.

So tonight, I must tell you of my firm resolve to stand by
those brave Nicaraguans fighting for freedom. I will urge
Congress in the strongest terms to continue aid to the freedom
fighters -- which expires just before Christmas. If Congress
will not support this request and join with me in sending a
s;;ong signal both to Managua and Moscow, then our country will
be making a serious mistake that could extingui;h the flame of
freedom in Nicaragua -- not just now but for generations to come.

Now in addition to making the progress, that I have already
outlined on our 4-part agenda, Mr. Gorbachev and I did do some
important planning for the Moscow summit next year. We agreed
that we must redouble our efforts to reach agreements on reducing
the levels of U.S. and Soviet long-range nuclear weapons now
under discussion in the START negotiations. General Secretary
Gorbachev and I reaffirmed this week our commitment -- made at
Reykjavik =- to achieve deep, 50 percent cuts in our arsenals of
those frightening weapons. We agreed that we should build on our
efforts to achieve agreement on a START treaty at the earliest

possible date; and we have instructed our delegations in Geneva

accordingly.



Now, I believe deep reductions in these offensive weapons --
along with the development of S.D.I. -- would do much to make the
world safe from nuclear war. So while I was pleased the Soviets
dropped their insistence that we abandon S.D.I. -- however -- I
remain concerned over their efforts to limit our vital research
in this area. 1I reiterated the point that providing a strategic
defensive shield is too important to restrict the promise it
holds for the future.Eggggi%Lq7ix&A =4 0V¢£/>““¢Vék~ Ciéi

About the future, Mr. Gorbachev and I also agreed that as
nuclear weapons are reduced; it becomes all the more important to
address other arms control issues including conventional and
chemical weapons, weapons in which the Soviets now enjoy
significant advantages over the United States.

I think then from all of this you can see not only the
direction of Soviet-American relations but the larger framework
of our foreign policy. As I told the British Parliament in 1981,
we seek to rid the world of the two great nightmares of the
post-war era: the threat of nuclear war and the threat of
totalitarianism. That is why by building S.D.I., which is a
defense against offensive missiles and by going for arms
reduction rather than just arms control, we are moving away from
the so-called policy of Mutual Assured Destruction where nations
hold each other hostage to nuclear terror and destruction. So
too, we are saying that the post-war policy of containment is no
longer enough, that the goal of American foreign policy is both
world peace and world freedom =-- that as a people we hope and

will work for a day when all of God’s children will enjoy the
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human dignity that their creator intended, a dignity best assured
on this Earth by free and democratic government.

I have heard some say that this is a philosophy of
"rollback" of communism. But this is the wrong description
because it concedes the idea that direction of history has been
towards totalitarianism. Since my first days in office, I have
argued that the future belongs not to repressive or totalitarian
ways of life but to the cause of freedom -- freedom of the
marketplace, freedom to speak, assemble, and vote. And when we
see the progress of democracy in these last years -- from Central
America to Asia -- we must be optimistic about the future of our
children. o

When we were together in Iceland, Mr. Gorbachev told me that
this sort of talk is sometimes viewed in the Soviet Union as a
threat. I have said since then that this is no threat at all but
only a dream, the American dream.

And it is a dream that has meant so much to so many -- a
dream that still shines out to the world. You know a few years
ago, Nancy and I were deeply moved by a story told by former
New York Times reporter and Greek immigrant, Nicholas Gage. It
is the story of Eleni, his mother, a woman caught in one of the
terrible struggles of the post-war era: the Greek civil war at
the end of World War II, a mother who was tried and executed
because she smuggled her children out to safety in America.

It is also the story of how her son 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 Nicholas Gage
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finds he cannot extract the vengeance he 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, that part of him most
like here. As he tells it: "the final cry of my mother....was
not a curse on her killers but an invocation of what she died
for, a declaration of love." These simple last words of

Mr. Gage’s mother, of Eleni, were: "My children."

How that cry echoes down through the centuries, a cry for
all children of the world, a cry for peace, for a world of love
and understanding.

And it is the hope of heeding such words -- the’call for
freedom and peace spoken by a chosen people on a desert journey
to a promised land, the call spoken by the Nazarene carpenter
standing at the Sea of Galilee =-- it is these words that we
remember as the holiday season approaches and we reflect on the
events of this week here in Washington.

So, let us remember the children, and the future we want for
them. And let us never forget that this promise of peace and
freedom -- the gift that is ours as Americans -- the gift that we
seek to share with the entire word -- depends for its strength on
the spiritual source from which it came.

So during this holy season, let us also recall that in the
prayers of simple people there is more power and might than that
of all the great statesmen or armies of the Earth. Let us then
thank God for all his blessings to this Nation and ask him for

his help and guidance; so that we might continue the work of
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peace and foster the hope of a world where human freedom is

enshrined.
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‘Elem on Screen. Greece Goes Hollywood

51 By JuLiE SALAMON

/

Most chlldren have felt gratitude to
their parents for the gift of life—and guilt,
too, in those moments when that gift feels
like a burden. Nicholas Gage expenenced
the mixing of these emotions more vio-
lently than most of us. His mother pald for
his life with her own.

Mr. Gage, formerly a reporter with the
. New York Times and The Wall Street Jour--
“nal, told the chilling story of his mother’s-
“sacrifice in a best-selling book called

/”/3//f25" Wi

movne with the-same title.

scnpt that d1d little to demystity Eleni. All
of Mr. Tesich’s work, with the exception of
“Breaking Away,” runs to sentimental
speechiness, and this picture isn’t the sec-
ond exception. Eleni's talk is oratorical,
every sentence a variation on one theme:-
“I will not give up my children.” Much of
the language given her is so stilted it
sounds. as though it is being translated di-
rectly from Greek.. )

Mr. Malkovich is a fine actor but I
didn’t for a minute believe him as a Greek,

expgnj,aje_ so stirred by passion he would
‘““Eleni » which now has been made into a \ _’ iyl CSEefeT, B N

,‘:‘. < There is much. to recommend in this .

plcture, which has at its core the immedi- ,
dely arresting notion of a mother who ac-
\/ ‘tually did what all mothers say they would
’»do Eleni Gatzoyiannis died for her chil- |
*dren. This acute demonstration of mother
L’ <fove took place against the dramatic back-

dr0p of rocky, rural Greece during -the
. scraggly civil war that erupted there after -

~-the end of World War I1. The story unfolds
~as the tale of a son who thinks he wants to

.. avenge } hxs mother's death, but who really .

_ i~yants to learn how to. move on. And Kate -

.,Neliigan the Canadian actress who plays.
- =<Eleni, gives-a stunning perfonnance.. :

¥+ Powerful as it i$, the movie version also

“‘feels like a cheat. Almost none of its char- "%

i x@,acters seem human. Nearly all' the people

"{'in Mr. Gage’s past—shown through flash- /

”Pbacks—a.re set up as larger-than-life icons

.« representing good or evil..On the other -

" hand, Mr. Gage; as played by John Malko-

§ ~»vrch seems liké a cipher or a ghost. We .

- get only hints of what his obsession with ~

.. his mother has done to his relationship to
+~ . his own-children.. .~ - d

- ' The film pmwes Eleni the way she

* must have seemed to Mr. Gage when he

last saw her, when he was nine years old.

He saw her the only way he possibly could

. have under the circumstances—as a super-,_

~human mother who thought of nothing be-

sides her children. The adolescent stereo-:-

types are preserved throughout, although

“they are not acknowledged as such. So,.

55 * while Eleni is a saint, the Communist

. Ajudgewho ordered her torture is the devil.-

t s . Portraits drawn this starkly get the point

- across, but wlth more didactjcism than

. Steve Tesich whose - screen-wrmng

 credits: include *Breaking Away,” “Four

Friends” and “‘American Flyer,” wrote a

“be willmg to kxll someone—eten theman

_who ordered his mother’s death. Balding, -,

“his eyes slightly crossed, his soft voice
Dbarely perceptible, he seems.haunted but
‘ot possessed. When he points a gun in the
worn, unshaven face. of the old man who is
- all that’s left of his mother’s tormentor, we

“already know it's an empty gesture. It
* doesn’t help that the child actor who plays
" Nikolai—~Mr. Gage as a boy—doesn’t re--

. motely resemble the adult he’s supposed to i

_-become,

Even if Mr. Malkovich were more con-
vincing, the film makers tip us off early on
that vengeance won't be his. When Mr.
Gage first arrives in Greece as the New
JYork Times’s Athens bureau chief, he

tracks down the man who led Eleni and the .
Communists’ other prisoners to their exe-
5 - « 3 .

¢

.. evil, Even a. Communist whom Eleni had
" hidden bdck when- the monarchists -were

-~ band-who immigrated-to-the U5 and sent>
- ARPRAAGAS. WBB&"M'B’
: W

cution site. ‘“You're too late,” the old man
sneers. ‘‘We're all dead.”

Director Peter Yates, whose films have
been as diverse as ‘‘John and Mary,"” *“The
Deep’ and ‘‘The Dresser,” does a convinc-
ing job of conveying the fear that hung
over the remote mountain town of Lia dur-
ing the Communist occupation. In one
moving scene, the Communist boss gathers
the women and children left in town into
the local church and urges the mothers to
send their hungry children to Eastern-bloc
countries. Linda Hunt, an astonishing ac-

~ tress who could bring dignity to a recita-

tion of the Yellow Pages, pushes her way
through the crowd of women in black leg-
“gings and baggy woolen dresses as though
to volunteer her children.

Instead, she glares at her oppressor as |
though he were mad. *“No mother will give |
up her children,” she says calmly “There

.are no volunteers here.”

" Communists haven’t- been depicted as
such unredeemable curs in a mainstream
. movie since the '50s. Oliver Cotton, who
plays Katis, the evil judge, looks like a |
Works Progress Administration represen-
tatiorr-of - square-shouldered, black-eyed '

ruling treats. her. cruelly when he rides
back into town with his troops. We have no
clue as to what motivated these Greeks to
turn: so cruelly against their own compa-
triots. As Mr. Gage was able to reconstruct
it, Eleni's only crime-was to'have & hus-

Ms. Nelligan holds this complex web to-
gether by investing this saint with the hu-
manity that isn’t written in her part. She
looks haggard. Her mouth droops. When
she scurries around hiding bread in her.
.apron—or maiming her daughter so she
won't have to go fight with the Commu-
nists—there's something" glinting in her
eyes that’s the kind of terror and madness
that gives rise to courage..She makes us
see the desperation in her. push :for her
.- children’s survival, and the joy in her hope
that at least something of her wﬂl survive
the madness around her.. :."

When you leave the theater. the thing
* that lingers isn’t the movie’s shortcomings
" but the stark image of a doomed mother
holding her arms in the afr, and shouttng
dehantlr “My children.” -: ‘
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the exchange of young students between
their countries which will begin in 1982

The two governments agreed to begin
regular meetings to discuss cultural and in-
formation matters with the desire to im-
prove cultural programs and in order to ex-
amine means of strengthening relations in
these fields. The first cultural and informa-

tion talks will be held in Washington in
October.

The two sides concluded their talks by
welcoming recent decisions to strengthen
mutual consultations as an expression of the
special and close relationship which Italy
and the United States enjoy.

JUPIETROURINE v e —— T

My Lord Chancellor, Mr. Speaker:

The journey of which this visit forms a
part is a long one. Already it has taken me
to two great cities of the West, Rome and
Paris, and to the economic summit at Ver-
sailles. And there, once again, our sister de-
mocracies have proved that even in a time
of severe economic strain, free peoples can
work together freely and voluntarily to ad-
dress problems as serious as inflation, unem-
ployment, trade, and economic develop-
ment in a spirit of cooperation and solidar-
ity.

Other milestones lie ahead. Later this
week, in Germany, we and our NATO allies
will discuss measures for our joint defense
and America’s latest initiatives for a more
peaceful, secure world through arms reduc-
tions.

Each stop of this trip is important, but
among them all, this moment occupies a
special place in my heart and in the hearts
of my countrymen—a moment of kinship
and homecoming in these hallowed halls.

Speaking for all Americans, I want to say
how very much at home we feel in your
house. Every American would, because this
is, as we have been so eloquently told, one
of democracy’s shrines. Here the rights of
free people and the processes of representa-
tion have been debated and refined.

It has been said that an institution is the
lengthening shadow of a man. This institu-
tion is the lengthening shadow of all the
men and women who have sat here and all
those who have voted to send representa-
tives here.

This is my second visit to Great Britain as
President of the United States. My first op-
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portunity to stand on British soil occurred
almost a year and a half ago when your
Prime Minister graciously hosted a diplo-
matic dinner at the British Embassy in
Washington. Mrs. Thatcher said then that
she hoped I was not distressed to find star-
ing down at me from the grand staircase a
portrait of His Royal Majesty King George
III. She suggested it was best to let bygones
be bygones, and in view of our two coun-
tries’ remarkable friendship in succeeding
years, she added that most Englishmen
today would agree with Thomas Jefferson
that “a little rebellion now and then is a
very good thing.” [Laughter]

Well, from here I will go to Bonn and
then Berlin, where there stands a grim
symbol of power untamed. The Berlin Wall,
that dreadful gray gash across the city, is in
its third decade. It is the fitting signature of
the regime that built it.

And a few hundred kilometers behind
the Berlin Wall, there is another symbol. In
the center of Warsaw, there is a sign that
notes the distances to two capitals. In one
direction it points toward Moscow. In the
other it points toward Brussels, headquar-
ters of Western Europe’s tangible unity.
The marker says that the distances from
Warsaw to Moscow and Warsaw to Brussels
are equal. The sign makes this point: Poland
is not East or West. Poland is at the center
of European civilization. It has contributed
mightily to that civilization. It is doing so
today by being magnificently unreconciled
to oppression.

Poland’s struggle to be Poland and to
secure the basic rights we often take for

s b —
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granted demonstrates why we dare not take
those rights for granted. Gladstone, defend-
ing the Reform Bill of 1866, declared, “You
cannot fight against the future. Time is on
our side.” It was easier to believe in the
march of democracy in Gladstone’s day—in
that high noon of Victorian optimism.

We're approaching the end of a bloody
century plagued by a terrible political in-
vention—totalitarianism. Optimism comes
less easily today, not because democracy is
less vigorous, but because democracy’s en-
emies have refined their instruments of re-
pression. Yet optimism is in order, because
day by day democracy is proving itself to be
a not-at-all-fragile flower. From Stettin on
the Baltic to Varna on the Black Sea, the
regimes planted by totalitarianism have had
more than 30 years to establish their legiti-
macy. But none—not one regime—has yet
been able to risk free elections. Regimes
planted by bayonets do not take root.

The strength of the Solidarity movement
in Poland demonstrates the truth told in an
underground joke in the Soviet Union. It is
that the Soviet Union would remain a one-
party nation even if an opposition party
were permitted, because everyone would
join the opposition party. [Laughter]

America’s time as a player on the stage of
world history has-been brief. I think under-
standing this fact has always made you pa-
tient with your younger cousins—well, not
always patient. I do recall that on one occa-
sion, Sir Winston Churchill said in exaspera-
tion about one of our most distinguished
diplomats: “He is the only case I know of a
bull who carries his china shop with him.”
[Laughter]

But witty as Sir Winston was, he also had
that special attribute of great statesmen—
the gift of vision, the willingness to see the
future based on the experience of the past.
It is this sense of history, this understanding
of the past that I want to talk with you
about today, for it is in remembering what
we share of the past that our two nations
can make common cause for the future.

We have not inherited an easy world. If
developments like the Industrial Revolu-
tion, which began here in England, and the
gifts of science and technology have made
life much easier for us, they have also made

it more dangerous. Fannassnsabinsmiiy
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no Parliament can spend a day entirely free
of this threat. And I don’t have to tell you
that in today’s world the existence of nucle-
ar weapons could mean, if not the extinc-
tion of mankind, then surely the end of
civilization as we know it. That’s why nego-
tiations on intermediate-range nuclear
forces now underway in Europe and the
START talks—Strategic Arms Reduction
Talks—which will begin later this month,
are not just critical to American or Western
policy; they are critical to mankind «@ur
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At the same time there is a threat posed
to buman freedom by the enormous power
of the modern state. History teaches the
dangers of government that overreaches—
political control taking precedence over
free economic growth, secret police, mind-
less bureaucracy, all combining to stifle in-
dividual excellence and personal freedom.

Now, I'm aware that among us here and
throughout Europe there is legitimate dis-
agreement over the extent to which the
public sector should play a role in a nation’s
economy-gnd life. But on one point all of us
are united—our abhorrence of dictatorship
in all its forms, but most particularly totali-
tarianism and the terrible inhumanities it
has caused in our time—the great purge,
Auschwitz and Dachau, the Gulag, and
Cambodia.

Historians looking back at our time will
note the consistent restraint and peaceful
intentions of the West. They will note that
it was the democracies who refused to use
the threat of their nuclear monopoly in the
forties and early fifties for territorial or im-
perial gain. Had that nuclear monopoly
been in the hands of the Communist world,
the map of Europe—indeed, the world—
would look very different today. And cer-
tainly they will note it was not the democ-
racies that invaded Afghanistan or su-
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pressed Polish Solidarity or used chemical
and toxin warfare in Afghanistan and South-
east Asia.

If history teaches anything it teaches self-
delusion in the face of unpleasant facts is
folly. We see around us today the marks of
our terrible dilemma—predictions of
doomsday, antinuclear demonstrations, an
arms race in which the West must, for its
own protection, be an unwilling participant.
At the same time we see totalitarian forces
in the world who seek subversion and con-
flict around the globe to further their bar-
barous assault on the human spirit. What,
then, is our course? Must civilization perish
in a hail of fiery atoms? Must freedom
wither in a quiet, deadening accommoda-
tion with totalitarian evil?

Sir Winston Churchill refused to accept
the inevitability of war or even that it was
imminent. He said, “I do not believe that
Soviet Russia desires war. What they desire
is the fruits of war and the indefinite expan-
sion of their power and doctrines. But what
we have to consider here today while time
remains is the permanent prevention of
war and the establishment of conditions of
freedom and democracy as rapidly as possi-
ble in all countries.”

~ Well, this is precisely our mission today:
| to preserve freedom as well as peace. It
| may not be easy to see; but I believe we
(_live now at a turning point.

In an ironic sense Karl Marx was right.
We are witnessing today a great revolution-
ary crisis, a crisis where the demands of the
economic order are conflicting directly with
those of the political order. But the crisis is
happening not in the free, non-Marxist
West, but in the home of Marxist-Leninism,
the Soviet Union. It is the Soviet Union that
runs against the tide of history by denying
human freedom and human dignity to its
citizens. It also is in deep economic difficul-
ty. The rate of growth in the national prod-
uct has been steadily declining since the
fifties and is less than half of what it was
then.

The dimensions of this failure are as-
tounding: A country which employs one-
fifth of its population in agriculture is
unable to feed its own people. Were it not
for the private sector, the tiny private
sector tolerated in Soviet agriculture, the
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country might be on the brink of famine.
These private plots occupy a bare 3 percent
of the arable land but account for nearly
one-quarter of Soviet farm output and
nearly one-third of meat products and vege-
tables. Overcentralized, with little or no in-
centives, year after year the Soviet system
pours its best resource into the making of
instruments of destruction. The constant
shrinkage of economic growth combined
with the growth of military production is
putting a heavy strain on the Soviet people.
What we see here is a political structure
that no longer corresponds to its economic
base, a society where productive forces are
hampered by political ones.

The decay of the Soviet experiment
should come as no surprise to us. Wherever
the comparisons have been made between
free and closed societies—West Germany
and East Germany, Austria and Czechoslo-
vakia, Malaysia and Vietnam—it is the
democratic countries what are prosperous
and responsive to the needs of their people.
And one of the simple but overwhelming
facts of our time is this: Of all the millions
of refugees we've seen in the modern
world, their flight is always away from, not
toward the Communist world. Today on the
NATO line, our military forces face east to
prevent a possible invasion. On the other
side of the line, the Soviet forces also face
east to prevent their people from leaving.

The hard evidence of totalitarian rule has
caused in mankind an uprising of the intel-
lect and will. Whether it is the growth of
the new schools of economics in America or
England or the appearance of the so-called
new philosophers in France, there is one
unifying thread running through the intel-
lectual work of these groups—rejection of
the arbitrary power of the state, the refusal
to subordinate the rights of the individual
to the superstate, the realization that collec-
tivism stifles all the best human impulses.

Since the exodus from Egypt, historians
have written of those who sacrificed and
struggled for freedom—the stand at Ther-
mopylae, the revolt of Spartacus, the storm-
ing of the Bastille, the Warsaw uprising in
World War II. More recently we've seen
evidence of this same human impulse in
one of the developing nations in Central
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America. For months and months the world
news media covered the fighting in El
Salvador. Day after day we were treated to
stories and film slanted toward the brave
freedom-fighters battling oppressive gov-
ernment forces in behalf of the silent, suf-
fering people of that tortured country.

And then one day those silent, suffering
people were offered a chance to vote, to
choose the kind of government they
wanted. Suddenly the freedom-fighters in
the hills were exposed for what they really
are—Cuban-backed guerrillas who want
power for themselves, and their backers,
not democracy for the people. They threat-
ened death to any who voted, and de-
stroyed hundreds of buses and trucks to
keep the people from getting to the polling
places. But on election day, the people of El
Salvador, an unprecedented 1.4 million of
them, braved ambush and gunfire, and
trudged for miles to vote for freedom.

They stood for hours in the hot sun
waiting for their turn to vote. Members of
our Congress who went there as observers
told me of a women who was wounded by
rifle fire on the way to the polls, who re-
fused to leave the line to have her wound
treated until after she had voted. A grand-
mother, who had been told by the guerrillas
she would be killed when she returned
from the polls, and she told the guerrillas,
“You can kill me, you can kill my family,
kill my neighbors, but ydu can't kill us all.”
The real freedom-fighters of El Salvador
turned out to be the people of that coun-
try—the young, the old, the in-between.

Strange, but in my own country there’s
been little if any news coverage of that war
since the election. Now, perhaps they’ll say
it's—well, because there are newer strug-
gles now.

On distant islands in the South Atlantic
young men are fighting for Britain. And,
yes, voices have been raised protesting their
sacrifice for lumps of rock and earth so far
away. But those young men aren’t fighting
for mere real estate. They fight for a
cause—for the belief that armed aggression
must not be allowed to succeed, and the
people must participate in the decisions of
government—{applausel—the decisions of
government under the rule of law. If there
had been firmer support for that principle

some 45 years ago, perhaps our generation
wouldn’t have suffered the bloodletting of
World War II.

In the Middle East now the guns sound
once more, this time in Lebanon, a country
that for too long has had to endure the
tragedy of civil war, terrorism, and foreign
intervention and occupation. The fighting
in Lebanon on the part of all parties must
stop, and Israel should bring its forces
home. But this is not enough. We must all
work to stamp out the scourge of terrorism
that in the Middle East makes war an ever-
present threat.

But beyond the troublespots lies a
deeper, more positive pattern. Around the
world today, the democratic revolution is
gathering new strength. In India a critical
test has been passed with the peaceful
change of governing political parties. In
Africa, Nigeria is moving into remarkable
and unmistakable ways to build and
strengthen its democratic institutions. In
the Caribbean and Central America, 16 of
24 countries have freely elected govern-
ments. And in the United Nations, 8 of the
10 developing nations which have joined
that body in the past 5 years are democra-
cies.

In the Communist world as well, man’s
instinctive desire for freedom and self-de-
termination surfaces again and again. To be
sure, there are grim reminders of how bru-
tally the police state attempts to snuff out
this quest for self-rule—1953 in East Ger-
many, 1956 in Hungary, 1968 in Czechoslo-
vakia, 1981 in Poland. But the struggle con-
tinues in Poland. And we know that there
are even those who strive and suffer for
freedom within the confines of the Soviet
Union itself. How we conduct ourselves
here in the Western democracies will deter-
mine whether this trend continues.

No, democracy is not a fragile flower. Still
it needs cultivating. If the rest of this cen-
tury is to witness the gradual growth of
freedom and democratic ideals, we must
take actions to assist the campaign for de-
mocracy.

Some argue that we should encourage
democratic change in right-wing dictator-
ships, but not in Communist regimes. Well,
to accept this preposterous notion—as some
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well-meaning people have—is to invite the
argument that once countries achieve a nu-
clear capability, they should be allowed an
undisturbed reign of terror over their own
citizens. We reject this course.

As for the Soviet view, Chairman Brezh-
nev repeatedly has stressed that the compe-
tition of ideas and systems must continue
and that this is entirely consistent with re-
laxation of tensions and peace.

Well, we ask only that these systems
begin by living up to their own constitu-
tions, abiding by their own laws, and com-
plying with the international obligations
they have undertaken. We ask only for a
process, a direction, a basic code of decen-
cy, not for an instant transformation.

We cannot ignore the fact that even with-
out our encouragement there has been and
will continue to be repeated explosions
against repression and dictatorships. The
Soviet Union itself is not immune to this
reality. Any system is inherently unstable
that has no peaceful means to legitimize its
leaders. In such cases, the very repressive-
ness of the state ultimately drives people to
resist it, if necessary, by force.

While we must be cautious about forcing
the pace of change, we must not hesitate to
declare our ultimate objectives and to take
concrete actions to move toward them. We
must be staunch in our conviction that free-
dom is not the sole prerogative of a lucky
few, but the inalienable and universal right
of all human beings. So states the United
Nations Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, which, among other things, guaran-
tees free elections.

The objective I propose is quite simple to
state: to foster the infrastructure of democ-
racy, the system of a free press, unions, po-
litical parties, universities, which allows a
people to choose their own way to develop
their own culture, to reconcile their own
differences through peaceful means.

This is not cultural imperialism, it is pro-
viding the means for genuine self-determi-
nation and protection for diversity. Democ-
racy already flourishes in countries with
very different cultures and historical experi-
ences. It would be cultural condescension,
or worse, to say that any people prefer dic-
tatorship to democracy. Who would volun-
tarily choose not to have the right to vote,
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decide to purchase government propaganda
handouts instead of independent newspa-
pers, prefer government to worker-con-
trolled unions, opt for land to be owned by
the state instead of those who till it, want
government repression of religious liberty,
a single political party instead of a free
choice, a rigid cultural orthodoxy instead of
democratic tolerance and diversity?

Since 1917 the Soviet Union has given
covert political training and assistance to
Marxist-Leninists in many countries. Of
course, it also has promoted the use of vio-
lence and subversion by these same forces.
Over the past several decades, West Euro-
pean and other Social Democrats, Christian
Democrats, and leaders have offered open
assistance to fraternal, political, and social
institutions to bring about peaceful and
democratic progress. Appropriately, for a
vigorous new democracy, the Federal Re-
public of Germany’s political foundations
have become a major force in this effort.

We in America now intend to take addi-
tional steps, as many of our allies have al-
ready done, toward realizing this same goal.
The chairmen and other leaders of the na-
tional Republican and Democratic Party or-
ganizations are initiating a study with the
bipartisan American political foundation to
determine how the United States can best
contribute as a nation to the global cam-
paign for democracy now gathering force.
They will have the cooperation of congres-
sional leaders of both parties, along with
representatives of business, labor, and other
major institutions in our society. I look for-
ward to receiving their recommendations
and to working with these institutions and
the Congress in the common task of
strengthening democracy throughout the
world.

It is time that we committed ourselves as
a nation—in both the pubic and private sec-
tors—to assisting democratic development.

We plan to consult with leaders of other
nations as well. There is a proposal before
the Council of Europe to invite parliamen-
tarians from democratic countries to a
meeting next year in Strasbourg. That
prestigious gathering could consider ways to
help democratic political movements.

This November in Washington there will
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take place an international meeting on free
elections. And next spring there will be a
conference of world authorities on constitu-
tionalism and self-goverment hosted by the
Chief Justice of the United States. Authori-
ties from a number of developing and de-
veloped countries—judges, philosophers,
and politicians with practical experience—
have agreed to explore how to turn princi-
ple into practice and further the rule of
law.

At the same time, we invite the Soviet
Union to consider with us how the competi-
tion of ideas and values—which it is com-
mitted to support—can be conducted on a
peaceful and reciprocal basis. For example,
I am prepared to offer President Brezhnev
an opportunity to speak to the American
people on our television if he will allow me
the same opportunity with the Soviet
people. We also suggest that panels of our
newsmen periodically appear on each
other’s television to discuss major events.

Now, I don’t wish to sound overly opti-
mistic, yet the Soviet Union is not immune
from the reality of what is going on in the
world. It has happened in the past—a small
ruling elite either mistakenly attempts to
ease domestic unrest through greater re-
pression and foreign adventure, or it
chooses a wiser course. It begins to allow its
people a voice in their own destiny. Even if
this latter process is not realized soon, I
believe the renewed strength of the demo-
cratic movement, complemented by a
global campaign for freedom, will strength-
en the prospects for arms control and a
world at peace.

I have discussed on other occasions, in-
cluding my address on May 9th, the ele-
ments of Western policies toward the Soviet
Union to safeguard our interests and pro-
tect the peace. What I am describing now is
a plan and a hope for the long term—the
march of freedom and democracy which
will leave Marxism-Leninism on the ash-
heap of history as it has left other tyrannies
which stifle the freedom and muzzle the
self-expression of the people. And that’s
why we must continue our efforts to
strengthen NATO even as we move for-
ward with our Zero-Option initiative in the
negotiations on intermediate-range forces
and our proposal for a one-third reduction

in strategic ballistic missile warheads.

Our military strength is a prerequisite to
peace, but let it be clear we maintain this
strength in the hope it will never be used,
for the ultimate determinant in the struggle
that’s now going on in the world will not be
bombs and rockets, but a test of wills and
ideas, a trial of spiritual resolve, the values
we hold, the beliefs we cherish, the ideals
to which we are dedicated.

The British people know that, given
strong leadership, time and a little bit of
hope, the forces of good ultimately rally
and triumph over evil. Here among you is
the cradle of self-government, the Mother
of Parliaments. Here is the enduring great-
ness of the British contribution to mankind,
the great civilized ideas: individual liberty,
representative government, and the rule of
law under God.

I've often wondered about the shyness of
some of us in the West about standing for
these ideals that have done so much to ease
the plight of man and the hardships of our
imperfect world. This reluctance to use
those vast resources at our command re-
minds me of the elderly lady whose home
was bombed in the Blitz. As the rescuers
moved about, they found a bottle of brandy
she’d stored behind the staircase, which was
all that was left standing. And since she was
barely conscious, one of the workers pulled
the cork to give her a taste of it. She came
around immediately and said, “Here now—
there now, put it back. That’s for emergen-
cies.” [Laughter]

Well, the emergency is upon us. Let us
be shy no longer. Let us go to our strength.
Let us offer hope. Let us tell the world that
a new age is not only possible but probable.

During the dark days of the Second
World War, when this island was incandes-
cent with courage, Winston Churchill ex-
claimed about Britain’s adversaries, “What
kind of a people do they think we are?”
Well, Britain’s adversaries found out what
extraordinary people the British are. But all
the democracies paid a terrible price for
allowing the dictators to underestimate us.
We dare not make that mistake again. So,
let us ask ourselves, “What kind of people
do we think we are?” And let us answer,
“Free people, worthy of freedom and deter-

747

e S S NP

e A4 o A OB i b o
N

A g

o P Sy D S . b o S

R e A A e Y AR KA B 4 e i 8 vt




June 8 / Administration of Ronald Reagan, 1982

mined not only to remain so but to help
others gain their freedom as well.”

Sir Winston led his people to great victo-
ry in war and then lost an election just as
the fruits of victory were about to be en-
joyed. But he left office honorably, and, as
it turned out, temporarily, knowing that the
liberty of his people was more important
than the fate of any single leader. History
recalls his greatness in ways no dictator will
ever know. And he left us a message of
hope for the future, as timely now as when
he first uttered it, as opposition leader in
the Commons nearly 27 years ago, when he
said, “When we look back on all the perils
through which we have passed and at the
mighty foes that we have laid low and all
the dark and deadly designs that we have
frustrated, why should we fear for our
future? We have,” he said, “come safely
through the worst.”

Well, the task I've set forth will long out-

live our own generation. But together, we
too have come through the worst. Let us
now begin a major effort to secure the
best—a crusade for freedom that will
engage the faith and fortitude of the next
generation. For the sake of peace and jus-
tice, let us move toward a world in which
all people are at last free to determine their
own destiny.

Thank you.

Note: The President spoke at 12:14 p.m. in
the Royal Gallery at the Palace of West-
minster in London.

On the previous evening, the President
was greeted by Queen Elizabeth II in an
arrival ceremony at Windsor Castle, near
Windsor, England. Later, the Queen hosted
a private dinner for the President.

On the morning of June 8, the President
and the Queen spent part of the morning
horseback riding on the Windsor Castle
grounds.

Toasts of the President and British Prime Minister Margaret
Thatcher at a Luncheon Honoring the President in London

June 8, 1982

The Prime Minister. We are here today to
welcome and to honor our great ally, the
United States of America. Mr. President,
Mrs. Reagan, it’s a privilege and a pleasure
to have you both here with us. It’s rare
enough to have an American President as a
guest at Number 10, but my researchers
have been unable to find out when we last
had the honor of the First Lady at Number
10 as well.

President and Mrs. Reagan, your pres-
ence gives me and, indeed, many of our
guests a chance to repay as best we can the
hospitality you bestowed on us when we
were your first official guests from abroad
at the beginning of your Presidential term
of office. I realize, of course, that you've
both become accustomed recently to taking
your meals in rather grander places—
[laughter}—the Palace of Versailles and
Windsor Castle. As you can see, this is a
very simple house, one which has witnessed
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the shaping of our shared history since it
first became the abode of Prime Ministers
in 1732.

Mr. President, some of us were present
this morning to hear your magnificent
speech to members of both Houses of Par-
liament in the historic setting of the Royal
Gallery. It was, if I may say so, respectfully,
a triumph. We are so grateful to you for
putting freedom on the offensive, which is
where it should be. You wrote a new chap-
ter in our history-——no longer on the defen-
sive but on the offensive. It was, if I might
say so, an exceedingly hard act to follow.
[Laughter] But I will try to be brief.

Much has been said and written over the
years, Mr. President, about the relations be-
tween our two countries. And there’s no
need for me to add to the generalities on
the subject today, because we’ve had before
our eyes in recent weeks the most concrete
expression of what, in practice, our friend-
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1977 - 1987

1977

Early 1977
Soviet Union begins deplovment of the SS-20 intermediate-
range nuclear missile in the European U.S.S.R.

The SS-20 is a modern. mobiie ballistic missile with three
independently targetable warheads and a range covering all of
Western Europe from bases well inside the U.S.S.R.

October 28, 1977

West German Chancelior Heimut Schmidt brings
SS-20 threat to the forefront of the North Atlanti
Organization's (NATO's) atiention in a speech at tne
International Institute for Straiegic Studies in London. He
warns that strategic nuciear parity between the U.S. and the
U.S.S.R. means “magnification of the signiflicance of the
disparities between East and West as regards tactical ang
conventional weepons.” and ciies deplovment of the SS-20 s
increasing such disparity between NATO and the Warsaw Paci

th
ic Treatv

Late 1977

NATO's Nuclear Planning Group (\PG] dircc:s that 2 High
Level Group (HLG) be estahlishied to stugy Alliance long-term
INF modernization needs. consisient mxh jte doctrine of
flexible response.

There ere two categories of INF missiles: jonger-range (LRINF
and shorter-renge (SRINF).

1979

Spring 1979

A NATO Special Group on Arms Control and Related Matters
(SG) is established to formulate guiding principies for future
arms control efforts involving INF. (The SG was renamed the
Special Consultative Group. or SCG. following the NATO
decision of December 1979.)

Summer 1979

The work of NATO's High Level Group and Special Group
converge in the [ntegrated Decision Document. which setsiorth
the besic aims of Alliance INF policy s "deterrence and
stability based upon 2 triad of forces. the coupling between
these forces. and the important political principle ol the
strategic unity of the Alliance.” The Document calls for
complementary supporting programs of force modernization
and arms control.

October 6. 1979

Soviet General Secretary Brezhnev proposes & {reeze on Soviet
SS-20 depiovments if NATO deplceys no counterpart svsiems
because “a balance now exists.”

One hundred thirty SS-20s. with 34( warheads. are now
deploved.

No ULS. INF missiles are deploved,
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December 12, 1979
NATO unanimously adopts a “dual track™ strategy to counter
Soviet deployments of SS-20 missiles.

Onc track calle for arms control negotiations with the U'.5.5.K.
1o restore the balance in INF at the lowest possible level.

In the absence of an arms control agreement. NATO's second
track is to modernize its INF with the deplovment in Western
Europe of 464 single-warhead U.S. ground-faunched cruise
missiles (GLCM) and 108 single-warhead U.S. Pershing I
ballistic missiles, beginning in December 1983.

1980
Early 1960
The U.S. offcrs—but the Soviets refuse—1to negotiate on INF,

July 1980

Durineg Chancellor Schmidl’s visit to Moscow. the Soviets
annouiice agre cMenl o principie W paracipate m i
negotiations with the U.S.

October 1980

The Sovict Union claims “a balance now exists™in INI missifes,
Approximately 200 Soviet S8-20s. with 600 warheads. are now
deptoved,

No U.S. INF missiles are deployed.

October-November 1980

No agreement is rcached in preliminary discussions on what
the focus should be in INF talks between U.S. and Soviet
ncgotiators.

1981

January 1981

The Reagan Administration fakes office. amd beains a review of
U.S. arms control policy.

Spring 1981
At a meeting of NATO's North Atlantic Council tNAC). foreign
ministers reaffirm the 1979 “dual track™ decision. and alhied
consultations proceed in preparation for neagotiations later in
the vear.

November 18, 1981

In a mejor policy address calling for & framework of
ncgotiations on reductions in al! types of arms. Presiden:
Reagan proposes the “zero option.” agreeing o the
cancellation of planned U.S. INF missile deplovments. if the
Sovict Union agrees o eliminate all its 88-4. 35-5. and 83-20
missiles.

November 31, 1981

Formal negotiations on INF begin in Geneva. The L3, sevks
global climination of {.S. and Sovict LRINF missiles and
cotlateral constraints on SRINF missiles.

December 11, 19851
The U.S. formally presents the “zero option”™ preposal Lo the
Soviets in Geneva.

December 1981

The Soviels propose an azreement that would establish an
eventual ceiling of 300 "medium-ranee™ missiles and auclear-
capable aircraft in Eurep~ inr each side. and that would irclude

British and French independent nuclear forces in the U.S.
count.

1982

March 1982

The Sovicts announce a “moratorium’™ on their SS-20
deplovments in the European U.S.S.R.  Soviel deplovments.
however, continue as missile sites under construction in the
European U.S.S.R. are finished and activated. and new sites
are begun in the Asian U.S.S.R. from which missiles can reac
NATO targets.

June 1982
U.S. and Soviel negotiators develop an informal package of
clements to be included in a possibie INF agreement.

This so-called "Walk in the Woods™ proposal would:

1. Set equal levels of INF missile launchers in Europe.

2 Preclude deplovment of U.S. Pershine 11s.

3. Freeze Soviet SS-20 deplovments in the Asian part of the
U.S.S.R.

Moscow subsequently rejects the package.

August 1982
Saviet Defense Minister Dmitri Ustinoy stetes:"Appronimate
P el Ll Contnues 1o Calat today .

Over 300 soviel SS-20s. with more than 900 warheads, are
now deployed.

No U.S.INF missiles are deploved.

Deeember 1982

The U.S.S.R. publicly proposes an INF missile sub-ceiling in
burope, tied explicitly to the level of British and French
missiles and designed to preclude U.S. INF missile deplovmen
in kurope.

The Soviel demand to include the independent nuclear
deterrent forces of the United Kingdom and France would gra
the U.S.S.R. a legally sanctioned "right” to have nuclear forc
cqual to those of all other nuclear powers combined. This is
lantamount to a Sovicl demand for global military superiorit
and political hegemony.

Tne U.S.S.R.also mounts a propaganda campaign ceniercd ¢
an atleged "moratorium™ on its SS-20 deployments in the
Eurepean region of the Soviet Union. The Soviet proposal wou
permis unitmited SS-20 deplovments in the Asian U.S.S.R.

1983

January 31, 1983

Vice President George Bush. in Berlin. reads an “open lette
to turope from President Reagan proposing to Soviet leade
Yuri Andropov that they meet and sign an agreement bannii
L.S. and Soviet land-based INF missiles from the face of t
carth.

February 1983

The U.S. reiterates criteria. set forth in November 1981 aft

consultation with and approvai by the allies, for reaching

acreement with the Soviets in INF negotiations:

1. Equality of rights and limits between the L.S. and the
LS8R

2. £xciusion of independent third country, i.c. British and
French. nuclear deterrent forces from any agreement.

3. Agreed-upon limils must be applicd on a glohal basis: no s



of Soviet longer-range INF missiles from the European
U.S.S.R. 1o the Asian U.S.S.R.
4. No weakening of NATO’s conventional deterrent forees.
5. Effcctive verification measures.

March 29, 1983
The U.S. formally presents an interim agreciment proposat ot
the INF talks in Geneva.,

March 30, 1983

President Reagan announces pubhicly that the US. and the
allics are prepared 1o aecept an interimy agreement an INF
missiles that would establish equal global levels of TS and
Sovict warheads on INF missile launchers at the Jowest
possibie number, with zero still the nltimate goal

April 1983

Soviet Foraign Mitiister Ancrei Cromyia s the Lo,
“interim solution™ unacceptable. He reiterates ilic Soviel
position that there must be no U deployments. amd that
Sovicl deployments be tied to the aumber of Briesh and Mrench
stralegic systems.

May 3. 1983

Guleral Seeretary Andropov meicd
warhcads as well as missiles at 1IN Ladks,
the number of Soviet SS-20s in the European USSR would he
keved loabouctcoumufbrl ush and French \im.wm sVStens,
He refuses to acdress Soviet depiovments in e Asian L85 2
where Soviet missiles withdrawn from the Eu"opcan CSER
could be moved, threatening U.S. {ricnds and allies in Asia and
Europe. Mobile $5-20s in the Asian U.S.S.R. would also ha
the potential for a quick return to the Euro pean LLS.S.R.

eenmeness o connd IV
He rederates Uit

May 19, 1983
The U.S. tables a draft treaty embodving the interim agreement
proposal of March 29.

August 1983

General Secretary Andropov proposes to reduce INF missiles
and launchers to the Soviet count of British and French levels.
provided the U.S. cancels deplovment of its Pershing Il and
cruise missiles.

September 22, 1953

Althe Geneva negotiations. the L’ S. offers three new 2iements

lo its proposed interim agreem

1. The U.S. would entertain the xcoa of not ofiselting all Soviet
global INF deployments by U.S. deploymenis in Europe. The
U.S. would keep the right. nowever. Lo deplov elsewhere (o
reach an equal glodal ceiling.

2.The U.S. i< prepared 0 ar)po"m 1'< recu
lls and ¢ i
appropnaze manner.

3. The U.S. is prepared to corsiger proposals involving lanc-
based aircraft.

TA ershine
in an

H

ons
.
%S

¢!
GLCS

&

A
c
3

September 26, 1983

President Reagan reiterates the (hree new eiemernts of nis
proposed interim agreement in a speacn before the i nited
Nations Genera! Assembiv.

[

October 1983

General Secretary Andropov proposes a modified version of his
December 1982 proposal, by announcing that the "UL.S.S.R. 18
willing to reduce the number of its §§-20s in the European
U.S.5.R. 10 140, with 420 warhcads, to malch the Soviet count
of British and French warheads.”

General Secretary Andropov offers o freeze the number of
Soviet §8-20s deploved in the Asian U.S.S.R., once an INF
agreement limiting European-hased systems is implemented—
as long as the U.S. deplovs no similar weapons in thal region.
Andropov also announces “additional flexibility™ on the issue of
counting termediate-ranee nuclear aircraft, although details
are not provided,

Andropov announces that the start of deplovment of USCINE
missiles “will make 10 mpossible to continue the INF talks”

The Soviel Defense Ministry states that the LSS R s
prepanng to deploy “operalional-laclical”™ nussies i ihe
German Democratic Republic and Czechioslovakia as part of
“planped countermeasures” o U, deployments,

The U.S. states that the Andropov proposal contains
shortcomings because it still insists that the USSR be
compensated for Brinsh and French strategic forees thiroagt

ESOINE deplovments and that there he e UoSdepioviments,

The soviel proposal o freese INF deplovments i e Asian
oSSR appears Lo recognize the Usoview that INF mrissiles
muat be treated on a global basis, The V.S secks details of the
Saviel proposal on airerall.

The U.S. notes that the Soviet threat to end negotiations if the
U.S. deploys missiles in Evrope is unjustified because the US.
has negetiated for two vears while Soviet SS-20 levels rose
dramatically.

October 27, 1983

Al Montebello. Canada. the U.S. and the allies agree to main-
tain NATO’s nuclear capability al the lowest level consistent
with security and deterrence. This would include withdrawing
1.400 U.S. nuclear warheads from Europe over a period of sev-
eraivears. This is in addition to the 1.000 warheads withdrawn
ioliowing NATO's December 1879 “dual track™ decision.

November 13, 1983

reaffirmine iis preference for the “zero option.” the U.S.
noses that boih sides agree to an egual gioba! ceiling of 420
theads on INF missiles.

\m’;

November 23. 1983
Deiiveries of the first
2omponents
pegins implementation of I\r G“DIO\mem in accordance with
- Ihe second irack of NATO's 1879 decision.

the INF nego

ziks whenever the Soviets are

t U.S. ground-launched cruise missile

The Soviet dgeiegation walks out of tiations.

"

Tre L.S. offers to resume the i
witling e return.

November 31. 1983
Tnree nundred sixty Soviet SS-20s. with 1.080 warhcads, are
now gdeploved.

November 1953 - January 1985
P"';.'r“;‘ INF neontiations 1
¥ At e ]’ .

OMEIR sUSHENGed i the aheenice o

begin in Great Britein and West Germany., T.,iy\
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1984

November 24. 1984

President Reagan announces on Thanksgiving Day that the US.
and the Soviel Linion have agreed Lo enter inlo new
ncgoliations. known as the Nuclear and Space Talks (NST.
concerning nuclear offensive arms and defense and space
issues.

1985

January 7-8, 1985

Secretary of State Georpe Shultz and Soviel Foreign Minister
Andrei Gromyko meet in Geneva Lo selan agenda for new
comprehensive arms control negotiations, covering strategic
nuclcar arms (START), INF. and Defense and Space.

March 12. 1985

The U.S. anu e US.0 rl begin ihe W8T Talhs o venevi, fhe
U.S. secks the elimination or reduction of INF o the fonest
possible number, with cqual global fimits.

March-April 1985

Al the beginning of the new INF talks. the U.S. reafflirms its
approach and its draft treatics of 1982 on the elobal
climination of INI” missiles. and of 19¢3 for an interin
agreement on equal INF limits at the fowest passible number,

In the new NST talks, the U.S.S.R. maintaing its 1985 position,
opposing U.S. INF deplovment. and insisting on linkage of
Soviet $S-20s with British and French sirategic forces.

The Sovict delegation tables a proposal for a bilateral
moratorium on INF deplovinents and a proposal {or subsequent
“reductions”™ that would result in zero U.S. INF missiles. hul
allow Sovict INF missiles at levels equivalent to British andd
FFrench sirategic forces.

General Sccretary Gorbachev also announces a unilateral
Sovict moratorium on INF missile deployvments in the U.S.S.R.

Sovict deplovments nonetheless continue at sites already under

construction.

May-July 1985

The U.S. continucs its effort Lo cngage the Soviet Union
substantively and consiructivelv, indicating flexibitiny on am
outcome that achieves equai U.S.-Soviet global INF limits.

The U.S.S.R. continues to drmand @ nait ie. and withdrawai ul,
U.S. INF deployments, and insists that INF limits on Soviet
forces take into account British and IFrench strategic forces.

QOctober 3. 1983

During a visit te Paris, General Secretary Gorbaches
announces elements of a counierproposal 16 the U.S. propesals
of March 1985 in the NST. He calls for a freeze in U.S. and
Soviel INF missile deplovments. [ollowed by the “deepest
possible” reductions. and he announces that Sovict S5-4's are
being phased out and some 8$5-20's are being removed {ron
combai status.

October 31, 1985

President Reagan announces that the U.S. is presenting a new
arms control proposal at the Geneva talks. This proposal
includes INF and builds on “positive elements™ of the Soviel
counterproposal of October 3. 1985, e.¢.. the possibility of a
separate INF agreement independent of strategic or defense
and space issucs.

November I, 1985

The U.S. response 1o the Soviet counterproposal contains the

following points on INF:

1. While preferring the total elimination of U.S. and Soviet INF,
the U.S. proposes—as an interim step—Ilinuting U.S. INF
missile launcher deplovments in Europe to 140 Pershing [
and ground-launched cruise missiles. (Each GLCN launcher
has four missiles.) This is the number o be deploved by
Necember 31, 1985, This propnsal also calls for redurtions
in the Sovictforce of 35-20 missile launchers within range i
NATO Europe to 140, (Each SS-20 missiic has three
warheads.)

2. Within that iauncher limit, the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. could
have an agreed equal number of between 420 and 450
warheads in Europe.

3. To achieve eaual clobial U.S. and Soviet INF warhead iimits.
the Soviets must reduce SS-20 launchers in Asia {that are
outside the range of NATO Europe) by the semie proporticn
as the reduction of launchers within the range of NATO
Furope. :

4. Appropriate constraints on shorter-range INF (SRINF)
should be agreed. so that the Soviets cannot circumvent an
asrcement on longer-range INF (LRINF) with a buildup of
their SRINE.

November 210 1983

Al the Geneva Summit. President Reagan and General
Secretary Gorbachev agree (o focus on several issues in arms
control. including the “idea ol an interim [N agreement.”

1986

January 15, 1986

General Secretary Gorbachev sends a letter to President
Reagan containing an arms control proposal which. in the
context of completely eliminating nuclecar weapons over a i5-
vear period. includes the call to eiiminate U.S. and Soviet
LRINF in Europe oier the next 5-te-8 vears.,

The Gorbachev letter proposes that British and French nuclear
forces not be counted against U.S. LRINF in Europe, but that
they be frozen at present levels. and that U.S. transfers of
nuclcar svstems to third partics be barred. The Soviel proposal
to dismantle its SS-20s deploved in Europe does not address
Soviet LRINF missiles stationed cast of the Ural Mountains nor
constraints on Soviet SRINF.

February 24, 1986
President Reagan issues 2 statement making it known that
cerlain aspects of the Soviet January 1986 arms control



. proposal arc not appropriate at this ume. One area in which he
dopes “immediate progress” will be made is in the INF
pegotiations. The President notes that the U.S. already has on
the table in Geneva a concrele plan calling for the elimination
of U.S. Pershing lls and GLCMs. as well as Soviet §§-20
missiles. not only in BEurope but also in Asia.

March 2, 1986

U.S. Arms Control Adviser Paul Nitze publicly criticizes and
rejects Soviet proposals to include limits on British and French
independent nuclear forees in a bilateral agreement between
the U.S. and U.S.S.R. He reiterates the man clements of the
U.S. proposal for cqual global limits on LRINF and collateral
constraints on SKRINF,

Scptember 30, 1986

The U.S. and the USSR, ammounce that President Reagan and
General Sceretary Gorbachev will meet at Revkjavik, leeland,
on October 11-12.

October 11-12, 1986

AU ReyKjavik, the UL, and the Soviel Union agree o cquil
glabal ceilines of 100 LRINF missile warheads for cach sife.
with nonc in Curope.

The Sovicts also offer 1o freeze their SRINE missile systems,
pending negotiation of reductions. but they would require 1os.
SRINF mussiie svstems to he “Trozen™ at the carreat lesel o
zero. They also agree inprinciple to some kev verificatog
clements. However, the Soviets Jink an INF aareement jo LS,
acceptance of constraints on ils Strategie Defense fnitiative
(SDI). These constraints go bevond those of the 1472 Anbi-
Baliistic Missile (ABM) Trealyv.

October 23, 1986
The U.S. tatles a proposal refllecting the arcas of agreement
reached ai Reyrjavik.

November 7, 1986

The U.S.S.R. presents a new |NF proposal which backtracks
from the 1985 Geneva Summit commitment Lo conclude a
separate interim agreement on INF. It also refuses o accepl
the Reykjavik understandings on INF as separate from those on
strategic arms control issues. The Sovicts also maintain linkage
between an INF agreement and constraints on SDI.

November 15-16, 1986

President Reagan and Prime Minister Thatcher of Great Eritain
agree &t Cemp David that priority sh Od Id be given. v xl
effective verification. tc an INF agreemeni with constra

on SRINF.

1987

January 13, 1987

The U.S. proposes at lhe INF talks in Geneve:

1. Phased reduction of LRINF warheads 10 & global ceilin
100 LRINF warheads for each sige by the end of 1991,
remaining Sovie! LRINF warheads permiited in Soviet
anc U.S. LRINF warheads permi:tec in U.S. territory.
including Alaska.

2. Reduction of U.S. and Soviet LRINF warheads in Europe (o
2ero by the end of 1991

3. Agreement on INF reductions not contingent on the
resolution of other issues outside ¢f the INF negotiaiicns. as
agreed 2t the Novemher 1885 Geneva Summit,

4. Global constraints limiting U.S. and Soviet SRINF within the
range band of the Soviet 8S-23 to 8S-12 (Scaleboarad)
missiles to the current Soviel global level.

5. Ban on development and deplovment of SRINF missiles in the

range between the U.S. Pershing 11 {the shortest-range

LRINF missile) and the Soviet Scaleboard (the longest-range

SRINF missile).

Suhsequent negotiations on additional SRINF constraints or

reductions would begin within six months after an intial INF

agreement is reached,

- Bxchange of data before and after reductions take place.

. On=site observation of elimination of weapons and an
cffective monitoring arrangement for facitities. including on-
S dnspection, Tollowing elimination ol weapons,

0. Neeotintions on the details of verification to take place in

paralich with negotiations on redoction of weapons.

6.

<

==

February 28, 1987

General Seeretary Gorbachey announces Soviet w ilh’nﬂn( s810
Signa separnte sereenent o eliminate Soviet and PS)INE
nussiles i Lurope witlim hive years, dropping once .1;_’.nn
Soviet msistence that these misstes be considered part of o
comprehensive arms control pachage,

These Seviet terms appear nearhy identical to those agreed 1o
ot Revkjnvik, Fach side would be permited to keep onhy 100
warheads outside of Burope—the Soviet Union i Soviet Asia
and the bnnied States within Bs territory,

Mareh 30 1987

President Reagan savs that Gorbachey's February 28t stale-
mentndicaung Soviel witlingpess to conciude an agrecmesit o
INF missilc reductions separalely from agreements in the (wo
other arcas of NST negotiations “removes a serious obslacle to
progress ioward INF reductions.”

He adds that: "To scize this new opportunity, | have instructed
our negotiators 1o begin the presentation of our draft INF
treaty text in Geneva tomorrow. | hope that the Soviet Union
will then proceed with us to serious discussion of the details
which are essential lo translate areas of agreement in principle
inlo a concrete agreement. And | want to stress that of the
important issues whnich remain to be resolved. none is more
important than verification. Because we are committed {0
eenuine and lasting arms reductions anc o ensuring full
compliance. we will continue Lo insist that any agreement must
be efiectivelv verifizzie.”

March 4. 1987

Tne United States presents iis drafi U.S.-Soviet INF treaiv.

which provides for the reduction of LRINF missile warneads on

each side 1o 100 globally. with zerc in Europe. as agreed to by

U.S. znd Soviet leacers &t Revkjevik. The U.S. makes clear.

however, the: globe! elimingtion of U.S. and 50' ieU INF missiles
pref
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remains iis [9H
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TERC2.

March 12, 19687
tia

Aithe INF neeo ons in Geneve. the U.S. presents a trean
zriicle providing for 2 comprehensive approach 10\crm ?hor
of an IN® ag ree'ner'. The nesic elements of the ULy, gpproack

lo verification are:

1. Provision for the use of and non-interference with Nationa
Technicel Means INTAf;. & reguirement for the broadeasi ¢
enginecring mf-a<uremf?n!~ on missiie f,,rr <. a han on

NCrvpLion &nd e pan on conccaiment measures thal impede
\(’rz:;(‘s‘.on.

5



2. Specification of areas and facilitics where treaty-limited
svstems must be located and prohibition against having
them elsewhere.

3. Reciprocal exchange of a specificd comprehensne set of data
on related treaty-limited systems and their support facilities
and equipment.

. Reciprocal updating of this data.

. Specialized proccdures for destruction. dismantiement and
conversion of LRINF svstems. including on-site inspection.

6. On-site inspection and monitoring initially when the trealy
goes into effcct, and subscquenty to ensure comphance with
the treaty limitations.

[S4 %N

March 26, 1987

The extended session of the U.S.-sSoviet NST negutiations
concludes. The L‘ S.objectsto a Soviel propuxal to separate the
regotiations on SRINT from on init < INF romeqment aving iy
is a step backward from agrecments lmchui in principle
during the U.S.-Soviet INF negotiations of 1951-1983 and
rcafhrmed at Reyvkiavik. The Sovietl proposal would sliow the
U.S.S.R. a virtual monopolv of these svstems and leave the
Soviels free to increase their existing SRINF missile {vrce.
thereby circumventing any agreement on LRINE.

April 15, 1987

Sccretary of State George Shultz concludes three davs oi
meetings with General Sccretary Gorbachev fnd Foreizn
Minister Eduard Shevaerdnadze in iMoscow.

Shultz says that. with hard negotiaiions. the prospect of
reaching an agreement on INF is close at hand: "The basic
structure of that agreement would be. first. ine Revkjavia
formula of 100 LRINF warheads on cach side to he deploved on
the Soviet side in Asia and on the UL, side in the Unied
States.”

The two sides agree that the INF missile reductions should be
accomplished in approximately four-to-five vears and that an
agreement "must contain provisions for very strict and
intrusive verification.”

On SRINF missiles. Shultz savs the two sides agree that there
should be giobal limits. and that the U.S. believes any
constraints must he set up on “the princinle of equality.”

Shultz notes thet the Sovizis sayv they intend. upor signing an
INF agreement. to withdraw and dea.roy the SRINF they now
have stationed in the German Democratic Republic and
Czechoslovakia. and that. in ncgotiations over remaining
missiles, the U.S.S.R. will propose that SRINF be reduced to
2ero within one year.

April 23, 1987

President Reagan calls on the Sovizt Union to speed pregress in
the INF negotiations by respsnding to U.S. verification
proposals. The President savs that Soviet azreement (o
eliminate INF syvstems altogether would facilitate verification of
compliance with the proposed pact.

The two sides currentiyv agree to reduce land-based LRINF
systems to 100 warheads on each side with none in Europe.
Reagan says “a zero LRINF outcome—the elimination of 7is
entire class of missiles—" remalns tne preferrec sgution for
the United States and iis allies.

April 27, 1987

The Soviet Union presents a draft INF treaty, which reflects
basic agreements on land-based LRINF missiles reached at
Revkjavik.

The Soviet proposal would reduce cach side’s LRINF in Europe
to zero by the end of five vears. and would limit Soviet LRINF
missile warheads in Soviel Asia to 100 warheads deploved
bevond a striking distance of the United States. It also would
limit U.S. LRINF missile warheads in U.S. territory to 100
missile warheads deploved bevond a striking distance of the
Soviet Union. thus precluding deplovments in Ataska.

June 12, 1987

In a communique issued following a meeting in Reykjavik of
NATO's North Atlantic Council. the foreign ministers express
support for elobal and cffectively \c.mable elimination of all
UL and Seviet land-Dased oRINE missiloswith o ranse ¢f 500
10 1,000 km as an integral part of an INF agreement.

The communique calls on the Soviet Union to drop its demand

lo retain a portion of its SS-20 capability and reiterates the

wish 1o sce all U.S. and Soviet Jonger-range. land-based INF
missiles climinated in accordance with NATO's long-standing
ohiective.

The ministers sav an INF agreement would be an important

clement in a coherent and comprehensive concept of arms

control and disarmament which. while consistent with NATO's
doctrine of flexible responsce, would include:

1. A 50 percent reduction in the strategic offensive nuclear

weapons of the United States and the Soviet Union. to be

achicved during current Gencva ncgotiations.

The global climination of chemical weapons.

. The establishment of a siabte and sccure level of
conventional forces by eliminating disparities in the wnole of
Europe.

4. In conjunction with the cstablishment of a conventional
balance and the global elimination of chemical weapons.
taneible and verifiable reductions of U.S. and Sovicl land-
based. short-range nuclcar missile svstems, leading Lo cqual
ceilings.

1o
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June 16. 1987

The United States formally presents its position on SRINF
missile systems at the INF talks in Geneva. The position calls
for Lthe global eiimination of all U.S. and Sovict SRINF mxsszla
svslems.

July 23, 1987
Secretary General Gorbachev announces a change in the Soviet
position on INF. The Soviets essentially accept the “double
ojobal zero™ proposal. indicating:

1. Readiness. as part of an agreement with the U8,
climinate all "medium-range missiies™ in Soviel Asia,
inctuding the 100 LRINF warheads on such missiles.
provided the U.S. also gives up all such missiles end
warheads.

2. Readiness to eliminate “operational and tactical missiles”
(SRINF). if the U.S. does the same.

July 28, 1987

In response Lo the Soviet announcement ihai the U.S.S.R. is
wiiling 1o accent the glebal zere proposs! for INF misgiles.
o riginally tebiod by tha U.S., President Rezoan save:

The proposz! sy ferward todavehy our necoiiaiors in Geneva:



would make provision for strict and effective verification

measures and reject the transfer of existing U.S. and Soviet INF

missiles and launchers to a third country. Two vital new
elements arc also included: the destruction of missiles and
launchers covered by the treaty and no conve rsiun of these
svstems and launchers o other 1ypes of weapons.”

August 3, 1987

Soviet arms negotiator Aleksei A- Obukhov savs the ULS.S.R
will consider a compromise to resohve ULS.-Soviet differences
over West Germany's Pershing 1A nn\\m s. The Soviets had
called the missiles “the main barrier™ to an INF agreement and
had demanded ehimination of these missiles.

U.S. arms negotiator Max Kampelman savs: “We il not, in o
bilateral relationship between the Untted States and the Soviel
Union, have o provision in that agreement which alfects our
allies.”

Aungust 7, 1987

Soviel Forcien Minister Shevardnadze, m o speeet o the -0-
nation Conference an Disarniament. accuses the Uos. and West
Germany of blacking an INF agreement hy using o “legal sham”™
10 justify excluding 72 Pershing TA nuclear warheads from
such an agreement.

August 26, 1987

With Soviet acceptance of the Uos. nroposab that both countries
eliminate all their ground-hased LRINF g SRINF missties,
U.s. negotialers in Geneva offer o revised proposal for
verification of an INI' agreement.

The new American plan differs from the older plan:

1. 1t drops a provision that inspectors be based outside missiie
production and assembly sites Lo count the missiles that
leave the factory. This provision is no longer necded because
production, [lignl testing and modernizaiion would be
banned under “double giobal zero.”

2. The new plan also limits chalicnge inspections to facilities
where medium- and shorter-range missiles are kept 1o make
sure thatl they are being eliminated. as required.

3. There could also be suspect-site inspections at facilities in
the United States and Soviet Union that are used for long-
range. grounc-based ballistic missiles to ensure that no
medium-range or shorier-range missiles are hidden there.

_ August 26, 1987

Chancellor Koh! ¢f the Federai Repubiic of Germeny announces

that West Germany will o‘ismamle its 72 shorter-range l.\E

Pershing 1A missiles. and will not replace them with more

modern wezpons. if ithe Uniteg State s anc‘ ;‘n° Soviet Union:

i. Eliminzte &ll of their own L:J"F Sm WF missiles as
foreszen under the proposag iNF L

2. Adnerz 1o whetever schecule is aor
their missiias.

3. Comply with ihe terms of the ireals.

D
l .
d 10 for climinating

August 27, 1987

The Soviet Union welcomes Chencellor Kehi's siatement. A
spokesman for the Soviet Foreizn Ministry savs the possibilin
of concluding 2 new superpower arms agrcemen: I8 now
“realistic.” anc he welcomes the iatest American proncsal on
verifying suck g tregiy. Beedisthat the Sovie g.n SO
“ne problems” in assuring that boih sides comp

September 14, 1987

At the INF negotiations in Geneva, the ULS. presents an
Inspection Protocol detailing the procedares it considers
necessary Lo effectively verify comphance with an INF treaty
that provides for the climination of all U.S. and Soviet INF
missiies.

The new U.S. proposals call for the most stringent verification
regime in arms control history. Keyv elements of the proposil
mclude:

1. The requirement that ol INF missiles and launchers be
geographically fined m agreed areas or in announced fransil
between such arcas during the redactions perjod,

2. A detaited exchange of data, updated as necessary, on the
location of mussite support facilities and missile operating
hases. the number of missiles and launchers at those
facilities and bascs, and technical parameters of those
missite svstenss.

Notification of movenment of missiles and Taunchers hetween
declared faciicies,

4. A basehne on-site mspection toveridy the number of missiles
and launchers at declared messite support facidies and
missile operatinge bases vrior to elimination.

5. On-site mspection to verily the destruction of missiles and
launchers.

6. Follow-on. shert-natice inspection of deciared facilities
durine the reguctions period loverify residnat levels unit all
issies are ciminated,

. Short-notice. mandatory challenee inspection of cortam
facilities in the U.s. and USSR, et which banned missile
aclivity coula ve carried out.

8. A requirement for a separate “close oul”™ inspection 10
cnsure that wien & site is deactivated and removed from Lhe
list of deciarcc facilities, it has indeed ended INF-associated
aclivity.,

oy
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September 18, 1987

Following a meeting in Washington. Secretary of State Shullz
and Soviel Foreign Minister Shevardnadze announce that the
U.S. and the Soviet Union have reached agreement in principle
lo conclude an INF treaty.

The U.S. and Soviet Geneva delegations are instructed to work
intensively to resclve remaining technical issues and io
complete prompiiv a araft INF ireatyv iost

Itis announced tigt—in order 10 sign & irpaty on intermediale-
range and shorier-range missiles enc ¢ forer he fuil ranee of
issues in the relzdonship batween the two countries—e
summit betweear President Reagen and Genera! Secreiary
Gorbachev will be heid in the fali of 1887. Exaci dates are lo be
determined curing telks in Ociober

October 22.24, 1987

Al @ meeting in Moscow between senior LU.S. anc Scviol
officials. _Dro:‘ Ss 1S made on cene urmr an l\r 1TRE
Secretary Gorbachev refuses (¢ sei & date jor ¢ L.3.-Soviet
summil.

October 29. 19

Reversing its pasition. the Soviot Union announces the! it has

agreed with the U b on Lhe terms of 2 summit meeting (o fake
lace before the end ¢f the vear.

Soviet Fo"mr” Minisier Shevergnadze arrves in Wesningion
for talks wits Sa

deni Reagan &nd Se Tl ars

/)



October 30, 1987

During meetings between Secretary Shultz and Foreign
Minister Shevardnadze, the United States and the Soviel Union
agree that General Secrelary Gorbachev will visit Washinglon
beginning December 7. 1987, and that he and President Reagan
will sign a treaty which would eliminate an entire class of U.S.
and Soviet INF missiles.

Shultz and Shevardnadze also agree to keep in close touch with
their respective delegations in Geneva to ensure rapid progress
toward completion of the INF treaty.



