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(Robinson) 
April 29, 1988 
12:30 p.m. 

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: NATIONAL STRATEGY FORUM 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 4, 1988 

Thank you, Morris, and thank you all. It's a pleasure to be 

back in Chicago -- Chicago always has been my kind of town -- and 

an honor to be able to speak to you, the members of the National 

Strategy Forum. I'll keep my remarks brief today so that we'll 

have ample time for questions. I often recall that George 

Washington gave an inaugural address of just over 100 words and 

went on to become a great President. Then there was William 

Henry Harrison. Harrison spoke at his inauguration for nearly 

3 hours, caught pneumonia, and was dead within a month. 

And I told Harrison to keep it short. 

Now, preparing for the coming Moscow summit is, of course, a 

very earnest business, but I've discovered over the years that 

even u.s.-soviet relations have their lighter side -- and it's 

become something of a habit with me to collect stories from 

inside the Soviet Union. I thought I might begin today by 

sharing one that has become a favorite of mine. 

It seems an American and a Soviet were comparing political 

freedom in their two countries. The American boasted: "Why, I 

could go to the front gates of the White House and shout, 'Down 

with Reagan!' and nothing would happen to me." 

"But comrade," answered the Soviet, "we have just the same 

freedom in the Soviet Union. I could go to the gates of the 

Kremlin, shout 'Down with Reagan!' and nothing would happen to 

me." 
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But as you know, our agenda for u.s.-soviet relations has 

four main parts -- regional conflicts, bilateral exchanges, arms 

reductions, and human rights. 

length about the first three. 

I've spoken elsewhere at some 

Today I'd like to take a moment to 

discuss with you the subject dealt with in such an amusing but 

powerful way in the story I just told -- the subject of human 

rights. 

We Americans of course use the phrase "human rights" often. 

We know that the promotion of human rights represents a central 

tenet of our foreign policy; we even believe that a passionate 

commitment to human rights is one of the special characteristics 

that helps to make America, America. And it is worth noting that 

the American emphasis on human rights represents much more than 

merely a vague respect for human dignity. No, part of our 

heritage as Americans is a very specific and definite 

understanding of human rights -- a definition of human rights 

that we can assert to challenge ourselves and our own 

institutions, and that we can hold up as a standard for all the 

world. 

Ultimately, our view of human rights derives from our 

Judeo-Christian heritage and the view that each individual life 

is sacred. It takes more detailed form in the works of the 

French and English writers of the 18th-century Enlightenment. 

Government, they argued, should derive its mandate from the 

consent of the governed, this consent being expressed in free 

elections. And there you have the first human right, the right 

to have a voice in Government -- the right to vote. 
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Elected governments would reflect the will of the majority, 

but the Enlightenment writers and our own Founding Fathers gave 

the concept of human rights still more definite, specific form. 

For they held that each individual has certain rights that are so 

basic, so fundamental to his dignity as a human being, that no 

government -- however large the majority it represents -- no 

government may violate them. 

Freedom of speech. Freedom of religion. Freedom of 

assembly. Freedom of the press. 

These and other rights enshrined in the Constitution consist 

in severe limitations upon the power of Government. They are 

rights -- and this is another, basic point -- they are rights 

that every citizen can call upon our independent court system to 

uphold. They proclaim the belief -- and represent a specific 

means of enforcing the belief -- that the individual comes first: 

That the Government is the servant of the people, and not the 

other way around. 

In the Soviet Union, the contrast could hardly be more 

pronounced. Yes, certain articles in the Soviet Constitution 

might appear to deal with human rights -- but not when one 

understands the way the Soviets themselves understand that 

Constitution. 

Lenin -- if you will, the Founding Father of the Soviet 

state -- stated in a report to the Soviet Communist Party: "[W]e 

constitute the single legal party in Russia •••• We have taken 

away political freedom from our opponents •••• " 
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Within the Party itself, Lenin asserted that decision-making 

was to be tightly concentrated at the top. By the way, you might 

note the use of the word "democracy" in this quotation: "Soviet 

socialist democracy is not in the least incompatible with 

individual rule and dictatorship .••. What is necessary is 

individual rule, the recognition of the dictatorial powers of one 

man •••• All phrases about equal rights are nonsense." 

It is against this background that the Soviets interpret 

their Constitution. Consider, for example, Article 50: 

"In accordance with the interests of the people and in order 

to strengthen and develop the socialist system, citizens of the 

X u.s.s. R. are guaranteed freedom of speech, of the press, and of 

assembly, meetings, street processions, and of demonstration." 

That of course sounds very much like the guarantees of human 

rights in our own Constitution. But the way Article 50 is 

actually applied in the Soviet Union, freedom of speech, of the 

press, and of assembly are granted -- only if they accord with 

the interest of the people and if it strengthens and develops the 

socialist system. And who decides what is in the interest of the 

people? Who decides what strengthens the socialist system? 

The answer, of course, is simple: The Communist Party. 

In the Soviet Union, then, it is not the individual who 

comes first. It is not even the State that comes first. It is 

the Communist Party -- and within the Party, the leadership at 

the highest reaches. Human rights as we understand them the 

civil and political rights basic to the dignity of every human 

being -- possess no standing. 
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None of this is new, of course. And while it is always 

useful to remind ourselves of these basic distinctions between 

our two systems, today I have much more in mind. For in recent 

months, the Soviet Union has shown a willingness -- albeit a very 

limited willingness -- to respect at least some human rights. It 

is my belief that there is hope for still further change, hope 

that in the days ahead the Soviets will grant further recognition 

to the fundamental civil and political rights of all men. 

But before discussing our hopes for the future, I'd like to 

turn for a moment to a subject that the Soviets themselves often 

raise. 

The United States may recognize civil and political rights, 

the Soviets often assert, but what of economic and social rights? 

The Soviets point out, for example, that while the United States 

has an unemployment problem, everyone in the Soviet Union is 

guaranteed a job. Or they point to the American problem of 

homelessness. Or to racial discrimination. Believe me, I heard 

quite a lot about this when Mr. Gorbachev was in Washington -­

and it deserves a full response. 

To begin with, so-called economic and social "rights" -- it 

would probably be more fitting to use the term economic and 

social "conditions" belong to an essentially different 

category from civil and political rights. The economic and 

social conditions in any society are constantly changing -- new 

social groupings constantly taking shape; new markets forming as 

old markets disappear. Yet there is nothing shifting about civil 

and political rights like freedom of speech or worship: They are 
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constant and immutable, forever basic to the dignity of each 

human being. 

But to proceed to the substance of the Soviet charges: Yes, 

the United States has social and economic failings, serious ones. 

Unemployment remains too high. As a free people, we have 

created an economic expansion that over the past 5 years has 

created nearly 16 million jobs -- but we need to do more. 

Homelessness is indeed a problem, an.agonizing one. To some 

extent, we are bound in dealing with it by our very commitment to 

liberty: Laws have been passed in recent years that make it 

illegal to force those who live on our sidewalks into hospitals 

or shelters unless they represent a threat to society or 

themselves. It is true that as a free people, we spend hundreds 

of millions of dollars a year through our Federal and State 

governments to care for the homeless. As a free people, our 

churches, synagogues, and a host of volunteer organizations do 

much to provide the homeless with food, clothing, and medicines. 

And yet -- there is no denying that the problem remains. 

Racial discrimination -- our strides as a free people during 

just the past three decades have been dramatic. Yet the problem 

lingers, and we continue to battle bigotry and prejudice. 

The problems, as I said, are serious -- no one would seek to 

deny that. Yet in freedom we are constantly confronting them, 

criticizing ourselves, always seeking to do better. 

But consider, if you will, the social and economic failings 

of the soviet Union itself. 
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We know, for example, that there are considerable tensions 

between the various peoples of the Soviet Union -- the issue is 

so sensitive, indeed, that I will do no more than mention it in 

passing. 

Is there homelessness in the Soviet Union? Not exactly; 

those on the streets are often picked up on charges of vagrancy 

or parasitism. 

But housing in the Soviet Union is more cramped than that in 

any other developed country in the world. The figures indicate 

that there are approximately 2 people for every room in the 

Soviet Union, compared to an average of 2 rooms for every person 

in the United States. In 1983, nearly one-third of all Soviet 

urban housing had no hot water, while nearly one-tenth had no 

water at all. At the current rate of construction, the per 

capita space available to Soviet citizens will begin to approach 

the Western standard in 150 years. 

It's true that unemployment as we understand it does not 

exist in the Soviet Union -- without a free labor market, it 

cannot. But today, the Soviet standard of living remains barely 

one-third that of our own while the average Soviet citizen 

lives less well than does an American living at the official u.s. 

poverty line. Soviet food shortages, to name just one example, 

have become famous the world over. 

"Why is there a meat shortage in the Soviet Union?" goes 

another Soviet joke. Answer: "Because the Party has made great 

strides toward Communism, and the cattle just couldn't keep up." 
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Now, I do not mean to suggest that the Soviet economy has 

made no progress. But the limited successes of the past arose 

largely from constant additions to the labor force and the 

availability of inexpensive resources. Now that these have been 

to a great extent depleted, the Soviet Union is no longer closing 

the gap between itself and the West. Indeed, given the enormous 

new creativity of Western technology, the gap is likely to widen. 

I have no desire here to berate the Soviets. I mention 

their backwardness because in recent months -- and this is a 

development of tremendous significance -- in recent months they 

have begun to mention it themselves. Soviet economists have 

begun to publish articles about Soviet shortcomings -- one recent 

article dealt frankly and in detail with the inadequacies of 

Soviet housing. The Soviet press is filled with stories about 

the need for progress. And, of course, Soviet economic progress 

is one of Mr. Gorbachev's chief aims. 

And this brings us back to the subject of the day, human 

rights. For I believe that the Soviets may at last be coming to 

understand something of the connection -- the necessary and 

inextricable connection -- between human rights and economic 

growth. 

The connection between economic productivity and certain 

kinds of freedom is obvious. Private plots take up only 

4 percent of the arable land in the Soviet Union but account for 

a quarter of the produce, because the owners of those plots are 

free to keep the rewards of their own labor. Freedom of 

info~ation, to provide another example, will clearly prove vital 
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if Soviet scientists are to have any hope of reaching Western 

standards. 

And yet there is a still deeper connection. 

For it is the individual who is always the source of 

economic creativity -- the trained mind that produces a technical 

breakthrough, the imagination that conceives of new products and 

markets. And in order for the individual to create, he must have 

a sense of just that -- his own individuality, his own 

self-worth. He must sense that others respect him and yes, 

that his nation respects him. Respects him enough to permit him 

his own opinions. Respects the relationship between the 

individual and his God enough to permit him to worship as he 

chooses. Even respects him enough to permit him, if he chooses 

to do so, to leave. 

The Soviets should recognize human rights because it is the 

right thing to do. But if they begin to recognize human rights 

for other reasons because they seek economic growth, or 

because they want to enter into a more normal relationship with 

the United States and other nations -- well, I want to say here 

and now, that's fine by me. 

The signs, as I've said, have been hopeful. 

Over the past 3 years, some 300 political and religious 

prisoners have been released from labor camps. More recently, 

the incarceration of dissidents in mental hospitals has slowed. 

During the past 20 months, no one has been sent to prison under 

Article 70 of the Soviet Constitution, the article the Soviets 

had previously used .as their umbrella law ~or imprisoning 
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dissidents. And while the press remains tightly controlled by 

the Party and state, we've seen the publication of stories on 

topics that used to be forbidden -- topics like crime, drug 

addictions, corruption, even police brutality. 

These changes are limited, very limited, and the basic 

standards contained in the Helsinki Accords still are nQt being 

met. But we applaud the changes that have taken place -- and 

urge the Soviets to go farther. And if I may, I'd like now to 

share with you a brief summary of the human rights agenda that 

I'll be pressing in my meetings with Mr. Gorbachev. It has four 

main aims. 

First, freedom of religion. Despite the recent relaxation 

of some controls on the exercise of religion, it is still true 

that no church, synagogue, mosque, or other house of worship may 

exist unless the government has granted it permission. Large 

numbers of the faithful suffer -- the entire Ukrainian Catholic 

Church, for example, has been declared illegal. Many are in 

prison for acts of worship. And yet -- to quote the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights -- "everyone has a right to freedom 

of thought, conscience and religion." I know you agree: It's 

time for the soviets to bring government regulation of religion 

to an end. 

Second, freedom of speech. I regret to say that there are 

still many men serving long prison sentences at hard labor in 

Siberian camps for offenses that involve only the spoken or 

written word. Yet the clear, internationally-recognized 

standard, as defined, once again, in the Universal Declaration of 
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Human Rights, is that and I quote -- "everyone has the right 

to freedom of opinion and expression." The soviet Union~ 

grant full recognition to this basic human right. And I know you 

join me in urging them to begin freeing, right now, every last 

person imprisoned for nothing more than the expression of his 

views. 

Emigration, third, has long represented a matter of great 

concern to us. The Universal Declaration states that, quote, 

"everyone has a right to leave any country, including his own, 

and to return to his country." It is true that during the past 

12 months, more people have been permitted to leave the Soviet 

Union than during the preceding 6 years. And it is true as well 

that the numbers of those permitted to leave for short trips 

often family visits -- has gone up. We're heartened by this 

progress. But we cannot be satisfied until the Soviets grant all 

their peoples complete freedom of movement. 

In the meantime, I'll raise one point in particular with 

Mr. Gorbachev. You see, the Soviets refuse many the right to 

leave on the grounds that they possess secret information -- even 

though they had ended their secret work many years before, and 

whatever information they had has become public or obsolete. I 

will urge Mr. Gorbachev to review these cases -- and to free 

these people and their families. 

This brings me now to the fourth and final area I want to 

discuss, the institutionalization of progress. 

As I've said a number of times now, we welcome the human 

rights progress that the soviets have made -- and believe there 
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is good reason to hope for still more. Yet it is only being 

realistic to point out that we have seen progress in the Soviet 

Union before. Khrushchev permitted relatively wide freedoms, 

particularly freedom of speech. The intellectual and cultural 

life of the Soviet Union underwent a kind of thaw, a kind of 

springtime. 

But it was a springtime followed by winter -- for 

Khrushchev's relaxations were fiercely reversed. And for the 

nearly three decades until our own day, oppression and 

stagnation -- and, yes, fear -- once again became the determining 

characteristics of ~ovie~ life. 
;tr0t 1 -t.-11 '.I~ </ 

So, too, "perestroika" -- today's new openness may come 

suddenly to an end -- unless the Soviets take steps to make it 

permanent, to institutionalize it. Deep reforms are needed. New 

laws must be passed. And the courts must be granted a measure of 

independence. 

Of course, none of this can be accomplished quickly. But 

there is one specific reform the Soviets can make, one that in 

itself would do much to ratify their progress and hearten their 

peoples. I mentioned that for some 20 months now, no one has 

been sent to prison under Article 70, what is in effect an 

anti-dissident article. I would suggest -- and indeed, in Moscow 

I will suggest -- that it is time for Article 70 to be rewritten 

or struck. 

Freedom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom to 

emigrate -- and the willingness to make new freedoms permanent: 
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These are our hopes -- these are our prayers -- for the future of 

human rights in the soviet Union. 

In granting greater liberty, I am confident, the Soviets 

will discover that they have made possible economic growth. But 

even more important, the recognition of human rights in the 

Soviet Union will advance the cause of peace. For in the words 

of Andrei Sakharov -- a man who has suffered much under the 

Soviet system, but who has also experienced the benefits of 

"glasnost• -- in the words of& drei sa~~3 "Human 'ghts, 

peace, and security are indivisible [Barbara~ leaee get the 

exact quotation from Lisa Jameson]." 

Thank you all, and God ~less you. 

And now I'd be happy to answer your questions. 
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PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: NATIONAL STRATEGY FORUM 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 4, 1988 

Thank you, Morris, and thank you all. It's a pleasure to be 

back in Chicago -- Chicago always has been my kind of town -- and 

an honor to be able to speak to you, the members of the National 

Strategy Forum. I'll keep my remarks brief today so that we'll 

have ample time for questions. But I can't help but reflect here 

at the opening that it can be pretty tough in this State for a 

Chief Executive. In fact, let me tell you what The Illinois 

State Register had to say about the occupant of the White House. 

They said, and I quote, "the craftiest and most dishonest 

politician that ever disgraced an office in America." Can you 

believe that? Of course that wasn't me they were writing about, 

that was Abraham Lincoln. Come to think of it, I must be doing 

something right. 

As you know, our agenda for u.s.-soviet relations has four 

main parts -- regional conflicts, bilateral exchanges, arms 

reductions, and human rights. I've spoken elsewhere at some 

length about the first three. Today I'd like to take a moment to 

discuss with you the subject dealt with in -- the subject of 

human rights. 

We Americans of course use the phrase "human rights" often. 

We know that the promotion of human rights represents a central 

tenet of our foreign policy; we even believe that a passionate 

commitment to human rights is one of the special characteristics 

that helps to make America, America. And it is worth noting that 



- 2 -

the American emphasis on human rights represents much more than 

merely a vague respect for human dignity. No, part of our 

heritage as Americans is a very specific and definite 

understanding of human rights -- a definition of human rights 

that we can assert to challenge ourselves and our own 

institutions, and that we can hold up as an example for all the 

world. 

Ultimately, our view of human rights derives from our 

Judeo-Christian heritage and the view that each individual life 

is sacred. It takes more detailed form in the works of the 

French and English writers of the 18th-century Enlightenment. 

Government, they argued, should derive its mandate from the 

consent of the governed, this consent being expressed in free 

elections. And there you have the first human right, the right 

to have a voice in Government -- the right to vote. 

Elected governments would reflect the will of the majority, 

but the Enlightenment writers and our own Founding Fathers gave 

the concept of human rights still more definite, specific form. 

For they held that each individual has certain rights that are so 

basic, so fundamental to his dignity as a human being, that no 

government -- however large the majority it represents -- no 

government may violate them. 

Freedom of speech. Freedom of religion. Freedom of 

assembly. Freedom of the press. 

These and other rights enshrined in our Constitution consist 

in severe limitations upon the power of Government. They are 

rights -- and this is another, basic point -- they are rights 
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that every citizen can call upon our independent court system to 

uphold. They proclaim the belief -- and represent a specific 

means of enforcing the belief -- that the individual comes first: 

That the Government is the servant of the people, and not the 

other way around. 

That contrasts with those systems of government which 

provide no limit on the power of the government over its people. 

Within the Soviet Union, decision-making is tightly 

concentrated at the top. The authority of the Communist Party is 

not determined by a document -- a Constitution, if you will -­

but by the leadership who determine what is right for the people. 

Rights such as free speech, free press, and free assembly are 

granted if they are "in accordance with the interests of the 

people and in order to strengthen and develop the socialist 

system." 

So there are contrasts between the United States and the 

soviet Union. Our differing points of view concerning civil and 

political rights leave room for further discussion. 

None of this is new, of course. And while it is always 

useful to remind ourselves of these basic distinctions between 

our two systems, today I have much more in mind. For in recent 

months, the Soviet Union has shown a willingness to respect at 

least some human rights. It is my belief that there is hope for 

further change, hope that in the days ahead the Soviets will 

grant further recognition to the fundamental civil and political 

rights of all. 
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But before discussing our hopes for the future, I'd like to 

turn for a moment to a subject that the Soviets themselves often 

raise. 

The United states may recognize civil and political rights, 

but what of economic and social rights? The Soviets point out, 

for example, that while the United States has an unemployment 

problem, everyone in the Soviet Union is guaranteed a job. Or 

they point to the American problem of homelessness. Or to racial 

discrimination. Well, it deserves a full response. 

To begin with, so-called economic and social "rights" it 

would probably be more fitting to use the term economic and 

social "conditions" belong to an essentially different 

category from civil and political rights. The economic and 

social conditions in any society are constantly changing -- new 

social groupings constantly taking shape; new markets forming as 

old markets disappear. Yet there is nothing shifting about civil 

and political rights like freedom of speech or worship: They are 

constant and immutable, forever basic to the dignity of each 

human being. 

Yes, the United States has social and economic failings. 

As a free people, we have created an economic expansion that 

over the past 5 years has created nearly 16 million jobs -- but 

we need to do more. 

Homelessness is indeed a problem, an agonizing one. To some 

extent, we are bound in dealing with it by our very commitment to 

liberty: Laws have been passed in recent years that make it 

illegal to force those who live on our sidewalks into hospitals 
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or shelters unless they represent a threat to society or 

themselves. It is true that as a free people, we spend hundreds 

of millions of dollars a year through our Federal and State 

governments to care for the homeless. As a free people, our 

churches, synagogues, and a host of volunteer organizations do 

much to provide the homeless with food, clothing, and medicines. 

And yet -- there is no denying that the problem remains. 

Racial discrimination -- our strides as a free people during 

just the past three decades have been dramatic. Yet the problem 

lingers, and we continue to battle bigotry and prejudice. 

The problems, as I said, are serious -- no one would seek to 

deny that. Yet in freedom we are constantly confronting them, 

criticizing ourselves, seeking to do better ••• in full view for 

all to see. 

Now consider, if you will, the economic conditions of the 

Soviet Union. 

Now, I do not mean to suggest that the Soviet economy has 

made no progress. But the limited successes of the past arose 

largely from constant additions to the labor force and the 

availability of inexpensive resources. Now that these have been 

to a great extent depleted, the Soviet Union is no longer closing 

the gap between itself and the West. Indeed, given the enormous 

advances in Western technology, the gap is likely to widen. 

I have no desire to berate the Soviet system. I mention it 

here because in recent months -- and this is a development of 

tremendous significance -- in recent months they have begun to 

mention it themselves -- just like Americans do about their 
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problems. Soviet economists have published articles about Soviet 

shortcomings -- one recent article dealt with the inadequacies of 

Soviet housing. The Soviet press now carries stories about the 

need for progress. And, of course, Soviet economic progress is 

one of Mr. Gorbachev's chief aims. 

And this brings us back to the subject of the day, human 

rights. For I believe that the Soviets may be coming to 

understand something of the connection -- the necessary and 

inextricable connection -- between human rights and economic 

growth. 

The connection between economic productivity and certain 

kinds of freedom is obvious. Private plots of land make up only 

4 percent of the arable land in the Soviet Union but account for 

a quarter of the produce. The free flow information, to provide 

another example, will clearly prove vital for Soviet scientists 

to have hope of reaching new and higher standards. 

And yet there is a still deeper connection. 

For it is the individual who is always the source of 

economic creativity -- the trained mind that produces a technical 

breakthrough, the imagination that conceives of new products and 

markets. And in order for the individual to create, he must have 

a sense of just that -- his own individuality, his own 

self-worth. He must sense that others respect him and yes, 

that his nation respects him. Respects him enough to permit him 

his own opinions. Respects the relationship between the 

individual and his God enough to permit him to worship as he 
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chooses. Even respects him enough to permit him, if he chooses 

to do so, to leave. 

The Soviets should recognize basic human rights because it 

is the right thing to do. And if they recognize human rights for 

other reasons -- because they seek economic growth, or because 

they want to enter into a more normal relationship with the 

United States and other nations -- well, I want to say here and 

now, that's fine by me. 

The signs, as I've said, have been hopeful. 

Over the past 3 years, some 300 political and religious 

prisoners have been released from labor camps. More recently, 

the incarceration of dissidents in mental hospitals has slowed. 

And while the press remains tightly controlled by the Party and 

state, we've seen the publication of stories on topics that used 

to be forbidden -- topics like crime, drug addictions, 

corruption, even police brutality. 

These changes are limited, and the basic standards contained 

in the Helsinki Accords still are not being met. But we applaud 

the changes that have taken place -- and encourage the Soviets to 

go farther. We recognize changes occur slowly; but that is much 

better than no change at all. And if I may, I'd like now to 

share with you a brief summary of the human rights agenda that 

I'll be discussing in my meetings in Moscow. It has four aims. 

First, freedom of religion. Despite the recent relaxation 

of some controls on the exercise of religion, it is still true 

that churches, synagogues, mosques, or other houses of worship 

may not exist without government permission. Many have been 
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imprisoned in the past for acts of worship. And yet -- to quote 

the Universal Declaration of Human Rights -- "everyone has a 

right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion." I know 

you agree: It's time for such government regulation of religion 

to end. And General Secretary Gorbachev has indicated a 

willingness to consider "a new law" on the freedom of conscience. 

Second, freedom of speech. There are still many serving 

long prison sentences for offenses that involve only the spoken 

or written word. Yet the clear, internationally-recognized 

standard, as defined, once again, in the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights, is that -- and I quote "everyone has the right 

to freedom of opinion and expression." And today, there is more 

such freedom in the Soviet Union than two years ago. Many 

persons imprisoned for expressing dissenting views have been 

released from the prison. The Soviet Union should put this issue 

behind it by granting full recognition to this basic human right. 

And I know you join me in urging the freeing of every last person 

imprisoned for nothing more than the expression of his views. 

Emigration, third, has long represented a matter of great 

concern to us. The Universal Declaration states that, quote, 

"everyone has a right to leave any country, including his own, 

and to return to his country." It is true that during the past 

12 months, more people have been permitted to leave the Soviet 

Union than during the preceding 6 years. And it is true as well 

that the numbers of those permitted to leave for short trips 

often family visits -- has gone up. We're heartened by this 
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progress. Our hope it that the Soviets grant all their peoples 

full and complete freedom of movement. 

And one point in particular. The Soviets refuse many the 

right to leave on the grounds that they possess secret 

information -- even though they had ended their secret work many 

years before, and whatever information they had has become public 

or obsolete. I hope such cases will be rationally reviewed -­

and the decision will be made to free these people and their 

families. 

This brings me now to the fourth and final area I want to 

discuss, the institutionalization of progress. 

As I've said a number of times now, we welcome the human 

rights progress that the Soviets have made -- and believe there 

is good reason to hope for still more. Yet it is only being 

realistic to point out that we have seen progress in the Soviet 

Union before. Khrushchev permitted relatively wide freedoms, 

particularly freedom of speech. The intellectual and cultural 

life of the Soviet Union underwent a kind of thaw, a kind of 

springtime. 

But it was a springtime followed by winter -- for 

Khrushchev's relaxations were reversed. And for the nearly three 

decades until our own day, oppression and stagnation once again 

became the determining characteristics of Soviet life. 

And that is why those of us in theWest both publicly and in 

direct conversation with the Soviets must continue to make candor 

and realism the basis of our bilateral relationship. My Chief of 

Staff Howard Baker told me recently of an old Tennessee saying, 
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"Plain talk -- easy understood." Exactly. And just as previous 

hopeful moments in Soviet history ended all too soon, so, too, 

"perestroika" -- today's new openness will succeed if the Soviets 

take steps to make it permanent, to institutionalize it. 

Of course, none of this can be accomplished quickly. But 

there is one specific reform the Soviets can make, one that in 

itself would do much to ratify their progress and hearten many 

peoples. 

Freedom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom to 

emigrate -- and the willingness to make new freedoms permanent: 

These are our hopes -- these are our prayers -- for the future of 

human rights in the Soviet Union, in the world, in our own 

country. 

In granting greater liberty, I am confident, the Soviets 

will discover that they have made possible economic growth. But 

even more important, this recognition of human rights will 

advance the cause of peace. For in the words of Andrei 

Sakharov -- a man who suffered much under the Soviet system, but 

who has also experienced the benefits of "glasnost": "Human 

rights, peace, and security are indivisible." Thank you all, and 

God bless you. 

And now I'd be happy to answer your questions. 
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Thank you, Morry, and thank you all. It's a pleasure to be 

in Chicago -- Chicago always has been my kind of town -- and an 

honor to be able to speak to you, the members of the National 

strategy Forum. I'll keep my remarks brief today so that we'll 

have ample time for questions. I can't help but reflect here at 

the opening that it can be pretty tough in this State for a Chief 

Executive. In fact, let me tell you what The Illinois State 

Register had to say about the occupant of the White House. They 

said, and I quote, "the craftiest and most dishonest politician 

that ever disgraced an office in America." Of course, that 

wasn't me they were writing about, that was Abraham Lincoln. 

It may have been that kind of treatment in the press that 

led Lincoln to answer this way when he was asked what it felt 

like to be President. 

"You've heard," Lincoln is supposed to have said, "about the 

man who was tarred and feathered, and ridden out of town on a 

rail? A man in the crowd asked him how he liked it, and his 

reply was that, if it wasn't for the honor of the thing, he would 

rather walk." Come to think of it, I must be doing something 

right. 

As you know, our agenda for u.s.-soviet relations has four 

main parts -- regional conflicts, bilateral exchanges, arms 

reductions, and human rights. I've spoken elsewhere at some 
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length about the first three. Today, I'd like to take a moment 

to discuss with you the subject of human rights. 

We Americans, of course, often speak about human rights, 

individual liberties, and fundamental freedoms. We know that the 

promotion of human rights represents a central tenet of our 

foreign policy; we even believe that a passionate commitment to 

human rights is one of the special characteristics that helps to 

make America, America. It was Lincoln himself who said that the 

Declaration of Independence granted liberty not to our Nation 

alone, but "gave promise that in due time the weights should be 

lifted from the shoulders of all men ••.. " And it is important to 

note that this American emphasis on human rights represents much 

more than merely a vague respect for human dignity. No, part of 

our heritage as Americans is a very specific and definite 

understanding of human rights -- a definition of human rights 

that we can assert to challenge ourselves and our own 

institutions, and that we can hold up as an example for all the 

world. 

Ultimately, our view of human rights derives from our 

Judeo-Christian heritage and the view that each individual life 

is sacred. It takes more detailed form in the works of the 

French and English writers of the 18th-century Enlightenment. It 

is the notion that government should derive its mandate from the 

consent of the governed, this consent being expressed in free, 

contested, regular elections. And there you have a first human 

right, the right to have a voice in government -- the right to 

vote. 
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Elected governments would reflect the will of the majority, 

but the Enlightenment writers and our own Founding Fathers gave 

the concept of human rights still more definite, specific form. 

For they held that each individual has certain rights that are so 

basic, so fundamental to his dignity as a human being, that no 

government -- however large the majority it represents -- no 

government may violate them. 

Freedom of speech. Freedom of religion. Freedom of 

assembly. Freedom of the press. 

These and other rights enshrined in our Constitution and 

Bill of Rights consist in severe limitations upon the power of 

Government. They are rights -- and this is another basic 

point -- they are rights that every citizen can call upon our 

independent court system to uphold. They proclaim the belief 

and represent a specific means of enforcing the belief -- that 

the individual comes first: That the Government is the servant 

of the people, and not the other way around. 

That contrasts with those systems of government that provide 

no limit on the power of the government over its people. 

Within the Soviet Union, decision-making is tightly 

concentrated at the top. The authority of the Communist Party is 

not determined by a document -- a Constitution, if you will -­

but by the leadership who determine what is right for the people. 

Rights such as free speech, free press, and free assembly are 

granted if they are "in accordance with the interests of the 

people and in order to strengthen and develop the socialist 

system." 
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I have in the past stressed these contrasts between the 

United States and the Soviet Union -- the fundamental and 

profound differences between our philosophies of government and 

ways of life. And I have always said that our negotiations must 

be undertaken with precisely this sort of realism, this sort of 

candor. And yet while establishing this context is essential and 

reminding ourselves of these basic distinctions always useful, 

today I have something additional in mind. For in recent months, 

the Soviet Union has shown a willingness to respect at least some 

human rights. It is my belief that there is hope for further 

change, hope that in the days ahead the Soviets will grant 

further recognition to the fundamental civil and political rights 

of all. 

But before discussing our hopes for the future, I'd like to 

turn for a moment to a subject that the Soviets themselves often 

raise. 

The United States may recognize civil and political rights, 

but what of economic and social rights? The Soviets point out, 

for example, that the United States has an unemployment problem. 

Or they point to the American problem of homelessness. Or to 

racial discrimination. Well, it deserves a full response. 

To begin with, so-called economic and social "rights" it 

would probably be more fitting to use the term economic and 

social "conditions" belong to an essentially different 

category from civil and political rights. The economic and 

social conditions in any society are constantly changing -- new 

social groupings constantly taking shape; new markets forming as 



- 5 -

old markets disappear. Yet there is nothing shifting about civil 

and political rights like freedom of speech or worship: They are 

constant and immutable, forever basic to the dignity of each 

human being. They are fundamental -- fundamental to everything. 

Yes, the United States has social and economic shortcomings. 

Unemployment, for one. As a free people, we have created an 

economic expansion that over the past 5 years has created nearly 

16 million jobs -- but we need to do more. 

Homelessness is indeed a problem, an agonizing one. To some 

extent, we are bound in dealing with it by our very commitment to 

liberty; for we are restrained in our ability to coerce those 

homeless individuals who choose to reject our help. It is true 

that, as a free people, we spend hundreds of millions of dollars 

a year through our Federal, state, and local governments to care 

for the homeless. As a free people, our churches, synagogues, 

and a host of volunteer organizations do much to provide the 

homeless with food, clothing, and medicines. And yet -- there is 

no denying that a problem remains. 

Racial discrimination -- our strides as a free people during 

just the past three decades have been dramatic. Yet the problem 

lingers, and we continue to battle bigotry and prejudice. 

The problems, as I said, are serious -- no one would seek to 

deny that. Yet in freedom we are constantly confronting them, 

criticizing ourselves, seeking to do better ••• in full view for 

all to see. 

But consider, if you will, the economic conditions of the 

Soviet Union. 
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Now, I do not mean to suggest that the Soviet economy has 

made no progress. But the limited successes of the past arose 

largely from constant additions to the labor force and the 

availability of inexpensive resources. Now that these have been 

to a great extent depleted, there remains a gap between the 

soviet Union and the West. Indeed, given the enormous advances 

in Western technology, the gap is likely to widen. 

I do not bring this up simply for the sake of sounding 

critical. I mention it here because in recent months -­

and this is a development of tremendous significance -- in 

recent months they have begun to mention it themselves 

just like Americans do about their problems. Soviet 

economists have published articles about Soviet shortages 

one recent article dealt with the inadequacies of Soviet housing. 

The Soviet press now carries stories about the need for progress. 

And, of course, Soviet economic progress is one of 

Mr. Gorbachev's chief aims. 

And this brings us back to the subject of the day, human 

rights. For I believe that the Soviets may be coming to 

understand something of the connection -- the necessary and 

inextricable connection -- between human rights and economic 

growth. 

The connection between economic productivity and certain 

kinds of freedom is obvious. Private plots of land make up only 

3 percent of the arable land in the soviet Union but account for 

a quarter of the produce. The free flow of information, to 

provide another example, will clearly prove vital for Soviet 
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science and technology to have hope of reaching new and higher 

standards. 

And yet there is a still deeper connection. 

For it is the individual who is always the source of 

economic creativity -- the inquiring mind that produces a 

technical breakthrough, the imagination that conceives of new 

products and markets. And in order for the individual to create, 

he must have a sense of just that -- his own individuality, his 

own self-worth. He must sense that others respect him -- and 

yes, that his nation respects him. Respects him enough to permit 

him his own opinions. Respects the relationship between the 

individual and his God enough to permit him to worship as he 

chooses. Even respects him enough to permit him, if he chooses 

to do so, to leave. 

The Soviets should recognize basic human rights because it 

is the right thing to do. They should recognize human rights 

because they have accepted international obligations to do so, 

particularly in the Helsinki Final Act. But, if they recognize 

human rights for reasons of their own because they seek 

economic growth, or because they want to enter into a more normal 

relationship with the United States and other nations -- well, I 

want to say here and now, that's fine by me. 

The signs, as I've said, have been hopeful. 

over the past 3 years, some 300 political and religious 

prisoners have been released from labor camps. More recently, 

the incarceration of dissidents in mental hospitals and prisons 

has slowed and, some cases stopped completely. And while the 
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press remains tightly controlled by the Party and state, we've 

seen the publication of stories on topics that used to be 

forbidden -- topics like crime, drug addictions, corruption, even 

police brutality. 

These changes are limited, and the basic standards contained 

in the Helsinki Accords still are not being met. But we applaud 

the changes that have taken place -- and encourage the Soviets to 

go farther. We recognize that changes occur slowly; but that is 

better than no change at all. And if I may, I'd like now to 

share with you a brief summary of the human rights agenda that 

I'll be discussing in my meetings in Moscow. It has four aims. 

First, freedom of religion. Despite the recent relaxation 

of some controls on the exercise of religion, it is still true 

that churches, synagogues, mosques, or other houses of worship 

may not exist without government permission. Many have been 

imprisoned in the past for acts of worship. And yet -- to quote 

the Universal Declaration of Human Rights -- "Everyone has the 

right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion." And 

General Secretary Gorbachev has indicated a willingness to 

consider "a new law" on the freedom of conscience. 

Second, freedom of speech. There are still many serving 

long prison sentences for offenses that involve only the spoken 

or written word. Yet the clear, internationally recognized 

standard, as defined, once again, in the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights, is that -- and I quote "Everyone has the right 

to freedom of opinion and expression." And today, there is more 

such freedom in the Soviet Union than 2 years ago. Many persons 
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imprisoned for expressing dissenting views have been released 

from prison. This issue can be removed by granting full 

recognition to this basic human right. And I know you join me in 

urging the freeing of people imprisoned for nothing more than the 

expression of their views. 

Emigration, third, has long represented a matter of great 

concern to us. The Universal Declaration states that, quote, 

"Everyone has the right to leave any country, including his own, 

and to return to his country." It is true that during the past 

12 months, the rate of people permitted to leave the Soviet Union 

has been significantly higher than during the preceding 6 years. 

And it is true, as well, that the number of those permitted to 

leave for short trips -- often family visits -- has gone up. 

We're heartened by this progress. Our hope is that the Soviets 

grant all their peoples full and complete freedom of movement. 

And one point in particular. The Soviets refuse many the 

right to leave on the grounds that they possess secret 

information -- even though they had ended their secret work many 

years before, and whatever information they had has become public 

or obsolete. I hope such cases will be rationally reviewed -­

and the decision will be made to free these people and their 

families. 

This brings me now to the fourth and final area I want to 

discuss, making the progress more permanent. 

As I've said a number of times now, we welcome the human 

rights progress that the Soviets have made -- and believe there 

is good reason to hope for still more. Yet it is only being 
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realistic to point out that we have seen progress in the Soviet 

Union before. Khrushchev loosened things up a bit. The 

intellectual and cultural life of the soviet Union underwent a 

kind of thaw, a kind of springtime. 

But it was a springtime followed by winter -- for 

Khrushchev's relaxations were reversed. And for the nearly three 

decades until our own day, oppression and stagnation once again 

became the determining characteristics of Soviet life. 

And that is why those of us in the West both publicly and in 

direct conversation with the Soviets must continue to make candor 

and realism the basis of our bilateral relationship. My Chief of 

Staff Howard Baker told me recently of an old Tennessee saying, 

"Plain talk -- easy understood." Exactly. And just as previous 

hopeful moments in Soviet history ended all too soon, so, too, 

"glasnost" today's new candor will succeed if the Soviets 

take steps to make it permanent, to institutionalize it. 

Freedom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom to 

emigrate -- and the willingness to make new freedoms permanent: 

These are our hopes -- these are our prayers -- for the future of 

human rights in the Soviet Union, in the world, in our own 

country. 

In granting greater liberty, I am confident that the Soviets 

will discover that they have made possible economic growth. But 

even more important, this recognition of human rights will 

advance the cause of peace. For in the words of Andrei 

Sakharov -- a man who suffered much under the Soviet system, but 

who has also experienced the benefits of "glasnost": 11 ••• I am 
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convinced that international confidence, mutual understanding, 

disarmament, and international security are inconceivable without 

an open society with freedom of information, freedom of 

conscience, the right to publish, and the right to travel and 

choose the country in which one wishes to live •••• Peace, 

progress, and human rights -- these three goals are insolubly 

linked •.•• " Thank you all, and God bless you. 

And now I'd be happy to answer your questions. 
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Thank you, Morris, and thank you all. It's a pleasure to be 

back in Chicago -- Chicago always has been my kind of town -- and 

an honor to be able to speak to you, the members of the National 

Strategy Forum. I'll keep my remarks brief today so that we'll 

have ample time for questions. But I can't help but reflect here 

at the opening that it can be pretty tough in this State for a 

Chief Executive. In fact, let me tell you what The Illinois 

state Register had to say about the occupant of the White House. 

They said, and I quote, "the craftiest and most dishonest 

politician that ever disgraced an office in America." Can you 

believe that? Of course that wasn't me they were writing about, 

that was Abraham Lincoln. Come to think of it, I must be doing 

something right. 

As you know, our agenda for u.s.-soviet relations has four 

main parts -- regional conflicts, bilateral exchanges, arms 

reductions, and human rights. I've spoken elsewhere at some 

length about the first three. Today I'd like to take a moment to 

discuss with you the subject dealt with in the story I just 

told the subject of human rights. 

We Americans of course use the phrase "human rights" often. 

We know that the promotion of human rights represents a central 

tenet of our foreign policy; we even believe that a passionate 

commitment to human rights is one of the special characteristics 

that helps to make America, America. And it is worth noting that 
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the American emphasis on human rights represents much more than 

merely a vague respect for human dignity. No, part of our 

heritage as Americans is a very specific and definite 

understanding of human rights -- a definition of human rights 

that we can assert to challenge ourselves and our own 

institutions, and that we can hold up as a standard for all the 

world. 

Ultimately, our view of human rights derives from our 

Judeo-Christian heritage and the view that each individual life 

is sacred. It takes more detailed form in the works of the 

French and English writers of the 18th-century Enlightenment. 

Government, they argued, should derive its mandate from the 

consent of the governed, this consent being expressed in free 

elections. And there you have the first human right, the right 

to have a voice in Government -- the right to vote. 

Elected governments would reflect the will of the majority, 

but the Enlightenment writers and our own Founding Fathers gave 

the concept of human rights still more definite, specific form. 

For they held that each individual has certain rights that are so 

basic, so fundamental to his dignity as a human being, that no 

government -- however large the majority it represents -- no 

government may violate them. 

Freedom of speech. Freedom of religion. Freedom of 

assembly. Freedom of the press. 

These and other rights enshrined in our Constitution consist 

in severe limitations upon the power of Government. They are 

rights -- and this is another, basic point -- they are rights 
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that every citizen can call upon our independent court system to 

uphold. They proclaim the belief -- and represent a specific 

means of enforcing the belief -- that the individual comes first: 

That the Government is the servant of the people, and not the 

other way around. That is a basic difference in our view and the 

soviet view of government. For in a Leninist state, there are, 

by definition, no limits to the power of government. 

For many decades,t he most serious threat to human integrity 

and human dignity has come from states which claim the right to 

control both body and soul of every citizen. Lenin -- if you 

will, the Founding Father of the Soviet state -- stated in a 

report to the Soviet Communist Party: "[W)e constitute the 

single legal party in Russia .••• We have taken away political 

freedom from our opponents .••. " 

Within the Party itself, Lenin asserted that decision-making 

was to be tightly concentrated at the top. Law is made and 

altered at will by this leadership. The powers of the leadership 

cannot be limited by a document -- a Constitution. Nor can an 

individual stand in the way of the leadership's decision of what 

is right for the people. 

It is against this background that the soviets Constitution 

exists. Rights such as free speech, free press, free assembly 

are guaranteed in the Soviet Union if they are, "In accordance 

with the interests of the people and in order to strengthen and 

develop the socialist system." 

And who makes that decision: The Communist Party. 
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In the soviet Union, then, it is not the individual and it 

is not even the State that comes first. It is the Communist 

Party -- and leadership. Human rights as we understand them 

the civil and political rights of every human being -- do not 

have the same standing there. 

None of this is new, of course. And while it is always 

useful to remind ourselves of these basic distinctions between 

our two systems, today I have much more in mind. For in recent 

months, the Soviet Union has shown a willingness to respect at 

least some human rights. It is my belief that there is hope for 

further change, hope that in the days ahead the Soviets will 

grant further recognition to the fundamental civil and political 

rights of all. 

But before discussing our hopes for the future, I'd like to 

turn for a moment to a subject that the soviets themselves often 

raise. 

The United states may recognize civil and political rights, 

but what of economic and social rights? The Soviets point out, 

for example, that while the United States has an unemployment 

problem, everyone in the Soviet Union is guaranteed a job. Or 

they point to the American problem of homelessness. Or to racial 

discrimination. Well, it deserves a full response. 

To begin with, so-called economic and social "rights" it 

would probably be more fitting to use the term economic and 

social "conditions" belong to an essentially different 

category from civil and political rights. The economic and 

social conditions in any society are constantly changing -- new 
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social groupings constantly taking shape: new markets forming as 

old markets disappear. Yet there is nothing shifting about civil 

and political rights like freedom of speech or worship: They are 

constant and immutable, forever basic to the dignity of each 

human being. 

Yes, the United States has social and economic failings. 

As a free people, we have created an economic expansion that 

over the past 5 years has created nearly 16 million jobs -- but 

we need to do more. 

Homelessness is indeed a problem, an agonizing one. To some 

extent, we are bound in dealing with it by our very commitment to 

liberty: Laws have been passed in recent years that make it 

illegal to force those who live on our sidewalks into hospitals 

or shelters unless they represent a threat to society or 

themselves. It is true that as a free people, we spend hundreds 

of millions of dollars a year through our Federal and State 

governments to care for the homeless. As a free people, our 

churches, synagogues, and a host of volunteer organizations do 

much to provide the homeless with food, clothing, and medicines. 

And yet -- there is no denying that the problem remains. 

Racial discrimination -- our strides as a free people during 

just the past three decades have been dramatic. Yet the problem 

lingers, and we continue to battle bigotry and prejudice. 

The problems, as I said, are serious -- no one would seek to 

deny that. Yet in freedom we are constantly confronting them, 

criticizing ourselves, seeking to do better ••• in full view for 

all to see. 
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Now consider, if you will, the economic conditions of the 

Soviet Union. 

Now, I do not mean to suggest that the Soviet economy has 

made no progress. But the limited successes of the past arose 

largely from constant additions to the labor force and the 

availability of inexpensive resources. Now that these have been 

to a great extent depleted, the Soviet Union is no longer closing 

the gap between itself and the West. Indeed, given the enormous 

advances in Western technology, the gap is likely to widen. 

I have no desire to berate the Soviet system. I mention it 

here because in recent months -- and this is a development of 

tremendous significance -- in recent months they have begun to 

mention it themselves -- just like Americans do about their 

problems. Soviet economists have published articles about Soviet 

shortcomings -- one recent article dealt with the inadequacies of 

Soviet housing. The Soviet press now carries stories about the 

need for progress. And, of course, Soviet economic progress is 

one of Mr. Gorbachev's chief aims. 

And this brings us back to the subject of the day, human 

rights. For I believe that the Soviets may be coming to 

understand something of the connection -- the necessary and 

inextricable connection -- between human rights and economic 

growth. 

The connection between economic productivity and certain 

kinds of freedom is obvious. Private plots of land make up only 

4 percent of the arable land in the Soviet Union but account for 

a quarter of the produce. The free flow information, to provide 
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another example, will clearly prove vital for Soviet scientists 

to have hope of reaching new and higher standards. 

And yet there is a still deeper connection. 

For it is the individual who is always the source of 

economic creativity -- the trained mind that produces a technical 

breakthrough, the imagination that conceives of new products and 

markets. And in order for the individual to create, he must have 

a sense of just that -- his own individuality, his own 

self-worth. He must sense that others respect him and yes, 

that his nation respects him. Respects him enough to permit him 

his own opinions. Respects the relationship between the 

individual and his God enough to permit him to worship as he 

chooses. Even respects him enough to permit him, if he chooses 

to do so, to leave. 

The soviets should recognize basic human rights because it 

is the right thing to do. And if they recognize human rights for 

other reasons -- because they seek economic growth, or because 

they want to enter into a more normal relationship with the 

United States and other nations -- well, I want to say here and 

now, that's fine by me. 

The signs, as I've said, have been hopeful. 

Over the past 3 years, some 300 political and religious 

prisoners have been released from labor camps. More recently, 

the incarceration of dissidents in mental hospitals has slowed. 

During the past 20 months, no one has been sent to prison under 

Article 70 of the soviet Constitution, the article the Soviets 

had previously used as their umbrella law for imprisoning 
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dissidents. And while the press remains tightly controlled by 

the Party and state, we've seen the publication of stories on 

topics that used to be forbidden -- topics like crime, drug 

addictions, corruption, even police brutality. 

These changes are limited, and the basic standards contained 

in the Helsinki Accords still are not being met. But we applaud 

the changes that have taken place -- and encourage the Soviets to 

go farther. We recognize changes occur slowly; but that is much 

better than no change at all. And if I may, I'd like now to 

share with you a brief summary of the human rights agenda that 

I'll be discussing in my meetings in Moscow. It has four aims. 

First, freedom of religion. Despite the recent relaxation 

of some controls on the exercise of religion, it is still true 

that churches, synagogues, mosques, or other houses of worship 

may not exist without government permission. Large ~umbers of 

the faithful suffer -- the entire Ukrainian Catholic Church, for 

example, has been declared illegal. Many have been imprisoned in 

the past for acts of worship. And yet -- to quote the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights -- "everyone has a right to freedom 

of thought, conscience and religion." I know you agree: It's 

time for such government regulation of religion to end. And 

General Secretary Gorbachev has indicated a willingness to 

consider "a new law" on the freedom of conscience. 

Second, freedom of speech. There are still many serving 

long prison sentences for offenses that involve only the spoken 

or written word. Yet the clear, internationally-recognized 

standard, as defined, once again, in the Universal Declaration of 
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Human Rights, is that -- and I quote -- "everyone has the right 

to freedom of opinion and expression." And today, there is more 

such freedom in the Soviet Union than two years ago. Many 

persons imprisoned for expressing dissenting views have been 

released from the prison. The Soviet Union should put this issue 

behind it by granting full recognition to this basic human right. 

And I know you join me in urging the freeing of every last person 

imprisoned for nothing more than the expression of his views. 

Emigration, third, has long represented a matter of great 

concern to us. The Universal Declaration states that, quote, 

"everyone has a right to leave any country, including his own, 

and to return to his country." It is true that during the past 

12 months, more people have been permitted to leave the Soviet 

Union than during the preceding 6 years. And it is true as well 

that the numbers of those permitted to leave for short trips 

often family visits has gone up. We're heartened by this 

progress. Our hope it that the Soviets grant all their peoples 

full and complete freedom of movement. 

And one point in particular. The Soviets refuse many the 

right to leave on the grounds that they possess secret 

information -- even though they had ended their secret work many 

years before, and whatever information they had has become public 

or obsolete. I hope such cases will be rationally reviewed -­

and the decision will be made to free these people and their 

families. 

This brings me now to the fourth and final area I want to 

discuss, the institutionalization of progress. 
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As I've said a number of times now, we welcome the human 

rights progress that the Soviets have made -- and believe there 

is good reason to hope for still more. Yet it is only being 

realistic to point out that we have seen progress in the Soviet 

Union before. Khrushchev permitted relatively wide freedoms, 

particularly freedom of speech. The intellectual and cultural 

life of the Soviet Union underwent a kind of thaw, a kind of 

springtime. 

But it was a springtime followed by winter -- for 

Khrushchev's relaxations were fiercely reversed. And for the 

nearly three decades until our own day, oppression and 

stagnation -- and, yes, fear -- once again became the determining 

characteristics of Soviet life. 

And that is why those of us in theWest both publicly and in 

direct conversation with the Soviets must continue to make candor 

and realism the basis of our bilateral relationship. My Chi~f of 

Staff Howard Baker told me recently of an old Tennessee saying, 

"Plain talk -- easy understood." Exactly. And just as previous 

hopeful moments in Soviet history ended all too soon, so, too, 

"perestroika" -- today's new openness will succeed if the Soviets 

take steps to make it permanent, to institutionalize it. 

Of course, none of this can be accomplished quickly. But 

there is one specific reform the Soviets can make, one that in 

itself would do much to ratify their progress and hearten many 

peoples. I mentioned that for some 20 months now, no one has 

been sent to prison under Article 70, what is in effect an 
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anti-dissident article. Hopefully, the time has come for 

Article 70 to be rewritten. 

Freedom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom to 

emigrate -- and the willingness to make new freedoms permanent: 

These are our hopes -- these are our prayers -- for the future of 

human rights in the Soviet Union, in the world, in our own 

country. 

In granting greater liberty, I am confident, the Soviets 

will discover that they have made possible economic growth. But 

even more important, this recognition of human rights will 

advance the cause of peace. For in the words of Andrei 

Sakharov -- a man who suffered much under the Soviet system, but 

who has also experienced the benefits of "glasnost": "Human 

rights, peace, and security are indivisible." Thank you all, and 

God bless you. 

And now I'd be happy to answer your questions. 



MEMORANDUM FOR PETER 
FROM: BARBARA 
SUBJECT: PRESIDENT'S TRIP TO CHICAGO TO ADDRESS NATIONAL 

STRATEGY FORUM 

4-28-88 

The President will address a group of about 800 members and 
guests of the Nat '1 Strategy Forum, a non-partisan group, 
started by a group of civic and business leaders concerned 
about foreign policy issues. The Forum includes academicians~ 
business leaders and civic leaders. The President's remarks 
should be 15-20 minutes in length. The speech takes place in the 
Palmer House Hotel in downtown Chicago. 
The Chairman of NSF is Morris Leibman, who received the ;Medal 
of Freedom from the President 

Prior to the President's remarks to NSF, he will take part 
in a political fundraiser for the Illinois GOP. He will 
leave the GOP event, have lunch with the NSF members, and 
then hear a brief introduction about the group and will then 
be introduced by Mr. Leibman. After his remarks, the President 
will answer questions from the group. 
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WASHINGTON 
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MEMORANDUM FOR HOWARD H. BAKER, JR. NANCY RISQUE 
FRED RYAN 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

KENNETH DUBERSTEIN 
GARY BAUER 
A.B. CULVAHOUSE 
RHETT DAWSON 
ANTHONY DOLAN 
FRANK DONATELLI 
MARLIN FITZWATER 
THOMAS GRISCOM 
CHARLES HOBBS 
ALAN KRANOWITZ 
COLIN POWELL 

JAMES L. HOOLEY ~?-\DC 

JACK COURTEMANCHE 
JAMES F. KUHN 
JAMES MCKINNEY 
REBECCA RANGE 
JOHN TUCK 
ALAN RAUL 
MARK WEINBERG 
BILLY DALE 
PHOTO OFFICE 
USSS OPERATIONS 

THE TRIP OF THE PRESIDENT TO CHICAGO, ILLINOIS, 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 4, 1988 

Attached is a draft outline schedule for your planning purposes. 

WEDNESDAY. MAY 4, 1988 

9:55 a.m. 

10:05 a.m. 

10:10 a.m. 
EDT 

10:50 a.m. 
CDT 

10:55 a.m. 

11:10 a.m. 

11:15 a.m. 

11:25 a.m. 

MARINE ONE departs the South Lawn. 

MARINE ONE arrives Andrews Air Force Base. 

AIR FORCE ONE departs Andrews Air Force Base en route 
O'Hare Airport, Chicago, Illinois. 

Flight Time: 1 hr. 40 mins. 
Time Change: -1 hr. 
Food Service: TBD 

AIR FORCE ONE arrives O'Hare Airport, Chicago, 
Illinois. 

MARINE ONE departs O'Hare Airport en route Meigs Field. 

MARINE ONE arrives Meigs Field. 

Depart Meigs Field en route Palmer House Hotel. 

Arrive Palmer House Hotel. 
* Photo reception with Illinois State GOP Major 

Donors - OFFICIAL PHOTOGRAPHER 
* Lunch with National Strategy Forum - OPEN PRESS 
* Address National Strategy Forum - OPEN PRESS 
* Question and Answer Session with National Strategy 

Forum (20 mins.) - OPEN PRESS 
5/2/88 9:00 a.m. 
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1:50 p.m. 

2:00 p.m. 

2:05 p.m. 

2:20 p.m. 

2:25 p.m. 
CDT 

4:55 p.m. 
EDT 

5:00 p.m. 

5:10 p.m. 

Depart Palmer House Hotel en route Meigs Field. 

Arrive Meigs Field. 

MARINE ONE departs Meigs Field en route O'Hare Airport. 

MARINE ONE arrives O'Hare Airport. 

AIR FORCE ONE departs Chicago, Illinois en 
Andrews Air Force Base. 

Flight Time: 1 hr. 30 mins. 
Time Change: + 1 hr. 
Food Service: TBD 

route 

AIR FORCE ONE arrives Andrews Air Force Base. 

MARINE ONE departs Andrews Air Force Base en route The 
White House. 

MARINE ONE arrives the South Lawn. 

5/2/88 9:00 a.m. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 28, 1988 

MEMORANDUM FOR HOWARD H. BAKER, JR.# 
THROUGH: THOMAS C. GRISCOM Q 
FROM: JAMES L. HOOLEY J L H ( fl~) 
SUBJECT: PRESIDENTIAL TRIP TO CHICAGO, ILLINOIS ON WEDNESDAY, 

MAY 4, 1988 

Attached is a proposed draft summary schedule. 

Event Concept 

On Wednesday, May 4, 1988, the President will travel to Chicago, 
Illinois to address the National Strategy Forum at the Palmer House 
Hotel, and to participate in an Illinois State GOP Fundraiser. Upon 
arrival at the Palmer House, the President will participate in a 
photo reception with approximately 40 of the Illinois Forum major 
donors and their spouses. Following the photo reception, the 
President will make remarks to about 200 gathered for a State GOP 
Fundraising Luncheon. 

At the conclusion of his remarks to the Illinois GOP, 
will proceed to the Grand/State Ballroom of the hotel 
lunch with, and address, the National Strategy Forum. 
remarks, the President will participate in a question 
session for approximately 20 minutes. 

the President 
where he wil 1 

Following his 
and answer 

Organized in 1983, the NSF is a nonpartisan group of Chicago area 
civic leaders who believe it critical that community leaders be 
accurately informed about the rapidly changing issues affecting our 
national security. The NSF provides an opportunity for individuals 
interested in these important matters to learn from experts who 
analyze and formulate American national security strategy in a 
balanced exchange of ideas. Former speakers include Admiral 
Carlisle Trost, Chief of Naval Operations, and Amb. Max Kampelman, 
Chief U.S. Arms Negotiator. 

This memorandum is be i ng forwarded to Rhett Dawson for submission t o 
the President unless otherwise instructed. 

cc: K. Duberstein J. Courtemanche 
R. Dawson T. Dolan 
F. Donatelli A. Kranowitz 
M. Fitzwater J. Kuhn 
c . Powell R. Range 
N. Risque J. Tuck 
F. Ryan M. Weinberg 

4/28/88 10:00 a.m. 



9:45 a.m. 

9:55 a.m. 

10:00 a.m. 

10:40 a.m. 
CDT 

10:45 a.m. 
CDT 

11:00 a.m. 
CDT 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

PROPOSED DRAFT SUMMARY SCHEDULE OF THE PRESIDENT 

THE PRESIDENT proceeds to Marine One for boarding . 

OPEN PRESS COVERAGE 

MARINE ONE departs the South Lawn en route Andrews Air 
Force Base. 

Flight Time: 10 mins . 

MARINE ONE arrives Andrews Air Force Base. 

THE PRESIDENT deplanes and proceeds on board Air Force 
One. 

AIR FORCE ONE departs Andrews Air Force Base en route 
Chicago, Illinois. 

Flight Time: 1 hr. 40 mins. 
Time Change: -1 hr. 
Food Service: TBD 

AIR FORCE ONE arrives O'Hare Airport, Chicago, 
Illinois. 

THE PRESIDENT deplanes and proceeds on board Marine 
One. 

OPEN PRESS COVERAGE 
CLOSED ARRIVAL/DEPARTURE 

MARINE ONE departs O'Hare Airport en route Meigs Field 
landing zone. 

Flight Time: 15 mins. 

MARINE ONE arrives Meigs Field landing zone. 

OPEN PRESS COVERAGE 

THE PRESIDENT deplanes · and proceeds to motorcade f or 
boarding. 

OPEN PRESS COVERAGE 

4/28/88 10:00 a.m . 
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11:05 a.m. 
CDT 

11:15 a.m. 
CDT 

11:20 a.m. 
CDT 

11:25 a.m. 
CDT 

11:45 a.m. 
CDT 

11:55 a.m. 
CDT 

12:00 noon 
CDT 

THE PRESIDENT departs Meigs Field landing zone en route 
Palmer House Hotel via motorcade. 

Drive Time: 10 mins. 

THE PRESIDENT arrives Palmer House Hotel and proceeds 
inside to holding room. 

THE PRESIDENT arrives holding room. 

Met by: 

TBD 

OFFICIAL PHOTOGRAPHER ONLY 

THE PRESIDENT departs holding room en route Room TBD. 

THE PRESIDENT arrives Room TBD and participates in 
photo reception with Illinois State GOP Major Donors. 

OFFICIAL PHOTOGRAPHER ONLY 

THE PRESIDENT concludes photo reception and departs 
Room TBD en route Room TBD for GOP Luncheon. 

THE PRESIDENT arrives Room TBD and makes remarks to 
Illinois Stage GOP Fundraising Luncheon. 

THE PRESIDENT concludes remarks and departs Room TBD en 
route Grand/ State Ballroom off-stage announcement 
area. 

THE PRESIDENT arrives Grand/State Ballroom off-stage 
announcement area. 

Ruffles and Flourishes 
Announcement (off-stage) 
"Hail to the Chief" 

THE PRESIDENT proceeds on-stage and takes seat for 
lunch. 

OPEN PRESS COVERAGE 

12:05 p.m. Lunch begins. 
CDT 

12:55 p.m. Lunch concludes. 
CDT 

4/28/88 10:00 a.m. 
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1:00 p.m. 
CDT 

1:20 p.m. 
CDT 

1:40 p.m. 
CDT 

1:45 p.m. 
CDT 

1:50 p.m. 
CDT 

2:00 p.m. 
CDT 

2:05 p.m. 
CDT 

2:20 p.m. 

2:25 p.m. 
CDT 

TBD makes brief remarks and introduces THE 
PRESIDENT. 

OPEN PRESS COVERAGE 

THE PRESIDENT proceeds to podium and makes remarks. 

OPEN PRESS COVERAGE 

THE PRESIDENT concludes remarks and begins question and 
answer session. 

OPEN PRESS COVERAGE 

THE PRESIDENT concludes question and answer session 
and departs dais en route holding room. 

THE PRESIDENT arrives holding room. 

THE PRESIDENT departs holding room en route motorcade 
for boarding. 

THE PRESIDENT departs Palmer House Hotel en route Meigs 
Field via motorcade. 

Drive Time: 10 mins. 

THE PRESIDENT arrives Meigs Field and proceeds on board 
Marine One. 

OPEN PRESS COVERAGE 

MARINE ONE departs Meigs Field en route O'Hare Airport. 

Flight Time: 15 mins. 

MARINE ONE arrives O'Hare Airport. 

OPEN PRESS COVERAGE 
CLOSED ARRIVAL/DEPARTURE 

THE PRESIDENT deplanes and proceeds on board Air Force 
One. 

AIR FORCE ONE departs Chicago, Illinois en route 
Andrews Air Force Base. 

Flight Time: 1 hr. 30 mins. 
Time Change: +l hr. 
Food Service: TBD 

4/28/88 10:00 a.m. 
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4:55 p.m. 

5:00 p.m. 

5:10 p.m. 

AIR FORCE ONE arrives Andrews Air Force Base. 

THE PRESIDENT deplanes and proceeds on board Marine 
One. 

MARINE ONE departs Andrews Air Force Base en route The 
White House. 

Flight Time: 10 mins. 

MARINE ONE arrives the South Lawn. 

OPEN PRESS COVERAGE 

THE PRESIDENT deplanes and proceeds inside. 

4/28/88 10:00 a.m. 



h1JMAN RIGHTS , 

• • U.S.-Soviet Quality of Life: A Comparison 

by Rirhard Srhillf'r 

:1 ,(,I,.,.,,,. IH•I;,,.,· Iii,· II II 1111111 u '!''''" 
J,;_,-,.,.,-1 -~. ,11 ,·rl ;',,!I ,ii' I I,,· l .,.,, Ii•,.,.,,,.,. "" 
S,•,·11ril_11 .,,,,/ ( ·,H'I"'''"'"''' i11 E11,·1111r 
r<'S<'f.'I i,, 011,,,,.,,. ("n1111d,1. on May~:!. 
l~R;; . . 4 m/111.~i:mfor Sr/,~11,·r ii: l,rnrl ,!f fl11· 

1 '.S. ,1,·l,•,,,,t i1111 In th, CSrE. 

t~v<'r ·sin1•t• thii:: conf Pr<'nre heJ?an, we 
have returned. from time to time, to a 
di~rll!-~ion of wh:tl ii:: Jl<'r('{'tVNi to ti(' the 
etii::tirwtion h<•I.Wt'('ll politiml anti civil 
righti:: on one hand and economic and 
SO<'ial righli:: on the other hand. I shall, 
therefore. at the outset of this state­
nwnt. ""' forth the thoughLc; of the U.S. 
d<.'lcgation un this issue. 

Rights or the lndMdual 

Those of ui:: who trace our views of 
government to the writings of the 
Englii::h and French thinkers of the 18th­
ceniurv Enlightenment subscribe to the 
proJlO;ition that government derives itc; 

~ mandate from the consent of the 
-~vernt-d. such consent heing expressed 
in fr<'e eleetioni::. ThP government, thus, 
renecLc; the will of the majority. In this 
context of majority rulP., the philoso­
phers on the subj~t defined certain 
rights of the individual which are s~ 
hai::ic that no government may depnve 
him of them, irrespective of the size of 
tht- popular majority hy which it was in­
stalled in office. These rights of the in­
dh·idual are what we understand prin­
cipally under the term "human rights." 
The,· define and clarify the fundamental 

' relationship between the individual and 
hii:: J?:OVernment, and they consist, essen­
ti:ill\'. of limitations on the powers of 
government. Like the biblical "Thou 
shall not." the beginning phrase of the 
first amendment to the U.S. Constitu­
tion, the beginning phrase or our Bill of 
Rights, is "Congress shall make no 
Jaw" -a phrase fol1owed by the subjects 
on which Congress shall make no law, 
such as abridgment of freedom of speech 
or the press. 

When we use the term "right," we 
think of a t'laim which can he enforced 
in the courts. The rights guaranteed in 
the U.S. Constitution, which in CSCE · 
terminology are referred to as political 
and ch·il rights, are rights which every 
citizen can call upon the courts to pro­
tect. 

We view what are here referred to 
as economiC" and social rights as belong­
ing in an essentially different category. 

70 

Tht>\" ar<'. a!' we• S«'(' it. tlw J!o:i le: nf 
~n,·ernment polil'y in iioni,.-:t ir n ffair~. 
Go\'ernmenl. ;r!' wr ~"" it. c:hu11l1l foi::tc-r 
polit•ies whid, will ha,·1• 1li•· e•fft•,·t of rn­
('ouraging er11nnmi<- d1•,·1•l11pnw111 c:11 a!' 
to provide johi:: umlt•r de•1·1•11t w1 1rki11J! 
condition~ for all tho~" whn want ,., 
work at income le\'els whid1 nllnw for an 
ailequate stmul:trd of li,·inc. 1'twc:e• J.!nnli:: 
!!hould he attained in a c:PttinJ! whil'h 
allows freedom of rhoi1·<' of hi~ work t11 
e,·ervone. F11r 1ho!-lf' ,,·ho :in• 1111:ihll' It• 
find Jobs we pro\'iilC' 1111Pmpl11ynwnt l"lllll· 
pensation and. if that i~ una\'ailahlt•. 
other forms of sorial ac:sic:tanC"e. The 
economil' svstem whirh ic: now in pl:wt-
in our ('OUntry i!' full~· in k1•q1inf,! with 
the relevant artidt•i:: of th•· l l11in•ri::nl 
Declaration of Human RiJrhlc:. 

The U.S. delel,!atinn. in sel<'ctinJ! 
issues for dic:C'u~~ion at thi~ c1111forenee. 
decided delih<'ratel\' to limit itc:t•lf to 
problems which. though of J!TE':tt cnncern 
to the American puhlil". would not rP­
quire systemic chanirec: in thE' S11\'iet 
Union to effect rorrectifllt. E\'ery one of 
the prohlemc: we ha,·p rai.,<>d ~•1 far 
ahout conditionc: in f•111, ,1,-i, ~ ·.•. lti.-1, d<'­
scrihe tHemi::Pl\'t•!< a!' l\larxi!<I-Ll•nini !<t 
could be eliminated whilt• s t:1yi11~ within 
the svstem. 

It so happ<'nc:. then•f11re•. that th<' 
Soviet human riirhts pr<•hlt•n~ of gn·at­
est concern to the Anwri,·:m puhliC" are 
the prohlPmi:: which rnuld 111• ·most eni::il,y 
solved bv the Sovil•I t '11i1111. Th,•1 .-011-

cern, as 
0

\\'e ha,·e J"•int,:,,I ont.J.li<• i11; 
carceration_Q{_personi:: J!ltilty orily 11f gh-­
fog expression to their thoughts. tlw 
persecution of re1ij?filu~tftitieWrDtw-

-comlmtment of sane •ersnnc: tn institu­
tions foJ:..tlw-me.ntn r ill. ru}tnral rrprc•c:-, 

- · sio.n, _and di$criminatinn.:1J!'a.iit:-:.L.c~n \ 
people on the grounric: nf a ncestr~·. 1 he 
Soviet State could. ac: I hm·e i::.,iil. ror­
rect these problemi:: withnut toffecting 
fundamental structural ch:mge. 

We had not intended to engage in 
discussions of economic al)(i soC'ial condi­
tions in the SO\iet Union. both hel'aui::e 
the American puhlic is not as deeply 
aware of or concerned about them and 
because correction of am· shortromings 
which we woulri han• In °p11int out would, 
indeed, require s~·st<>miC' change in the 
Soviet Union. We see such chnnges oc­
curring gradually in some other ceiun­
tries which had initially illlopted the 
Soviet economiC" mod<'I. Hm,·e,·er. we did 
not think this meeting to he an appro­
priate forum for a disrussion of _su<:h 
issues. Ne,·erthelesi::. a~ the 8,w,.-.t i:lele­
gation has clearl~· ini::i~tPd that we 
engage in a discussion of i::odal and 

aswwww.awwwwme: 

zr 
1•,•111111111i1· 1: ,~IW-<. lc•I lllf• !~I\' tl,:sl \\ 1• :11 • · 

,,n•p:1rc•1f tu _join in th:1t 1l1;loafl•. T11 '""l'.111 
with . I shall rt>spoml in ilf'tail tn th•• e-.111-
C"t•rn~ t•xprPs.<;{•d hy thP Srwie•: tl1•h·c:it1011 
ac: 111 c:ol'ial an,I t•t·onomir prohl1•111s in 
tlll' I lnit.-,1 St.,tt•~. 

U.S. Sorial and Eronomir Problem c: 

llnemplo~·ment. First of all. IPI nw tli~­
cusi:: thr prohlrm of unrmploynwnt i11 
th<' l lnite•rl Stall•!-. Our l'rt':-;('llt 11111•111 
plnymt>nt rate is 7.3%. It reaehed a J"'llk 
of JO.fl% in HtH2 :inrf has d1'f.•1i1w1l sil! 
nifit·:1111 I\' si111•p thP11. Million!' of Ill'\\ 

jobs hav~ heen cn•at.ecl in recent ~·t•:,r~. 
offering new opportunities to tht> Ulll'lll­
ployerl a~ well as to persons newly 
entE'ring the joh markPt. Whilr WI' :it"n•,· 
that a11 Ullf'ntJ>ln.\'nwnl r:tlP of i.:{"i, i:: 
still tnu high and furtht>r efrarts 1u•1>1) In 
he marie to rerluC"e the unemploym<'nt 
level. we helieve that any person nnalp:­
ing our unPmployment rate should n••l1> · 
the followinir: 

• Ahout two Jlt'n·e11t.,,r<' point~ :tr" 
attrihutahle to so-called frictional llll<'lll­
rloyment. i.e .. persons in transit from 
one joh to another. 

• A i::iirnifir:mt numlK'r of the• job 
t•pportunitit•i:: whid1 art• :wnilahle• in th,· 
l'nit<'d Statei- al anr om• timt> J!" u11-
fille1I hee·:mse no on~ in the l,walit\' i11 
whkh the johi:: nrr availahle is inh

0

•r<'!-ll<•1I 
in doing the kind of work availahlt· :it 
the wages which nre heing offer<'d: n!­
wr tlon·t ha,·e n ~\'~h•m m11frr whir·lr 
P<'"Jlle can he l'll,.;tJK'llt>tl to wurk. 1111-
filled jnh~ thus exist side by side with 
unempli1~·ment. 

• We dn not have an anti-para;:il i,:111 
law: i::ome rel"Sflni:: prefer to draw 11111.•111-

pl11yment insura,we payments or ,wlfan• 
tlC'nefits rntlwr thnn takt• jnhc: whid1 
tlw,· dt-em uni::uitahlt•. 

· • The percentagt- of our adult 1,op11-
lat ion looking for work in the ,,ro,htt'tin' 
sector of the e<.'onomy is enlarger! hy tlw 
fact that we have significan · __ 

.. peop e 1an e ov,et Inion .in rll'r mili­
t~police forcE'i::.aiiiT:ti ,r 
that matter, in prison or performing 
forced lahor; specifically, though the 
So,·iet population is only 12% greater 
than that of the United States, its mili• 
t..-,rv forces are almost 21K1% grt>aln. it!' 
police forces more tlmn 100% greater. · 
and its prison population, induding 
forced labor, o\·er 1,100% greater th:m 
the corresponding figures in the Unite,! 
States. 

I ha,·e made these points only to ex­
plain what the 7.3% figure tn<'an~. not 
to f\Uggest that it <'an and shoultf he iJ?-
11oretl. ( )ur government is committ,.,J to 

the propoi;:ition that <'\"l.'rJOlll' d1t• want!' 

Department of S1Atr 81111,.tirr 

ifff?#·¾ !.:*.'':5' 



'" work should han• a11 oppor111111ty ,,. 
,f,. :-.11 . (;11vl'r111111•11t pol11·y 1:-. «1,·dH·alt·d 111 
tlh· ,;1tmulatio11 of t·1·011umic ~ro\\' lli. 111 
11,., rn•al i1111 ot mon· j.,I,,;, 111 I lit' rai:-.i11g 
"' ;-;1,rndard,; (If hn11g. to tlw n·duct i111, 
111 po\'t'rl~. 111 a l'C,untry SUl'h a,; our.-. 
tlwn· 1:-; 11fk11 d1,;agreemc111 a,; 111 what 
11111,.'lil 1,,. lh,· lt1•st p.,li,·y to l'l"f,·l'I ,., . ., 
11,,11,i,· growth . lliffl'rent p11liti1·;.I grotq,­
i1,~,- a,h·,.1·ah' ,liff,·rt•nt sol11ti1111,; to tit,· 
pn,1,lt-ms we facl'. Hut then· is a11 un·r­
wl1,·lmi11g consensus that um·mploy111ent 
n,u,;t be rcdun·d and that it shoul,I I,,. 
reduced \&:ithi11 our presc11t et:011omi,· 
fr.1111,•worl,; . 

\\'hl'l1 we compare our e1·onomic 
lll1H.l1·I t., alternate approad1es . we must 
1101c that. t,> some extent. unemploy· 
mt:n l in 011 r country is ~ 
!!..I_!!' idt>as of inili\·idual frt't'do111. \\'l· do 
11.it ass1~11 people to Johs or prosecult" 
th.:n1 for parasitism if they fail to tal,;e 
... ,, available jol,. As I have noted, there 
ar,· pt•ople in our country who pass U\• 
j,,1, opportunities because they don't lil-;e 
tlw jobs thal are heini; offcrt'd or eo11-
:--id,·r the y;agl' offer,; loo lo\\' . Tht•rt· an· 
utlll'rs whu are unemployed and 111i;.d1t 
l,c al,le to get a jol, ,,f their lil-;iug and at 
a satisfaewry wag-e at a sul,stantial 
distance from their home, hut they are 
luathe tu mo\·e. 

1\1 ud1 of the latter kind of unemploy­
nw1fl is t:rt'ated hv the fad that the 
e,·11nomy adapts itself to marl,;et condi­
ti,,ns. llnccunumic enterprises are thus 
cun1pdled to close. sometimt's causing 
,;.-ri,,u::; disloeation in the communitil'S 
clq,endent on them . In the lung run. 
:,,1d, adjustments enable tht' enmumy t<, 
ad.1pl itself lo chang1· and to i11creast.· its 
o\·l·rall pruducti\'ity. Hut i11 the short 
run. it creates serious hardships for the 
peuple direl'lly and adversely affected. 
Tu deal with these hard:shi11s and to 
!,ridge the period:; of difficulty is a con­
tinuing challenge to our Federal, State, 
awl locul go\'ernments. We recognize it 
for the problem it is and seek to deal 
with it. For reasons which I shall state 
later, the ovenvlielming majority of our 
pe1,ple are not at all attracted to the 
;;nlution to this problem which the Soviet 
Union offers. 

Tlwrc is one other point that needs 
lo he made with rt:gard to the issue of 
t!mployment. We neerl to emphasize the 
role whid1 a free lahor movement has 
played i11 the United States in strength­
t.·11i11g- the role of lhe worker, ad1ie\·i11g 
i1wn,ase:, in wai:t's arnl improvements in 
working conditions. The existence of a 
fn•t· lal111r nwvt•llll'nt, an:111mlalile u11ly 
111 its 111,·111li1•rs a11cl 110I 1111d,·r tlw 1·1111-
trul uf tm1ployer:s ur g-uver11111c11ts, is. we 
liclieve, esst.•ntial to the protection of the 

i111<·rt·:-t., 11f w11rl-.mg 1woplt· . It has sur­
n·,·.J,·d 111 1111 · l !11i1t-d Slal,·s i11 sl'lllllj! 
,;ta11.Jar,b 11,,t 0111 _,· for its own mcmher,; 
l111t i11r 1111,,rj!a111z,·d worl..Prs as wdl. As 
l 11,1ll'd ~ ,,,.,1,•rda_1 . wor\..,•rs in certain 
st;11v., wl1id, pn,fo,;,; to have l.ieen 
f11111,,l.-,I f.,r tl11· l,1•11d1t of tht' working 
l"'"f'h- ar, · d,·f•l'll',·d of the ability tu a~ ­
s,·rl tli,·1r 11t11·r,·:-1s thn,11,·!. the opera-
ti .. 11 .,f fr.-.- a1,d i11dci,e11d1·111 labor 
t1nh1l1~ 

Homelessness. Tlw distinguished 
Sm1l'I rq,n·scntaiivt' has raised the 
issu,· of li11rndt·ss11t'SS in the ll nited 
~late,;. \\' l' rcrng-nizc the existence of 
homdt:ss11e:;,; in our society. This is a 
cumplt:'X and difficult problem for us, in 
large part lit'1·ause in recent years our 
laws ha\·e not allowed us to incarcerate 
or ct1n1111it tu mental institutions persons 
wlH, i11sis1 on li\·ing- on the sidewalks of 
our cities a:; lu11g as they are not threats 
to themsel\'es or society. Many of these 
pe11plt:' refuse to mal,;e use of the wide 
ra11g1:, 1,f al'l'ommodations available to 
th,·n1. I II s .. 111,· ,;11cictics thev would lit:' 
d1.ar¼!cd willi rngra1H·y, pa(asitism. or 
fort.·l·,i i11t11 mental institutions. Jn our 
cities th.y remain on the streets, quite 
underslandal,ly causing many visitors to 
wonder whc1her there is, in fact, no 
housing arnilable for them. . 

The fal'! is that our Federal Govern­
ment and our State governm~nts have 
spent and t.:ontinue to spend hundreds of 
milli1111s of dollars to provide shelter for 
the homeles::;. Those who cannot be self­
sufiicit'nt . such as the elderly, are gi\'en 
priority in a~sistance programs. Further­
more. thl· tradition of voluntarism in the 
I init.-d Slall·~ has re:suhed in the crea-
ti .. 11 ui a i,'.'r1.,at number of nonprofit 
gruu1,s which ha\'e specialized in helping 
those in 11eed uf what our laws call safe 
and sanitary housing. Particular efforts 
have l,t:cn maJe tu assist the elderly. 

I shuulJ abo make it clear that there 
are quite a number of 11euple in our 
country whu li\'e in housing which we 
deem substandard. We are interested in 
impro\'ing such housing, though we 
kno\\' that what is substandard in the 
United States may be standard in coun­
tries which are among our severest 
critics. 

Discrimination. We readily concede 
that persons were for a long time dis­
criminated against in our country on the 
grounds of their ancestry, and we recog­
ni:tt.• that government at all levels shares 
culpahili1y with regard to this problem. 
llo\\'t•vcr, lll'ginning .HJ years ago, 
poli,·i,·s 011 t 111• s11hjP1·f of ra<"c began to 
d1a11g<" in our country a11J have changed 
at an ever-accderating pace. Over this 
period the Federal Government as well 
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al- Stall• and lo1·al ~m·t>rnnwnl,; ha\ 1· 
s111-ct•ed,·d in st.a111p1ng 11111 all 11ff11·i,1ll_1 
sanc-tiont'd forms of disrriminalion hased 
on ancestry . Ht•_n>n<i that. laws havt­
heen enacte<i that re4uire the privat,· 
sector to conform tu fundamt'ntal pri11-
ciples of nondiscriminat1111, 

Whal J havt• just s.1id d11t'S not nwa1 , 
that we can O\'ernig-ht overrnme th, · 
results of generations of disi:rimi11atio11 
and disadvantage. I have nut careful!_\ 
checked all tht' statistics which our di~­
tinbruished Soviet collea~~ has recitt'd . 
but they may very well he correct. \\'hat 
is important to note is the change in tl11:, 
figures in recent years, as groups of our 
population which were previously di:;­
aiminated against have seen the bar­
rier~ fall and have used the opportun­
ities which have been afforded them . 

Nothing that J have sairl is designed 
to suggest that we have eliminated 
racial and ethnic antagonisms within our 
population. They do exist, and govern­
ment is not able to change that fact. Hut 
here. too, we have witnes,;cd d1ang,·. 
Through the acti\·itil·s 11f \'arious i11:-ti111 -
tions-including, particularly, religiuu, 
organizations-younger people have in ­
creasingly been imbued with a commit -
ment to human hrotherhoud . We, there· 
fore, have reason to believe that over 
time these antagonisms will continue to 
diminish . 

My remarks about nondiscriminatio11 
generally apply to Indians as well. But 
our Indian people have a special prob­
lem, which they share with indigenous 
peoples elsewhere in tht world-indige­
nous peoples whose culrure and ecorn,­
mies differ marl-;edly from those of tilt' 
surrounding society. Many of our Indian 
reservation residents art' only a few 
generations removed from a hunting a11J 
fishing culture. They have found it much 
more difficult to fit into industrial socie­
ty than do the descendants of families 
engaged in agriculture. 

The unusually large unemployment 
rate on Jndian reservations is related to 
this problem. 1t is, let me emphasize, the 
unemployment rate not of Indian people 
but for Jndian reservations. Indian peo­
ple who have decided to leave the reser­
vations can find and have found jobs 
elsewhere in the country. But there is nu 
doubt that Indian reservations have 
found it difficult to attract industry and 
thereby create job opportunities for J n­
dian people at reasonable wage levels in 
their home communities. Jt happens to 
be a problem with which our govern­
ment has conc•irne<i itself and continues 
to concern itself. I rea1lily 1·11m·1•1il- that 
the problem has 11ot been solved. In faet. 
I have personally worked and written on 
this subject. 
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._ , I shall rompll'tf' this disrussion of 
1fr:,·rimi11a1i1111 Ii_,. notin~ ngnin thnt tht> 
l h1i~1·d ~t.,1p<; has st•rvNi as a maJ!l1f't 
for 1mm1grants of all rares to arhien• a 
hidwr st..,nrlarrl of liff' for thPmsPlvPs 
:111d for tliPir rhildren . Tlw fad tha1 a 
majority of recent immigrants to tht> 
llnilf•d States are nonwhites from non­
European areas and that the\' have inte 
grater! intt1 our societv at a t~uh· amaz­
ing speNI is clenr evirlence of the 
strength of the well-recognized Ameri­
can arceptanre of a varietv of ethnir 
groups into our social and° economir 
system. 

The Role of Women. Much has also 
llf't'n !-airl here as to tht> ro)p of women 
in tlw llnitf'd SL,t<'S. As. to till' point 
madf' ronrnning thC' Equal Rights 
Amt>ndment. let me note again that the 
courts of thp United States have con­
strued the 5th and 14th amendments to 
thP ll .S. Constitution s.o as to requirt> 
legal l''lll:tli1.\' llf't WP<'ll thf' Sf'Xf'S . 

Admitte<lly. what is required h\' law 
takt>s time to be translated into re~litv 
in day-to-da.v life. Tht> entrv of wome~ 
into our eronomic lift> on a ·basis of pari­
t~· {lC'Curred only quite recently. after 
111711 . 1t has. however. progressed at 
amazing spet>d. To cite one item of 
statistirs that comes to mind. in 1970, 
2% of all law school students were 
women. Today they are 50%. 

But new entries do not come in at 
the very top. That is why we find 
average women's wages to be below the 
a\·erage earned by men. It was 60% in 
1980: it is 64% today and is expected to 
continue to rise as the years go by . 
Here. too, we do not suggest that we 
havp reached our goal of full actual 
rather than purely legal equalitv. but we 
are clearly on our way toward that goal. 

So,·iet Economic Progress 
Since the Odober Revolution 

As. I said earlier. we had not intended to 
e_nJ!a!!e herP in a debate on the r~spec­
t1ve advantages of the U.S. and Soviet 
1~01lt>ls, hut as the So\·iet Union has. ini­
! iatf'il this rli!::cussion, we want to make 
1t clear that we are not inclined to 
shrink from it. Let me say also that we 
recognize that the Soviet Union started 
to industrialize later than we did and 
that the Soviet Union suffered devasta­
tion during World Wars I and II. But let 
us also remember that we recalled 
earlier in this session that the war in 
Europe ended 40 years ago. How far 
has the Soviet Union heen able to travel 
in this pC' riod on the way to its economic 
goals? 
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In thr> f'arh· ,,,,;11,_ '.\ik1t:• -~ 
KhrushrhPv pr.l'di•·t,•d th :11 t1 11 • :-;,,,-i,·t r 
l lnio_n would surpa<:<: th, · _1 ·ni1Pd ~t:11, ,, 
in ll\tng s~nrl:ird" t-, t!•'-11 \ "' "tt11lw, 
of romparal i, ,. 1~11"1m1pt i1111 
condu!'tt>rl h.\' l :1tin•r!"th .,f \'irL'i11 i:1 pr11 
fessor Gt>rtrmh· Sdir•ll'dl"r ..-111,t otlwr~ 
show that to<la\'. 2:, \"Pars :ift<'r 
Khrushchev s.p~ke a~d r,, n •ars after 
tht> Ortoht>r Re\'olut inn. t1i"r ~•n·ipt fj 
standard of living r<'main" hnr{'I\ ont>· 
third of t.b.£_11.S_J.e~.eLThf's<> sa~w 
sfiiiliesshow that So\·irt li\'ing s.tand­
ards are much lower than in anv riP-
velopt>ri Western countn . · 

The averagt> $0,·ipt ~- in fa r t 
lives iess ' an someonp li\'ing ~t t.hp 
o~l JJ S povert\· Im<•. . mf'rtr:m 
f~mily livinJ! at that lf'rf'f. fnr t•xampli•. 
hves on an mcomP whid1 is 41 % of thf' 
U.~. a~erage. Ahout J:, .2'~. (lf our popu­
lation hves at or 1-,eJow that )p\·C'I. B, 
compari~~n. as inrlicated . the awragr 
Soviet c1t1Zf'll livf's at al>ou1 0111•-third of 
the U.S. averagt>. whil'h 1..rin•!" ll" s11nw 
idea of the percentc1.ge of tl1P SPviC"t 
population which lin•s hC'l uw thr l' .~­
poverty line . As sug_l!f'St f'd f'arlit>r h, our 
distin~ished Spanish cc1llt>al!IIC' . equally 
dramatic fomparisom: r:rn f,p m:irlf' hp­
tween the a\'erag£' ~o\·iet eitizf'n anri tht> 
average '-!nemployed workt>r in tlw 
West. In the rt>cession year of 1982, for 
example-the worst since \\'orld 
War II-the median per rapita income 
for unemployt>d workns in the· l 'nited 
~tates was about ~5.11110 _ The average 
mcome of a family with an unt>mployed 
worker was $20.IHHl . Wt> do not dem· 
that such an income in mam· cases ~e­
flected a substantial dt>clint>. in li\·ing 
standards. But a So\·iet family li\·ing on 
the equivalent of $211.0(Hl a \·;ar would 
be quite well off. e\·en aft pr. we ha,·e ari­
justed for difference!' in the cost of basic 
needs . 

In making tht>se CPmparisnns. J do 
not mean to suggest that the So\·it>t 
(!nion has made no eronomic progress 
smce the October Rernluti1111. Hut the 
limited success the Sm·ipt econo~n- has 
enjoyed in the past was dt'pt>ndt>nt on 
~;t a?ditions to the labor for~Iia 
--ooJlie:;iYmlahjJjty of plent1lul ana:ln­
~ensive resources. Now that tht> 
Soviet Onion ha!< usea up its surplus 
labor pool and its resourr<'s nrP more 
costly, its growth rates have' plummeted. 
The_ Soviet Union. in fal't. js no lon~r 
_ctosmg the gap between itn•lf :rnci th<' 
t1~eloped \V P~t. The per <"apitn ron­
sumptron comparism1s 1 l'itC"d earlier 
have remaine<f const:rnt m·pr th<· last 
d_e<;ade. Gi,·Pn low So\'i<'I lahor prorlu(•· 
trv1ty, the gap C'an rt'asn11ahly hf' ex­
pected to widen in t]I(• future. 

ShortrominJ!!I; of thr 
SO\-il'I Eronomir Syi.lrm 

fon!liumPr ShorlBJ!l'!I; and ('orruption . 
Ttw Sovw1 pronomv trnl:n· ic:: rlmra,·l••r 
i1• •rl lt_r p,·rvac::iH· si1or1:•1;, . .., t1f 1·1111~1t11wr 

J!oods and t hP wirlr>sprf':td corrupt io11 

t ht>sl' shorta,.rt>s gt>nPra ti' . Tht>sf' 
fpatur<'S. morPO\'C'r. art> not tPmporarr 
prohlt>ms which will solvf' thC'rnst>l\'C'S · 
through continued J•rogress m·n tinu•. 
Ratht>r, th£'y are prohlt>mc:: end<•mir tn 
tht> Soviet systt>m of cent ralizerl er•,. 
nnmir planning. This S\'stem. haserl or1 
thl' notion that a small· J!TOUp of plan­
nt>rs can efficiently allo(·ate rt'sourrt's 
for an entirt> economy, has created in ­
stPad an economy of bottlenecks, short­
ages. and wast f'. 

In the ~o\'if't l lnion. unlik<' am ­
wherP in the developed West. the ·most 
ha~ic consumt>r goods are in continuous 
short supply and rationing remains a 
rommon fart of Soviet life . The situation 
hac:: hec11 so had in some localitirs. in rr• -
cent years th~t food riets ~aue repocted· 1, 
ly occurred. In · d · 
t e · · · in 12 major 
<~~ities, inclu.ding Irkutsk . Kaza,;. 

Thilic::i . Vologda. and Nalll'rezhnvf' 
Chelny fnow caller! Br£'zhnt>v). \\' f' h:I\·•· 
learner! that meat and butter tiave hoth 
been formally rationed in the closed citv 
of Sverdlovsk and its surrounding · 
villages for several years. Presumahh- . 
the same is true of many other areas· 
closed to foreign visitors. 

Th~ long lines of people lining up fnr 
scarce items on Soviet city streets hm·e 
become famous throughout the world . 
!he prod~c_tion and distribution system 
1s so capricious that it is impossible to 
tell what will be available from one da, 
to the next. This is why Sovid houSC'· · 
wi\'es frequently join lines without in­
quiring what is for sale. They simply 
assume they had better get whatp\·er it 
is. while it's a\'ailable. This is also onC" 
important cause of So\·iet productivitv 
prohlem~. since working people are 1;•pi­
cally obliged to take unauthorized 
absences from their jobs to chase after 
scarce necessities. These endless short . 
ages force the awrage Soviet familv to 
spend ~ hours sh?pping every day j~st 
to obtam the basic necessities of life. 

The en~less waiting is bacl enoug-h. 
but tht> Sonet consumer often finds that 
the product waiting for him at the front 
of t~e line is hardly worth the wait. The 
quahty, variety, and design of the con­
sumer good:-; availahl£' in the Sovil't 
Union are, in fact, notoriouslv poor hr 
lloth Western anrl East Eurorl<'an sla.1111-
:ml,.:, :'.1~t1. rl'tail tr:1111 • and ppr,-onal ,.:pn·­

ln' f:w1ht JP<; :trt• i-1:a n ·P, primit i\·c·. a111I 

inC"fliC'irnt . 
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Af- ont' might expect, th1• rhroni,· . Effel"ls nf Agrirullural CoJlertiv-

i-hortagt• of hai-i1· 1·onsumt'r j!11111I,; ha:-c ization Tl11• 80\'id f.\'Skm of collt>cti\'• 
fuslt•r,•<I 011' rrt•a1i1111 of l.L!l ,•m1rmmu- ii.,·.! aj!ri, ·11lt11n• :1l:-11 ~11111rihutes to tht> 

. t,lad, n~ i!! sr2rn.· itt•ms. This. in harslan,•,.,- of ::,iovi1•t lif,·. Alul'h of tht' 
' turn . has led to widespread official cor- J11"11l,l,•n1 in food supply stems from the 

rui,tion as persons with administrative 1•11ll,•l'li\·izt•d natur,• of S11\'iet agri-
1·ontr11l over scarl·e commodities divert l'Ultun· . As is wtll known, the forced col-
them for personal g"din. Corruption ex- l,•1·tinzati1111 of ai,rri,·ulture in the early 
ists in all societies. h;!l in Hu: $ru.:wt 1 :~11,- di\'ested Soviet farmers of their 
I Inion it is a pen·ash·e and normal part l!,i111l . \'hat is not so we ·nown 1s at 
11[..lifu...Stea 1111! 1 .• e s so 1·om- till' fori ·il,lc cu11fis<'atiu11 of 1-,rrain supplie!:-
111011 that Ute So,•iet pt!11ple ha\'e come to that a,·c11111pa11ied it resultt>d in a wide-
take it for granted. Anecdotes about spread famine that killed as many as 6 
corruption and brihery have become a million in the Ukrai•w alone. Coltec-
staple of S0\1et humor. ti\'ization nut only killed 6 million people 

The leaders of the So\'iet Union are hut it permanently crippled Soviet agri-
awart' of tht> prohlem. of course. It has culum:. 
l1t.-cn frequently raised at party plenums, Till' Soviet llnion-in prerevolu-
and the Soviet media are replete with tionary days •orld's lar est ain 
stories of corruption. bribery, and the ~~~;;r;,r-is ow the world's ar~s 
executions of those unfortunate enough granr ~ - Twenty percent of the 
to IJC selected as examples of equal · ~ work force works in agriculture, 
justice uri<.ler la\\'. \\'hat the Soviet lead· compare1J to 3% in the United States. 
ership seemingly fails to realize or sim- Yet the Soviet Union often has had to 

1\ ply will not face is that an economy of import up to 25% of its grain. American 
\I' shortages inevitablx..,breeds corruption. farmers, who own their own land, are 10 

Some estimate that as much as 25% of times more productive than their Soviet 
the Soviet gross national product (GNP) counterparts. Each year, approximately 
is diverted to the black market every 20% of the grain, fruit, and vegetable 
year. har,·esl and as much as 50% of the 

It must be emphasized once again So\'iet potato crop perishes because of 
that the chronic shortages and wide- the poor storage, transportation, and 
spread corruption which characterize distribution system. .-
contemporary So\iet li~e fundamen- So\'iet farmers have not lost their 
tal fealuFe!. of the Soviet ecunorme- ability to grow crops. Therjust lack the 
system. 1'hey reflect the systemil· inflex- iuccntiw to do so on a folkhoz (collective 
itiility ·of a centralized economic planniug form) . By contrast. even though private 
svstem which breeds bottltmecks and in- pluts. whidi are farmed by individuals in 
efficiencit!s. the early morning and late evening 

The Soviet consumer is further hours, u{:cupy only~ % of the Soviet 
disadvantaged by the Soviet preference liniun's aral,lc land. they produce 25% 
for spending on defense and heavy in- of the Su\·ict Union's total crop output. 
dustry at the expense of the consumer 
sector. Soviet per capita spending for Housing Shortages and Defitien-
d f f I . cies. Housing in the So\'iet Union is in e ense, or examp e,~e 
terms, at least twice as big:b as UL3lli: · as sh11r1 supply as most consumer goods. 

-,:felrelcmed \\ At least 20% of all urban families must 
'estern c ·• Though we share kitchen and toilet facilities with 

ha,·e hear eat many reminders 
from some of our colleagues here of the other families . Another 5% live in fac-
importance of the right to lifo and ap- tory d,,rmitories. Yuung married couples 

' 

JM!al:; for an end to the arms rat:e, let us arc typically forced to live with their 

I 
remember that in the 1970s the Soviet parents and mu:;t wait years for housing 
l Inion was the only runner in that arms of thcir own. 
ral·e. con!_!Euin" ,ts buildup whil~e The housing that does exi~-
U . cd States was, in effect, engabring in wl . cram >ed more so thah in any 
unilatt>ra a • e uc IQD. 0 ay, ie t ier • cvelo ed co e world. 
Sll'llet Umon spends at least 14% of its The a\'erage oviet citizen has 1 square 
GNP 011 Jcfense, compared to only 7% meters of living space, for example, 
for the United States. Given the Soviet compared to the 49 square meters 
Union's systemic economic problems and a\'ailalilc to the average American. T9 
its emphasis on heavy industry and roeans that tlwre are approximatrlv two 
weapons procurement, it is little wonder pe~ foi every rttt_•m rn •be Soviet , 
that Soviet authorities and press com- '--llmau, G9R1pa~ed with ~•,:9 ro9ms..f9r 
mentators chronically complain ahout eve~y pers~n _m the Umted Stat_!§. 
the evils of kconsumerism" and against ,...-s"o,·tet stat1st1cs ~eveal that m 1983, 32% 
tht- e>:ccssh·e accumulation uf material of all urlian_ housing had no h?t wa~r, 
~,,.Mis 23% was without gas, 19% without m-

. · door haths, 1~% without central heating, 

"'--•---• 1QA~ 

1 J Ill, without sewage facilities, and 9% 
without water. 

The housin~ sitnat ion is much wors1• 
in the countryside aml cont:.iim; numy 
features reminiscent of the HUh ceu­
tury-or even the 18th. There, for the 
most part, heatin~ js with firepl~. 
food is cooked on wood stoves, out. 
houses provide the toilet facilities, and 
water frequently is from a well. 

Although there has llt!t'n much new 
housing built in the Soviet llnion in re· 
cent years, almost all of it consists of 
poorly constructed high-rise apartment 
buildings. which are even more poorly 
maintained. At the current rate of con­
struction, the per capita space 

Soviet citizens w1 ) 1· • ~ 
th!! Western standard in approximately { 
~viet housing w~s sho~ 
· come as no surprise, given the fact that 
the Soviet Union spends less than ont•· 
fifth as much on housing as the llnit~l 
States and well under half of what is 
spent in Spain and Japan. 

Status of Soviet Women. Women in 
th1• Soviet Union usually occupy the 
lowest status and lowest paying jobs in 
Soviet society. One-third of all working 
Soviet women, for example, are em­
ployed as agricultural laborers. By con­
trast, only 1.5% of American women are 
so employed. 

Soviet authorities often point to the 
liberal maternity benefits accorded to 
Soviet women. Yet the Soviut llnion is 
currently suffering from a :.evcre lalM>r 
shortage brought on by declining birth 
rates. This reduction in birth rates, in 
turn, is due to the extraordinarily high 
auurtion rate. Many women have a 
history of five or more abortions. The 
fact is that the low Soviet standard of 
living compels women to work to supple­
ment the family income. Maternity bene­
fits, with extra mouths to feed and 
~ies to clothe, are, in many instances, 
simply not enough to encourage a family 
to let a child be born. 

Unl~e Soviet men, the working day 
of a Soviet woman does not end as she 
leaves the field or the factory . Soviet 
women are expected to do the cooking 
and the housework and the waiting in 
lir,e. 

ln the WE:st, women have effectively 
banded together to fight discrimination 
and sexism, but Soviet women have no 
access to effective political power. Jn its 
entire history, only one woman has ever 
served on the Politburo; none serves 
there now. Fewer than 5% of Central 
Committee members are female. Inter­
estingly, only one-fourth of Communist 
Party members are female. 
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i!PJMJ.',N RIGHTS . . -----··-------------------------------------------
r.M,:,!jp• c·u, IV~ Urel!b J'mb· 

em;;}s.,\'iPt mil f.,,r1tu•i; :tr{' nftt•n fond 
~nt me nut th11t health C'.'lr{' in th{' 
,ovit•I \Inion ii:: frt-t' . Ai:: with RO mul'h 
hat ii; frf't' or suhsidi1.ed in lite S<n·iet 
.Inion, however, you often J!et what you 
my for. Althou~h there are plenty of 
M"ds in Soviet hospitals, the people who 
ie in them frequently re<'eive substand-
1rd care. Gne-fhird >G! them, 't_,_:am 

i,te: develop postoperative mff'Ctiom: due 
tp unsanitarv ronditions. Most of the 
doctors who· care for them. moreover. ~ 
ilr<' poor!~· trained h~• Wei;tern stand­
rtrdi:: . Medi<'ine is not a hiJ.!h-prrstige oc­
cupation in the Soviet Union, and·doc-
u.rs •--~Jo•~ workers 
h'f ty. Significantly. 70% of 
these low-paid physid1ms are women. 

Soviet medicine is not immune to 
the Mme short.ages that afflict the rest 
of Soviet sO<.'iety . Medieal.equipment and 
!!!a'Jl mE'dicind art> in extremeh- short 
iffM,ly. One-third of all Soviet hospitals, 
fJ>r example. do not have 8.!lequate 
facilities for blooo transfusions. Basic 
items such ~ bandages. aspirin. and 
syringes are often difficult to find. F-ood 
_rations ar P so small that pattentunust 
surJ>lement"thE'ir d~ witirlood from 
~- I • . for example, 
whit•h is homl' to many leading Soviet 
nr:ul{'mir institut<'S and whrre one would 
E'XJ>ect supplies to be significantly better 
than normal. · nJ.y 11% of ' . _ d-
ard w-tw,,-,,.__ribed -fo,,..apecific 
111nfl!;se!I are actuallv available. These 
shortages are not surprising in light of 
the fact that Soviet per capita ,eqedi­
fures ·on health care a~ less than one­
third the ll.S. level. 

Although the problems in the Soviet 
health care delivery system are serious, 
thev are not the most serious medical 
1irot1lem facing the Soviet Union today. 
Dramatically, over the course of the past 
two decades a ~ignificant deterioration 
has c1CTurred in tJ1e overall health status 
of the So\'iet population. Recent studies 
show that there has been arf1nrs if1 bi 
SovielJ:ieatJJ ant! morbidifj 
the pest yftJ'S: The rrre a,a:taaey « 
Sov~t males hu decreased d.u.r.iili.Jbat 
period by• tiWe OMr , years. from 66 
in the mid-1960s to just under 62 years 
today. In the~ States du~ the 

• $81Jle~.-ffla1e fife expectancyTn­
creased..lr.om l.6Ja 71 years..W..O,.mor­
tality in the Soviet Union has increased 
kfHD26.2 ,per 1,000 live birOM. "ftr1971 
to about 40 per 1,0 today. U.S Want 
mortalit.:_during the e period has de­
creased lrom '!4.7 per 1,000 to10.7. 
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Th,· Sc1vil'l fiir11r1· f,.r i11f:i11t 111,.rf ah 
h · is nt-cessarilv an t•i::timat,• !-irwt· ~11\"1t•I 

iiuthoritif'l'I "tOflfW'd ptthti!lh~ :1111 
rq,rtalitv statistirs aftrr J!ti~ ._~;nlm• 
rate had men to'"11:, J'('P 1,tteHl. T-hi~ 
rate was already much hiJ!hrr than in 
any dt'velof)f'd Western rnuntry. TIii' 
Soviet Union also hai:: i::topped puhlii::hing 
life expectancy figurei:: . Thf' rl'ason why 
this has been done is ohvious enough. 

he decrease in male life expectan<'~· and 
the increase in infant mortal it\" in t ht> 
Soviet Union are historic e\·en.ti::. Nf'\'er 
before has a developrd. industr"ali7,c'.1J 
nation suffered a dt'c·lint' in th~sr ·,l<>mo­
graphic indicators in time of·penl't-. 

The reasons for this decline are e\·en 
more disturbing for anyone tempt<>d tn 
look to the Soviet Union ai:: a mocll'I fnr 
social and economic development. Far­
tors such as poor helllth ftlre..a·ll!III~~-.. 
smoking. and {requentl~· unr,o,iJ§l<·• m­
dustrial pollution are important. hut 
perhaps_~ · · · nr 
· . This would appear tC1 h<> the 
view· of Soviet authoritiei:: themseh·e!'. 

The Soviet Unio ri in 
t per ca nrr 
r r . Much of it is coni::ume•I in th•• 
form of home-brewed monnshinP k1111\\"ll 
as 11amogon. Alcoltol consumpti1111 in the 
Soviet Union has more than dnuhl,•r! 
over the past 25 ·yeari. . .J'he 1k•:.~h .. •nt1• 
from alcohol poisoninJ?" in tbe r:gvn•t 
Unfon i~ 88 times tile U..S. rate . and 
alcohol and its effects mar be the 
leading cause of death arr;ong Soviet . 
males. 

Alcohol abuse in the Soriet llnion is 
not simply a male problem. Akolwl 
abuse i - · ~<'l"~ 

among, · h al'!d is a key fact(lr 
in both the alarming rise in birth defects 
and the increased infant mortality rate. 
By 1980 the net social <'OSt of alcohol 
abuse in decreased labor productivity in 
the Soviet Union amountl'd to a i::tag~<>r­
ing 8%- 9% of the tot.-11 national i11C'onte. 

Much of the hea\'y drinking in the 
Soviet Union occurs in the work place. 
Professor R. Lirmyan of the Soviet 
Academy of the U.S.S.R. Ministry of In­
ternal Affairs, writing in a 1982 issue of 
Jfolodoy Kommunist. reported th~~ 
.Qf the male~ · oh DieaJly 
4r"unk. 1-Jot surprisingly. drunkenness is 
the leading cause of indui::trial accidents. 

A poll cited in a March 1984 edition 
of a Soviet journal, Sorctskaya Ro1111iyn. 
revealed that half the So"iet population 
regards drunkenness as the numher one 
social problem in the Soviet Union. 
Seventy-four percent said they were 
alarmed over the extent of puhlic drunk· 
enness. These statistics make clear that 
the Soviet Union now imffers from An 

alt-11h11I at.us,. prc1l1ff'111 of 1•pid1•mi1· 1•rn 
J111rtions, srriou!- i•nouJ!h to t':tU!-t' n l-i)! ­
nifirant risf' in t hl' nnt innnl dt>al h rah-. 

Ai:: I remarked earlirr. e\·en tht• 
~n\·iet leadership roncurs with thi!-
8!-!-essml'nl. Vitaliv Fedorrh11k. th«> 
.SO\-if't .Minister for Internal Affoiri::. in­
ter\·iewed in the August 2~. 19f(4, isc;u<· 
of Litrrnt11rnn11n Grnrtn. candidh• ac·· 
knowledged that Soviet mortalih; and 
sickness rates have been on the increast>. 
and he specifically cited alcohol abuse as 
the cause. 

We nntf' with interest that th<> 
~nvit•t authorities onlv Inst week an­
nounced yet another ~ampaign against 
the ahuse of alcohol. Production is to ht> 
C'Ut back, the drinking aJ!e raised. and 
pt-nalties against the manufacture of 
home brew increased . While it i~ pos:;i­
hle that these measures mav meet with 
some limited success. we n~te that 
i::imilar campaigns ha\'e always failed in . 
the past. Our suspicion is that alcohol 
ahuse in the Soviet Union will remain an 
alarming!~- serious problem until the 
~o\·iet leadership begins to come to 
gripi:: with .t.h!, profound social malaise 
that J?a\'e rii;e to the problem iv the 6cst 

~••· In S.'lymg this. I do not mean tn 
dt>ny that I.here art' dru,: and alcohol 
nhui::c> problems in the United St.'ltes anrl 
in other countries whic·h dt•S<'T\'<' our 
serious attention. But I am sugj?;eslinJr 
that in the Soviet Union we are dealing 
with a prohlem of an entirely different 
order of magnitude. 

Egalitarianism in the Soriet Union 

I ha\'e been talking at length here about 
some serious difficulties in the Soviet 
social and economic system. But there is 
one more problem I would like to dis­
cuss. As we know, Marxist-Leninist 
ideology claims. to be based on the no-
t inn of egalitarianism. This. wear<> told. 
is what the great October Revolution 
\\·as all about. One would, therefore, ex• 
pect that whatever problems the So\'iet 
Union might have, the Soviet authorities 
would ensure that pg el11:ss 01 g1 eup er -
iodil'idnals wonld ever be ac~orded 
pridleges Rot auailable to nt~ 
members or Soviet scwiety. 

But the truth is that certain groups 
in Soviet society (the party, the military 
officer corps, the diplomatic corps, the 
scientific-technical intelligentsia, the 
cultural and sports establishmenlc;) have 
clc>liherately shielded themselves from 
the social and economic hardships faced 
by the rest of the population. A pri\'i• 
k>gE'd 5% of the Soviet population, 
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l..1111w11 a,. tilt' .\"111111 ,,k/,,111r,1 . ha,- ;11·1·,·ss 
tu :-p1•,·1al "d.,,..•d" si,,r,-·,.. tl,at :in· 
SJ1t•,·iall ,,· slod,,·,l willi f.,,-.,,,.,:-11 ~urn!:.. 1111I 
availal,l,· iu rcl,!lllar :.;111r,·s. m, w..11 a:­
IN1u11tiful suppli,•s of Su\'ld t!°'""'" that 
ar,· i11 sl111rt supply cls,•\\·li,·r .. ·. Tl"· 
a\"cr.&j.!,· ~o\'it'I ,·itiz.,•11 is iurl,idd,•11 fruni 
t•111t•ri111.! thes,· ston·s. whid1 al'l· 1111 · 

marl..,·d a11tl have opaqu,· wi11d11,, s tu 
pr,•n•11t tht.' curious frurn l,,.,kinl,! in. 
J11111:-i11~ spal'l• is allo,·all'd l,~ stall' 
auth11riti1.•s 1111 tht.' hasi,- of ::.,11·ial status. 
Many lcadi11~ Sovit.'t ur~anization ,:; have 
tht'ir own housing- fal'ilitics . whkh art.' of 
J!''"'d sLandard and l'Cntrally located. 

Th\! Fourth Direl'lurate uf tlw 
l\tinistrv of Health runs a do~d svst.em 
uf lwspitals. clinics. and Jis1,cnsaries for 
tht' Su1111·11k/11turu. pro\'idinj! far heller 
St>n·k~s than those a\·ailal,lt' to tht> 
general population. The Sl•\;et ruling 
oli~ardiy alsu has al'l'ess tu such special 
l11.•1wiits as foreign travel. aut111n11hilcs, 
atlmissiun to the l~st schovls , country 
houses, access to cultural e\"ents. and 
paid \'acations in choice resorts, which 
are llllt availahle to the an:ra~e dtizen. 
E\·en the center lanes of cert.ain roads 
art> do~d off for their exdusiw per· 
sonal use. To quote from lit'vric 
Orwell's .4ni11111l Fu,·111: "All animals are 
e,1ual, hut some are more t!llual than 
others." 

Condusion 

In an l'arlicr inter\'cntion. the di:itin-
1,'l1ishcJ So,·ict representatin.~ sug-gcsted 
tliat we were reluctant tu discuss :;ucial 
and e,·cmomil' issues in this iurum. I 
liup,· I ha\'c s111·i:c~•cled in disp,•lli11g- this 
i111prc:.;si1111. llcspitc our m.iuy 1,r11hlc111s, 
we 1,clil•\'c that we in the West. with our 
pluralistic . mixed-market e.:onomies, 
h:ne gune further toward meeting basic 
human sudal and economic aspirations 
than has the system now in place in the 
Su\·iet l lnion. 

l\lore than 35 years ago, there was 
puhlishe1l a collection of essays authored 
l,y 1,rnminent former communists or 
fellow travelers, including li:,'llazio 
Silune, Amlre Gide, Richard Wright, and 
Arthur Koestler. The hook was entitled 
Tiu· G111l Tl111t f'uiled. Ead1 of these 
prominent writers explained in his own 
words why he had concluded that the 
price in terms of personal fn .. -edom was 
not worth paying to attain the promised 
goal of a future paradise. The decades 
t hat passed have demonstrated that the 
image of paradise off in the dist.unce 
was only a mirage. • 
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MIDDLE EAST 

Maintaining Momentum 
in the Middle East Peace Process 

by Rkhard II' . . llurphy 

Arlrfrf'llN hdiin• tiff A1111·ri,·a11 ('111111· 

,.;f 11f r111111u Jiu/itirnl J,,·mfrrs 1111 

,111111' .!7. 198,5. At11hm11wd,11· ;\111rph 11 i.~ 
Assistn11t S1•c1·t•t111·!1 _fill' ,\"e11,· l:,'md1•1·11 
cwd South Asiut1 •. V;i,irs . 

I appreciate this opportunit~· to dis~u),~ 
our poliry in the l\11ddle Ea:;t. The cur­
rent terrorist hijacking of T\\' A F lil!ht 
/i8.J7 reminds us that peal'e in the l\lid­
dk• l::ast has enemies. Extremists and 
krrorists seek tu undermine the forces 
of moderation in the re~ri,m. The tragk 
\'iolcnce in Lebanon highlights and 
makes more urgent the 11el•1l for a 
nc~otiateJ JICal'e Sl'ttlc111c11t in tht' 
region. That key-to the stauility and 
security of the Middle East-is the peace. 
prucess. 

'fhe United States has been activelv 
in\'olved for more than two decades in· 
the search for peace in the Middle East. 
We have had some success, uut there is 
still a difficult road ahead to reach our 
goal of direct negotiations and peace 
hctwee~ Israel and it:,; Aral, neighbors. 
Tht'1-e has recently heen pusiti\'e move• 
nu!llt in,:this direction, mud1 of it due to 
King llu'sscin's courageous init iativcs. 

The Movement Toward Negotiations 

Let me share with vou some ideas on 
wl11irc we arc iu th~• pea1·1· prrn•,•:.;s and 
wlll're we arc likdy to 111.· gui11g in the 
months ahead. The two kc\' themes 
which are at the heart of our efforts are 
pragmatism and process. We are now 
scl'in~ concrete proposals from both 
si,les which address the vrohlt!m of get· 
ting negotiations started rather than 
focusing on a desired outcome. We now 
see a willingness to face th(' hard, prac· 
t il'al steps that lie ahead. 1 \\otild likt.! to 
explore with you how these .:oncepts 
relate to recent. de\'_t•l<ipments and our 
expt.!ctations for the futun.·. 

A new momentum l~gan to tfovelop 
late last year. At that time, and fur the 
first few months of this year, the key 
parties in the region seemed content for 
us to step back a bit and let them work 
out some of their immediate prohlems. 
On the lsrcteli side, this was largely a 
result of domestic pulitil:al cunsidera· 
lions. The results of the last election 
i11 Israel were inconclusive in many 
r1.•spel'tS a11d ll•tl to a unil1u1.• experiment 
in power-i.haring Lctwe<.'n J.ikud and 
Lal,ur. 

For thl· 111•w 1)-ra,·li, ;, 
~t·tl inj! lsrat'li fort·,·,- out , 
was a pri111ary 1·1111si1h•rat 1, 

a1·r,1s:; d,•arl.,· d11ri11).!· 11 ... ,· 
wa:; 1111,• of till' issu,•:; ,111 \'. 

was 1·1111:;c11:-:u . ..; wit hi11 l ,-r,,· 
Tht' St'l'Ullll priority f, •• 

elect nrah' was till' nt'l·d t, . 
the ei:unom\·. lnflat i,111 r,,t 
readied, in ·tht' month oi, 
annual ralt' of 1.2011%. Alt 
Israelis haVl' taken se\'er •• 
steps, tlwy still han~ furti , 
achiew a comprehen!ii\'e ~ 
reform plan. This may St'l.' 

separate question and unr 
pcai:e prnccss, but it til'rn,. 
mediate attention of bra~-: 
reduces their ahilin· to ti,·· 
problems. · 

The Arah states. part i 
cited the Israeli military 1• 
Lebanon as one of the re;, 
of movement on ne~otiat i, 
"cold veal't>" lietwecn Eg:, · 
Other issues noted 1t,· tlw 
inhihiting probrress \~·ere t 
status uf Tahil, a small pi, 
JJroperty on th,• l"1nl1.•r. a, 
tia11 desire to ful.'115 g-rl.'ah­
tion Oil tire ,,uality .. r lif,· I 

tinian inhabitants of till' " 
ritories. There has ltccn :,;, 
on these issues. \IN,. The 
lsradi:- han· res11111l:.I di,-, 
status of '1'.11,a, a111l th· J,. 
go\·emmc11t has h,.'l.'ll ial.i 
stei,s tvward amt.'li,1rati11;.: 
rt.'si1lents c,f the \\'est Har 
Improvement in this rdat 
portant for the psyd1oh•1c,ri 
would have on the climat 
the region. 

On the Arah side, the 
some very encouraging J · 
new sense of pragmatism 
have opt!ned up uni11u1: IN 
movement. 1'hesc rlevcl111, 
last Oi:tulll•r with ,lonla11'. 
rtsume formal diplomalil:' 
Egypt. In November, the 
poned Pulestine National 
meeting was held in Arnn 
the prospects for coopera 
Jordan and the PLO (P .. J 
lion Organization). King 
dressing the PNC, called 
join him in seeking a neg, 
ment l,as1.'II 1111 I IN 8c,·11r· 
Rcsoluti1111 2-12. The l'LC l 
Hussl.'in's call out of h:1111I 
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Following is an address by Richard 
Schifter, Assistant Secretary for Human 
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, 
before the American Bar Association 
(ABA), San Francisco, California, 
August 10, 1987. 

If we were asked to identify the 
passage or passages in the Constitution 
of the United States that best charac­
terize the nature of our government, I 
would assume that a good many of us 
would point to the Bill of Rights, par­
ticularly the First and Fifth Amend­
ments. If the same question were asked 
with regard to the Soviet Constitution, 
I, for one, would select four key 
provisions. 

First and foremost, I would direct 
attention to Article 6, which states: 

The leading and guiding force of Soviet 
society and the nucleus of its political 
system, of all state organizations and public 
organizations, is the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union .... The Communist Party . .. 
determines . . . the course of the domestic 
and foreign policy of the U.S.S.R., directs 
the great constructive work of the Soviet 
people, and imparts a planned, systematic 
and theoretically substantiated character to 
their struggle for the victory of communism. 

I would then move back to Article 3 
and note the following words: 

The Soviet state is organized and func­
tions on the principle of democratic cen­
tralism .... Democratic centralism combines 
central leadership with local initiative and 
creative activity . . . . 

Richard Schifter 

The Soviet Constitution: 
Myth and Reality 

United States Department of State 
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Next, I would drop down to Article 
39, which states: 

Enjoyment by citizens of their rights and 
freedoms must not be to the detriment of 
the interest of society or the state ... . 

I would round out these quotations 
from the Soviet Constitution with Arti­
cle 59, which reads as follows: 

Citizens' exercise of their rights and 
freedoms is inseparable from the perform­
ance of their duties and obligations. 

Citizens of the U.S.S.R. are obliged to 
observe the Constitution of the U.S.S.R. and 
Soviet laws, comply with the standards of 
socialist conduct, and uphold the honor and 
dignity of Soviet citizenship. 

The Role of Lenin 

The Soviet Constitution is a lengthy 
document, containing altogether 17 4 ar­
ticles. A number of them would, at first 
blush, remind us of guarantees of in­
dividual freedom which are the 
hallmark of basic charters in true 
democracies. To understand their mean­
ing and significance in the Soviet set­
ting, we need to comprehend fully just 
what the role of a constitution is in the 
U.S.S.R. and how constitutional provi­
sions must be read in the context of the 
Soviet Union's basic notions of the rela­
tionship between the governing and the 
governed. 

In seeking to construe our own 
Constitution, we often refer to the 
Federalist Papers and other writings of 
the Founding Fathers. Similarly, the 
Soviet Constitution should be inter-

preted in light of the writings of the 
Soviet Union's Founding Father. That 
person is, of course, Vladimir Ilyich 
Ulyanov, whom the world has come to 
know as Lenin. 

In using the term Marxism­
Leninism, we often lose sight of the in­
dividuals to whose teachings we thus 
refer. They were, in fact, persons who 
differed markedly from each other. Karl 
Marx was a theoretician, who pro­
claimed to the world his purportedly 
scientific analyses of economics and 
history and who predicted future 
historic trends on the basis of his 
analyses. 

Lenin, by contrast, was an activist. 
His writings are free of abstruse 
theory. They are how-to-do-it kits on 
seizing and holding power. To be sure, 
these writings were not entirely 
original. Their basic theses can be found 
in Machiavelli's The Prince, written 
close to 400 years before Lenin put pen 
to paper. 

After having become familiar with 
Marx's writings, Lenin committed 
himself to helping history along by 
seeking to establish first in Russia and 
then throughout the world his own no­
tion of Marx's vision of an ideal society. 
With single-minded devotion to his 
cause, he applied himself to the goal of 
taking power in Russia, a goal which he 
reached in the fall of 1917. 

Lenin, we must note, had competi­
tion among the revolutionaries who, like 
he, tried to depose the czar and 
Russia's ruling aristocracy. His com­
petitors included advocates of capitalist 



democracy as well as leftwing revolu­
tionaries, some of them fellow Marxists. 
What distinguished most of them from 
Lenin was that, in one way or the 
other, they subscribed to the ideas of 
the role of government and of the digni­
ty of the individual which were the 
essence of the teachings of the 
Enlightenment. These teachings, let us 
recall, are, indeed, the teachings to 
which our Founding Fathers subscribed 
and which provided the ideological base 
on which our system of government is 
built. 

Lenin rejected these teachings, 
derisively referring to them as 
"bourgeois liberalism." His basic 
precepts were that the power of the 
state must be seized and held by an 
elite group, which he viewed as "the 
vanguard of the revolution." That 
vanguard was the Bolshevik faction of 
the Russian Social Democratic Party, 
which later renamed itself the Com­
munist Party. Not long after the 
Bolsheviks had taken power, one of 
Lenin's disciples and a principal leader 
of the new Soviet state, Grigory 
Zinoviev, had this to say in his report 
to the 11th Congress of the Soviet 
Communist Party: 

[W]e constitute the single legal party in 
Russia; ... we maintain a so-called monopoly 
on legality. We have taken away political 
freedom from our opponents; we do not per­
mit the legal existence of those who strive to 
compete with us. We have clamped a lock on 
the lips of the Mensheviks and the Socialist 
Revolutionaries. We could not have acted 
otherwise, I think. The dictatorship of the 
proletariat, Comrade Lenin says, is a very 
terrible undertaking. It is not possible to in­
sure the victory of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat without breaking the backbone of 
all opponents of the dictatorship. No one can 
appoint the time when we shall be able to 
revise our attitude on this question. 

Within the party, decisionmaking, 
according to Lenin, was to be concen­
trated at the very top. As semantic 
games are often played by the Soviets 
and as the term "democracy" is as­
signed an important role in that con­
text, let me share with you the follow­
ing quotation from Lenin: 

Soviet socialist democracy is not in the 
least incompatible with individual rule and 
dictatorship .... What is necessary is in­
dividual rule, the recognition of the dic­
tatorial powers of one man .... All phrases 
about equal rights are nonsense. 

It is against this background that 
we must read the term "democratic cen­
tralism," as it appears in Article 3 of 
the Soviet Constitution. It means that 
the people in the central position call 
the shots. Lenin made no bones about 
his intention to establish a dictatorship. 
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The Soviet Constitution as an 
Educational and Propaganda 
Instrument 

We must understand, therefore, that 
the Constitution of the U.S.S.R. is not, 
like our Constitution, a document that 
spells out the powers and form of 
government as well as its limits and the 
inalienable rights of the individual. In a 
Leninist state there are, by definition, 
no limits to the power of government. 
There are no inalienable rights of the 
individual. Law is made and altered at 
will by the leadership. The powers of 
the leadership cannot be limited by an 
overarching document that would 
deprive a leadership group of its 
freedom to act as it sees fit . Nor can 
the assertion of the right of an in­
dividual stand in the way of the leader­
ship's determination of what is good for 
society. 

The Constitution of the U.S.S.R. is, 
therefore, an educational and propagan­
da instrument. Any provisions con­
tained in the Constitution which might 
facially suggest that freedom of the 
kind that we know exists are effectively 
modified by the key phrases in Articles 
3, 6, 39, and 59 to which I referred 
earlier. 

Let me offer an illustration of what 
I mean. The equivalent of our First 
Amendment is contained in Article 50 
of the Soviet Constitution, which reads 
as follows: 

In accordance with the interests of the 
people and in order to strengthen and 
develop the socialist system, citizens of the 
U.S.S.R. are guaranteed freedom of speech, 
of the press, and of assembly, meetings, 
street processions and of demonstration. 

Starting from our notions of civil 
liberties, we might read this article to 
mean that citizens of the U.S.S.R. are 
guaranteed freedom of expression and 
that that grant of freedom accords with 
the interest of the people and 
strengthens the Soviet Union's system 
of government. But that is not the way 
Article 50 is understood in the Soviet 
Union. The way Article 50 is applied, 
freedom of speech, of the press, of 
assembly is granted only if it accords 
with the interest of the people and if it 
strengthens and develops the socialist 
system. And who is to decide what is in 
the interest of the people and what 
strengthens and develops the socialist 
system? The answer is, of course, found 
in Articles 3 and 6 of the Constitution. 
What is in the interest of the people is 
decided by the Communist Party and 
ultimately by the central leadership, the 
Politburo. That is why a law that makes 
defamation of the socialist system a 
crime is constitutional. Defamation, 

which in Soviet practice means speak­
ing unpleasant truths, is presumed not 
to strengthen the socialist system. 

Let us take a look at another con­
stitutional provision dealing with civil 
liberties. Article 52 reads as follows: 

Citizens of the U.S.S.R. are guaranteed 
freedom of conscience, that is, the right to 
profess or not to profess any religion, and to 
conduct religious worship or atheistic 
propaganda. 

Indeed, in the Soviet Union today, 
anyone may profess a religion. But 
nothing in the Constitution prohibits the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
from banning anyone who professes 
religion from its membership and, 
therefore, from advancement to any 
position of leadership and responsibility 
in Soviet society. Furthermore, while 
the right to conduct religious worship is 
guaranteed, this phrase has not been 
construed to mean that any group of 
citizens may conduct religious worship 
at any time in any place of their choos­
ing. Laws have been promulgated which 
allow religious associations to form and 
register with the authorities of the 
state. If they are registered and if they 
do receive permission to use a house of 
worship, worship in that place at times 
authorized therefor is permitted. Any 
group which worships without appro­
priate authority can be and often is 
punished severely. 

How does all of that comport with 
the constitutionally guaranteed right "to 
conduct religious worship"? The Soviet 
answer would be that the right to con­
duct religious worship exists. The 
Constitution, they will say, does not 
guarantee a right to unregulated 
religious worship. 

To understand how religion may be 
practiced in the Soviet Union, we, as 
American lawyers, should think of the 
way the securities industry functions in 
the United States. Just as you may 
practice religion in the Soviet Union, 
you may engage in the securities 
business in the United States. But to 
engage in the securities business in our 
country, you must operate within the 
regulations issued by the Securities and 
Exchange Commission. If you act out­
side the regulations, you may, indeed, 
be punished. That is the way it is with 
the practice of religion in the Soviet 
Union. If you act within the regulations 
laid down by the Religious Affairs Com­
mission, you will not run into any prob­
lems. If you act outside these regula­
tions, you violate Article 227 of the 
criminal code of the Russian Federated 
Soviet Socialist Republic or the cor­
responding code sections in the criminal 
codes of the other republics. Article 227 



makes it a crime to participate in a 
group which "under the guise of 
preaching religious doctrines and per­
forming religious rituals is connected 
with . .. inciting citizens to refuse to do 
social activity or to fulfill obliga-
tions .. .. " The penalty imposed upon 
violators is customarily 3 years of 
deprivation of freedom. For leaders of 
such a group, it is 5 years. 

Gorbachev and Glasnost 

n'light of the ne~-that has come out 
f the Soviet Union within the last 8 

months or so, you might ask whether 
we cannot expect some fundamental 
changes in the roles of the party and 
the state under Mikhail Gorbachev and 
glasnost. My answer to this question 
would be "no." Gorbachev is deeply 
committed to carry on in the spirit of 
Lenin and, as I noted at the outset, 

· dominance of the state by a single 
party, control of the party by a self­
perpetuating leadership group, and 
subordination of the individual to the in­
terests of the state, as defined by the 
leadership, are the essential elements of 
the teachings of Lenin. In fact, Gor­
bachev made precisely that point in his 
statement to the Communist Party's 
Central Committee Plenum in January 
of this year when he emphasized that 
"the principle of the Party rules under 
which the decisions of higher bodies are 
binding on all lower Party committees 
... remains unshakeable." 

What Gorbachev and his friends are 
attempting to strip from the operations 
of the Soviet system, in the name of 
glasnost, are the features of oriental 
despotism initially imbedded in the 
Leninist construct by Joseph Stalin. 
These include severe punishment for 
the mere expression of dissenting opin­
ions, rigid limitations upon allowed 
literary expression, state control over 
all other forms of artistic endeavor, 
punishment for criticism of any state of­
ficial or any official action, etc. Under 
glasnost all of these Stalinist controls 

are to be relaxed. The petty tyrannies 
of local officials are to be ended, as ef­
forts are made to have the lower levels 
of the bureaucracy operate under the 
rule of law. But, and this is a point that 
must be kept in mind, there are to be 
limits to the relaxation. Nothing is or 
will be allowed that might threaten the 
control of the state by the party, as 
guaranteed by Article 6 of the Constitu­
tion. Gorbachev and his colleagues re­
ject, as did Lenin before them, 
"bourgeois democracy." Their goal is to 
return to the practices of the Soviet 
system in the early 1920s, in the time 
of Lenin and the years immediately 
after his death. Their notion is to live 
by Lenin's precepts, not to abandon 
them. 

It is important to note in this con­
text that Stalinism is now being 
stripped from the Soviet system for the 
second time. It was initially exorcised 
by Nikita Khrushchev, back in the 
1950s. It evidently sprouted again after 
Khrushchev's removal, even though not 
driven by paranoia of the same intensi­
ty as under Stalin. What the Soviets 
really should ask themselves is whether 
a Leninist system, without any checks 
and balances, will inevitably, over time, 
develop Stalinist features and whether, 
therefore, in the absence of fundamen­
tal change, Gorbachev's glasnost is not 
likely to go the way of Khrushchev's 
thaw, with the country returning to 
another form of despotic rule. 

As I have noted, the Soviet govern­
mental system is characterized by an 
absence of checks and balances, by an 
absence of a constitutional framework 
which guarantees individual rights 
against the highest state authority. It is 
for that reason that the operation of 
the entire system is so critically depend­
ent on the outlook and attitude of the 
person or persons who at any one time 
control the principal levers of power in 
the Soviet Union. As Dr. Koryagin-the 
Soviet psychiatrist who has recently 
been released from prison-has had oc­
casion to observe, the somewhat 

greater freedom of expression now 
allowed in the Soviet Union is not 
guaranteed, it is permitted, and permis­
sion can at any time be withdrawn. 

Though the Soviet leadership does 
not appear to have any present inten­
tion of abandoning the basic precepts 
on which its system of government 
rests, that does not mean that no 
change will ever occur. Having gotten 
in recent months at least a whiff of 
greater freedom, some Soviet citizens 
might be willing to learn how other 
societies go about the task of assuring 
respect for individual rights. And who 
would be better equipped to talk to 
them about this subject than those 
whose professional responsibility it is in 
a democratic country to see that the 
rights of the individual are protected? 

It is for that reason that I want to 
end my remarks with an appeal to you. 
If the ABA/ Association of Soviet 
Lawyers agreement is renewed, I 
sincerely hope that American par-
ticipants will try to learn how the 
Soviet system works, will learn to 
understand the facade which the Soviet 
Constitution presents, a facade behind 
which any Politburo directive can 
supersede any alleged constitutional 
guarantee. I hope that American par­
ticipants will not be shy about explain-
ing to the Soviet lawyers they meet the 
difference between a constitution which 
a country's political leadership can 
manipulate at will and one which with 
the help of an independent judiciary 
can, indeed, shield the individual citizen 
against oppressive government. In 
responding to you, a good many of your 
interlocutors will parrot the party line:_) 
but deep down they will understand 
what you are talking about. • 
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