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(NSC/Myer /BE/RR) ·,--t1--
January 6, 1984 -W• ·J,.-f l 
2:00 p.m. 'f"rvt 1 

1 , ( 
"V',. " +v .,.._ , ~ . .._.A 

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRE~S: U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS 
NATIONAL PRESS CLUB 

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

distinguished group. I'm grateful for this opportunity during 

these first days of 1984, to speak through you to the people of 

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

peace -- relations between the United States and the Soviet 

Union. 

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

Union and the other nations of Europe at an international 

security conference in Stockholm. We intend t9 uphold our 

responsibility as a major power in easing pote~tial sources of 

conflict. The conference will search for practical and 

meaningful ways to increase European security and preserve peace. 

We will go to Stockholm bearing the heartfelt wishes of our 

people for genuine progress. 

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

opportunities for peace. Through decades of difficulty and 

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

have and will continue to struggle for a lasting peace that 

enhances dignity for men and women everywhere. I believe 1984 

finds the United States in its strongest position in years to 

establish a constructive and realistic working relationship with 

the Soviet Union. 

Some fundamental changes have taken place since the decade 

of the seventies -- year~ when the United States questioned its 
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role in the world and neglected its defenses, while the Soviet 

Union increased its military might and sought to expand its 

influence through threats and use of force. 

Three years ago we embraced a mandate from the American 

people to change course, and we have. Today America can once 

again demonstrate, with equal conviction, our commitment to stay 

secure and to find peaceful solutions to problems through 

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

History teaches that wars begin when governments believe the 

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

allies must remain strong enough to convince any potential 

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

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

With the support of the American people and the Congress, we 

halted America's decline. Our economy is in the midst of the 

best recovery since the sixties. Our defenses are being rebuilt. 

Our alliances are solid and our commitment to defend our values 

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

America's recovery may have taken Soviet leaders by 

surprise. They may have counted on us to keep weakening 

ourselves. They have been saying for years that our demise was 

inevitable. They said it so often they probably started 

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

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the 

differences between our two societies. But we should always 

remember that we do have common interests. And the foremost 

among them is to avoid w~r and reduce the level of arms. There 
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is no rational alternative but to steer a course which I would 

call credible deterrence and peaceful competition1 and if we do 

so, we might find areas in which we could engage in constructive 

cooperation. 

Recently we've been hearing some very strident rhetoric from 

the Kremlin. These harsh words have led some to speak of . 

heightened uncertainty and an increased danger of conflict. This 

is understandable, but profoundly mistaken. Look beyond the 

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

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

there is less danger that the Soviet leadership will 

underestimate our strength or resolve. I 
,). 

Freedom poses no We do not threaten the Soviet Union. 

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

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

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

to write a new chapter in the histo·rY. of mankind. We helped -1 
~ 'E.w- r,~ ,4,, 1' .. -ft.a.. Fcv-.. ~ r r 

rebuild e war-ravaged economies ~ and We sa., including 

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

enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends. 

America's character has not changed. Our strength and 

vision of progress provide the basis for stability and meaningful 

negotiations. Soviet leaders know it makes sense to compromise 

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

military strength permit us to offer something in return. Yes, 

today is a time of opportunities for peace. 
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But to say that the world is safer is not to say that it is 

safe enough. We are witnessing tragic conflicts in many parts of 

the world. Nuclear arsenals are far too high. And our working 

relationship with the Soviet Union is not what it must be. These 

are conditions which must be addressed and improved. 

Deterrence is essential to preserve peace and protect our 

way of life, but deterrence is not the beginning and end of our 

policy toward the Soviet Union. We must and will engage the 

Soviets in a dialogue as cordial and cooperative as possible, a 

dialogue that will serve to promote peace in the troubled regions 

of the world, reduce the level of arms, and build a constructive 

working relationship. 

First, we must find ways to eliminate the~use and threat of 

force in solving international disputes. 

The world has witnessed more than 150 conflicts since the 

end of World War II alone. Armed conflicts are raging in the 

Middle East, Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America, and 

Africa. In other regions, independent nations are confronted by 

heavily armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack 

or subversion. 

Most of these conflicts have their roots in local problems, 

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

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

outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and 

exporting revolution only exacerbates local conflicts, increases 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

problems more difficult., Tt also creo--ft.s ~ ✓ ~r~~ 
~t..tJ.. - Ca,,,,. ~-f ~ 1-- J 
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Would it not be better and safer to assist the peoples and 

governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful 

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

in cooperative efforts to move the world in this·safer direction. 

Second, our aim is to find ways to reduce the vast 

stockpiles of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear 

weapons. 

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

more than $150 billion a year on arms -- almost 20 percent of 

their national budgets. We must find ways to reverse the vicious 

cycle of threat and response which drives arms races everywhere 

it occurs. I 

While modernizing our defenses, we have d6ne only what is 

needed to establish a stable military balance. The simple truth 

is, America's total nuclear stockpile has declined. We have 
~ ti..t-l~r we°'-f..e-v-.~ 

fewer .-•••• today than we had 28 years ago. And our nuclear 

stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 years in terms of its 

total destructive power. 

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

additional 1,400 nuclear warheads from Western Europe. This 

comes after the removal of a thousand nuclear warheads from 

Europe over the last 3 years. Even if all our pianned 

intermediate-range missiles have to be deployed in Europe over 

the next 5 years -- and we hope this will not be necessary -- we 

will have eliminated five existing warheads for each new warhead 

deployed. 
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But this is not enough. We must accelerate our efforts to 

reach agreements to reduce greatly the numbers of nuclear 

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

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

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

swoop an entire class of nuclear arms. Although NATO's initial 

deployment of INF missiles was an important achievement, I would 

still prefer that there be no INF missile deployments on either 

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

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

weapons will be banished from the face of the Earth. 

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his 
! 

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

These are encouraging words. Well, now is a time to move from 

words to deeds. 

Our third aim is to work with the Soviet Union to establish 

a better ·working relationship with greater cooperation and 

understanding. 

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words. 

Complying with agreements helps; violating them hurts. 

Respecting the rights of individual citizens bolsters the 

relationship; denying these rights harms it. Expanding contacts 

across borders and permitting a free interchange of information 

and ideas increase confidence; sealing off one's people from the 

rest of the world reduces it. Peaceful trade helps, while 

organized theft of industrial secrets certainly hurts. 
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These examples illustrate clearly why our relationship with 

the Soviet Union is not what it should be. We have a long way to 

go, but we are determined to try and try again. 

In wor~ing toward these goals, our approach-is based on 

three guiding principles: realism, strength, and dialogue. 

Realism means we start by understanding the world we live 

in. We must recognize that we are in a long-term competition 

with a government that does not share our notions of individual 

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

in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to pro~ote our 

values. 

Strength means we know we cannot negotiate successfully or 
I 

protect our interests if we are weak. Our stre~gth is necessary 

not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation and 

compromise. 

Strength is more than military power. Economic strength is 

crucial and America's economy is leading the world into recovery. 

Equally important is unity among our people at home and with our 
wr . r;•:-

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

ago. 

Dialogue means we are determined to deal with our 

differences peacefully, through negotiation. We are prepared to 

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

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

will never retreat from negotiations. 

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

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

1 
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who have never shied away from expressing their view of our 

system. But this 9oes not mean we can't deal with each other. 
/ 

C>o tv 1 
Wed!!! 1.et refuse to talk when the Soviets call us "imperialist 

aggressors,~use they cling to the fantasy of a communist 

triumph over democracy. The fact that neither of us likes the 

other's system is no reason to refuse to talk. Living in this 

,J)9..-J 
nuclear age makes it imperative that Wf:"~alk. 

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakeable. But we 

-JJf, insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, not 

atmospherics. 

In our approach to negotiations, reducing the risk of war -­

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

confrontation could well be mankind's last. TAi comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

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

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

ultimate goal of ridding our planet of the nuclear threat 

altogether. 

The world : .. r~;~Ith:~:::· t~~/Soviet Union broke off 

negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces, and has 

refused to set a date for further talks on strategic arms. Our 

negotiators are ready to return to the negotiating table, and to 

conclude agreements in INF and START. We will negotiate in good 

faith. Whenever the Soviet Union is ready to do likewise, we 

will meet them half way. · 

We seek not only to reduce the numbers of nuclear weapons, 
I 

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

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

activities. In the Geneva negotiations, we have proposed that 

the U.S. anq Soviet Union exchange advance notifications of 

missile tests and major military exercises. Following up on 

congressional suggestions, we also proposed a number . of ways to 

improve direct u.s.-soviet channels of communication. 

These bilateral proposals will be broadened at the 

conference in Stockholm. We are working with our allies to 

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

potential for misinterpretation surrounding military activities, 

and to diminish the risks of surprise attack. , 
I 

Arms control has long been the most visib1~ area of 

U.S.-Soviet dialogue. But a durable peace also requires us to 

defuse tensions and regional conflicts. We and the Soviets 

should have a common interest in promoting regional stability, 

and in finding peaceful solu.tions to existing conflicts that 

permit developing nations to concentrate their energies on 

economic growth. Thus we seek to engage the Soviets in exchanges 

of views on these regional conflicts and tensions and on how we 

can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions. 

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

Soviet Union's best interest to cooperate in achieving 

broad-based, negotiated solutions. If the Soviet leaders make ~-that choice, they will find t:h.e-- tfn-i Lsd ::::s:t:-atee ready to cooperate. 

Another major problem in our relationship with the Soviet 

Union is human rights. It i;;s Soviet practices in this area, as 
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much as any other issue, ttlal;~ have created the mistrust and ill 

will that hangs over our relationship. 

Moral considerations alone compel us to express our deep 

concern over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union, over 

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

who wish to join their families abroad, and over the continuing 

harrassment of courageous people like Andrei Sakharov. 
7 1-1-":' _ 

Our request is simple and straightforwardt--.j'rhe Soviet Union 

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

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

the Helsinki Accords. Experience has shown that greater respect 
I .. 

for human rights can contribute to progress in-.other areas of the 

Soviet-American relationship. 

Conflicts of interest between the United States and the 

Soviet Union are real. But we can and must keep the peace 

between our two nations and make it a better and more peaceful 

world for all mankind. 

These are the objectives of our policy toward the Soviet 

Union, a policy of credible deterrence and peaceful competition 

that will serve both nations and people everywhere for the long 

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

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

prepared to protect our interests, and those of our friends and 

allies. But we want more than deterrence; we seek genuine 

cooperation; we seek progress for peace. 

Cooperation begins with communication~ We seek such 

communication. We will stay at the negotiating tables in Geneva , 

(0 
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' and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz will be meeting with 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting 

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

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

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

us. It also calls for the best from the Soviet Union. No one 

~an predict how the Soviet leaders will respond to our challenge. 
,F :- : ;. ~-,. , i .--:. 

~countries share with all mankind the dream of 

eliminating the risks of nuclear war. It is not an impossible 

dream, because eliminating those is so clearly a vitpl interest 
L9ur✓ .. ;:i_, r: .::1:1 :J . J . 

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

reason we ever should. 
2._ vJ •,. - Vi ' • --:: . 

Indeed, we have fought ;alongside one 
,I 

another in 1s1°~. Today our common enemies~re hunger, 

disease, ignorance and, above all, war. 

More than 20 years ago, President Kennedy defined an 

approach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he 

announced it: 

'

., . /. 1 , 1; . i . . 

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

The journey from proposals to ogress to agreements ~ay be 

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

future. America is prepared fo a major breakthrough or modest 

advances. We welcome compromis. In this spirit of constructive 

competition, we can strengthen 

level of arms, and, yes, we can , 

people everywhere. Let us begi now. 

we can reduce greatly_ the 

the hopes and dreams of 

(( 
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(NSC/Myer/BE/RR) 
January 10, 1984 
12: 00 noon fJS(. 

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: u.s.-SOVIET RELATIONS 
NATIONAL PRESS CLUB 

Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your 

distinguished group. I'm grateful for ,this opportunity during 

these first days of 1984, to speak through you to the people of 

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

peace -- relations between the United States and the Soviet 

Union. -/ ~ u.,,...ei r-r-ow.J 
~ --ll<\tt~=a:=::f:e:i;;~ ~ ;rs, the United States will join the Soviet 

Union and the other nations of Europe at an international 

security conference in Stockholm. We intend to uphold our 
! 

responsibility as a major power in easing potflntial sources of 

conflict. The conference will search for practical and 

meaningful ways to increase European security and preserve peace. 

We will go to Stockholm bearing the heartfelt wishes of our 

people for genuine progress. 

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

opportunities for peace. Through decades of difficulty and 

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

have and will continue to struggle for a lasting peace that 

enhances dignity for men and women everywhere. I believe 1984 

finds the United States in its strongest position in years to 

establish a constructive and realistic working relationship with 

the Soviet Union. 

Some fundamental changes have taken place since the decade 

of the seventies -- years when the United States questioned its 

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

Union increased its military might and sought to expand its 

influence through threats and use of force. 

Three years ago we embraced a mandate from the American 

people to change course, and we have. Today America can once 

again demonstrate, with equal conviction, our commitment to stay 

secure and to find peaceful solutions to problems through 

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

History teaches that wars begin when governments believe the 

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

allies must remain strong enough to convince any potential 

aggressor that war could bring no benefit, on~( disaster. 

other words, our goal is deterrence, plain anc'l_simple. 

In 

With the support of the American people and the Congress, we 

halted America's decline. Our economy is in the midst of the 

best recovery since the sixties. Our defenses are being rebuilt. 

Our alliances are solid and our commitment to defend our values ' 

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

America's recovery may have taken Soviet leaders by 

surprise. They may have counted on us to keep weakening 

ourselves. They have been saying for years that our demise was 

inevitable. They said it so often they probably started 

believing it. I think they can see now they were wrong. 

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the 

differences between our two societies. But we should always 

remember that we do have common interests. And the foremost 

among them is to avoid war and reduce the level of arms. There 
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is no rational alternative but to steer a course which I would 

call credible deterrence and peaceful competition; and if we do 

so, we might find areas in which we could engage in constructive 

cooperation. 

Recently we've been hearing some very strident rhetoric from 

the Kremlin. These harsh words have led some to speak of 

heightened uncertainty and an increased danger of conflict. This 

is understandable, but profoundly mistaken. Look beyond the 

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

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

there is less danger that the Soviet leadership will 

underestimate our strength or resolve. 

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. 

threat, it is the language of progress. 

i 
Fr~ dom poses no 

We proved this 35 years 

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

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

to write a new chapter in the history of mankind. We helped 
i lfl Ec..vij pe ~ ~ Ferr furt, 

rebuild ~ war-ravaged economiesA9f Eaet ana West.,. including 

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

enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends. 

America's character has not changed. Our strength and 

vision of progress provide the basis for stability and meaningful 

t / . nego 1.at1.ons. Soviet leaders know it makes sense to compromise 

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

military strength permit us to offer something in return. Yes, 

today is a time of opportunities for peace. 
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But to say that the world is safer is not to say that it is 

safe enough. We are witnessing tragic conflicts in many parts of 

the world. Nuclear arsenals are far too high. And our working 

relationship with the Soviet Union is not what it must be. These 

are conditions which must be addressed and improved. 

Deterrence is essential to preserve peace and protect our 

way of life, but deterrence is not the beginning and end of our 

policy toward the Soviet Union. We must and will engage the 

Soviets in a dialogue as cordial and cooperative as possible, a 

dialogue that will serve to promote peace in the troubled regions 

of the world, reduce the level of arms, and build a constructive 

working relationship. 
I , 

First, we must find ways to eliminate tht\_;,use and threat of 

force in solving international disputes. 

The world has witnessed more than 150 conflicts since the 

end of World War II alone. Armed conflicts are raging in the 

Middle East, Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America, and 

Africa. In other regions, independent nations are confronted by 

heavily armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack 

or subversion. 

Most of these conflicts have their roots in local problems, 

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

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

outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and 

exporting revolution only exacerbates local conflicts, increases 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

problems more difficult. 

,1 
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Would it not be better and safer to assist the peoples and 

governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful 

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

in cooperative efforts to move the world in this safer direction. 

Second, our aim is to find ways to reduce the vast 

stockpiles of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear 

weapons. 

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

more than $150 billion a year on arms -- almost 20 percent of 

their national budgets. We must find ways to reverse the vicious 

cycle of threat and response which drives arms races everywhere 

it occurs. 
I 

While modernizing our defenses, we have qp,ne only what is 

needed to establish a stable military balance. The simple truth 

is, America's total nuclear stockpile has declined. We have 

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

nuclear stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 years in terms of 

its total destructive power. 

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

additional 1,400 nuclear weapons from Western Europe. This comes 

after the removal of a thousand nuclear weapons from Europe over 

the last 3 years. Even if all our planned intermediate-range 

missiles have to be deployed in Europe over the next 5 years -­

and we hope this will not be necessary -- we will have eliminated 

five existing nuclear weapons for each new weapon deployed. 

But this is not enough. We must accelerate our efforts to 

reach agreements to reduce greatly nuclear arsenais. It was with 
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this goal in mind that I first proposed here, in November 1981, 

the "zero option" for intermediate-range missiles. Our aim was 

then and is now to eliminate in one fell swoop an entire class of 

nuclear arms. Although NATO's initial deployment of INF missiles 

was an important achievement, I would still prefer that there be 

no INF missile deployments on either side. Indeed, I support a 

zero option for all nuclear arms. As I have said before, my 

dream is to see the day when nuclear weapons will be banished 

from the face of the Earth. 

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his 

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

These are encouraging words, 

words to deeds. 

Well, now is a time to move from -- · --
/ 
'-:, 

Our third aim is to work with the· Soviet Union to establish 

a better working relationship with greater cooperation and 

understanding. 

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words. 

Complying with agreements helps; violating them hurts. 

Respecting the rights of individual citizens bolsters the 

relationship; denying these rights harms it. Expanding contacts 

across borders and permitting a free interchange of information 

and ideas increase confidence; sealing off one's people from the 

rest of the world reduces it. Peaceful trade helps, while 

organized theft of industrial secrets certainly hurts. 

These examples illustrate clearly why our relationship with 

the Soviet Union is not what it should be. We have a long way to 

go, but we are determined to try and try again. 

.. 
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In working toward these goals, our approach is based on 

three guiding principles: realism, strength, and dialogue. 

Realism means we start by understanding the world we live 

in. We must recognize that we are in a long-term competition 

with a government that does not share our notions of individual 

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

in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to promote our 

values. 
1 

Strength means we know we cannot .. negotiate --successfully or 

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

not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation and 

compromise. 
.I 

Strength is more than military power. Eqenomic strength is 

crucial and America's economy is leading the world into recovery. 

Equally important is unity among our people at home and with our 

allies abroad. We are stronger in all these areas than we were 

3 years ago. 

Dialogue means we are determined to deal with our 

differences peacefully, through negotiation. We are prepared to 

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

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

will never retreat from negotiations. 

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

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

who have never shied away from expressing their view of our 

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

· we don't refuse to talk when the Soviets call us "imperialist 
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aggressors" and worse, or because they cling to the fantasy of a 

communist triumph over democracy. The fact that neither of us 

likes the other's system is no reason to refuse to talk. Living 

in this nuclear age makes it imperative that we do talk. 

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakable. But we 

insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, not 

atmospherics. 

In our approach to negotiations, reducing the risk of war -­

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

confrontation could well be mankind's last. The comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

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

hope that in the years ahead we could go much / urther toward the 

ultimate goal of ridding our planet of the nuclear threat 

altogether. 

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

Union broke off negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear 

forces, and has refused to set a date for further talks on 

strategic arms. Our negotiators are ready to return to the 

negotiating table, and to conclude agreements in INF and START. 

We will negotiate in good faith. Whenever the Soviet Union is 

ready to do likewise, we will meet them half way. 

We seek not only to reduce nuclear arsenals, but also to 

reduce the chances for dangerous misunderstanding and 

miscalculation. So we have put forward proposals for what we 

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

activities. In the Geneva negotiations, we have proposed that 
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-~~ 
the u r!s and Soviet Union exchange advance notifications of 

missile tests and major military exercises. Following up on 

congressional suggestions, we also proposed a number of ways to 

improve direct U.S.-Soviet channels of communication. In fact, 

last week we and the Soviets had a second set of discussions here 

in Washington on improving communications, including the 

"Hotline." 

These bilateral proposals will be broadened at the 

conference in Stockholm. We are working with our allies to 

develop practical, meaningful ways to reduce the uncertainty and 

potential for misinterpretation surrounding military activities, 

and to diminish the risks of surprise attack. / 
, ' 

Arms control has long been the most visifu.e area of 

u.s.-soviet dialogue. But a durable peace also requires us to 

defuse tensions and regional conflicts. We and the Soviets 

should have a common interest · in promoting regional stability, 

and in finding peaceful solutions to existing conflicts that 

permit developing nations to concentrate their energies on 

economic growth. Thus we seek to engage the Soviets in exchanges 
I 

of views on these regional conflicts and tensions and on how we 

can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions. 

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

Soviet Union's best interest to cooperate in achieving 

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

that choice, they will find us ready to cooperate. 

Another major problem in our relationship with the Soviet 

Union is human rights. Soviet practices in this area, as much as 
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any other issue, have created the mistrust and ill will that 

hangs over our relationship. 

Moral considerations alone compel us to express our deep 

concern over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union, over 

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

who wish to Join their families abroad, and over the continuing 
so Y"l~ 

harassment o ~,i courageous people. M h:e lmdtc i SaJtba t rnc 

Our request is simple and straightforward: That the Soviet 

Union live up to the obligations it has freely assumed under 

international covenants -- in particular, its commitments under 

the Helsinki Accords. Experience has shown that_ greater respect 

for human right£ ---can contribute to . progress in other .areas of . the 

Soviet-American relationship. 

Conflicts of interest between the United States and the 

Soviet Union are real. But we can and must keep the peace 

between our two nations and make it a better and more peaceful 

world for all mankind. 

These are the objectives of our policy toward the Soviet 

Union, a policy of credible deterrence and peaceful competition 

that will serve both nations and people everywhere for the long 

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

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

prepared to protect our interests, and those of our friends and 

allies. But we want more than deterrence; we seek genuine 

cooperation; we seek progress for peace. 

Cooperation begins with communication. We seek such 

communication. We will stay at · the negotiating tables in-Geneva 

" 

.. 
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and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz will be meeting with 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting 

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

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

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

us. It also calls for the best from the Soviet Union. No one 

can predict how the Soviet leaders will respond to our challenge. 

But the people of our two countries share with all mankind the 

dream of eliminating the risks of nuclear war. It is not an 

impossible dream, because eliminating those is so clearly a vital 

interest for all of us. Our two countries have never fought each 

other; there is no reason we ever should. Ind.eed, we have fought 
,' 

alongside one another in two world wars. Toda\, our common 

enemies are hunger, disease, ignorance and, above all, war. 

More than 20 years ago, President Kennedy defined an 

approach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he 

announced it: 

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

Well, those differences would turn out to be differences in 

governmental structure and philosophy. The common interest would 

have to do with the things of everyday life for people 

everywhere. 

Suppose Ivan and Anya found themselves in a waiting room, or 

sharing a shelter from the rain with Jim and Sally, and there was 

no language barrier to keep them from getting acquainted. Would 

they debate the differences between their respective governments? 
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Or, would they find themselves comparing notes about their 

children, and what each other did for a living? 

Before they parted company they would probably have touched 

on ambitions, hobbies, what they wanted for their children and 

the problems of making ends meet . They might even have decided 

they were all going to get together for dinner some evening soon. 

Above all, they would have proven that people don't make 

wars. People want to raise their children •in a world without 

fear, and without war. They want to have some of .tbe .goorl things 

over and above bare subsistance that make life worth living. 

They want to work at some craft, trade or profession that gives 

them satisfaction and a sense of worth. 

cross all borders. 

Thei~
1

cornmon interests 
-~ 

If the Soviet Government wants peace, then there will be 

peace. Together we can strengthen peace, reduce the level of 

arms and know in doing so we have fulfilled the hopes and dreams 

of those we represent and indeed of people everywhere . Let us 

begin now. 



(NSC/Myer/BE/RR) 
January 10, 1984 
12:00 noon fJS(__. 

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS: u.s.-SOVIET RELATIONS 
NATIONAL PRESS CLUB 

Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your 

distinguished group. I'm grateful for ,this opportunity during 

these first days of 1984, to speak through you to the people of 

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

peace -- relations between the United States and the Soviet 

Union. 

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

Union and the other nations of Europe at an international 

security conference in Stockholm. We intend to uphold our 
,f 

responsibility as a major power in easing pot~ntial sources of 

conflict. The conference will search for practical and 

meaningful ways to increase European security and preserve peace. 

We will go to Stockholm bearing the heartfelt wishes of our 

people for genuine progress. 

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

opportunities for peace. Through decades of difficulty and 

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

have and will continue to struggle for a lasting peace that 

enhances dignity for men and women everywhere. I believe 1984 

finds the United States in its strongest position in years to 

establish a constructive and realistic working relationship with 

the Soviet Union. 

Some fundamental changes have taken place since the decade 

of the seventies -- years when the United States questioned its 
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role in the world and neglected its defenses, while the Soviet 

Union increased its military might and sought to expand its 

influence through threats and use of force. 

Three years ago we embraced a mandate from the American 

people to change course, and we have. Today America can once 

again demonstrate, with equal conviction, our commitment to stay 

secure and to find peaceful solutions to problems through 

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

History teaches that wars begin when governments believe the 

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

allies must remain strong enough to convince any potential 

aggressor that war could bring no benefit, onlJ disaster. In 
I 

other words, our goal is deterrence, ,plain an~ simple. 

With the support of the American people and the Congress, we 

halted America's decline. Our economy is in the midst of the 

best recovery since the sixties. Our defenses are being rebuilt. 

Our alliances are solid and our commitment to defend our values ' 

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

America's recovery may have taken Soviet leaders by 

surprise. They may have counted on us to keep weakening 

ourselves. They have been saying for years that our demise was 

inevitable. They said it so often they probably started 

believing it. I think they can see now they were wrong. 

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the 

differences between our two societies. But we should always 

remember that we do have common interests. And the foremost 

among them is to avoid war and reduce the level of arms. There 
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is no rational alternative but to steer a course which I would 

call credible deterrence and peaceful competition; and if we do 

so, we might find areas in which we could engage in constructive 

cooperation. 

Recently we've been hearing some very strident rhetoric from 

the Kremlin. These harsh words have led some to speak of 

heightened uncertainty and an increased danger of conflict. This 

is understandable, but profoundly mistaken. Look beyond the 

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

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

there is less danger that the Soviet leadership will 

underestimate our strength or resolve. 

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. 

threat, it is the language of progress. 

I 
Fr~edom poses no 

We proved this 35 years 

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

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

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

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

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

enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends. 

America's character has not changed. Our strength and 

vision of progress provide the basis for stability and meaningful 

negot!ations. Soviet leaders know it makes sense to compromise 

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

military strength permit us to offer something in return. Yes, 

today is a time of opportunities for peace. 
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But to say that the world is safer is not to say that it is 

safe enough. We are witnessing tragic conflicts in many parts of 

the world. Nuclear arsenals are far too high. And our working 

relationship with the Soviet Union is not what it must be. These 

are conditions which must be addressed and improved. 

Deterrence is essential to preserve peace and protect our 

way of life, but deterrence is not the beginning and end of our 

policy toward the Soviet Union. We must and will engage the 

Soviets in a dialogue as cordial and cooperative as possible, a 

dialogue that will serve to promote peace in the troubled regions 

of the world, reduce the level of arms, and build a constructive 

working relationship. 
{ 

First, we must find ways to eliminate th~_use and threat of 

force in solving international disputes. 

The world has witnessed more than 150 conflicts since the 

end of World War II alone. Armed conflicts are raging in the 

Middle East, Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America, and 

Africa. In other regions, independent nations are confronted by 

heavily armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack 

or subversion. 

Most of these conflicts have their roots in local problems, 

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

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

outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and 

exporting revolution only exacerbates local conflicts, increases 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

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

governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful 

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

in cooperative efforts to move the world in this safer direction. 

Second, our aim is to find ways to reduce the vast 

stockpiles of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear 

weapons. 

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

more than $150 billion a year on arms -- almost 20 percent of 

their national budgets. We must find ways to reverse the vicious 

cycle of threat and response which drives arms races everywhere 

it occurs. 
J 

While modernizing our defenses, we have <\9ne only what is 

needed to establish a stable military balance. The simple truth 

is, America's total nuclear stockpile has declined. We have 

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

nuclear stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 years in terms of 

its total destructive power. 

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

additional 1,400 nuclear weapons from Western Europe. This comes 

after the removal of a thousand nuclear weapons from Europe over 

the last 3 years. Even if all our planned intermediate-range 

missiles have to be deployed in Europe over the next 5 years -­

and we hope this will not be necessary -- we will have eliminated 

five existing nuclear weapons for each new weapon deployed. 

But this is not enough. We must accelerate our efforts to 

reach agreements to reduce greatly nuclear arsenais. It was with 
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this goal in mind that I first proposed here, in November 1981, 

the "zero option" for intermediate-range missiles. Our aim was 

then and is now to eliminate in one fell swoop an entire class of 

nuclear arms. Although NATO's initial deployment of INF missiles 

was an important achievement, I would still prefer that there be 

no INF missile deployments on either side. Indeed, I support a 

zero option for all nuclear arms. As I have said before, my 

dream is to see the day when nuclear weapons will be banished 

from the face of the Earth. 

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his 

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

These are encouraging words~ 

words to deeds. 

Well, now is a time to move from 
I 
J 

~ 

Our third aim is to work with th~ Soviet Union to establish 

a better working relationship with greater cooperation and 

understanding. 

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words. 

Complying with agreements helps; violating them hurts. 

Respecting the rights of individual citizens bolsters the 

relationship; denying these rights harms it. Expanding contacts 

across borders and permitting a free interchange of information 

and ideas increase confidence; sealing off one's people from the 

rest of the world reduces it. Peaceful trade helps, while 

organized theft of industrial secrets certainly hurts. 

These examples illustrate clearly why our relationship with 

the Soviet Union is not what it should be. We have a long way to 

go, but we are determined to try and try again. 
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In working toward these goals, our approach is based on 

three guiding principles: realism, strength, and dialogue. 

Realism means we start by understanding the world we live 

in. We must recognize that we are in a long-term competition 

with a government that does not share our notions of individual 

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

in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to promote our 

values. 

' 
Strength means we know we cannot -negotiate --success~ully or 

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

not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation and 

compromise. 
j 

Strength is more than military power. E~onomic strength is 

crucial and America's economy is leading the world into recovery. 

Equally important is unity among our people at home and with our 

allies abroad. We are stronger in all these areas than we were 

3 years ago. 

Dialogue means we are determined to deal with our 

differences peacefully, through negotiation. We are prepared to 

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

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

will never retreat from negotiations. 

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

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

who have never shied away from expressing their view of our 

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

We don't refuse to talk when the Soviets call us "imperialist 
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aggressors" and worse, or because they cling to the fantasy of a 

communist triumph over democracy. The fact that neither of us 

likes the other's system is no reason to refuse to talk. Living 

in this nuclear age makes it imperative that we do talk. 

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakable. But we 

insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, not 

atmospherics. 

In our approach to negotiations, reducing the risk of war -­

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

confrontation could well be mankind's last. The comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

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

hope that in the years ahead we could go much ·,turther toward the 

ultimate goal of ridding our planet of the nuclear threat 

altogether. 

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

Union broke off negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear 

forces, and has refused to set a date for further talks on 

strategic arms. Our negotiators are ready to return to the 

negotiating table, and to conclude agreements in INF and START. 

We will negotiate in good faith. Whenever the Soviet Union is 

ready to do likewise, we will meet them half way. 

We seek not only to reduce nuclear arsenals, but also to 

reduce the chances for dangerous misunderstanding and 

miscalculation. So we have put forward proposals for what we 

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

activities. In the Geneva negotiations, we have proposed that 
4 
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the U.S. and Soviet Union exchange advanqe notifications of 

missile tests and major military exercises. Following up on 

congressional suggestions, we also proposed a number of ways to 

improve direct U.S.-Soviet channels of communication. In fact, 

last week we and the Soviets had a second set of discussions here 

in Washington on improving communications, including the 

"Hotline." 

These bilateral proposals will be broadened at the 

conference in Stockholm. We are working with our allies to 

develop practical, meaningful ways to reduce the uncertainty and 

potential for misinterpretation surrounding military activities, 

and to diminish the risks of surprise attack. 
! 

Arms control has long been the most visinJ.,e area of 

U.S.-Soviet dialogue. But a durable peace also requires us to 

defuse tensions and regional conflicts. We and the Soviets 

should have a common interest - in promoting regional stability, 

and in finding peaceful solutions to existing conflicts that 

permit developing nations to concentrate their energies on 

economic growth. Thus we seek to engage the Soviets in exchanges 
I 

of views on these regional conflicts and tensions and on how we 

can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions. 

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

Soviet Union's best interest to cooperate in achieving 

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

that choice, they will find us ready to cooperate. 

Another major problem in our relationship with the Soviet 

Union is human rights. Soviet practices in this area, as much as 
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any other issue, have created the mistrust and ill will that 

hangs over our relationship. 

Moral considerations alone compel us to express our deep 

concern over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union, over 

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

who wish to join their families abroad, and over the continuing 

harassment of courageous people like Andrei Sakharov. 

Our request is simple and straightforward: That the Soviet 

Union live up to the obligations it has freely assumed under 

international covenants -- in particular, its commitments under 

tbe Helsinki Accords. Experience has shown that greater respect 

for human rights --can contribute -t-0 - progress i iy other .areas of . the 

Soviet-American relationship. 

Conflicts of interest between the United States and the 

Soviet Union are real. But we can and must keep the peace 

between our two nations and make it a better and more peaceful 

world for all mankind. 

These are the objectives of our policy toward the Soviet 

Union, a policy of credible deterrence and peaceful competition 

that will serve both nations and people everywhere for the long 

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

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

prepared to protect our interests, and those of our friends and 

allies. But we want more than deterrence; we seek genuine 

cooperation; we seek progress for peace. 

Cooperation begins with communication. We seek such 

communication. We will stay at the negotiating tables in Geneva 
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and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz will be meeting with 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting 

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

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

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

us. It also calls for the best from the Soviet Union. No one 

can predict how the Soviet leaders will respond to our challenge. 

But the people of our two countries share with all mankind the 

dream of eliminating the risks of nuclear war. It is not an 

impossible dream, because eliminating those is so clearly a vital 

interest for all of us. Our two countries have never fought each 

other; there is no reason we ever should. Ind~ed, we have fought 
1 

alongside one another in two world wars. Today our common 

enemies are hunger, disease, ignorance and, above all, war. 

More than 20 years ago, President Kennedy defined an 

approach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he 

announced it: 

"So, let us not be blind to our differencesn he said, 
"but let us also direct attention to our common 
interests and to the means by which those differences 
can be resolved." 

Well, those differences would turn out to be differences in 

governmental structure and philosophy. The common interest would 

have to do with the things of everyday life for people 

everywhere. 

Suppose Ivan and Anya found themselves in a waiting room, or 

sharing a shelter from the rain with Jim and Sally, and there was 

no language barrier to keep them from getting acquainted. Would 

they debate the differences between their respective governments? 
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Or, would they find themselves comparing notes about their 

children, and what each other did for a living? 

Before they parted company they would probably have touched 

on ambitions, hobbies, what they wanted for their children and 

the problems of making ends meet. They might even have decided 

they were all going to get together for dinner some evening soon. 

Above all, they would have proven that people don't make 

wars. People want to raise their children in a world without 

fear, and without war. They want to have some of the .good things 

over and above bare subsistance that make life worth living. 

They want to work at some craft, trade or profession that gives 

them satisfaction and a sense of worth. 

cross all borders. 

Their common interests 
I 

} 

If the Soviet Government wants peace, then there will be 

peace. Together we can strengthen peace, reduce the level of 

arms and know in doing so we have fulfilled the hopes and dreams 

·of those we represent and indeed of people everywhere. Let us 

begin now. 



(NSC/Myer/BE/RR) 
January 10, 1984 
12: 00 noon tJSC 

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

Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your 

distinguished group. I'm grateful for ,this opportunity during 

these first days of 1984, to speak through you to the people of 

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

peace -- relations between the United States and the Soviet 

Union. 

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

Union and the other nations of Europe at an international 

security conference in Stockholm. We intend to uphold our 
/ 

responsibility as a major power in easing pot~tial sources of 

conflict. The conference will search for practical and 

meaningful ways to increase European security and preserve peace. 

We will go to Stockholm bearing the heartfelt wishes of our 

people for genuine progress. 

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

opportunities for peace. Through decades of difficulty and 

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

have and will continue to struggle for a lasting peace that 

enhances dignity for men and women everywhere. I believe 1984 

finds the United States in its strongest position in years to 

establish a constructive and realistic working relationship with 

the Soviet Union. 

Some fundamental changes have taken place since the decade 

of the seventies -- years when the United States questioned its 

3//; 
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role in the world and neglected its defenses, while the Soviet 

Union increased its military might and sought to expand its 

influence through threats and use of force. 

Three years ago we embraced a mandate from the American 

people to change course, and we have. Today America can once 

again demonstrate, with equal conviction, our commitment to stay 

secure and to find peaceful solutions to problems through 

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

History teaches that wars begin when governments believe the 

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

allies must remain strong enough to convince any potential 

aggressor that war could bring no benefit, onl1 disaster. In 

other words, our goal is deterrence, ,plain an~. simple. 

With the support of the American people and the Congress, we 

halted America's decline. Our economy is in the midst of the 

best recovery since the sixties. Our defenses are being rebuilt. 

Our alliances are solid and our commitment to defend our values ' 

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

America's recovery may have taken Soviet leaders by 

surprise. They may have counted on us to keep weakening 

ourselves. They have been saying for years that our demise was 

inevitable. They said it so often they probably started 

believing it. I think they can see now they were wrong. 

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the 

differences between our two societies. But we should always 

remember that we do have common interests. And the foremost 

among them is to avoid war and reduce the level of arms. There 
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is no rational alternative but to steer a course which I would 

call credible deterrence and peaceful competition; and if we do 

so, we might find areas in which we could engage in constructive 

cooperation. 

Recently we've been hearing some very strident rhetoric from 

the Kremlin. These harsh words have led some to speak of 

heightened uncertainty and an increased danger of conflict. This 

is understandable, but profoundly mistaken. Look beyond the 

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

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

there is less danger that the Soviet leadership will 

underestimate our strength or resolve. 

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. 

threat, it is the language of progress. 

j 
Fr~~dom poses no 

We proved this 35 years 

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

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

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

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

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

enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends. 

America's character has not changed. Our strength and 

vision of progress provide the basis for stability and meaningful 

negot!ations. Soviet leaders know it makes sense to compromise 

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

military strength permit us to offer something in return. Yes, 

today is a time of opportunities for peace. 
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But to say that the world is safer is not to say that it is 

safe enough. We are witnessing tragic conflicts in many parts of 

the world. Nuclear arsenals are far too high. And our working 

relationship with the Soviet Union is not what it must be. These 

are conditions which must be addressed and improved. 

Deterrence is essential to preserve peace and protect our 

way of life, but deterrence is not the beginning and end of our 

policy toward the Soviet Union. We must and will engage the 

Soviets in a dialogue as cordial and cooperative as possible, a 

dialogue that will serve to promote peace in the troubled regions 

of the world, reduce the level of arms, and build a constructive 

working relationship. 

First, we must find ways to eliminate th~~use and threat of 

force in solving international disputes. 

The world has witnessed more than 150 conflicts since the 

end of World War II alone. Armed conflicts are raging in the 

Middle East, Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America, and 

Africa. In other regions, independent nations are confronted by 

heavily armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack 

or subversion. 

Most of these conflicts have their roots in local problems, 

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

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

outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and 

exporting revolution only exacerbates local conflicts, increases 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

problems more difficult. 

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

governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful 

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

in cooperative efforts to move the world in this safer direction. 

Second, our aim is to find ways to reduce the vast 

stockpiles of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear 

weapons. 

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

more than $150 billion a year on arms -- almost 20 percent of 

their national budgets. We must find ways to reverse the vicious 

cycle of threat and response which drives arms races everywhere 

it occurs. 
! 

While modernizing our defenses, we have (\2ne only what is 

needed to establish a stable military balance. The simple truth 

is, America's total nuclear stockpile has declined. We have 

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

nuclear stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 years in terms of 

its total destructive power. 

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

additional 1,400 nuclear weapons from Western Europe. This comes 

after the removal of a thousand nuclear weapons from Europe over 

the last 3 years. Even if all our planned intermediate-range 

missiles have to be deployed in Europe over the next 5 years -­

and we hope this will not be necessary -- we will have eliminated 

five existing nuclear weapons for each new weapon deployed. 

But this is not enough. We must accelerate our efforts to 

reach agreements to reduce greatly nuclear arsenais. It was with 
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this goal in mind that I first proposed here, in November 1981, 

the "zero option" for intermediate-range missiles. Our aim was 

then and is now to eliminate in one fell swoop an entire class of 

nuclear arms. Although NATO's initial deployment of INF missiles 

was an important achievement, I would still prefer that there be 

no INF missile deployments on either side. Indeed, I support a 

zero option for all nuclear arms. As I have said before, my 

dream is to see the day when nuclear weapons will be banished 

from the face of the Earth. 

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his 

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

These are encouraging words. 

words to deeds. 

Well, now is a time to move from 
! 

Our third aim is to work with th~ Soviet Union to establish 

a better working relationship with greater cooperation and 

understanding. 

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words. 

Complying with agreements helps; violating them hurts. 

Respecting the rights of individual citizens bolsters the 

relationship; denying these rights harms it. Expanding contacts 

across borders and permitting a free interchange of information 

and ideas increase confidence; sealing off one's people from the 

rest of the world reduces it. Peaceful trade helps, while 

organized theft of industrial secrets certainly hurts. 

These examples illustrate clearly why our relationship with 

the Soviet Union is not what it should be. We have a long way to 

go, but we are determined to try and try again. 
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In working toward these goals, our approach is based on 

three guiding principles: realism, strength, and dialogue. 

Realism means we start by understanding the world we live 

in. We must recognize that we are in a long-term competition 

with a government that does not share our notions of individual 

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

in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to promote our 

values. 

' Strength means we know .we cannot .. negotiate --successf-ully or 

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

not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation and 

compromise. 
,I 

Strength is more than military power. E~9nomic strength is 

crucial and America's economy is leading the world into recovery. 

Equally important is unity among our people at home and with our 

allies abroad. We are stronger in all these areas than we were 

3 years ago. 

Dialogue means we are determined to deal with our 

differences peacefully, through negotiation. We are prepared to 

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

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

will never retreat from negotiations. 

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

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

who have never shied away from expressing their view of our 

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

· we don't refuse to talk when the Soviets call us "imperialist 
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aggressors" and worse, or because they cling to the fantasy of a 

communist triumph over democracy. The fact that neither of us 

likes the other's system is no reason to refuse to talk. Living 

in this nuclear age makes it imperative that we do talk. 

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakable. But we 

insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, not 

atmospherics. 

In our approach to negotiations, reducing the risk of war -­

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

confrontation could well be mankind's last. The comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

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

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

ultimate goal of ridding our planet of the nuclear threat 

altogether. 

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

Union broke off negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear 

forces, and has refused to set a date for further talks on 

strategic arms. Our negotiators are ready to return to the 

negotiating table, and to conclude agreements in INF and START. 

We will negotiate in good faith. Whenever the Soviet Union is 

ready to do likewise, we will meet them half way. 

We seek not only to reduce nuclear arsenals, but also to 

reduce the chances for dangerous misunderstanding and 

miscalculation. So we have put forward proposals for what we 

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

activities. In the Geneva negotiations, we have proposed that 
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the U.S. and Soviet Union exchange advance notifications of 

missile tests and major military exercises. Following up on 

congressional suggestions, we also proposed a number of ways to 

improve direct U.S.-Soviet channels of communication. In fact, 

last week we and the Soviets had a second set of discussions here 

in Washington on improving communications, including the 

"Hotline." 

These bilateral proposals will be broadened at the 

conference in Stockholm. We are working with our allies to 

develop practical, meaningful ways to reduce the uncertainty and 

potential for misinterpretation surrounding military activities, 

and to diminish the risks of surprise attack. 
I 

Arms control has long been the most visi~e area of 

U.S.-Soviet dialogue. But a durable peace also requires us to 

defuse tensions and regional conflicts. We and the Soviets 

should have a common interest - in promoting regional stability, 

and in finding peaceful solutions to existing conflicts that 

permit developing nations to concentrate their energies on 

economic growth. Thus we seek to engage the Soviets in exchanges 
1 

of views on these regional conflicts and tensions and on how we 

can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions. 

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

Soviet Union's best interest to cooperate in achieving 

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

that choice, they will find us ready to cooperate. 

Another major problem in our relationship with the Soviet 

Union is human rights. Soviet practices in this area, as much as 
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any other issue, have created the mistrust and ill will that 

hangs over our relationship. 

Moral considerations alone compel us to express our deep 

concern over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union, over 

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

who wish to join their families abroad, and over the continuing 

harassment of courageous people like Andrei Sakharov. 

Our request is simple and straightforward: That the Soviet 

Union live up to the obligations it has freely assumed under 

international covenants -- in particular, its commitments under 

tbe Helsinki Accords. Experience has shown that greater respect 

for human right--s ---can contribute -.:to -progress ii) other .areas of . the 

Soviet-American relationship. ~ ' 

Conflicts of interest between the United States and the 

Soviet Union are real. But we can and must keep the peace 

between our two nations and make it a better and more peaceful 

world for all mankind. 

These are the objectives of our policy toward the Soviet 

Union, a policy of credible deterrence and peaceful competition 

that will serve both nations and people everywhere for the long 

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

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

prepared to protect our interests, and those of our friends and 

allies. But we want more than deterrence; we seek genuine 

cooperation; we seek progress for peace. 

Cooperation begins with communication. We seek such 

communication. We will stay at the negotiating tables in Geneva 
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and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz will be meeting with 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting 

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

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

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

us. It also calls for the best £rom the Soviet Union. No one 

can predict how the Soviet leaders will respond to our challenge. 

But the people of our two countries share with all mankind the 

dream of eliminating the risks of nuclear war. It is not an 

impossible dream, because eliminating those is so clearly a vital 

interest for all of us. Our two countries have never fought each 

other; there is no reason we ever should. Ind~ed, we have fought 
,I 

alongside one another in two world wars. Today _ our common 

enemies are hunger, disease, ignorance and, above all, war. 

More than 20 years ago, President Kennedy defined an 

approach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he 

announced it: 

"So, let us not be blind to our differences" he said, 
"but let us also direct attention to our common 
interests and to the means by which those differences 
can be resolved." 

Well, those differences would turn out to be differences in 

governmental structure and philosophy. The common interest would 

have to do with the things of everyday life for people 

everywhere. 

Suppose Ivan and Anya found themselves in a waiting room, or 

sharing a shelter from the rain with Jim and Sally, and there was 

no language barrier to keep them from getting acquainted. Would 

they debate the differences between their respective governments? 
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Or, would they find themselves comparing notes about their 

children, and what each other did for a living? 

Before they parted company they would probably have touched 

on ambitions, hobbies, what they wanted for their children and 

the problems of making ends meet. They might even have decided 

they were all going to get together for dinner some evening soon. 

Above all, they would have proven that people don't make 

wars. People want to raise their children in a world without 

fear, and without war. They want to have some of the ~good things 

over and above bare subsistance that make life worth living. 

They want to work at some craft, trade or profession that gives 

them satisfaction and a sense of worth. Their common interests 

cross all borders. 

If the Soviet Government wants peace, then there will be 

peace. Together we can strengthen peace, reduce the level of 

arms and know in doing so we have fulfilled the hopes and dreams 

of those we represent and indeed of people everywhere. Let us 

begin now. 
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Thank you very much for inviting me back to visit your 

distinguished group. I'm grateful for ,this opportunity during 

these first days of l984, to speak through you to the people of 

the world on a subjeot of great importance to the cause of 

peace -- relations between the United States and the Soviet 

Union. 

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

Union and the other nations of Europe at an international 

security conference in Stockpolm. We intend to uphold our 
I 

responsibility as a major power in easing pot~~tial sources of 

conflict. The conference will search for practical and 

meaningful ways to increase European security and preserve peace. 

We will go to Stockholm bearing the heartfelt wishes of our 

people for genuine progress. 

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

opportunities for peace. Through decad~s of difficulty and 

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

have and will continue to struggle for a lasting peace that 

enhances dignity for men and women everywhere. I believe 1984 

finds the United States in its strongest position in years to 

establish a constructive and realistic working relationship with 

the Soviet Union. 

Some fundamental changes have taken place since the decade 

of the seventies -- years when the United States questioned its 
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role in the world and neglected its defenses, while the Soviet 

Union increased its military might and sought to expand its 

influence through threats and use of force. 

Three years ago we embraced a mandate from the American 

people to change course, and we have. Today America can once 

again demonstrate, with equal conviction, our commitment to stay 

secure and to find peaceful solutions to problems through 

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

History teaches that wars begin when governments believe the 

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

allies must remain strong enough to convince any potential 

aggressor that war could bring no benefit, onl( disaster. 

other words, our goal is deterrence, _plain ancl. simple. 

In 

With the support of the American people and the Congress, we 

halted America's decline. Our economy is in the midst of the 

best recovery since the sixties. Our defenses are being rebuilt. 

Our alliances are solid and our commitment to defend our values · 

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

America's recovery may have taken Soviet leaders by 

surprise. They may have counted on us to keep weakening 

ourselves. They have been saying for years that our demise was 

inevitable. They said it so often they probably started 

believing it. I think they can see now they were wrong. 

Neither we nor the Soviet Union can wish away the 

differences between our two societies. But we should always 

remember that we do have common interests. And the foremost 

among them is to avoid wa:i; E~~ 
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is no rational alternative but to steer a course which I would 

call credible deterrence and peaceful competition; and if we do 

so, we might find areas in which we could engage in constructive 

cooperation. 

Recently we've been hearing some very strident rhetoric from 

the Kremlin. These harsh words have led some to speak of 

heightened uncertainty and an increased danger of conflict. This 

is understandable, but profoundly mistaken. Look beyond the 
c~ccli£le. 

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

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

there is less danger that the Soviet leadership will 

underestimate our strength or resolve. 

We do not threaten the Soviet Union. 

threat, it is the language of progress. 

I 
,I 

Fr~dom poses no 

We proved this 35 years 

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

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

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

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

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

enemies are now numbered among our staunchest friends. 

America's character has not changed. Our strength and 

vision of progress provide the basis for stability and meaningful 

negot!ations. Soviet leaders know it makes sense to compromise 

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

military strength permit us to offer something in return. Yes, 

today is a time of opportunities for peace. 
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But to say that the world is safer is not to say that it is 

safe enough. We are witnessing tragic conflicts in many parts of 

the world. Nuclear arsenals are far too high. And our working 

relationship with the Soviet Union is not what it must be. These 

are conditions which must be addressed and improved. 

Deterrence is essential to preserve peace and protect our 

way of life, but deterrence is not the beginning and end of our 

policy toward the Soviet Union. We must and will engage the 

Soviets in a dialogue as cordial and cooperative as possible, a 

dialogue that 

of the world, 

will serve to promote peace in the troubled regions 
ft"o~-oft. ~ we,lfw~·K, of ,ti.,_ ~,('(U .( ~o rJi. C,~ ....... f,,,·t.s 

reduce the level of arms, and build a constructive 
A 

working relationship. 

First, we must find ways to eliminate thEl_. use and threat of 

force in solving international disputes. 

The world has witnessed more than 150 conflicts since the 

end of World War II alone. Armed conflicts are raging in the 

Middle . East, Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, Central America, and 

Africa. In other regions, independent nations are confronted by 

heavily armed neighbors seeking to dominate by threatening attack 

or subversion. 

Most of these conflicts have their roots in local problems, 

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

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

outright Soviet invasion. Fueling regional conflicts and 
-\,, f.ll i ~ r i ,c. ~ 1',l wt 

exporting i,evolutiouJ only exacerbates local conflicts, increases 
/\ 

suffering, and makes solutions to real social and economic 

problems more difficult. 

.JI 

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

governments in areas of conflict in negotiating peaceful 

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

in cooperative efforts to move the world in this safer direction. 

Second, our aim is to find ways to reduce the vast 

stockpiles of armaments in the world, particularly nuclear 

weapons. 

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

more than $150 billion a year on arms -- almost 20 percent of 

their national budgets. We must find ways to reverse the vicious 

cycle of threat and response which drives arms races everywhere 

it occurs. 
I 

While modernizing our defenses, we have <\gne only what is 

needed to establish a stable military balance. The simple truth 

is, America's total nuclear stockpile has declined. We have 

fewe r nuclear weapons today than we had 28 years ago. And our 

nuclear stockpile is at the lowest level in 25 . years in terms of 

its total destructive power. 

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

additional 1,400 nuclear weapons from Western Europe. This comes 

after the removal of a thousand nuclear weapons from Europe over 

the last 3 years. Even if all our planned intermediate-range 

missiles have to be deployed in Europe over the next 5 years - ­

and we hope this will not be necessary -- we will have eliminated 

five existing nuclear weapons for each new weapon deployed. 

But this is not enough. We must accelerate our efforts to 

reach agreements to reduce greatly nuclear arsenais. It was with 
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this goal in mind that I first proposed here, in November 1981, 

the "zero option" for intermediate-range missiles. Our aim was 

then and is now to eliminate in one fell swoop an entire class of 

nuclear arms. Although NATO's initial deployment of INF missiles 

was an important achievement, I would still prefer that there be 

no INF missile deployments on either side. Indeed, I support a 

zero option for all nuclear arms. As I have said before, my 

dream is to see the day when nuclear weapons will be banished 

from the face of the Earth. 

Last month, the Soviet Defense Minister stated that his 

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

These are encouraging words~ 

words to deeds. 

Well, now is a time to move from 
I 

,I 

Our third aim is to work with the· Soviet Union to establish 

a better working relationship with greater cooperation and 

understanding. 

Cooperation and understanding are built on deeds, not words. 

Complying with agreements helps; violating them hurts. 

Respecting the rights of individual citizens bolsters the 

relationship; denying these rights harms it. Expanding contacts 

across borders and permitting a free interchange of information 

and ideas increase confidence; sealing off one's people from the 

rest of the world reduces it. Peaceful trade helps, while 

organized theft of industrial secrets certainly hurts. 

These examples illustrate clearly why our relationship with 

the Soviet Union is not what it should be. We have a long way to 

go, but we are determined to try and try again. 
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In working toward these goals, our approach is based on 

three guiding principles: realism, strength, and dialogue. 

Realism means we start by understanding the world we live 

in. We must recognize that we are in a long-term competition 

with a government that does not share our notions of individual 

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

in acknowledging our differences and unafraid to promote our 

values. 
1 

Strength means we know _we cannot . negotiate --successfully or 

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

not only to deter war, but to facilitate negotiation and 

compromise. 
,I 

Strength is more than military power. Eci\,onomic strength is 

crucial and America's economy is leading the world into recovery. 

Equally important is unity among our people at home and with our 
ff l,."f!_ JIHOl"I- '""" w iS o"'~ ,.. - o 1,/.'c. f - - "" k /,·e ; ... ., r ( ;. pn ... c,pkr of f~t. Jq, 11.. ... £.., 
~~ a ies a road./\ We are stronger in all these areas than we tAt""'O'~r 

tAJ ,it ... 
3 years ago. "'-ttk t1-.J 

'"1f1L 'yttJ Dialogue means we are determined to deal with our ('r,.,,,'f,IU ~v~ 
;,,._;~ ,-.e, t·;,_ 

dif f erences peacefully, through negotiation. We are to 
,41t1tr•'tA "4 

discuss all the problems that divide us, and to work for o.fC Hl~ -11,. 
"-IOY'/,/, 

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

r will ?ever retreat from negotiations. 
5t°"'tJ ~ 

~ .,.t I have openly expressed my view of the Soviet system. I 
frel, -e .. 7 5,7 ""'e.l/U ·don't know why this should come as a surprise to Soviet leaders 

fe.<"--f' 
,ri,;s~~J _ who have never shied away from expressing their view of our 

bt rt\t"J~J. system. But this does not mean we can't deal with each other. 
-

We don't refuse to talk when the Soviets call us "imperialist 

.. 
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aggressors" and worse, or because they cling to the fantasy of a 

communist triumph over democracy. The fact that neither of us 

likes the other's system is no reason to refuse to talk. Living 

in this nuclear age makes it imperative that we do talk. 

Our commitment to dialogue is firm and unshakable. But we 

insist that our negotiations deal with real problems, not 

atmospherics. 

In our approach to negotiations, reducing the risk of war -­

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

confrontation could well be mankind's last. The comprehensive 

set of initiatives that we have proposed would reduce 

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

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

ultimate goal of ridding our planet of the nuclear threat 

altogether. 

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

Union broke off negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear 

forces, and has refused to set a date for further talks on 

strategic arms. Our negotiators are ready to return to the 

negotiating table, and to conclude agreements in INF and START. 

We will negotiate in good faith. Whenever the Soviet Union is 

ready to do likewise, we will meet them half way. 

We seek not only to reduce nuclear arsenals, but also to 

reduce the chances for dangerous misunderstanding and 

miscalculation. So we have put forward proposals for what we 

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

activities. In the Geneva negotiations, we have proposed that 

> 

4 
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the U.S. and Soviet Union exchange advance notifications of 

missile tests and major military exercises. Following up on 

congressional suggestions, we also proposed a number of ways to 

improve direct u.s.-soviet channels of communication. In fact, 

last week we and the Soviets had a second set of discussions here 

in Washington on improving communications, including the 

"Hotline." 

These bilateral proposals will be broadened at the 

conference in Stockholm. We are working with our allies to 

develop practical, meaningful ways to reduce the uncertainty and 

potential for misinterpretation surrounding military activities, 

and to diminish the risks of surprise attack. 
, I 

Arms control has long been the most visil:\!e area of 

U.S.-Soviet dialogue. But a durable peace also requires us to 

defuse tensions and regional conflicts. We and the Soviets 

should have a common interest - in promoting regional stability, 

and in finding peaceful solutions to existing conflicts that 

permit developing nations to concentrate their energies on 

economic growth. Thus we seek to engage the Soviets in exchanges 
I 

of views on these regional conflicts and tensions and on how we 

can both contribute to stability and a lowering of tensions. 

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

Soviet Union's best interest to cooperate in achieving 

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

that choice, they will find us ready to cooperate. 

Another major problem in our relationship with the Soviet 

Union is human rights. Soviet practices in this area, as much as 
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any other issue, have created the mistrust and ill will that 

hangs over our relationship. 

Moral considerations alone compel us to express our deep 

concern over prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union, over 

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

who wish to join their families abroad, and over the continuing 

harassment of courageous people like Andrei Sakharov. 

Our request is simple and straightforward: That the Soviet 

Union live up to the obligations it has freely assumed under 

international covenants -- in particular, its commitments under 

the Helsinki Accords. Experience has shown that greater respect 

for human right~ ---can contribute to progress i ~ other areas of . the 

Soviet-American relationship. ~ ' 

Conflicts of interest between the United States and the 

Soviet Union are real. But we can and must keep the peace 

between our two nations and make it a better and more peaceful 

world for all mankind. 

These are the objectives of our policy toward the Soviet 

Union, a policy of credible deterrence and peaceful competition 

that will serve both nations and people everywhere for the long 

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

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

prepared to protect our interests, and those of our friends and 

allies. But we want more than deterrence; we seek genuine 

cooperation; we seek progress for peace. 

Cooperation begins with communication. We seek such 

communication. We will stay at the negotiating tables in Geneva 
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and Vienna. Furthermore, Secretary Shultz will be meeting with 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko in Stockholm. This meeting 

should be followed by others, so that high-level cori'sultations 
eo~\(~+•he.. 

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

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

us. It also calls for the best from the Soviet Union. No one 

can predict how the Soviet leaders will respond to our challenge. 

But the people of our two countries share with all mankind the 

dream of eliminating the risks of nuclear war. It is not an 

impossible dream, because eliminating those is so clearly a vital 

interest for all of us. ~ur two countries have never fought each 

other; there is no reason we ever should. Ind~ed, we have fought 
,I 

alongside one another in two world wars. Today,_ our common 

enemies are hunger, disease, ignorance and, above all, war-:J 
More than 20 years ago, President Kennedy defined an 

approach that is as realistic and hopeful today as when he 

announced it: 

"So, let us not be blind to our differences" he said, 
"but let us also direct attention to our common 
interests and to the means by which those differences 
can be resolved." 

Well, those differences would turn out to be differences in 

governmental structure and philosophy. The common interest would 

have to do with the things of everyday life for people 

h 
__ LI j.,.q1 "'-"'~,_.-f,,...,Je/., w~,<..li e:;0ve."",,.,(."'f$ ,-.,,/..e,,../i~e. v,"-M "'II -/4,, c-fle,, -

everyw er~ T"' 1- , , 1 / • 

Suppose Ivan and Anya found themselves in a waiting room, or 

sharing a shelter from the rain with Jim and Sally, and there was 

no language barrier to keep them from getting acquainted. Would 

they debate the differences between their respective governments? 
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Or, would they find themselves comparing notes about their 

children, and what each other did for a living? 

Before they parted company they would probably have touched 

on ambitions, hobbies, what they wanted for their children and 

the problems of making ends meet. They might even have decided 

they were all going to get together for dinner some evening soon. 

Above all, they would have proven that people don't make 

wars. People want to raise their children in a world without 

fear, and without war. They want to have some of the good things 

over and above bare subsistance that make life worth living. 

They want to work at some craft, trade or profession that gives 

them satisfaction and a sense of worth. Their common interests 

cross all borders. 

If the Soviet Government wants peace, then there will be 

peace. Together we can strengthen peace, reduce the level of 

arms and know in doing so we have fulfilled the hopes and dreams 

of those we represent and indeed of people everywhere. Let us 

begin now. 
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TH'E SPEECH AND THE USSR AS THE •Focus OF EVIL· 
/ . . 

-~~]..;.:; Q: How/does :the ~os it i ve tone of the Pr es ident' s speech square 
with his earlier characterization of the USSR as the •focus 
of evil?• 

A: 

I 
1. 
\ , - The President has said (in his interview in the 

January 2 issue of~) that he does not wish to belabor 

this point. The soviets have no compunction about publicly 

stating their negative view of o.s. society and therefore 

should not be surprised when we speak our minds. But the 

important point is fhat, despite our differences· in values 

and political beliefs, it 'is necessary for the two 

countries to work together to reduce international 

tensions. The United States, as the President's makes .~ 

clear in his speech~ · is ·committed to that task. 
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-RELNTIONSHIP TO ARMS CONTROL COMPLIANCE REPORT 
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·-;::~1fow doe{ th~ Ad~i.nistration reconcile its forthcoming 
charges .of Soviet violations of existing arms control 
agreements with the positive message contained in the 
Presiden\'s speech? 

A. -- The question of Soviet non-compliance with arms 

control agreements has been a major concern for many 

years. A special interagency study has been underway for 

nearly a year. The President is now submitting a Special 

Report to ·congress on -soviet ·non-corapliance in specific 

response ·to a Congressional request. 

-- As we have ~ontinued -to analyze particular arms . 

control violations, we have simultaneously pressed the 

. sovi_ets in diplomatic channels for ·more inforraation and -

corrective actions. Our concerns have not been met, but we 
.- •~---

int end to continue to press for satisfactory resolutions of 

-these problems. 

-- At tQe same time our study of Soviet non-compliance 

has underscored .. the need to press for more effective arms 
. / . 

control f~greements with provision for effective - · ,.. 
r. 

verificttion. such agreements can reduce the threat of war 
:l 

\ 

and enhance ,u.s.~ and global security. As the President 

stressed in his speech, the United States remains committed 

to negotiating such agreements with the soviet Union. 

- 10 -
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.:.:.-::..::::._=::~ -~~f-----~---=~ ·frs-~OV;ET RELATIONS POST-KAL 
- - _ . ·•- ✓-.. . . . . ., _ . • 

Q: Are we p~rsuing the issue of the KAL tragedy, or has this 
more or ~ess faded -as a problem in us-soviet relations? 

A: We, along with many other nations, continue to 

demand tnat the soviets provide a full accounting of the 

sbootdown, and compensation for the victims of KAL 007. We 

also calf upon the Soviet Union to cooperate fully with the · 

ICAO investigation of the tragedy and to take the steps 

necessary to ensure ·that civilian air travelers need never 

fear a repetition of this tragedy. 

The International Civil Aviation Organization has 

issued an investigation report which demonstrates 

conclusively. that the Soviet . Union bas failed -to observe:. 

that organization's proceciires, in whose formulation the · ·· 

USSR participated. ·we . expect -t-hat· the ICAO Counci'l will- · 

now act o·n these findings at their next regular session in 

January. 

- 12 -
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.. -.-.... ..,. . .,-· 
CONCR~Xt PROPOSALS FOR IMPROVING US-SOVIET RELATIONS 

~.:~ :~:~--:~; dlan ~\ .th·~- P-resfdent offer any concrete proposals if he 
- -~ ~-was rJally serious? 

A: 
. 

--, The concr~te proposals already exist. The U.S. has 
\ 

placed serious proposals on the table· in all of the major 

arms negotiating forums which have been suspended .by the 

Soviets. In our bilateral discussions, we have expressed 

our detailed views on reducing international tensions and 

resolving several · regional problems. Iri -each ·case; we have 

stated that the U.S. position is not a •take it or leave 

it• proposition but is intended as a serious basis for 

discussion or negotiation. The President's speech is 

--intended to demonstrate our commitment to a productive 

dialogue with the Sov i ets in all these areas . 
. · - __ .,_ ... : .. 
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.,-· 
4~us-SOVIET RELATIONS IN AN ELECTION YEAR 

l 

·.··~?._·~~~:::·~-Is ··. i ✓r.ealfst i-~-- to ·expect progress in us-soviet relations 
:..i -..,;--·: dur irlg an election· year? Don't you th ink the Soviets will 

consider the speech a political ploy and si~ply wait to see 
the results ·in November? 

A: 
\ 

International problems are not ~uspended in election 

years, and both we and the Soviets realize that we cannot 

afford simply to neglect the relationship until 1985. It 

is important to move forward in arms control and to resolve 

other issue-s troubling .·os-soviet relations. · - Th-e -- - . 

President's speech . is a sincere expression of the U.S. 

commitment to work for progress in all areas of the· 

relationship. 

- 6 -



A: 

-l~: . . TH~--SPEECB AND ARMS CONTROL 

l 

~ow is the President's expressed willingness to •meet the 
soviets; half way• reflected in U.S. arms control proposals? 

i 
\ 

-- O'n several occasions, the U.S. has_ modified its 

position in the START and INF, and the West has done so in 

the MBFR talks, in order to accommodate soviet concerns. 

We have repeatedly made clear that U.S. and Western 

positions are not offered on a •take it or leave it• basis 

and that all points are negotiable. we ·have · repeatedly · · 

expressed our willingness to resume all of these arms talks 
.. 

at any time without preconditions. We hope that the soviet 

side will match this comr:iitment by returning to the table 

at an early date -to engage in the serious negotiations for 

-which we are prepared. 

- 9 -
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,,.--
,_ rPRESIDENTIAL SPEECH AND ARMS NEGOTIATIONS ,~ 

--...... ---· -,:-- . I - . 
~ ·--:-~n ··. Will{tl'ie speecn ·affect the Soviet decision to suspend the 
··•- _,,..-. ._ • t 

maJor arms control negotiations? 
' l 
' A: ~- In the speech the President has restated the 
\ 

standing U.S. commitment to resume without delay a11 · arms 

negotiations now suspended by the Soviet side. We would 

hope that the Soviets would match that commitment by 

returning as soon as possible to the negotiating tables in 

START, INF and MBFR. The U.S. remains prepared to meet the ­

Soviets halfway in finding agreements that meet the 

objectives of both sides, if the Soviets ar~ prepared to do 

likewise • . 

-r ,.. . 
't'! 
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~~ .::.. :_:.· ... : h • 

_:. . . - :.. \,L. ,,......-,.,,..- --~· 

A: 

.,--· 
. ~ RECENT REAGAN-ANDROPOV COMMUNICATIONS 

1' . 

aal ·ih-~r~ .- b~en any recent direct communications between 
th~ President and Andropov? 

I 

\ -- The President and Mr. Andropov have periodically \ . 

been in direct communication. I wifl not go into detail on 

the timing, form, or content of these confidential 

exchanges. 

- 3 -
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- . - -·-· ... . 
..:..:_~ ,.~ .-:.·,. Q: __ ..,_ 

A: 

US-SOVIET SUMMIT 
~ 

i 
I . 

D~es ~the Pr~sident's speech indicate an i~creased desire 
fbr a us-soviet summit? · Are there preparations underway 
f9r a summit? Is this a subject for discussion between 
S~ultz and Gromyko at Stockholm? 

\ 

As we and the Soviets both . have said, a summit would 

have to be carefully prepared and have a prospect of 

meaningful results to be useful. Although there are 

currently no preparations underway for a summit, the 

President's speech is a serious effort to stimulate 

progress in bilateral relations. 
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··- ·- · -.- ·,;_: 
:::.7 .. - ·• . .. 

Q: 

A: 

SHULTZ-GROMYKO MEETING: PRESIDENTIAL MESSAGE -l 
I . 
is ··se~·~eta-;y .Shultz del{vering to Gromyko in 
special message from the President to follow 
President's speech? 

I 

Stockholm a 
up on the 

\ -- Although as a matter of course we do not provide 

details of.diplomatic exchanges, Secretary Shultz will 

certainly convey the President's views on bow to improve 

the Soviet-American relationship. 

t· 
\ 

- ·- ··- -- - ... -- · . 



_,-
LIKE~Y SOVIET RESPONSE/LEADERSHIP UNCERTAINTIES 

. .. - , _ , ---- -·~·- .. . 
-~ ~ -:' ·~ ---= -. -- r·. -~ -- -~ -=--- -~ _-

'Q-; _:Do we eipect a favor.able soviet response in view of the 
leadership uncertainties in Moscow? 

\ 

i 
A. -- w~ expect the Soviet leadership .to give careful 

consideration to what the President has said and to react 

to it in a manner which they feel will serve their 

interests best. We hope that there will be a favorable 

response, but we cannot guarantee this. As you know, we 
- . 

customarily do not comment on the internal leadership 

situation. 
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.. 
i ' ~..:_~..,-=---.:... .:.,...:.. -=··:· _;J_-- __ ·. --~ _· HUMAN RIGHTS 

. • ·-7-~~ ~ ~;·.:~-=: t~;.~·. '· __ -: ~:-:~~-:--:~-: ;' :·,"· 
J. ·· Is the u.i. · downgrading the importance of increased soviet 

respect for human rights as a prerequisite to improved 
bilateral \relations? 

\ 

A. -- Absolutely not. We will continue tQ stress to the 

soviets that there is no higher issue of concern to the 

U.S. than improved human rights performance. That emphasis 

is reflected in the President's speech. It is also an · 

accurate reflection of the importance that Congress and the 

American public as a whole attach to this issue. The 

Soviets must r~cognize _the need to take those views into 

account. 

- -
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~~'. :--:t :_~-:-;: · :r ":;;~;_,~,. "ris:so~iet Economic Relations 

Q: Does ~he speech represent any change in U.S. policy on 
East-West trade and technology transfer 

\ 

A: -- No, it does not. We continue to believe trade can 

go forward as long as it is mutually beneficial, does not 

subsidize the soviet economy, and does not contribute - to 

Soviet strategic or military capability. Grain is a good 

example of such trade. We do not have a policy of economic 

warfare. Our controls on exports to the Soviet Union are 

designed to prevent the transfer of sensitive technology. 

- 20 -



~ 
REGIONAL ISSUES IN US-SOVIET RELATIONS 

i 
.,_ . - --· -- -·. -J--- -

_ -.-_-: _ _. ·-~: ~:-~~I~h-::.-r:egiona-1 ·issues have been the subject of formal 
-____.;::2- · · -. . Os-soviet discuss ions? What have been the results? 

A: I -- Regional issues remain a ~ i~portant element in the 
\ 

us-soviet dialogue at all levels of contact. During this 

Administration we have had formal discussions with the 

Soviets on Afghanistan and southern Africa as well . as 

numerous diplomatic exchanges concerning the Mideast, the 

Caribbean and Cent~al Araerica, and Asia. Se~retary of 

State Shultz has had and will continue to have such issues 

high on the agenda for his meetings with Foreign Minister 

Gromyko, and there is a continuing.dialogue maintained 

through regular embassy channels. 

- . . . . -=--
/ 

-- As you know, U.S. and Soviet approaches to ~any of .. 

these issues differ. greatly, so even fr~quent aa.d detailed 

discussions cannot be expected to lead to breakthrotighs or 

agreement between the two sides. ~ever~heless~ we believe 

that continued dialogue is essential _if_ b_oth sides are to 

. meet ES~ir shared responsibility to reduce international 

tf.ris~ons and to avoid .dangerous misunderstandings. The 

~s. also maintains such a dialogue, of course, to probe 
t . 

S~viet _wil1ingness to engage in greater restraint and 
' . 

responsibility in its international behavior. As the 

President stated, we hope the USSR will join us in 

cooperative efforts to reduce regional tensions. 

- 13 -



...... 

SOVIETS IN AFGHANISTAN 

... ··:_: ~. -.:-::~~:L _ ~,~- . -
. --- .- - j- ~- : .. • - .-.- . . _ .,,,;,,. • --~·- · • . 

:~ -; -~-'·. -·:"··: - Q: - 1vhat 'is the status of efforts to achieve a Soviet 
withdrawal from Afghanistan? Is this still a high priority 
in U.S. policy and, if so, is the U.S. willing to 
~ornpromise _on this issue or does it wish to •bleed• the 
sbviets until they admit defeat? 

: 
. ' 
.j 
! 
! 

; 

j 
1 . l 

- 1 
I 

' ' 

A: The fact that the UNGA recently voted overwhelmingly 

for the fifth time -- for the withdrawal of Soviet 

forces from Afghanistan demonstrates the widespread 

international support for that objective. In line with 

these UN resolutions, the U.S. seeks an early and complete 

withdrawal of soviet forces, an independent an~ non-aligned 

Afghanistan, self-determination for the Afghan people, and 

a safe and honorable return of the millions of Afghan- . . 

refugees. We continue to supper~ the efforts of the 

Secretary-Gener~l's special representative to achieve a 

negotiated settlement . in Afghanistan in_line with these 
.-.~\: . 

objectives. ·we also support Pakistan in its efforts to 

preserve its security and to push for a satisfactory 

negotiated settlement in -Afghanistan. 

- 14 -
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· . .. :¼_",<~.:.:::;-:.
7

:...~:::.;__·_~:/._~~- ~ -- . ~-..:.. -~~~ ~~V-IETS IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

_ .:_,
4
-~ :_;~.P:°:-.:{~~-~-Efl-i'ev.e-~-- ~ovi 7t Union is sponsoring the 

-- · escalation of fighting in Lebanon? 

...,. ____ . 

' 
A: \ __ There is no question that the soviets' massive 

\ . 

shipment of arms to the Syrians has enabled Damascus, and 

the factions allied with it in Lebanon, to pursue a policy 

of armed confrontation in that country. The Soviets have 

publicly endorsed a ceasefire and negotiations aimed at 

reaching a reconciliation among Lebanese factions. We hope 

this is a serious soviet commitment. We will continue to 

encourage the Soviets to take a more responsible approach 

to the area and to recognize that the , interests of all 

parties, including those of the Soviet Union itself, would 

be better served by an effort to replace armed 

-~confrontation with negotiations to settle differences. 

Q: As part of a negotiated settl~ent in Lebanon or in the 
Mideast in general, would the U.S. be willing to allow the 
soviets a greater role -in regional diplomacy? 

A: --· The U.S. cannot •allow• or grant a regional role to 

anyone. The Soviets have made their own record in the 

Mi,ast and must live with the image they have created 

thiough their policies and actions. If the Soviets have 

les1$ of· a role in regional diploma~y than they may like, 

the reason is that many of their past actions have been 

disruptive and have not contributed to progress toward 

peace and stability in the region. We hope the USSR will 

act more constructively in the future. · 

- 15 -
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/ SOVIETS IN SOUTHERN AFRICA =-:"~~s~~ ~ l t- -~_7t::.:_:~~-~~~-T-·_'::~ -__ 
__ _ _;_:;-:::;Q: -whal is the u.s. approach to the soviet role in southern 

Africa? 
'· I 

A. ' -- The So~iet Union plays a significant role in southern 

Africa through the provision of military equipment and 

through its close relations with several countries of the 
. ' 

region. We have discussed the dangerous situation in 

southern Africa with the Soviets on a number of occasions. 

As the Pres{dent indicated in his speech, we would welcome 

Soviet cooperative efforts to help reduce conflict in the 

region and resolve southern Africa's problems through 

negotiated solutions. 
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:.:....-:~·, : _§~y_I __ ~~-~~0,RT FOR _RADICALISM IN CENTRAL AMERICA 

: _. -_-~:-.. _~;.-;;__~..;. J~--··:_·~:/ ./:~·a_;~-::.~_:__;_;.._. ~_-
J: Bow do yoµ assess the dangers of soviet or Cuban support 

for insurgency in Central America and how do you intend to 
deal with \ it? 

A: -- The interests of the U.S. and its allies and friends 

in this Hemisphere are vitally affected by Soviet/Cuban 

sponsorship of armed insurgency in Central America, as well 

as the threatening attitude of the Sandinista regime 

towards its regional neighbors. The U.S. is determined not 

to allow these attempts at intimidation to succeed and has 

taken steps in the economic, political and security areas 

to deal with these threats. 

-- The President's Caribbean Basin Initiative and other 

economic assistance programs have been designed 

specifically to address the needs of the nations of the 

region for economic development and security. 

-- We have promoted the development of democratic 

institutions in the region and moderation · in the resolution 
~-

. ,. . . 

of donf'stic political problems. we have provided strong 
. fl .-

suppoJt for -the efforts of countries of the iegion to 

prote.dt themselves from Soviet, Cuba-n and Nicaraguan 

efforts at subversion. And we have encourageq diplomatic 

efforts to create a balance among regional nations based on 

mutual respect, restraint and non-interference. 
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== ··- NSULATES AND EXCHANGES AGREEMENT 

---=~-~-~~~~:~---~-~~~~;:~,~~~-~-.:-~--~--~~~ -- . 
Does the sp~ech m~an that th~ o: s. is going to reinitiate 
talks with the soviets on new consulates and/or a new 
exchanges a~reement, as had been under discussion prior to 
the KAL affair? 

-- The speech does not really address these specific 

issues. However, a comprehensive review of our agenda 

items for possible discussions with the soviets was 

presented by Secretary s~ultz in a speech last June to the 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee. We remain willing to 

~- discuss all topic~ on the agenda. 

---
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_,.-
DFj"El~SE BUDGET/STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE 

I 
f 

Q: How do the ?resident's defense budget and, in particular, 
the strategic defense initiative square ~ith the 
conciliatory themes of the speech? 

I 

\ 

J..: As the President emp_hasizea, a strong defense forrns 

the foundation for an effective policy toward the Soviet 

Union. Our strength is necessary not only to deter ~ar, 

but to facilitate ~egotiation and compromise. Maintaining 

~~erica's military deterrent is thus a vital prerequisite 

for effectively ffianaging our relat ·ions ~ith the Soviet 

Union a nc seeking resolution of the problems t hat confront 

-
There is no contradiction between the President 1 s 

speech and the strategic defense initiative: _The us -has 
.~·J\: . 

simply announced 1 ts -intent ion to engage in .long-term-·: __ ,-_ 
. . . . 

. r~$earch · on the feasibility of a future def_ense .. against 

ballistic missiles, based on technology which toaay_ is only 

theoretical • . _such research is permitted _by- the ABM-
. . . -

Treaty. ;he Soviets themselves have been engaged in this ·· ~ 

type of ,:search for some time. Deployment of ~uch :a :-~~ ~ 
ti 

defense }oula only be undertaken many years from now after 
:\ 

its benefits were adequately dernonstrateO j and we had =-

engaged in close consultations with our allies ·and -· . 

discussions with tbe Soviets. 
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