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ANNEX 

Speech given by the General Secretary of the Central Committee 

of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union on 16 February 1987 
at the International Forum for a Nuclear-Free World and for 

the Survival of Mankind 

From the moment when man first began to qive thought to tomorrow, the best 
minds of various countries and peoples have no doubt constantly turned to the 
question of the fate of the world and the future of mankind. 

Up until not so very long ago, reflection on these and related issues was 
regarded as a mental exercise, as an occupation , remote from everyday human 
concerns, of philosophers, scholars and theologians. In recent decades, though, 
these problems have emerged onto a highly practical plane. The reasons for this 
are easy to understand. 

The development of nuclear weapons and the delivery vehicles for them, and 
their subsequent stockpiling beyond all reasonable limits, have given mankind the 
technical capability of puttinq an end to its own existence. At the 6ame time, the 
build-up of socially explosive situations in the world and the attempts to tackle 
the problems of a radically altered world by force, by methods inherited from the 
Stone Age, make catastrophe highly probable in political terms as well. The 
militarisation of peoples’ outlook and their way of life weakens, and even removes 
altogether, the moral inhibitions against nuclear suicide. 

We have no right to forget that the first step in this direction has already 
been taken, and the first step is always the hardest. Nuclear weapons have been 
used against human beings, and used twice. There are dozens - I repeat, dozens - 
of documented and acknowledged cases in which the possibility of their use against 
other States was considered. I say this not by way of criticism or condemnation - 
although such plans more than deserve both - but in order to emphasise yet again 
hw close mankind has come to the point of no return. 

The First World War shocked its contemporaries by the unprecedented scale Of 
the suffering and destruction it caused, by the brutality and technical 
impersonality of the process of annihilation. But appalling as the wounds it 
inflicted were, the Second World War surpaesed its mrecords* many times over. 

One strategic submarine today carries a destructive potential equivalent to 
several Second World Wars. There are dozens of such submarines, and their nuclear 
syetems are far from being the only ones. The imagination is powerless to envisage 
the hell, the negation of the very idea of man, that would result if even the 
smallest part of the present nuclear arsenal ie used. 

After the Second World War (as, indeed, after the first), attempt6 were made 
to organise a world order which would prevent the wholeeale slaughter of peoples. 
Althouqh these attempt8 have not fully lived up to expectations, they have not 
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vanished without trace. The United Nations is a going concern. There are regional 
and other structure8 for contacts between States, and between societies, which did 
not exist before. In short, the political search for ways of saving the world 
community from the false glogic* that led to the world wars continues. 

After a nuclear war, though, there would be no problems, and no one would be 
left to sit down for talks, not at the negotiating table, but at the negotiating 
tree stump or rock. There will be no Noah.8 Ark after a nuclear deluge. I think 
everyone understands this in theory. The crucial thing is to accept that the time 
EOC assuming things will l eort themselves out* is past. International relation8 
and the conduct of Government8 and States have to be brought without delay into 
line with the realities of the nuclear age. 

This is how things stands either political thinking is brought into line with 
the requirements of the times , or civilization and life itself on earth may perish. 

In all human affairs, and especially in international politics, we must not 

for a manent forqet the contradiction , which currently dominates the whole 
situation, between war and peace, between the existence and non-existence of 
mankind. And we must strive to resolve it in time, and in favour of peace* 

To do thi8, we need to seek out, foster and share with each other all the best 

that history has produced, to look for new creative approaches to the chronic 
problems. 

Not just the progress of the human race, but even quite simply its very 
survival, depend on whether or not we can find within ourselves the strength and 
courage to overcome the danger8 with which the modern world is fraught. 

I think there are ground8 for expecting that we can. A notable feature Of 
recent decades has been that, for the first time in it6 history, mankind as a 
whole, and not just individual representatives of it, is beginning to be aware Of 
*itself as a single entity, to perceive the global relationships between man, 

society and nature, and to as8888 the consequences of the scale of man’s material 
activities. 

And it is not only awareness that has come; a campaign to remove the nuclear 
threat is also under way, and ha8 , undeniably, already become a great moral and 
political school in which the ma88e8 of the people and whole nation8 are learning 
the difficult but necessary art of living at peace with one another, of striking a 
balance between general and special interests, of looking boldly and honestly at 
the present and the future, underetanding them and, from that understanding, 
drawing appropriate conclusions for action. Your Forum is one of the proofs that 
this i8 60. 

Ladies and gentlemen, comrades, 

Before going into the aubetance of all these problems in detail, I wish on 
behalf of the people and Government of the Soviet Union to extend cordial greetings 
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to all of you participants in the Moscow Forum - politicians and journalists, 
businessmen and scholars, doctora, practitioners of culture and the arts, writers 
and representatives of various churches. 

We set great store by the very fact that such a Forum is being held, and that 
many famous and influential people have gathered for it from the four corners of 
the world. We appreciate that every one of you has duties and commitments. 
Nevertheless, you have set them aside and travelled the thousands of miles here to 
voice your concerns and your anxiety , to share your thoughts with people troubled 
by the same problems. 

This alone is of itself very significant, for the participants in the Forum 
include representatives of various population groups, people from all continents 
and from dozens of countries. 

The Forum is a true embodiment of world public opinion. . 

The ideas of the Forum, the concerns and feelings which have brought you here, 
are close to the hearts of the Soviet people and meet with their understanding. It 
is in this spirit that I once again address to you words of greeting, and of 
gratitude for the work you have done in the past few days. And I think that the 
voice of this Forum, of each of your will bs heeded. 

ft is very important that the ideas and spirit of the Forum should reach broad 
sector8 of the public and political circles , and, still more important, that they 
should be reflected in the work of those who are at the helm of States. This idea, 
I understand, has been put forward by all the participants in our meeting together 
here, in the Great Kremlin Palace. The Soviet Government, for its part, takes a 
very understanding attitude towards everything that has been said at the Forum. It 
could not be otherwise, for these ideas have a bearing on the most vital and most 
essential issue - how to save a future for mankind. 

I have a few things to say on the matters djscussed at the Forum, and I should 
like to set out for you the views of our Government. Before doing so, however, I 
wish to draw your attention to the following. 

You have come to the Soviet Union at a time when changes which are in essence 
revolutionary are taking place here. They are of vast .significance for our 
society, for socialism as a whole, and for the entire world. An underetandinp of 
their content, meaning and purpose is essential in order to assess our 
international policy properly. Before my wn people, before you and before the 
whole world, I state frankly that our international policy ie more than ever before 
determined by our domestic policy, our concern to concentrate on constructive 
endeavours to improve our country. Precisely because of this, we need lasting 
peace, predictability and a constructive approach in international relations. 

References are often made - we still hear them today - to a threat allegedly 
emanating from the Soviet Union, a “Soviet threat” to peace and freedom. 
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Well now, the restructuring we have begun on such a scale, which is 
irreversible, shows everyone that this is where we want to direct our resources, 
this is where our thoughts are tending, these are our actual programmes and 
intentions, this is what we intend to focus the intellectual energy of our society 
on. 

Our main idea is to bring out the potential of socialism by drawinq on all the 
strength of the People. To do this, we need the full and free functioning of all 
public and State aqencies and all production collectives and creative unions, as 
well as new forms of activity on the part of citizens and the revival of those 
which had been unjustly neqlected. In short, we need a broad democratization of 
the whole life of society, for this is the principal guarantee of the irreversible 
nature of the Processes that have been initiated. We want more socialism, and 
hence more democracy. 

This, then, is how we are now continuing the cause of our great revolution, 
and our people have welcomed it enthusiastically. 

To preclude any idle talk and speculation (and we hear a lot of it from the 
West), I wish to emphasize that we are going about our reforms in accordance with 
Our own socialist choice, on the basis of our ideas concerning social values, 
quided by the criteria of the Soviet way of life. We measure our successes and our 
mistakes solely by Socialist yardsticks, and no others. 

But we want to be und-rstood, and we hope that the entire world Community will 
at last acknowledge that our desire to make our country better will make things 
worse for no one0 that the whole world will only stand to gain from it* 

The restructuring, viewed in terms of its international aspects, is an 
invitation to socialism to compete peacefully with any other social system. And we 
will be able to demonstrate in practice that sxh competition is beneficial to 
universal ptoqtess and peace throughout the world. But for such competition to 
take place and evolve in civilised forms worthy of mankind in the twenty-first 
century, a new way of thinking is required, and the patterns of thought, 
stereotypes and dcqmas inherited from a past which is behind us, never to return, 
must be outgrown. 

It ie not just since yesterday that our society and the Soviet leadership have 
been COnCetning themsetvee with this problem of a new way of thinking. We have 
qiven the matter a great deal of thought. We took a critical look at ourselves and 
others, and asked ourselves difficult, perplexing questions before we came to see 
the realities as they are and became convinced that in today’s complex and 
contradictory world, standing as it doee at a crossroads, new approaches and new 
ways of solving international problems are required. 

We arrived at conclusions which led us to review Something that had previously 
seemed am iomat ic. For since Hiroshima and Ndqasaki, world war has ceased to be the 
continuation of policy by other m’:ans. A nuclear war would incinerate the 
architects of such a policy as wtll. 
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We brought ourselves to the deep-seated recognition that with the accumulation 
of nuclear weapons and their increasing sophistication , the human race has lost its 
immortality, and only by destroying nuclear weapons can it be regained. 

We did not accept that the Government of any country, be it the Soviet Union, 
the United States or any other, has the right to pass a death sentence on mankind. 
we are not judges, and the billions of people are not criminals to be punished. 
This is why the nuclear guillotine has to be smashed. The nuclear Powers mUSt step 
aside from their nuclear shadow and anter a nuclear-free world, thus putting an end 
to the alienation of politics from general human standards of morality. 

The nuclear whirlwind will Nweep away socialists and capitalists, righteous 
men and sinners alike. Is thir a morally acceptable situation? We Communists do 
not think it ia, 

YOU might say that we have come the hard way to the new mode of thinking, 
whose task it is to close the rift between political practice and universally 
accepted moral and ethical standards. 

Last year at the Party Congress , the highest forum of Soviet society, we set 
forth our vision of the world, our philosophical conception of its present and 
future. But we did not confine ourselves to proclaiming a theoretical doctrine. 
On the basis of it, we formulated a definite political platform for a comprehensive 
system of international security. This is a system in the true sense of the word, 
based on the principle that one cannot build one.6 own security at the expense of 
that of others, and organically uniting the main spheres of security - military, 
political, economic and humanitarian. 

Xn the military and political sphere, we came forward with a programme fat the 
elimination of nuclear weapons by the year 2000. This was proclaimed in the name 
of the Soviet people 13 months ago, on 15 January 1986. We are convinced that this 
date will go down in the hietoty of the struggle to keep civilization alive- 

Even before that, we had come forward with an initiative for the cessation of 
all nuclear tests, and we more than once extended our unilateral moratorium. The 
idea of Reykjavik waB outs, and we took there initiatives which, if the other side 
had responded, would have meant the cessation of the arm8 race and a radical change 
Of course towatds disarmament and the elimination of the nuclear threat. Together 
with our alliee, we have taken bold and far-reaching eteps in relation to 
confidence-building measures and the reduction of conventional weapons and armed 
forces in Europe. We have expressed our readiness for the complete elimination Of 
chemical weapons. 

in ViadivO0tok, we invited the countries of Asia and the Pacific to engage in 
a joint search for eecurity for each and every one of them in that vast and risin9 
region of the world, and in mutually advantage-0 and equitable co-operation. 

We signed the Delhi declaration , which merges our philosophical and political 
approaches to the building of a nuclear-free and non-violent world with the 
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approaches of that great country India and the billions of people represented by 
the non-aligned movement. 

AS firm advocates of a new world economic order, we have formulated and 
proposed for world-wide consideration the concept of international eCOnOmiC 
security. 

LaStly, our new approaches to the humanitarian problems contained in the 
“third Helsinki basket. are there for all to see* And I have to disappoint those 
that assume that these proposals and this position are the result of pressure on us 
from the West, that we want to win favour with somebody in pursuit of some ulterior 
motive. We do not. This is a result of the new way of thinking. 

Thus, in all areas we are seeking to translat 2 our philosophical view of the 
world into the language of practical politics, to move it to the plane of tangible 
action. 

Naturally, the new edifice of international security can only be built on and 
cemented by trust. We understand that the road to 5t is not an easy one. And we 
are not the only ones who have to travel that road, although we, if you recall our 
history, have more cause for mistrust. 

I will not indulge in polemics on that subject. I wish only to state that, 
along with a shottaqe of new thinkfng, everyone also feels that there is a shortage 
of trust. I am not going to go 5nto the reasons for this in a wider context, 
althouqh there is a good deal that could be said about it. What we need to do now 
i8 to look forward, not to remain captives of the past. 

Trust needs to be crel Led through experience in c-operation, through getting 
to know each other, through solving cormpan problems. It 5c wrong in principle to 
pose the issue in the foliowirq wayr first, trust, then all the rest - 
diearmaamt, co-operation, joint projects. The road to trust, its establishment, 
consolidation and development , lies through common endeavours. This is the 
rational approach. 

And X repeat, everyone must begin with himself. It is not the pose of a self- 
apvinted supreme judge 00 the uhole world, but respect for others together with an 
objective and self-critical attitude to one’s own society that 56 so acutely 
lacking today in international relations. 

One of the mOst important consequences of the restructuring fn the Soviet 
Union 5s the general and universal increase in trust in our eociety. And this 
strengthens our conviction that the necessary truet can be brought into being in 
the sphere of internat5onal relations as we1L 

The new mode of thinking still has difficulty in breaking through into 
international politics. euildinq trust 5s very hard work. ft is precisely for 
this reason, I think, that the conviction is growing that the fate of the major 
cause of our time must not be left to politicians alone, that it is not just the 
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business of politicians. And we are witnessing the expansion and the rise of a 
vast social movement with the participation, everywhere in the world, of 
scientists, intellectuals in various fields, religious workers, women, younq 
people, children - increasingly children - even former soldiers and qenerals who 
know full well what modern weapons are. And all this is because people are 
becoming more deeply aware of where the world stands, the point it has reached, how 
real the threat hanqing over it is. 

I believe that your Forum is a major step towards the development of a mass 
movement for a nuclear-free world and for the survival of mankind. I welcome the 
contribution made by the Moscow Forum. 

I should like to refer specifically to Reykjavik, It was not a breakdown, but 
a breakthrough. This was not just another round of talks, but a moment of truth 
when we glimpsed the momentous prospect of setting out on the road to a nuclear- 
free world. 

Reykjavik led to such a strong reaction throughout the world because we 
approached the problem of reducing nuclear arsenals in completely new conceptual 
terms, as a political and psychological rather than just a military and technical 
problem. And we almost found a Bolution. But what are we to do about thi6 
l almO6t* which prevented u6 from reaching the finishing line at Reykjcvik? 

I am not going to revert to polemics about why thie happened. I hope you are 
all familiar with our visws. Let me just draw your attention to the following 
fact: when the two eides at Reykjavik agreed on eubetantial cut6 in their nuclear 
arsenals, followed by their elimination, that was tantamount to an acknowledgement 
that nuclear weapons can no longer effectively guarantee 6ecuritY. 

what happened in Reykjavik irreversibly changed the nature and essence of the 
debate about the world's future. Thie is an important political judqement. The 
new opportunitiee frightened some people, and they are now drawing back. But 
however hard the past may tug , there is no returning to it. I am 6ure mankind can 
throw off the chains of nuclear weapons , and I hope it will begin to do 60 quite 
6oon. But to do this we will need to fight, and fight hard. 

The new political outlook Bata out to raise civilisation to a qualitatively 
new level. This alone serves to show that it ie no One-Off adjustment of POsitiOna 
but a methodology for the conduct of international affairs. 

There ie nobody in this hall, or probably elsewhere, who would consider 
nuclear weapon6 to be harmleee. There are a few people, however, who eincerely 
believe that they are a necessary evil to prevent a greater evil - war. It is 
PrGhG~ji %iS Theory that underiiee the doctrine Of nuclear detetrence. 

Let me 6ay the following: 

First, Even if this doctrine holds water, one must admit that the *nuclear 
safeguard' is not infallible and is not everlasting. It may at any time become a 
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death sentence on mankind. The larger the nuclear weapons , the less likelihood of 
their “obedience”, Nuclear proiiferetion, the increasing complexity of nuclear- 
weapon systems, the transportation OP such weapon5 on an increasinq scale and the 
constant risk of technical error, human weakness or malice - all these together 
represent a large collection of chance factors on which the survival of mankind 
depends. 

Second. If we look at the doctrine of deterrence from a different angle, we 
see that it is in fact a policy of intimidation. Each model of behaviour has its 
own internal logic. When a threat is an instrument of policy, it is naturally 
desired that in each case the threat should be taken seriously by everyone. For 
this, the threats must periodically be backed up by action. In this case, that 
means military force. The only conclusion that can be drawn is that the policy of 
deterrence, considered in a historical context, nc’; only does not reduce but 
actually increases the risk of military conflict. Nevertheless, even after 
Reykjavik, they still cling to this doctrine. 

And this doctrine is most frequently advocated by those who in confrontations 
with us are inclined to invoke morality. But how do they look from thie 
viewpoint - from the viewpoint of normal contemporary morality7 They are 
convinced, and make no secret of the fact, that the only language and attitude 
which they can adopt tcwards others are based on intimidation, force and the 
constant possibility of recourse to force. How would we react to such a person, ii 
we chanced to meet him in the street? How can quite enlightened leaders still 
consider such standards, long ago recognised as being unsociable in relations 
between individuals. to be the natural norm in relations between States! 

Third. In disarmament discussions, the theory is constantly heard that by 
nature man has a kind of ‘instinct for violence” or ‘instinct for war” and that 
this instinct is allegedly indeotructible. 

what does this mean? fs war an integral concomitant of human existence? And 
does this simply mean that the emergence , upgrading and stockpiling of increasingly 
sophisticated weapon6 of mass Bostruction are also inevitable? 

Such thinking is uneccepteble. rt is reminiscent of times when more 
sophisticated weapons were invented and wet3 to subjugate other peoples and to 
enslave and unceremoniously rob them. Such a past ic not a reason or a model for 
the future. On the threshold of the twenty-firet century, man knows and can do a 
very great deal. This ie why he must realise the need to demilitarize the world. 
We are convinced that such a world is possible and we ehall do everything to ensure 
the success of what may be the rmst important social undertakinq of today’s world. 

The topic of nuclear deterrence bee another 8ejmX. *- --“&‘-- .n puLIC.CD it is 
impossible to forget the problem of the rational and the irrational. This is 

particularly true in our complex worl6, where the very content of these concepts is 
under the strongest pressure frm the specificity of the historical experience of 
peoples, of quite different political cultures, traditione and many other 

characterietics. It is very difficult to reduce all this to a common denominator 
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which would seem rational to all without exception. And so the irrefutable truth 
also remains: the more nuclear weapons there are, the greater the probability of a 
fatal malfunction. 

Nevertheless, more powerful and sophisticated weapon types, cynically called 
exotic types, are still being developed. 

The uniqueness - I might even say the drama - of the situation is emphaaized 
by the danger of the arm5 race spreading into apace. If this happens, the very 
idea of arms control will be compromised. Mistrust, mutual suspicion and the 
temptation to be the firet to deploy newer and newer systems will increase 
tremendously. In my opinion, thie is quite clear to the person most unfamiliar 
with military matters. Deatabilization will become a reality and be fraught with 
crisis. The risk of accidental war will increase severalfold. 

We regret that the continuation of United States testing put an end to our 
moratorium. But it was not in vain. 

By our moratorium ue showed that a nuclear-test ban is realiaticr provided 
that the political will exiota. 

Speaking before Such an authoritative audience, I should like to make this 
reply to Dr. Lown, who urged us to extend the mratoriumt the Soviet union will 
not aban&on its goal of ending nuclear testing and achieving a major reduction of 
nuclear stockpiles an8 eventually their elimination. 

In this connection, I should like to mention the pasoiona which flared up 
recently over the deployment of a first phase of SD:. The advocates of deployment 
insist on *broader interpretationa of the ABM Treaty. However, while disputes on 
this issue are taking place in Washington itself and between NATO allies, the 
Administration has already officially suggested in Geneva that such an 
interpretation should ha legitimized. And 80 the discussions in thic case are not 
a means of sounding out public opinion. This is close to becoming actual policy, 
if it is not already actual policy. And this should make us all uneasy. In fact 
the issue is the scrapping of the ABM Treaty. you see - the political and, if you 
wish, the philosophical Ben&B of the Treaty wae from the very beginning to ensure 
stability through the absence of anti-missile defence and thus to end the eternal 
competition, particularly dangeroue in the nuclear age, between the ‘ehieldl and 
the ‘sword’. The ABM Treaty was the result of lengthy discueaion over many years, 
in which the best minds capable of evaluating the eituation participated. Then the 
United States recognised the rfghtnem of the Treaty. But now it wants, through a 
broad interpretaticn of the Treaty, to remove this most important brake on the aruM 
race. 

With the destruction of the Treaty , the nuclear missile race will acquire new 
dimensions and be complemented by an atme race in outer epace. with the inevitable 
conacquencea that I have just mentioned. 

In November 1985, President Reagan and I made a pledge in Geneva2 *To prevent 
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an arms race in space and to terminate it on earth, to limit and reduce nuclear 
arms and enhdnce strategic stabilitya. This was signed in Geneva in the Saint 
Statement. By undermining the ABM Treaty, the Administration is scorning this 
pledge and the signature which the United States affixed to this treaty concluded 
15 years ago for an indefinite period. 

The situation requires that international law be more strictly observed and 
Btrengthened, rather than demolished and deprived of its key elements. 

We are thinking here about another problem. Why do some other countries 
assume the right to invent and develop new weapon systems which, even if not 
deployed or used, threaten other peoples and States? This problem transcends the 
framework of national sovereignty. It is an international problem. 

Here is another problem. At present the sovereignty of a particular State 
extends to the atmospheric space above the national territory. And the State has 
the indisputable right to defend that space from intrusion, Weapons in space, 
where they now want to put them , will create a far grea’er threat. These 
intentions represent an attempt to create a new instrument of blackmail against 
independent states. IS it not time to introduce into the international legal 
context the question of a ban on aiming space weapon6 at the heads of people in 
other countries? 

Now allow me to speak of another major reality of our time. It also requires 
a new way of thinking. I refer to the unprecedented diversity but growing 
interdependence and integrity of the world. Our world is united not only by the 
internationalisation of econcxaic life and the powerful information and 
conmudcations media, but also by the common danger of nuclear death, ecological 
catastrophe and global explosion of the contradictions between the poverty and the 
wealth of its different regions. 

The world society today is a multitude of States, each with its unique 
history, traditions, customs and way of life. Each people and country has ite own 
truth, its OWJI national interests and its Own aspirations. This is the most 
important reality of the contemporary world. It did not exist 30 to 40 years ago. 
This is t eality which emerged as a result of a choice made by the peoples 
themselves. They themselves chose their own path of national development. 

But the speed of thie process has clearly outstripped the ability of certain 
politicians to understand and interpret the irreversible changes. In the question 
of nuclear weapons too, they are living by old concepts. 

The solution iii alao to reduce and bridge the gap between the fast pace of 
events and the realisation of reality and understanding of what is going on and 
what ite consequences may ix. This must be done before it is tao late. 

Sane people Mill view the world as their own private domain and arbitrarily 
declare area6 of Vital interest*. This also stimulates the arms Face, because it 
derives from a r5115nCe on force , without which there can be no possibility 02 
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Political and economic domination. These are stereotypes of past thinking, when it 
wa6 considered *legitimate” to exploit other peoples, to dispose of their resource5 
and arbitrarily to decide their fate. 

Where do suc,h view6 lead? To a growth of regional conflicts. Fires of hatred 
blaze. Such conflicts assume dangerous proportions , and directly or indirectly 
affect the interest8 of a growing number of States. Regional conflicts have a very 
bad effect on the general state o!! international relations. People are being 
killed on the battlefields of declared and undeclared wars, at the front and in the 
rear. Countries suffering fean extreme poverty and widespread hunger are being 
sucked into the maelstrom of the wasteful arms race. 

The settlement of regional conflict6 is an imperative of oclr time. Our 
initiatives in the Middle East may 6erve a& an example of our approach to this 

quest ion. The Middle East is a sensitive nerve centre of our planet. The 
interest6 of many States, and not only of the Arabs and Israel, intersect there at 
the crossroads of histories, religion6 and cultures. We therefore advocate an 
extremely responsible, cautious and even delicate approach, rather than power 
politics, piracy and constant threats of armed force. 

We say: let u5 search and act together. Thi6 applies to the Iran-Iraq war, 
to the Central American crisis, to the Afghan problem, to southern Africa* to the 
situation in Indo-China. The main point is strictly to respect the rights of 
people6 to choose their future course themselves and not interfere in the internal 
affairs of other States. 

We are against attempts artifici&lly to destroy historical ties. Yet justice 
requires the regulation of international economic activity, so that the rich cannot 
cob the poor. Can one really live content in a world where three quarter6 of the 
countries are deep in debt, while a handful of States play the role of omnipotent 
usurers? This situation carries the seeds of a social explosion that could destroy 
modern civilization. 

A fair political settlement of regional conflicts is dictated by the same 
logic of an interdependent and integral world which also require6 the solution of 
other global problems - food, ecology, energy, world-wide literacy, education and 
medical care. 

Another calamity of the modern world is terrorism. It is a great evil. Yet, 
a6 I have stated recently, attempts to eradicate it by mean6 of State terrorism are 

an even greater crime against humanity. This *method” leads to more deathe, 
involving the sacrifice of international law and State sovereignty, not to mention 
morality and justice. It creates a vicious circle of violence and bloodshed and 
_*$rPYatfS tk OVt~~ll 6ftiGtbi. 

We have already stated in the United Nations and in other international 
gathering6 - and today I should like to reiterate - our willingness to join with 
other6 in combating all forms of terrorism, 

/ . . . 
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All the problems that I have mentioned are important and their solution will 
open up new horizons for human civilisation. Yet they depend on each other in 
different ways: without halting the arms race , we shall not be able correctly to 
solve any other problems. 

The Soviet Union and the Soviet people consider themselves part of the world 
community. The concerns of mankind are our concerns, its pain is our pain and its 
hopes are our hopes. 

Despite all the differences between us , we must all learn together to preserve 
the great family of mankind. 

At the meeting in Geneva, the United States President said that, if the earth 
was threatened with an invasion by extraterrestrial8 , the United States and the 
Soviet Union would unite to repel such an attack. I shall not dispute this 
hypothesis, although it may be premature to worry about such an invasion. It is 
more important to concern ourselves with the troubles that have already entered our 
common home. It is more important to realiza the need to remove the nuclear threat 
and to accept that there is no roof on earth or in space to protect us if a nuclear 
storm breaks out. 

Our idea of establishing a system of all-embracing international security and 
our other initiatives all reflect the Soviet Union’s clear desire and willingness 
to renounce its nuclear-Power status and to reduce all other weapons to a minimum 
reasonable sufficiency. 

The USSR is not demanding for itself anything that it would deny to others and 
is not even seeking an ounce more security than, for example, the united State5 
has. However, the Soviet Union will not agree to an abridged status, to 
dfacrimination. 

Consider all our proposals. No attempt is made in them to leave any of our 
. weapon5 outside the negotiations. Our principle ie simple: all weapons must be 

limited and reduced and weapons of ma58 deetruction must eventually be eliminated. 
This is our firm position. Where there is an imbalance in any elements, the 
eituation must be corrected - not by a build-up on the part of the one who has less 
but by a reduction on the part of the one who is ahead. On the road to the 
historic goal of the demilitarization of the world, there will naturally be 
etagee. At each stage, there must be respect for mutual interests and a balance at 
a level of reaeonable sufficiency in a state of constant decline. All must realize 
and agreet parity with a potential to destroy each other several time5 over is 
madness and absurdity. 

iri Oui view, it i5 im~iteut, wiiiie ieducing the ievai of miiitaEy 
confrontation, to adopt msasuree that would make it po5eible to leseen Or0 better 
still, to preclude the possibility of surprise attack. The most dangerous 
of feneive weapons must be removed from the zone of contact. At the same time, 
military doctrines must of course be strictly defeneive in nature. 

I / .*. 
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I have already had occasion to say that, now that we have on the agenda major 
measures for real disarmament affecting the most sensitive area of national 
security, the Soviet Union will be pressing for the strictest system of supervision 
and verification, including international verification. There must be COmpleto 
Certainty that the Commitments are being honoured by everyone. Could the Soviet- 
American experiment at Semipalatinsk not be considered as the prototype of such 
Supervision? 

There is yet another aspect to be considered in the matter of verification. 
It is common knowledge that the United States has numerous military bases in the 
territories of other countries. We should like to have access to inspect them, in 
order to be sure that no activity prohibited under any eventual agreement is being 
conducted on those bases. In this matter, the ccroperation of the States where 
such bases are located will obviously also be required. 

It would be even better to revert to the old idea of dismantling foreign bases 
and bringing the troops back home. We apply this to ourselves too. We have 
already taken the first practical steps. As you know, in agreement with our 
Mongolian friends, 
people’s Republic. 

we are withdrawing part of our troops from the Mongolian 
We have brought six regiments back from Afghanistan and we 

shall recall the whole of our military contingent from there within the shortest 
Possible time. However, the solution of this problem requires reciprocity on the 
part of the United States and of Afghanistan’s neighbours, as well as international 
efforts. 

We do not claim to possess the ultimate truth. We readily respond to 
proposals made by other countries, political parties, public movement6 and even 
individuals. The soviet Union supported the idea of the creation of a nuclear-free 
corridor in central Europe, of nuclear-free zones in Northern Europe, in the 
Balkane, in the South Pacific and in other regions. We are ready to hold 
consultations on each proposal in search of the best version, acceptable to all. 

Dear guests: Comrades: A promising and noble idea has been put forward at 
your Forum - that of establishing a “human survival fund*. This could be used for 
open discussion of ways to avert nuclear war. The fund could encourage research on 
the burning issues of international life and promote the drafting of projects on 
the global problems facing mankind, including measures to combat the latest 
pernicioue diseases. 

For our part, we would welcome active participation by the Soviet public - 
both material and intellectual - in the activities of such a fund. 

I do not doubt that the good seeds planted by your Forum will produce a good 
-,a ---r. @P,kn .parracl me ml 14tr.riaIn - 2nd they =I= x=tly nlus..e m*,N*U.-*.a u4bk the --.- -*-w-w “- . ..----“-e-... Y~..“.,J.WY” I.-.* 
force6 of ignorance and intellectual blindness - are n~~“~~i-powerful. 

The emergence of a movement of scientists for the elimination of the nuclear 
danger, the passionate and extremely competent speeches by physicians, 
environmentalists, cultural and artistic personalities, and the birth of various 
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ant i-nuclear groups and asstxiations , are unmistakable evidence of the 
determination of thinking people to save the precious gift of life on earth, 
perhaps the only one of its kind in the universe. 

Politics and political sciences are represented in tb :s auditoriInn. I wonder 
whether WAay, with the knowledge and experience that we now possess, we can move 
Stsp by step towards more equable and harmonious international relations and an 
all-embracinq system of international security, dependable and equal for all. In 
my view, we can and must do so. 

Z think that it was the hope and desire of finding a positive answer to this 
question that brought you to this broad Forum. 

Our great scientist, Vladimir Ivanovich Vernadsky warned in 1922 (just 
imagine, 65 years ago) t *It will not be long before man get8 his hands on atomic 
energy, such a source of power as will give him the possibility of building a new 
life as he wants . . . Will raan be able to use that power for his own good, and not 
for self-destruction? Hae he acquired the skill to use the power that science will 
certainly give him? Scientists must not close their eyes to the possible 
consequences of their scientific work and of scientific progress. They must feel 
responsible for the consequences of their discoveries. They must link their work 
to the better orqanization of all mankind.. 

Think about these words. Previously, mankind was striving single-mindedly to 
subdue the forces of nature. Now to invade nature without first considering all 
the consequences might turn it into a deadly enemy of man. The Chernobyl. accident 
reminded us of that, in a tragedy of relatively local proportions. But the 
nuclear-arms race is inexorably pushing us toward6 a universal tragedy. 

For centuries, men have been seeking to attain iunaortality. It is difficult 
to accept that each of us is mortal. But to accept the finite nature of all 
humnity and of human reason is impossible. 

Unfortunately, many of our generation have becane accuetomed to nuclear 
weapons. Many have come to regard such weapons as a kind of idol, demanding more 
and mOre sacrifices. Some even declare that the nuclear-arms race is a guarantee 
that peace will be preserved. 

Alas, nuclear weapons have done m&h to mould the image of the time6 in which 
we live. Naturally, destroying them does not mean returning to what was before. 
The renunciation of nuclear deterrence must not give a free hancl to trigger-happy 
individuals. 

This is by w .menna t:: idle :=sue. s-9; - .-.. 1 --.. AL-A. t:,a ar,ti;er WY”*” 00, C.IQC te tc 
upgrade the other components of military might - conventional weapons. This is a 
useless and wrong cour6e to follow. 

hankind muet enter the post-nuclear age etronger, having overcome the nuclear 
disease. We shall become irmnune to violence and to attempts to dictate to others. 

/ . . . 
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Today international relations are made heartless by the cult of force and the 
militarization of minds. Hence the goal of humanizing international relations. 

Is this possible or not? Some believe it ist others think not. This is not 
the time to argue the point. I think that life will have its way. by and large, 
the peoples are already increasingly aware of this. An understanding has emerged 
that a nuclear war must not be waged. so let us start by taking the first big 
step: let us reduce nuclear arsenals and let us keep weapons out of space. Let us 
start from the point reached at Reykjavik and then move on. And let us see how 
this will affect the international climate. MY own feeling is that each step of 
this kind will enhance confidence and open up new prospects for Co-Operation. This 
should also be helped by the democratisation of international thinking and by 
equality and independent and active participation in the affairs of the world 
community by all States - large, medium and small. 

The *humanisation* of international relations also requires appropriate action 

in the humanitarian field, particularly as regards information, human contacts, 
creative exchanges and so on. This will help to create moral guarantees fOK peace 
and thus promote formulation of the material guarantees. The informat ion 
aggression practised by some countries not only leads to spiritual impoverishment 
but obstructs normal communication between people of different countries and mutual 
cultural enrichment. It breeds hostility and alienation between peoples. On the 
other hand, as you will agree , a people that knows and values the culture and art 
of other peoples can have no ill feeling towards them. 

Dear guests: Comrades! Time is running out as the danger grows of a new 
spiral in the arms race and as regional and so-called “global’ problems are 
seriously aggravated. We must waste no more time in attempts to outplay each other 
and to gain unilateral advantages. The stake in such a game is too high - the 
survival of mankind. It is therefore vitally necessary to take the critical time 
factor into account. 

May the ideas of the Forum reach all corners of the earth, hasten 
enlightenment and broaden mutual understanding. &lay your efforts help us to 
advance towards a non-violent world free from nuclear weapons - for the sake of the 
immortality of human civilisation! 


