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I want to talk with you todayv about the next
era in American foreign policy.
For I belileve we -- and indeed the rest of the

world —-- are truly at a turning point.

Twenty years ago, the United States was virtually

the only source of power in the non-Communist world.
We faced an aggressive and highly centralized
Communist bloec,

We feared its designs on the developing world.

Western LKurope and Japan tottered on the brink of chaos.

America's policles were geared to these problems.

Large successes were achieved. Now, partly because of
these successes, we face new conditions:

-~ The cold war between the United States and
the Soviet Union is waning,

-— The Communist countries no longer pose
a monolithie threat.

-- There 1s a prospect of further accelerating
mutual efforts toward disarmament,

-- The new natlions are moving into a period
when they increasingly look toward self-development,
and the concrete works of national independence.

-- Western Europe and Japan can stand on their

own two feet, and they want to do just that.

-- A new generation 1s emerging in the United
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States and other industrial countries which rejects
the old premises of war and diplomacy and which wants,
rightly 1 belleve, to see more emphasis placed on

human and personal values -- like having enough

to eat...being able to learn...living free of fear.

These conditions demand new priorities, new
policies and a new sense of purpose in our engagement
in the world.

They demand a shift from policies of confrontation
and containment to policies of reconciliation and peaceful
engagement.

The most important area of reconciliation --
and the top priority for American foreign policy
in the next decade -- is that of East-West relations.
This particularly includes relations among the United
States and the Soviet Union, Western Furope anAd
Eastern Europe.

Adherence to this priority will minimize the
possibility of direct conflict.

It will minimize the possibility that conflict
among the developling nations may involve the major
powers,

Finally, it will permit a re-allocation of the
world's resources away from massive military budgets
to constructive, human development.

I favor the following actions in pursuit of
reconciliation:

1) Early United States-Soviet apgreement to
freeze and to reduce offensive and defensive strategic
armaments. And, following that, initiatives toward
mutual reduction of general armaments and defense

expenditures by all nations,
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2) Reciprocal reductions of American and
Soviet, and allied forces in the heart of Europe.

3) Accelerated technological and economic
interchange among developed countries of all ideologies,
and in turn among these nations and the developing countries,

4) United States-Soviet action to avoid wasteful
competition in space -- including coordination of United
States and Soviet post-lunar manned space exploration.

These are goals we cannot achieve alone.

I offer them with full awareness of John
Kennedy's warning against the i1llusion that there
can be "an American solution to every world problem."

But we can take concrete initiatives toward
achieving them,

¥ %

The task of reconciliation can obviously proceed
much more quickly once a peace is achieved in Vietnam.
It must be a lasting and stable peace -- one which will
not lead to new crises that can drag us back into the
era of confrontation.

I have been asked where I stand on the Vietnam war.

I want to end that war,

I want to end it the only way it can be ended --
by a political settlement.

I want a political settlement which will permit
the people of South Vietnam -- all the people of South
Vietnam -- to shape their own future. And I want to
see a cease-~fire at the earliest possible moment.

Right now, however, the most effective peace
effort we can make 1s to back our nepgotiating team 1in
Parls, headed by Ambassador Averell Harriman and
Cyrus Vance,

They are wise and experienced diplomats,
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They are trying hard to secure peace.

We must not make their job more difficult by
misleading llanoi into the belief that our nerpotiators may
not be speaking for America.

Lookling ahead, how can we avoid future Vietnams?

Parts of the developing world -- not only in Asia,
but Africa and Latin America -- will be turbulent for some
time to come. Our policy objective should be to nrevent this
turbulence from breeding wider conflicts.

To this end, we should do three things:

First: Try to define clearly, in our own minds,
what our national interest is, and what it is not, in
each of these developing areas.

That Interest surely does not run to maintaining
the status quo wherever it is challenpged.

We are not the world's policemen. How peoples
wlsh to pmovern themselves, and how they wish to chanpe
their movernments -- that's their business. Our interest
runs only to avolding the kinds of violence which can
transcend national frontiers and threaten the wider peace,

Second: We also have to recognize that, whatever
our own intentlons, others may be prepared to violate
frontlers and foster local turmoil for their own ends. We
must therefore be prepared to fulfill specific and clearly-
defined mutual-defense commitments approved by the
President and the Congress of the United States.

By making this willingness clear, we can help to
deter dlrect major aggression and help reduce the incidence
6f externally-sponsored insurgency.

We should firmly insist, however, that any threatened
country to which we are committed ;— or a potentially threatened
country -- actively develop programs of economic, political and
soclal development, including land reform, which will win

the support of the people,
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Third: If we are to avold big—-power confrontation over
small-power conflicts, the world must look primarily to regional
organizations to prevent indirect aggression and local disputes
from disrupting the broader peace.

These organizations can help to conciliate disputes among
thelr members; over the longer-run, they may be able
Increasingly to meet peacekeeping needs.

We should try to enhance the United Nations' peace-
keeping capability:

-=- by supporting creation of a UN Staff College and
a UN Tralning Center for Peacekeeping;

== by usling US aid to encourage more earmarking
by the smaller powers of national military units of peacekeeping;

== by Jjolning other countries in studying the use of
independent sources of revenue for financing UN peacekeeping.

As we strengthen the ability of the UN and of regional
rroupings to meet peacekeeping needs in developing areas, we
can provide an effective alternative to great power military
Involvement -- and thus help to ensure against future Vietnams,
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We can talk nelther about reconciliation nor about
increasing the stability and progress of the developing world
without taking full account of mainland China.

Although the prospect for cooperative programs with
China in the next decade are not good, we should make it
clear that we are prepared to replace conflict with cooneration
whenever the Chinese are,

We must expect rebuffs, rejection, and insult ...
and still continue to seek more normalized relations with the
mainland.

To widen our contacts with the seven hundred and fifty
million people who live in mainland China we should:

1) 1ift restrictions on trade in non-strategic goods,

2) encourage interchange of scholars, journalists and

artists;
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3) make it clear that should China make its decision
to become a responsible, participating member of the community
of nations, we will welcome it, And we should, now, encourage
1.

The need for reconciliation and an end to the arms
race derives not just from the danger of war, but from the fact
that the world urgently requires a major reallocation of resources
to the work of providing better lives for people -- both here in
America and in the world.

Pope Paul sald "development is the new name for peace."

Unless and until the needy...hungry...ill-clothed
ees 1lll-housed...undereducated majority of mankind has some
substantlal hope for the future, something worth protecting --
pecace will be sullen and precarious at best,

We all know the case for foreign aid:

It is right and decent.

It contributes to peace and security.

It is not a significant cold drain because virtually
all of it 1is spent in this country for goods and services.

A 1little bit can be the catalyst that puts much
larger resources to work in the recipient nation.

We can afford it,

The United States has made a good start. We have
helped put Taiwan, Western Kurope, South Korea, Iran, Greece and
Turkey on thelr feet--and others of our aid recipients
are on the way.

Other nations are now aild donors--at least five of
them give a greater share of their Gross National Product
than we do.

But neither the developed nor the developing nations
have been doing enough, well enough, to met the results that
a lasting peace demands.

It is time to start fresh...together...and this
time with the clear purpose before us of doing what is
necessary to see that there 1s visible progress for the

people of the developing world.



The urgent business of natlonal development can e
Lonmer be 1eft to a2 thin patehwork of B1Iatera] contribul Yons
and occaslonal consortla. It 1s the preat international
challenge of our times, and one that can be met only on the
basls of the fullest international cooperation,

Our nelghbors in the Western hemisphere are already
enfamed in a major cooperative effort, together with the
United States, to accelerate the development of this area
which 1s of vital interest to us.

As I see it, America's role in a new international
development effort demands the following:

First: A steady increase rather than a steady
decrease in the amount of aid we make available,

Second: Leadership toward family planning in the
developling nations on a scale many times larger than now
being considered.

Third: New emphasis in our development programs
to food production and the building of rural economies.

Fourth: World-wide commodity agreements which
stabilize prices enough so that raw-materials-producing
nations may have at least an even chance of earning their
own way,

Fifth: Leadership toward international agreements and
guarantees which willl sharply increase the flow of private
investment to the developing countries,

Sixth: A new emphasis on multilateralism in aid
programs, with maintenance of only limited bilateral aid
programs, and greater reliance on the World Bank, the United
Natlons, and African, Aslan and Latin American institutions for
investment and development.,

Seventh: Active encouragement of economic and
political regionalism so that other nations may enjoy the
benefits of larpe units of people, resources and markets
such as the United States and European Community now possess,

Eighth: New priority to modernization of an

1r: »national monetary system which must be able to provide
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the capital needed to finance the developing as well as the
developed.

Ninth: The steady removal of barriers to trade among
the prosperous nations, and the establishment of a plobal
preference system for the goods of the underdeveloped.
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A more stable peace...reconciliation...redirection
on International effort from the wasteful arts of war to the
humane work of development -- I believe those are the only
realistic policy poals for America in the months and vears
ahead if we mean to enhance the security of the American
people,

They reflect the values of ordinary men and women —-
not the habits of mind we associate with traditional diplomacy.

Let me emphasize, however, that our success in achievine
such poals can be no greater than our success in dealing with
the hard aquestions of the present:

~-ilow to convince the Soviet Union it shares a
common Interest in buillding a community of develoned nations,
and avolding conflict in developing areas when some Soviet
ldeologlsts declare the reverse;

--How to promote the kind of economic growth in the

poorer natlons which will involve and benefit the common man,
even while these nations resist--and rightlv--any supgestion
of ecxternal intervention In their internal affairs;

--Above all, how to involve the private citizen, and
particularly young people, more and more in the business of
making forelgn policy?

I don't have all the answers, I doubt anyone has.

I do know that a significant departure in American
forelgn policy will require that the new President will continue
to be pulded by the advice and consent of the United States Congres:c

and of the American people.
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Although it is an obligation of the President to
propose, our tradition assumes a high depree of participation
by the people and the Congress--especially the Senate--in the
making of critical national policy decisions.

Involvement by the Congress, and by the people,
will continue to be a necessity if national decisions are
to be truly reflective of the national will.

For foreign policy is the people's business in 1968
- Just as politics is their business.

We understand especially today that a new foreign policy
for a new decade stands little chance of success unless it can
insplre the new generation of Americans who wear the nation's
uniforms, renew the nation's political processes, and in the
long run determine the success or failure of American society
at home and abroad.

I have attempted to outline here a policy to
serve the people -- not merely nations or ideoclogies.

I believe it can command the support of the American
people,

I belleve it can re-establish America as a

symbol of the aspirations of men everywhere.

###
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| want to talk with you today about the next
era in American foreign policy.

For | believe we -- and indeed the rest of the
world -- are truly at a turning point.

Twenty years ago, the United States was
virtually the only source of power in the non-Communist
world.

We faced an aggressive and highly centralized

Communist bloc.
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We feared its designs on the developing world.
Western Europe and Japan tottered on the brink of chaos.

America's policies were geared to these problems.
Large successes were achieved. Now, partly because of
these successes, we face new conditions:

-- The cold war between the United States and
the Soviet Union is waning.

-- The Communist countries no longer pose
a monolithic threat.

-- There is a prospect of further accelerating
mutual efforts toward disarmament.

-- The new nations are moving into a period
when they increasingly look toward self-development,

and the concrete works of national independence.
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-- Western Europe and Japan can stand on
their own two feet, and they want to do just that.

-- A new generation is emerging in the United
States and other industrial countries which rejects the
old premises of war and diplomacy and which wants,
rightly | believe, to see more emphasis placed on
human and personal values -- like having enough
to eat ... being able to learn ... living free of fear.

These conditions demand new priorities, new
policies and a new sense of purpose in our engagement
in the world.

They demand a shift from policies of confrontation

and containment to policies of reconciliation and peaceful

engagement.
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The most important area of reconciliation --
and the top priority for American foreign policy in
the next decade -- is that of Fast-West relations.
This particularly includes relations among the United
States and the Soviet Union, Western Europe and
Eastern Europe.

Adherence to this priority will minimize
the possibility of direct conflict.

It will minimize the possibility that conflict
among the developing nations may involve the major
powers.

Finally, it will permit a re-allocation of the
world's resources away from massive military budgets

to constructive, human development.



_5_

| favor the following actions in pursuit of
reconciliation; -

1) Early United States - Soviet agreement to
freeze and to reduce offensive and defensive strategic
armaments. And, following that, initiatives toward
mutual reduction of general armaments and defense
expenditures by all nations.

2) Reciprocal reductions of American and
Soviet, and allied forces in the heart of Europe.

3) Accelerated technological and economic
interchange among developed countries of all ideologies,
and in turn among these nations and the developing countries.

4 United States - Soviet action to avoid wasteful
competition in space -- including coordination of United

States and Soviet post-lunar manned space exploration.
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These are goals we cannot achieve alone.
| offer them with full awareness of John
Kennedy's warning against the illusion that there
can be "an American solution to every world problem."
But we can take concrete initiatives toward

achieving them.

The task of reconciliation can obviously proceed
much more quickly once a peace is achieved in Vietnam.
It must be a lasting and stable peace -- one which will
not lead to new crises that can drag us back into the
era of confrontation.
| have been asked where | stand on the Vietnam war.
| want to end that war.
| want to end it the only way it can be ended --

by a political settlement.
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| want a political settlement which will permit

the people of South Vietnam -- all the people of South

Vietnam -- to shape their own future. And | want to

see a cease-fire at the earliest possible moment.

Right now, however, the most effective peace
effort we can make is to back our negotiating team in
Paris, headed by Ambassador Averell Harriman and
Cyrus Vance.

They are wise and experienced diplomats.

They are trying hard to secure peace.

We must not make their job more difficult by
misleading Hanoi into the belief that our negotiators may
not be speaking for America.

how

Looking ahead, /can we avoid future Vietnams?

Parts of the developing world -- not only in Asia,
but Africa and Latin America -- will be turbulent for some

time to come. Our policy objective should be to prevent this

turbulence from breedng wider conflicts.
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To this end, we should do three things:

First:  Try to define clearly, in our own minds,
what our national interest is, and what it is not, in
each of these developing areas.

That interest surely does not run to maintaining
the status quo wherever it is challenged.

We are not the world's policemen. How peoples
wish to govern themselves, and how they wish to change

their governments -- that's their business. Our interest

runs only to avoiding the kinds of violence which can

transcend national frontiers and.threaten the wider peace.

Second: We also have to recognize that, whatever

our own intentions, others may be prepared to violate
frontiers and foster local turmoil for their own ends. We
must therefore be prepared to fulfill specific and clearly-
defined mutual-defense commitments approved by the

President and the Congress of the United States.
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By making this willingness clear, we can help to
deter direct major aggression and help reduce the incidence
of externally-sponsored insurgency.

We should firmly insist, however, that any threatened
country to wh ich we are committed -- or a potentially threatened
country -- actively develop programs of economic, political and
social development, including land reform, which will win
the support of the people.

Third: 1f we are to avoid big-power confrontation over
small -power conflicts, the world must look primarily to regional
organizations to prevent indirect aggression and local disputes
from disrupting the broader peace.

These organizations can help to conciliate disputes among
their members; over the longer-run, they may be able

increasingly to meet peacekeeping needs.
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We should try to enhance the United Nations' peace-
keeping capability.
-- by supporting creation of a UN Staff College and
a UN Training Center for Peacekeeping;
-- by using US aid to encourage more earmarking
by the smaller powers of national military units of peacekeeping;
-- by joining other countries in studying the use of
independent sources of revenue for financing UN peacekeeping.
As we strengthen the ability of the UN and of regional
groupings to meet peacekeeping needs in developing areas, we
can provide an effective alternative to great power military

involvement -- and thus help to ensure against future Vietnams.

% 0% »
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We can talk neither about reconciliation nor about
increasing the stability and progress of the developing world
without taking full account of mainland China.

Although the prospect for cooperative programs with
China in the next decade are not good, we should make it
clear that we are prepared to replace conflict with cooperation
whenever the Chinese are.

We must expect rebuffs, rejection, and insult ...
and still continue to seek more normalized relations with the
mainland.

To widen our contacts with the seven hundred and fifty
million people who live in mainland China we should:

[) lift restrictions on trade in non-strategic goods;

2) encourage interchange of scholars, journalists and

artists;
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3) make it clear that should China make its decision
to become a responsible, participating member of the community
of nations, we will welcome it, And we should, now, encourage
it. .. .

The need for reconciliation and an end to the arms

race derives not just from the danger of war, but from the fact

that the world urgently requires a major reallocation of resources

to the work of providing better lives for people -- both here in

America and in the world.

Pope Paul said ""development is the new name for peace. "
Unless and until the needy... hungry... ill-clothed

. ill-housed ... undereducated majority of mankind has some
substantial hope for the future, something worth protecting --

peace will be sullen and precarious at best.
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We all know the case for foreign aid:

[tis right and decent.

It contributes to peace and security.

Itis not a significant gold drain because virtually all
of it is spent in this country for goods and services.

A little bit can be the catalyst that puts much larger
resources to work in the recipient nation.

We can afford it.

The United States has made a good start. We have helped
put Taiwan, Western Europe, South Korea, Iran, Greece and
Turkey on their feet -- and others of our aid recipients are on
the way.

Other nations are now aid donors -- at least five of them

give a greater share of their Gross National Product than we do.

But neither the developed nor the developing nations have

been doing enough, well enough, to get the results that a lasting

peace demands.
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Itis time to start fresh ... together ... and this time
with the clear purpose before us of doing what is necessary
to see that there is visible progress for the peoples of the
developing world.

The urgent business of national development can no
longer be left to a thin patchwork of bilateral contributions
and occasional consortia. It is the great international challenge
of our times, and one that can be met only on the basis of the
fullest international cooperation.

Our neighbors in the Western hemisphere are already
engaged in @ major cooperative effort, together with the United
States, to accelerate the development of this area which is of vital
interest to us.

As | see it, America's role in a new international development

effort demands the following:

First: a steady increase rather than a steady decrease in

the amount of aid we make available.
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Second: Leadership toward family planning in the

developing nations on a scale many times larger than now
being considered,

Third:  New emphasis in our development programs
to food production and the building of rural economies.

Fourth:  World-wide commodity agreements which
stabilize prices enough so that raw-materials-producing
nations may have at least an even chance of earning their
own way.

Fifth: ~ Leadership toward international agreements and
guarantees which will sharply increase the flow of private
investment to the developing countries.

Sixth: A new emphasis on multilateralism in aid
programs, with maintenance of only limited bilateral aid programs,
and greater reliance on the World Bank, the United Nations,
and African, Asian and Latin American institutions for investment

and development.
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Seventh: Active encouragement of economic and
political regionalism so that other nations may enjoy the
benefits of large units of people, resources and markets
such as the United States and European Community now
possess.

Eighth:  New priority to modernization of an
international monetary system which must be able to provide
the capital needed to finance the developing as well as the
developed.

Ninth:  The steady removal of barriers to trade among
the prosperous nations, and the establishment of a global

preference system for the goods of the underdeveloped.

L] % *
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A more stable peace ... reconciliation ... redirection
of international effort from the wasteful arts of war to the
humane work of development -- | believe those are the only
realistic policy goals for America in the months and years
ahead if we mean to enhance the security of the American
people.

They reflect the values of ordinary men and women --
not the habits of mind we associate with traditional
diplomacy.

Let me emphasize, however, that our success in
achieving such goals can be no greater than our success

in dealing with the hard questions of the present:



-8 -
-- How to convince the Soviet Union it shares a
common interest in building a community of developed
nations, and avoiding conflict in developing areas when
some Soviet ideologists declare the reverse:
-- How to promote the kind of economic growth in
the poorer nations which will involve and benefit the common
man, even while these nations resist -- and rightly -- any
suggestion of external intervention in their internal affairs:
-- Above all, how to involve the private citizen, and
particularly young people, more and more in the business of
making foreign policy?
| don't have all the answers, | doubt anyone has.
| do know that a significant departure in American
foreign policy will require that the new President will continue
to be guided by the advice and consent of the United States

Congress and of the American people.
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Although it is an obligation of the President to
propose, our tradition assumes a high degree of
participation by the people and the Congress -- especially
the Senate -- in the making of critical national policy
decisions.

I nvolvement by the Congress, and by the people,
will continue to be a necessity if national decisions are
to be truly reflective of the national will.

For foreign policy is the people's business in 1968
just as politics is their business.

We understand especially today that a new foreign
policy for a new decade stands little chance of success unless
it can inspire the new generation of Americans who wear the
nation's uniforms, renew the nation's political processes,
and in the long run determine the success or failure of

American society at home and abroad.
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| have attempted to outline here a policy to
serve the people -- not merely nations or ideologies.

| believe it can command the support of the
American people.

| believe it can re-establish America as a
symbol of the aspirations of men everywhere.

t # #
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I want to talk with you today about the next era in American
foreign policy.

For I believe we ~- and indeed the rest of the world -~ are truly
at a turning point.

Twenty years ago, the United States was virtually the only source
of power in the non;Sommunist world / We faced an aggressive and highly
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centralized communist bloc. e feared its designs on the developing

e

world. Western Europ2 and Japan totiered on the brink of chaos.
America's policies were geared to these problems. Large
successes were achieved. Now, partly because of these successes, we

face new conditions:
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-- The cold war between th and the U-%'R is waning.

-~ The Communist countries no longer pose &0&9 a
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-- There is a prospect of further accelerating mutual efforts

toward disarmament.

-= The countries of Africa, Asia and the Middle East have made /‘//

clear that they do not care to be tied to either of the super powersp?:ey
want to shape their own ceednys, .
[’-— Western Europe and Japan can stand on their own two feet,
and they want to do just that.
-- A new generation is emerging in the and other industrial
countries which rejects the old premises of war and diplomacy and which
wants, rightly I believe, to see more emphasis placed on human and

personal values -~ like having enough to eat . . . being able to learn .

living free of fear.
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These conditions demand new priorities, new policies -rar{\

a new sense of purpose in our engagement in the world f They demand a

shift from policies of confrontation and containment to policies of

reconciliation and peaceful engagement.

The most important area of reconciliation -- and the top priority
for American foreign policy in the next decade -- is that of East-West
relations. This includes the relations among the United States and the

zAdherence to this priority
Soviet Union, Western Europe and Eastern Europe, XXAvill minimize the
possibility of direct conflict.| It will minimize the possibility that conflict

among the developing nations may involve the major powers., ( Finally, it

will permit a reallocation of the world's resources away from massive

~dmon__. M
military budgets to constructiv/em evelopment, sesies",
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I favor the following actions in pursuit of reconciliation among

the developed nations:

l}grly U.S. -Soviet agreement to freeze and to reduce offensive

and defensive strategic armamen

Ant, ﬁ/lﬂA, 'UJ' .nd‘rﬁf.wl
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2) Reciprocal reductions of ‘EA'S and Soviet,and allied forces in

the heart of Europe. Peaceful-engagement-should-replacecontainmient as

the-ebjeet-oi-our—poliey-inturopee.

3) Accelerated technological and economic interchange betweernrties
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Umnited-Stetes-and-the-Soviet“URIoH, a“‘a’“wes"t”“'?ﬁﬁ
ameng theot hatonl and Fthe Je»e,(ayr\-g cenntries

e L
4) U.S.-Soviet action to avoid wasteful competition in spacegand

WM @Oordination of U,S, and Soviet
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post-lunar manned space exploration
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5. Jpining with the USSR ghd other countries, jn exploiting

new technglogy for the benefit of all mankind. Modjfying weather,

avoidiag pollution, and expfoiting the resourcesfof the ocean -- all

these demand new tecliniques and new instjfutions for international

cooperation,
B P
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These are goals we cannot achieve alone,/ Indeed-they-take

Gt et B d
full aeeount of John Kennedy's warning against the illusion that there

can be "'an American solution to every world problem. ”f But we can

take concrete initiatives toward achieving them.
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The task of reconciliation y" obviously proceed much more
quickly once a peace is achieved in Vietnam. It must be a lasting and
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stable peace which will not ew crises that can drag us back into
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I have been asked where I stand on the Vietnam war.

I want to end that war.

I want to end it the only way it can be ended -- by a political
settlement.

;’ I want a political settlement which will permit the people

of South Vietnam -- all the people of South Vietnam -- to shape their
own future. And I want to see a cease-fire at the earliest possible
moment.

Right now the most effective peace effort we can make is

a An Lot s b=

to back our negotiating team at Paris, headed byAAverell Harriman and

Cyrus Vance. /They are wise and experienced diplomatsffhey®e trying

bt must pof writianing

hard to secure peacejp make their job more difficult by ik
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Parts of the developing world -- not only in Asia, Africa and
e

Latin America -- will be turbulent for some time to come. Our policy

objective should be to prevent this turbulence from breeding wider

conflicts.
Tothis end, we should do three things:

ol

First: Try to define clearly, in our own minds, what ek

That interest surely does not run to maintaining the status quo

wherever it is challenged.




We are not the world's policemen. How peoples wish to
govern themselves, and how they wish to change their governments =-

that's their business. Our interest runs only to avoiding the kinds of

violence whicth!;ranscend national frontiers and threaten the widerw

Second: We also have to recognize,-—howev@thaywhatever our

own intentions, others may be prepared to violate frontiers and foster local

turmoil for their own ends. We must therefore be prepared to fulfill

— .ﬁnJ € /“w:gﬂw

specific“%ﬁﬁtuaﬁefense commitments approved by the President
D e

and the Congress of the United States. \1 By making this willingness clear,
\
we can help to deter direct major aggression and help reduce the indidence

of externally-sponsored insurgency,

&~
S
o ¢__\

a,_«,“ 4
We should firmly insist, however, that @ threatened country --

or a potentially threatened country -- actively develop programs of

economic, political and social development, including land reform, which

will win the support of the people.



Third: If we are to avoid big,power confrontation over
smalbpower conflicts, the world must look primarily to the regional
organizations of developing countries and to the United Natimsi- Nations
to prevent indirect aggression and local disputes from disrupting the
broader peace.

We should seek to strengthen such regional organizations
as the Organization of American States, the Organization for African
Unity, the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, and the Asian and
Pacific Council. fThese organizations can help to conciliate disputes
among their members; over the longer-run, they may be able increasingly
to meet peacekeeping needs.

We should also try to enhance the United Nations! peace-keeping
eapability.

-- by supporting creation of a UN Staff College and a UN Training

Center for Peacekeeping;
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-- by using US aid to encourage more earmarking by the

smaller powers of national military units for peacekeeping;

-- by joining other countries in studying the use of independent

sources of revenue for financing UN Peacekeeping.

As we strengthen the ability of the UN and of regional groupings

to meet peacekeeping needs in developing areas, we provide an effective

alternative to great power military involvement -- and thus help to ensure

against future Vietnams.



-2~

We feared its designs on the developing world.
Western Europe and Japan tottered on the brink of chaos.

America's policies were geared to these problems.
Large successes were achieved. Now, partly because of
these successes, we face new conditions:

-- The cold war between the United States and
the Soviet Union | waning.

-- The Communist countries no longer pose a
monolithic threat.

-- There is a prospect of further accelerating
mutual efforts toward disarmament ;

-- The countnes oi Afnca Asua and .theTmatniflﬂe |
East have made it glear that tﬁey do_ not care to be tied to

.‘-‘*:vr—* If

elther of the super powers The ant to shape their
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The most important area of reconciliation -- and
the top priority for American foreign policy in the next
decade -- is that of East-West relations. This___lir;ciuld:es“f] ‘

/.f{he relations among the United States and thé Soviet
Union, Western Europe and Eastern Europe.

Adherence to this priority will minimize the
possibility of direct conflict.

It will minimize the possibility that conflict
among the developing nations may involve the major
powers.

Finally, it will permit a re-allocation of the
world's resources away from massive military budgets
to constructive, human development.

It can be pursued-without our-neglecting our

special-responsibitity-to-our-own-Hemisphere.
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To this end, we should do three things:
First: Try to define clearly, in our own minds,

what our national interest is, and what it is not, in each

of these developing areas.

That interest surely does not run to maintaining
the status quo wherever it is challenged.

We are not the world's policemen. How peoples
wish to govern themselves, and how they wish to change

their governments -- that's their business. Our interest

runs only to avoiding the kinds of violence which can

transcend national frontiers and threaten the wider peace.

Second: We also have to recognize that, whatever

our own intentions, others may be prepared to violate
frontiers and foster local turmoil for their own ends. We
must therefore be prepared to fulfill specific and clearly-
defined mutual-defense commitments approved by the

President and the Congress of the United States.
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By making this willingness clear, we can help to
deter direct major aggression and help reduce the
incidence of externally-sponsored insurgency.

We should firmly insist, however, that any
threatened country to which we are committed -- or a
potentially threatened country -- actively develop programs
of economic, political and social development, including
land reform, which will win the support of the people.

Third: If we are to avoid big-power confrontation
over small-power conflicts, the world must look primarily
to the regional organizations o.f' developllﬁléai countries and-
to-the-United-Nations to prevent indirect aggression and
local disputes from disrupting the broader peace.

We should segk to strengthen such regional
organizations as tl}e"'Organization of American-States,

the Organizatior_}/for African Unity, the Association of

Southeast Asian Nations, and the Asian and Pacific Council.

Epr——"



These conditions demand new priorities, new policies -- and

a new sense of purpose in our engagement in the world. They demand a

shift from policies of confrontation and containment to policies of

reconciliation and peaceful engagement.,

J{ *m.qu colporfan b ara /ucﬂcHCL‘,ﬁ_.q, o Bl
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A Eastern Europe. Retated to‘this—are the BIIorts-to-minimize-the-global —
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resources away from m ,_si-v’é' military budgets to constructive development
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These conditions demand new priorities , new policies ~- and

a new sense of purpose in our engagement in the world. They demand a

reconciliation and peaceful engagement.

The most important area of reconciliation -- and the top priority
for American foreign policy in the next decade -- is that of East-West

relations. This includes the relations among the United States and the
Adherence to this priority

Soviet Union, Western Europe and Eastern Europe, X¥vill minimize the

possibility of direct conflict. It will minimize the possibility that conflict

among the developing nations may involve the major powers. Finally, it

will permit a reallocation of the world's resources away from massive

military budgets to constructive dewlopmnt tasks. > “'
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These conditions demand new priorities , new policies ~~ and

ammadmemwenﬂmmmmmw«m. They demand a

reconciliation and peaceful engagement.

The most important area of reconciliation -~ and the top priority
for American foreign policy in the next decade -~ is that of East-West
relations. This includes the relations among the United States and the

Adherence to this priority
Soviet Union, Western Europe and Eastern Europe. MXAvill minimize the
possibility of direct conflict, It will minimize the possibility that conflict
among the developing nations may involve the major powers. Finally, it

will permit a reallocation of the world's resources away from massive

military budgets to constructive development tasks.
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I want to talk with you today about the next era in American
foreign policy.

W

For I believe‘hwe -- and indeed the rest of the world -~ are truly
at a turning point.

Twenty years ago, the United States was virtually the only source
of power in the non-communist world. We faced an aggressive and highly
centralized communist bloc. We feared its designs on the developing
world. Western Eurcpe and Japan tottered on the brink of chaos.

America's policies were geared to these problems. Large
successes were achieved. Now, partly because of these successes, we
face new conditions:

—- The cold war between the U.S. and the USSR is waning.

-- The Communist countries no longer pose the threat of a

monolithic bloc.



-- There is a prospect of further accelerating mutual efforts
toward disarmament.

-- The countries of Africa, Asia and the Middle East have made
clear that they do not care to be tied to either of the super powers; they
want to shape their own destiny.

-- Western Europe and Japan can stand on their own two feet,
and they want to do just that,

-- A new generation is emerging in the U.S. and other industrial
countries which rejects the old premises of war and diplomacy and whirch
wants, rightly I believe, to see more emphasis placed on human and
personal values -- like having enough to eat . . . being able to learn .

living free of fear.
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These conditions demand new priorities, new policies
and a new sense of purpose in our engagement in the world,
The business of achieving a stable peace in the 1970's

will largely depend, as I see it, first, on preserving and

\] el \|L ° ¢ "\

e

extending peace;{aﬁd)second, on dealing with the root causes

({
el s fens

of conflic;.jn the southérn‘half of the world.

These ower=all goals cannot be achieved by the US,
alone. But the US can take concrete actions toward achieving
them - measures which take full account of John Kennedy's
warning against the illusion that there can be "an American
solution to every world problem,"

Let me turn, first, to the:ﬁoal of building peace -
among the developed nations and in the southern hemisphere.

In all of the developed nations there must be a reordering
of national priorities - so that a lesser proportion of a

nation's wealth and energy can be spent for armaments and a

greater proportion can be devoted to the good works of peace,
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fhe recent Soviet agreement to our repeated reqﬁests for
control talks is encouraging - and a tribute to the skill
and wisdom with which President Johnson has long pursued
this goal,

Action #2: I favor US-Soviet action to avoid westeful
competition in space and thus to reduce the costs of the
space race, Coordination of US and Soviet post-lunar
manned space exploration would serve this purpose,

Action #3: I favor reciprocal reductions of US and

Soviet and allied forces
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in the heart of Europe. Peaceful engagement should replace containment
as the object of our policy in Europe.

Action #4: I favor an eventual orderly scale-down of U.S. global
conventional forces to pre-Vietnam levels. When the fighting in Vietnam
abates, this should be feasible -- especially as new means of meetingl
peacekeeping needs emerge in developing areas,

Action #5: I recommend accelerated technological and economic
interchange between the United States and the Soviet Union . and Western
and Eastern Europe.

Action #6: The U.S. should join with the USSR and other cogntries,

in exploiting new technology for the benefit of all mankind. Modifying

weather, avoiding pollution, and preserving the resources of the ocean -- all
these demand new techniques and new institutions for international

cooperation,



I have spoken of peace among the developed nations,

Even more pressing is the need to establish a stable

peace in Vietnam.

I have been asked where I stand on the Vietnam war.

Well, 1I'1ll tell you where I stand: I want to end that

war.

I want to end it the only way it can be ended - by

a political settlement.
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I want a political settlement which will permit the people of
South Vietnam -- all the people of South Vietnam -~ to S.hape their
own future.,

The way for them to do this is through a genuinely free
election -- an election in which all can vote and in which no one is
barred from office; an election in which there_ are concrete assurances
against fraud and intimidation.

I am prepared to accept the verdict of such an election —-
whatever it is. If the people of South Vietnam want a coalition

government, let the majority say so. If they don't want it, that is up’

to the majority. Meanwhile, I continue to urge a cease-fire, @nd et
& o - J/

/
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very least that-neither-side-take advantage of the talks to escalate its <
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Right now the most effective peace efforts we can make are:
1) To back our negotiating team at Paris, headed by Averell
Harriman and Cyrus Vance. They are wise and experienced diplomats:
they're trying hard to secure peace; let's not make their job more
>
difficult by telling Hanoi that they don't speak for America.
2) To try to end the fighting and to avoid escalation in the

meantime,

3) To encourage the South Vietnamese to take over more of
- ; : : {

" the burden of the fightings

k-

4) To seek a political settlement based on free elections and

the withdrawal of all external forces of South Vietnam.
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Looking ahead, we say that we want "no more Vietnams." How

can they best be avoided?

Laaeari? hens .
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P . We do not mean.that we will withdraw from Asia., We do mean

that alternatives to U.S. ‘military intervention will increasingly be

o {>u2_,r

considered/as the better course of action in the 1970's. fn considering

the U.S. role, I would offer the follow_in_g-guidelineS: 1) A more precise

11 ] P
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definition of U.S. nati’ohél interest; 2) self-help; 3) regional responsibility;

1 il
tﬁwateﬁahmd-&)-residual U.S. responsibility,
First, \&é must try to define clearly, in our own minds, what

the U.S. national interest is, and what it is not, in areas such as Asia.

That interest surely does not run to maintaining the status
quo, wherever it is challenged.

It is time Americans faced the fact that revolutions are

going to happen -- and sometimes will be the
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necessary road to progress. Let's dust off our own heritage and recognize
that fact.

We are not the world's policemen. ﬂow peoples wish to govern
themselves, and how they wish to change their governments -- that's
their business. Our interest runs only to avoiding the kinds of violence

which transcend national frontiers and threaten wider peace.

cond, according to the principle of self-help, a country being

i ‘fﬁ--'\ AL
threatened must assume the-primary responsibility for its own security. It

should be responsible -~ with rare exceptions -- for the entire burden of

-

n i 3] ’
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providing grov~d forces a \n case of externally supported insurgency, the
local government should be expected to take primary responsibility for
plans, programs, and combat military operations. It should also bear
onomic and political develof)ment

responsibility in providing programs of

to build cohesive support for the governmenty
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Ihi:d,_ﬂle_pﬂnciple_oireg;onal/xasﬁon sibility suggesis-that

/

neighboréng.natign&shou.ld-eeep@me/fo deal with the causes of instability
in the immediate area. The organization of the Asian and Pacific Council
(ASPAC) anFl the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) represent
two encouraging steps.

—>
If an insurgency does arise, and outside military forces are required,

they could be\ provided -- with rare exceptions -- by the neighbors of

the country being attacked.

ith/ clandestine aggression a continuing threat in Asia, and

with the pro§ ect of British withdrawal frc_am"Singapore and Malaya, many
nations ag’j.)r ciate today the need for a regional peacekeeping capacity.

]
. If the propcéal of the leaders of Indonesia, the Philippines and Thailand
] _

that ASEAN/ eventually take on certain defense functions is acted upon,

e

|

this coul_d-i,i':re_ the beginning of an effective regional peacekeeping force in

R / \
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Sodtheast Asia.




n enlarged peacekeeping capacity for the United Nations
w A , _

wewld also be important. We should try to enhance this capacity by:

1) Supporting creation of a UN Staff College and a UN Training
Center for Peacekeeping;

2) Using U.S. aid to encourage more earmarking by the smaller
powers of national military units for peacekeeping;

3) Joining other countries in studying the use of independent

sources of revenue for financing UN peacekeeping.

This b%)ggme to the fourth principle-mentioned -~ that of
v\ i /-

) .
.
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(o _multilateralism. A number of countries in Asia will continue to require

- 3
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r

outside capital and technical assis?tRce if economic development is

to proceed, and if they are to be able tok\%e primary responsibility

for their own defense.
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In-taking-these new measwres =—in-addition to those now under

way——toextend the area of East-West collaboration and reconcilia

\-*/ Dokl o hin,

we cannot overlook the role which China must play in future decades. Although

the prospect for cooperative programs with China in the next decade are
¢ r«‘( J’ v -h‘
not good, we should make it clear that we are prepared to rep]ace cooperation
with conflict whenever the Chinese are.
To widen our contacts with the seven hundred fifty million people
who live in mainland China we should:

1) 1lift restrictions on trade in non-strategic goods;

2) encourage interchange of scholars, journalists and artists;
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This leads me to the second of the two purposes that

I described at the start of this speech: dealing with the

underlying cause of conflict in the southern hemisphere:

poverty, and suffering, and disease,
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Tﬁé"need to reverse the arms race deri}ues“'ﬁot just from the
-

_\‘\ /
danger of war, but fWﬁle world urgently requires a major
\ .
N

reallocation of resgurces to the w\m‘k\of\providing better lives for
N\

™~

"

~- both at home in America and in the\World.

Pope Paul said "development is the new name for peace. Unless,
and until the needy ... hungry ... ill-clothed ... ill-housed ... under-
educated majority of mankind has some substantial hope for the future,

something worth protecting -~ there will be no peace.

We all know the case for foreign aid:

It is right and decent.

It contributes to peace and security.

It is not a significant gold drain because virtually all of it is
spent in this country for goods and services.

A little bit can be the catalyst that puts much larger resources

to work in the recipient nation.
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We can afford it.

—
The United States made a good start %uith—t-he—Mms‘l’!a'ﬂ“PIEn. {

We have helped put Taiwan, South Korea, Iran, Greece and Turkey

on their feet and others of our aid recipients are on the way.

c-(. oY, vt\r 'If' .'j

Other nations are now aid donors —-- at least five of them give
N

a greater share of their gross national product than we do.

- o 4
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But we have simply not been doing enough, well enough, to
get the results that a lasting peace demands. And I am talking now not
just about the United States, but about all the developed nations between
San Francisco and Tokyo -- looking East. '

It is time to start fresh ... together ... and this time with the
clear purpose before us of doing what is necessary to see that there

is visible progress for the peoples of the developing world.
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The goal of the developed nations should be to make
available as much assistance as the self-help efforts of the developing
nations will permit them to put' to good use. Much of that assistance
will be in money -- which really means machinery, fertilizer and
other industrial products. Some of it will be in commodities like
food.

And some -- perhaps the hardest to come by -- will have to
be in trade concessions which will allow the developing nations gradually
to take their place as full participants in the world economy.

The urgent business of national development can no longer be
left to a thin patchwork of bilateral contributions and occasional con-
sortia, It is the great international challenge of our times, and one that

can be met only on the basis of the fullest international cooperation.
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;iwpose that we secek an international agreement to this
L b |

|

J

end -- peﬂ}s\;\iuilding on the Dutch proposal I,-Jfor a World Develop-
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ment Charter which Mld specify both the aid obligations of developed
\

\\

countries and the selt’—help- I'&}aligations of developing countries. Is it

too bold to think of a World Develdp:_nent ¢onferencc -- to be held in

/

|
" /

N\
San Francisco on the 25th anniversary of'-the founding of the United

Nations -- to explore this and other pos}lsiﬂilities.k

/
/

-Meanwhile,-the United States-m f st-rededicate-itself to-its
clear responsibilities-in foreign aid:- |In specific terms, I favor:
_First: that we channel our aid increasingly through multi-
lateral instruments., We should aim at doubling the proportion
of our aid -- moving through the World Bank family and through
regional banks in Asia, Africa and Latin America. These multi-
lateral agencies should be open to participation by the Soviet Union

and Eastern European countries,
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Second: we should encourage increased private investment

in developing countries. Ifavor creation of a public corporation

which would experiment with a wide variety of techniques to this
end, both abroad and at home: extended risk guarantees, joint

ventures, tax credits, and many more.

Third: we should ensure that the technical aid we provide

developing countries reflects the wide variety of talents at hand in

our pluralistic society. I would like to explore channeling an in-

creasing share of this technical aid through a mixed public-private
institute, which would work closely with our great universities and

private research institutes.
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In all of these endeavors, we should seek partnership

with Western Europe and Japan. Our association with them

must be at the heart of any community of developed nations.

That partnership must be adjusted to changing reali-

ties - and to the reviving Western European and Japanese

strength and pride. We should seek new means of trans-

lating the concept of a partnership of equals into reality -

a partnership in which both the burdens and responsibilities

will be more fully shared.
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A more stable peace ... reconciliatibn . .. redirection of
international efforts from the wasteful arts of war to the humane
work of development -- I believe those are the only realifstic policy
goals for America in the months and years ahead if we mean to enhance
the security of the American people.

They are goals which will let us build the future rather than
trying to protect the past.

They reflect the values of ordinary men and women -- not

the habits of mind we associate with traditional diplomacy.
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They are goals for young people -- of all ages -- people with
the confidence and imagination to welcome change and challenge.

Let me emphasize, however, that no single nation can simply
declare a new era in international relations. Our success in achiev-
ing our future goals can be no greater than our success in dealing
with the hard realities of the present.

The goals I have suggested raise some difficult questions:

-- How to convince the Soviets that they share a common interest
in building a community of developed nations, and avoiding conflict in
developing areas;

-- How to promote the kind of economic growth in the poorer
nations which will involve and benefit the common man, even while
these nations» resist -- and rightly -- any suggestion of external

interventicn in their internal affairs;
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-- How to find new techniques for increasing cooperation
among the community of developed countries of East and West --
even while the political processes which shape their governments
remain rooted in the workings of national societies;

-- Above all, how to involve the private citizen, and parti-
cularly young people, more and more in the business of making
foreign policy?

I don't have all the answers -- I doubt anyone has -- to these
questions.

in |

I do know that/implementing such a foreign policy, the new

President must be guided by the advice and consent of the United

States Congress and by the reaction of the American people. Our

preoccupation with dissent during the past few years has obscured
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‘another venerable and valued American tradition -- that of
consent, Our tradition assumes a high degree of participation
by the people and the Congress -- especially the Senate -- in the
making of critical national policy decisions.

The failure to consult invariably leads to a lack of public
involvement -~ and eventually to a lack of public support. As we
move to redefine our foreign policy in the next decade, the next
President must bear in mind that to gain legitimacy, policies must
command the respect and support of public opinion, must never
outdistance public opinion too much,

We understand better today than yesterday that a new foreign
policy for a new decade stands little chance of success unless it
makes sense to the new generation of Americans who fight the

nation's we s, renew the nation's political processes, and in iae
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long-run determines the success or failure of American society
at home and abroad. I have attempted to present here a policy

which will command the assent of all Americans, young and old.
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I want to talk with you today about the next era in American
foreign policy.

For I believe we -- and indeed the rest of the world -- are
truly at a turning point.

Twenty years ago, the United States was virtually the only source

)\‘y}\ » C:é-h..u;.m-u‘a:f—;]

of power in th€ freg

highly centralized Communist bloc. We feared its designs on the

developing world, Western Europe and Japan tottered on the brink of

chaos.

America's policies were geared to these problems. Large

successes were achieved. Now, partly because of these successes, we

face new conditions:



-- The cold war between the US and the USSR is waning.
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-~ There is Q% prospect of further accelerating mutual efforts

toward disarmament,. -
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to be tied to either ; they want to shape their

own destiny,

-- Western Europe and Japan can stand on their own two feet, and

they want to do just that.

-- A new generation is emerging in the US and other industrial

countries which rejects the old premises of war and diplomacy and which

wants, rightly I believe, to see more emphasis placed on human and personal

values -- like having enough to eat ... being able to learn ... living free

of fear, is p the i rta
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It means that we must rethink onr foreign policy from the ground up --
in human terms.

I have been trying to do just this. I have been talking to scholars,

&)
/

' in and out of government; I will be talking to others. I do not have all the

answers; anyone who tells u that he has is either a fool or a charlatan.

S
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But I have reached some Tnclusions, which I would like to share with
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First: Elimination of the threat of Tontation among the

great powers which has blighted qur personal security for nearly three

decades, and a steady reduction g¢f the risk of great power military involve-

ment in developing areas.




-- Second: Far greater East-West reconciliation and cooperation,

so that needed resources and energies can be redirected from armaments

to more useful tasks.

-- Third: Steady and visible improvement in the lives of the people

P, — ~——
s

.,

every developing countr?. ™

e

-- Fourth: Mutual sharing of the costs and responsibilities involved

in pursuing these goals by all nations according to their ability to contribute.

N

T ®,
/E/W;go, these goals would have been unthinkably visionary.

Today, Ibelieve they are realjystic. Indeed, I consider them minimum

\Qa ctives if we expect to knoy true peace in our lifetimes
: 7t : E = i SeR = P S/lece e el
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Fhese are not goals-wxe car;atchievedalone. Indeed they take full

account of John Kennedy's warning against the illusion that there can be

""an American solution to every world problem.' But we can take concrete

actions toward achieving them.
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I have been asked where I stand on the Vietnam war.

Well, I'll tell you where I stand: I want to end that war,

I want to end it the only way it can be ended -- by a political

settlement.

I want a political settlement which will permit the people of South

Vietnam -- all the people of South Vietnam -- to shape their own future.

h oble i ?

The way for them to do this is through a genuinely free election --

an election in which all can vote and in which no one is barred from office;

an election in which there are toncrete assurances against fraud and

intimidation.
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One man, one vote: That should be the basic principle.

I am prepared to accept the verdict of such an election --
whatever it is. If the people of South Vietnam want a coalition government,
let the majority say so. If they don't want it, that is up to the majority.
Meanwhile, I continue to urge a cease-fire, and at very least that neither
side take advantage of the talks to escalate its military efforts.

Right now the most effective peace effort we can make is to back
our negotiating team at Paris, headed by Averell Harriman and Cyrus Vance,
They are wise and experienced diplomats; they're tr ying hard to secure

peace; let's not make their job more difficult by telling Hanoi that they

don't spea_l_s__for America,

Breb 6 A/ s
Looking ahead, iftds easytg-State that we want ''no more Vietnams. b
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Parts of the developing wprld -- in Asia, Africa and Latin

)

America -- will suffer occasional turmoil for some time to come. Our
P A
policy objective should be to pfgevent this turmoil from breeding wider /
S 24
onflicts, g e P — -‘-'- 77 CAFCin N
g ] _ 4 /o
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To this—end- p-arigeld do reet nes :
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First: /fry to define clearly, in our own minds, what the US

A

national interest is, and what it is not, in tfiese developingeareas, §e . 9

Aa a{’/&ﬂ ‘

That interest surely does not run to maintaining the status quo,

wherever it is challenged.

/
{
/

lation has /made us supersgnsitive about not lettifig the boat be rocked., I

think we are a little high’ on the water 9»(1, and we -- all of us, including

the Russians as they contemplate Vents| in Eastern Europe these days -- can

= "
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Ltolerate a lot more chan e.\ \R\evolutions are going to happen.
. =
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Revolutions are going to happerh /(nd sometimes phey will be the
necessary road to progress. Let's dust off our own heritage and recognize
that fact.

We are not the world's policemen, How peoples wish to govern

themselves, and how they wish to change their governments -~ that's

their business. Our interest runs only to avoiding the kinds of violence

which transcend national frontiers and threaten wider peace.

_—

\_-_'__.__________,_
Second: We also have to| recognize that whatever our own intentions,

others may be prepared to violate frontiers and foster and take advantage

of local turmoil. We must therpfore be prepared to fulfill the specific

and limited commitments agai aggression which have been approved by

e

the President and the Congresq of the United States. By making this willing-
ness clear, we can help to detefr direct major aggression and help reduce

the incidents of externaﬂy—spolLsore insurgency.,

N
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We do not mean that we will withdraw from Asia. We do mean
that alternatives to U.S. military intervention will increasingly be
considered as the better course of action in the 1970's, Inmldoring

éf&c e ﬁz ;‘Wél’“"' L&p.,, 3.4
the U,.8. role, I wou ¢ Z! se u"‘h‘lp’ f-"‘-ﬁur/ g

'3 regional responsibility; %{ multilateralism; mjﬁ'&im U.S.

responsibility. & /'m'

w

/ﬁwv‘:'v“—_
m to the principle of seli~help, a country being threatened
must assume the primary responsibility for its own security. It should

be responsible -- with rare exceptions -~ for the entire burden of providing

ldy the In case of externally supported insurgency, the

local government should be expected to take primary responsibility for
R G = W 7}
plans, programs, and combat military operations. Finally,—the leeal
/‘lfp %L{v\ MMW

goyérnment must-assume leadershidin providing programs of economés



mdﬁounenldewlommtobuudmm mppmfuthogmmmtg

principle of regional responsibility suggests that neighboring

nations should cooperate to deal with the causes of instability in the

immediate area. The organization of the Asian and Pacific Council (ASPAC)

and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations {(ASEAN) represent two

the t of

are required, they could be provided ~- with rare exceptions -- by the

neighbors of the country being attacked,
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With clandestine aggression a continuing threat in Asia, and
with the prospect of British withdrawal from Singapore and Malaya, many
s fodry 10
mmw !oramqiml peacekeeping capacity. If the proposal
of the leaders of Indonesia, the Philippines and Thailand that ASEAN

eventually take on certain defense functions is acted upon, this could

be the beginning of an effective regional peacekeeping force in Southeast

force could represent a

multilateralism. A number of countries in Asia will continue to require

outside capital and technical assistance if economic development is

to proceed, and if they are to be able to assume primary responsibility

for their own defense.
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But our own assistance can best be effective if channeled through

multilateral institutions such as the World Bank or the Asian Development

Bank, Indonesia offers an example of how the "slippery slope” from

bilateral assistance to military involvement can be avoided and the benefits

e

developed nations in m large-scale assistance through a multilateral
framework., Here we have coptributed to security and development ~- without
becoming embroiled in local political struggles, Such a mode of cooperation
offers one of the best chancep for the U,.5. to play a constructive role in

Asia in the 1970's. \V

The principle suggested -~ that of residual U.S.

responsibility ~- means that the U.S. cannot and will not do the things
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that the nations of Asla can do for themselves, It means that our physical

presence in the area should be reduced, and that we should adopt what

might be termed a "low posture” in pursuing our policy in Asia. This

means neither permanent bases in South Vietnam nor sizeable military

of course, in accordance with the

international agreements just signed, provide nuclear guarantees which
will make it unnecessary for the nations of the area to develop their own
nuclear capability., We shalll honor our treaty commitments to all countries.

‘We shall supply limited militjary assistance to some, including Korea and

Taiwan., We shall continue {o provide substantial economic assistance

relations with them ~~ and m¢re important -~ their relations with each

other -~ will be ciftical in de¢ciding the peace and stability of the area.
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This is the course that I intend to follow, to preserve for

ill -- God willing -- gain in Vietnam

America the peace that she
/’? =, e

L But-peace; alone; 15 niot enougt i ;
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a reordering of .ewr national pr1or1t1es -- so that

’ - ")
& b
a lesser proportion of pug. wealth and energy can be spent for armaments

and a greater proportion can be devoted to the good works of peace -«

?polﬁding the tasks -of building a better-America,—right-hereat-homge.
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Action #l: I favor early US-Soviet agreement to freeze

and to reduce offensive and defensive strategic armaments. The

recent Soviet agreement to our repeated requests for control talks

is encouraging -- and a tribute to the skill and wisdom with which

President Johnson has long pursued this goal.

Action #2: 1 favor US-Soviet action to avoid wasteful

competition in space and thus to reduce the costs of the space

race. Coordination of US and Soviet post-lunar manned space

exploration would serve this purpose.

Action #3: I favor reciprocal reductions of US and Soviet

forces in the heart of Europe. Peaceful engagement should replace

containment as the object of our policy in Europe.



Action #4:

global conventional forces to pre-Vietnam levels.

- 13 -

I favor an eventual orderly scale-down of US

When the fighting

in Vietnam abates, this should be feasible -~ especially as new means

of meeting peacekeeping needs emerge in developing areas.

Action #6:

representat

disarmame

vided that
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This is the path t}_{af?.ﬁntenﬁ‘t‘o‘brw’é}; %
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country's priorities gam be reordered and its resources redirected ——

7 \/h\f({\b away from building engines of destruction and toward the needs of
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said ''development is the new name for peace, " 7 ‘é"“é
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Unless, and until the needy ... hungry ... ill-clothed ... /

ill-housed ... undereducated majority of mankind has some substantial

hope for the future, something worth protecting -- there will be no

peace.
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A derives not just from the dangers it imposes, but from the fact
that the world urgently requires a major reallocation of resources
to the work of providing better lives for people -- both at home in
America and in the world.

We all know the case for foreign aid:

It is right and decent.

It contributes to peace and security.

It is not aIt significant gold drain because virtually all of it is
spent in this country for goods and services.

A little bit can be the catalyst that puts much larger resources

to work in the recipient nation.

We can afford it.

r responsibilities to assist/the developing countries 4- and

/

/ /
. / /

their opportunities to make an inexpen,éive contribution to world peace.
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The United States made a good start with the Marshall Plan,
We have helped put Taiwan, South Korea, Iran, Greece and Turkey
on their feet and others of our aid recipients are on the way.

Other nations are now aid donors -~ at least five of them give

X

a great share of their gross national product than we do.

,Bu‘t’Eﬁrlénd arge we developed nations have been trying to get

The aid praétices and procedures of the 1950's and 1960's are
s imply no longer adequate. It is time to start fresh -- this time with the
clear purpose before us of doing what is necessary to see that there is

visible progress for theppeoples of the developing world.
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And I am talking now not just about the United States, but

about all the developed nations between San Francisco and Tokyo --

looking East,

Our goal should be to make available as much assistance

as the self-help efforts of the developing nations will permit them

to put to good use. Much of that assistance will be in money -- which

really means machinery, fertilizer and other industrial products.

Some of it will be in commodities like food.

And some - - perhaps the hardest to come by -- will have to

be in trade concessions (?) which will allow the developing nations

gradually to take their place as full participants in the world econemy.

The urgent business of national development can no longer be left

to a thin patchwork of bilateral contributions and occasional consortia. It

is the great international challenge of our times, and one that can be met

only on the basis of the fullest international cooperation.
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I propose that we seek an international agreement to this
end -- perhaps building on the Dutch proposal for a World Develop-
ment Charter which would specify both the aid obligations of developed
countries and the self-help obligations of developing countires. Is
it too bold to think of a World Development Conference -- to be held
in San Francisco on the 25th anniversary of the founding of the United
Nations -- to explore this and other possibilities,

Meanwhile, the United States must rededicate itself to its
clear responsibilities in foreign aid. In specific terms, I favor:

First: that we channel our aid increasingly through multi-
lateral instruments. We should aim at doubling the propo@tion of

our aid -- moving through the World Bank family and through néw-

e
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regional banks in Asia, Africa and/Latin America, 4_.(/\
'_“-'H_——-—._____-—-—--—""'/ ‘-’é‘-A\

')\/J/&a( W d'i. nlaid

Tt T
S P Y .
}QLA/Z"“"



= ¥4

Second: we should encourage increased private investment

in developing countires. I favor creation of a public corporation

which would experiment with a wide variety of techniques to this

end, both abroad and at home: extended risk guarantees, joint

ventures, tax credits, and many more.

Third: we should ensure that the technical aid we provide

developing countries reflects the wide variety of talents at hand

in our pluralistic society. I would like to explore channeling an

increasing share of this technical aid through a mixed public-private

institute, which would work closely with our great universities and

private research institutes.

Development is the great task for rich nations in the decade

ahead, It is a task in which America once pioneered. It is a task,

I believe, which can in the years ahead help rediscover the idealism

and sense of purpose which has guided our nation in its greatest moments.
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A more stable peace ... reconciliation ... redirection of
international efforts from the wasteful arts of war to the humane work
of development -- I believe those are the only realistic policy goals for
America in the months and years ahead if we mean to enhance the security
of the American people.

They are goals which will let us build the future rather than trying
to protect the past.

They reflect the values of ordinary men and women -- not the habits

FrliAnd gl e

of mind we associate with %W\ .

They are goals for young people -- of all ages -- people with the
confidence and imagination to welcome change and challenge.

Let me emphasize, however, that no single nation can simply declare
a new era in international relations. Our success in achieving our future
goals can be no greater than our success in dealing with the hard realities

of the present.
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The goals I have suggested raise some difficult questions:

o™ Co
-~ How to #Ke# the Soviets that they sfj,?a a common interest swtth

—F plen g oo, Enn
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us in avoiding conflict in developing areas, in/ strengtheni t
P

iv Teat power inv == i werful—

-- How to promote the kind of economic growth in the poorer nations
which will involve and benefit the common man, even while these nations
resist -- and rightly -- any suggestion of external intervention in their
internal affairs?

-- How to find new techniques for increasing cooperation among the

1 ot ot
("V developed countries of the-West -~ even while the political processes which

7™

eentrol- shape their governments remain rooted in the workings of national

societies ?
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-- Above all, how to involve the private citizen, and particularly

&

young people, more and more in business of making foreign policy E= ?(d
—

thtwmmmww
an age of growin i lexity ? )

Idon't have all the answers -- I doubt anyone has -- to these

Prolonged, patient and persistent effort will be required to find

questions.,

the answers and make them waork.

The answers will not corne from the kind of arrogant assertions

of American power with which{some have charged us in the past.

And neither will they come from the arrogant aloofness and

moral certitude which seem tq lie at the root of some of the foreign policy

declarations we hear today. /

/
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the advice and consent of the U.S. Congress and by the reaction of the

American people, Our preoccupation with dissent during the past few
years has obscured another venerable and valued American tradition -~ that
of consent. Our tradition assumes a high degree of participation by the
people and the Congress -~ especially the Senate -- in the making of

- critical national policy decisions. The failure to consult invariably
leads to a lack of public involvement -~ and eventually to a lack of public
support. As we move to redefine a%m&wz@mm the next
decade, the next President must bear in mind that to gain legitimacy,
policies must commami the respect and support of public opinion, must

never outdistance public opinion too much.
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sense to the new generation of Americans who fight the nation's wars,
renew the nation's political processes, and in the long-run determine the
success or failure of American soclety at home and abroad. I have
attempted to present here a policy which will command the assent of all

Americans, young and old,

L R B



o G gty

- MJT 6 w/ | aﬁshéi;i:;

—

= T

s

M S il or,l - <a wtlf =« <
V{'ﬁ;lw 740:_%1 ik it f e =

o MJ .
&L‘és’hj\ﬂ 4,@'{1 M



9"’_'(("“ NP o - e - ‘ ~ -

All (/%L/["'"‘S l~mg  —T ?U/»-«c ”-/"" Lt S~
T e Cp&ém/ )4\@«“@14

:5”/9-9/@” 5414,«\ e
/\QM%,_&,L,& / /r / @47""‘“’



Minnesota
Historical Society

Copyrightin this digital version belongs to the Minnesota
Historical Society and its content may not be copied
without the copyright holder’s express written permis-
sion. Users may print, download, link to, or email content,
however, for individual use.

To request permission for commercial or educational use,
please contact the Minnesota Historical Society.

14 www.mnhs.org





