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Dr. Braden and President Eckley, Dr. Brookens, my friend, Paul Simon,
and ladies and gentlemen of this great academic community, [llinois Wesleyan and
Illinois State University. This is a memorial lecture, and I am going to try to
speak in that spirit. Before I do that, may I say that I deeply regret, and I want to
say this particularly to the students, that I haven't had the privilege of visiting some
of your more illustrious cultural centers like the "Dugout" or the "Cage" and a few
other places of interest.

While I was visiting with a prospective student at the University of
Minnesota this last week where I am privileged now to be a professor, the student
contemplating entering either that University or the college where [ teach (McAllister),
and I said by the way, what do you plan on taking? He said, "I haven't decided
whether it will be the Administration Building or the Library.'" You know, it just
seems as if my timing has been off most of my life. When I was teaching some
twenty-five years ago, it was peaceful and quiet on the college campuses—-the
salaries were so terribly low and it was hardly worth the effort. Now I have re-
turned to the college campus where [ was led to believe that it would be a sea of
tranquility in the middle of meditation, but needless to say, I think that I know why.

For those of you who think that I do not enjoy my work, [ want to put it on
the line; I think Dr. Brookens heard me say this tonight. When I see young people
today on our college campuses, I am thrilled, I truly am. They are remarkable,

they are attractive, they are alert, they are provocative, sometimes they are down-
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right argumentative, but they are good. A few may not be all that you want, but
that is true in every area of life. There has never been a finer generation, and |
am practically in love with them—-I only hope they feel a little affection towards me.

Well, I said this was a memorial lecture, and it is because we want a
living memorial to a great living spirit. I am singly honored to be invited to de-
liver this lecture because as the son of this fine and good friend of mine has said,
"I was Adlai and am his friend." [ was inspired by his light and service, [ was
thrilled by his great intellect, and [ was aroused to laughter by his wit and humor.
[ felt that I was constantly in the presence of a great man whenever I was privileged
to be with him. So I speak tonight seriously and soberly about a great man and his
great mission. His life was raw and the spector of his interest was wide and far-
reaching. It would be impossible in any one presentation to even attempt to encom-
pass the great tradition or the wide interest this man had in his life. But I shall try
at least to think about a parliament for our thoughtful consideration, and we need
today to do a little of our own thinking. This is not to be a headline speech--1 hope
this is a speech that will somehow or another go to your thinking processes and may-
be to your heartline.

We honor a man tonight who, in my mind, did more than anyone else of
his generation to make our nation and our people aware of the challenge and the
complexities of the outside world. He knew that it was a dangerous world, but he
also knew that it was a world of opportunity. Adlai E. Stevenson earned the respect
of the entire world as a statesman, and he spared no personal effort in the search
for man's most precious prize——peace, even if it involved considerable political
risk and sacrifice, which it always does.

The search for peace is a lonely journey. Adlai was a builder, not a
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destroyer. He was patient and he was perservering; and above all, he was in-
spiring. These are essentials for a great teacher and a great man. And he added
something that is so vitally and so tremendously needed today—-he added a full
nature of honor and integrity and decency to the political process and to the poli-
tical pattern. Yes, I guess it is fair to say according to statistical evidence he
was the Teton for the Presidency. I believe that history will record that he had
as much influence on this nation and this world in defeat as any man has had even
in campaigning for the Presidency of the United States. Because peace was his
world, his voice rang out with the billowiest sound of peace, not just the peace
that was to be absence of conflict, but the peace that was building and constructing
a patient and hard—-enduring world. Is it any wonder that the scripture saying
"blessed are the peacemakers;" it is so easy to talk of it and so difficult to make it.
Well now in Europe, and I concentrate my attention upon Europe and our
relationship with it because it is a fundamental part of the strength of the free
world. Adlai Stevenson is remembered as an American who fought more valiantly
than any other against the excesses of the Cold War. He constantly appealed to our
sense of reason rather than our passion. He was a man who never gave in to those
who substituted fear for reason and hostility and anger for the patient work of
diplomacy. He knew Europe, and Europe knew Adlai Stevenson; he knew its people
well. And he spoke for them as he spoke for us on the subject of peace and develop-
ment.
But the Europe that Adlai Stevenson knew is rapidly changing, and he would
be the first if he were here today to tell us that not only has our America changed
at an incredibly fast rate, but the Europe that is our partner is likewise changing

and has changed. He was concerned with ending the Cold War, preventing crises,
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and resolving conflicts that could lead to war. Today, we are concerned increasing-
ly with the problems that are no longer limited exclusively to the Western half of
the Continent, and that focus upon cooperation and change, as well as confrontation
with hostile forces.

You see, the old hostilities that so many of us have been brought up on,
are waning. Fear is no longer the cornerstone of the Western Alliance, although
the recent Soviet attack on Czechoslovakia again threatens to turn back the clock to
an old and dying era of military subjugation and repression. But time is not on the
side of repression, ladies and gentlemen. If there is any one word that characterizes
the post war period since the great war of World War II, it is the word "emanci -

pation."

Everywhere, here in America, the problems that evolve seem to be
emancipated with their poverty, their fear, their confusion, their powerlessness,
and throughout the whole world every continent, regardless of the political system,
people strike out at the shackles that bind them and hold them to seek a greater
freedom—-the emancipation. This is the fact of the last third and the last half of the
20th Century.

Now we know there is unprecedented economic strength in Western Europe
and prospects for economic growth in Eastern Europe. In recent years, there have
been exchanges of ideas and technologies between West and East that were almost
unknown a few years ago. Oh,how we used to be able to arouse the audience about
speeches, about Communism, a danger of the East to the West, and quietly and al-
most without observation things have been changing.

Europeans, whatever their nationalities, are expressing hopes of a new and

undivided continent——a commonwealth embracing all of Europe. This is what the

young men and women at these great colleges and universities are going to be dealing
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with and thinking within the next twenty-five or thirty years. Not the Europe that
we knew before World War Il or immediately thereafter upon many of our present
policies are based and therefore are,too, with the times, but a new Europe and
indeed very much a new world. This is why true statesmanship today calls for a
complete reassessment for all our national interests. What should be our foreign
policy? What composes or of what does our national security consist? This is why
there are questions being asked in and out of Congress and across the face of this
land. Despite the continued Soviet presence in Czechoslovakia, the new growth in
Europe is towards cooperation and reconciliation and there is a search for the ways
to express the common desires of peoples who share the same aspirations. This is
the wave of the future—whether or not the Soviets are willing to accept the in—
evitability of these movements.

Now as Emericans, our interest in Europe is as strong as ever. Our
President, President Nixon, recently reaffirmed that interest by making a timely
visit to the European continent. Our chance to benefit from a new European common-
wealth is rivalled only by the benefits to be derived by the European nations them-
selves. And as before, our interest begins with Western Europe——with our common
interests in security, in economic growth, and in the resolution of East-West con—
flict.

We just recently celebrated the twentieth anniversary of NATO, the North
Atlantic Treaty Alliance. During the last two decades, this treaty has preserved
the peace in Europe. Today NATO remains the bedrock of our common security——
it is in fact the only sure basis for efforts to change the pattern of confrontation on
the Continent to want a peaceful engagement. And any initiatives we and our Allies

may take in the direction of change will be secured by our mutual determination that
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the defense of the Western Alliance is paramount and indivisible.

Now this does not mean that we resist changes, it doesn't mean that we re-—
sist the necessary developments in NATO that will either increase its effectiveness
or bring our European Allies more fully into making decisions that affect the
security of us all. You see, all over the world, my fellow Americans, people want
to have something to say about their lives and the decisions that affect their lives,
whether it is a nation in alliance with the United States or whether it is the poorest
person in your neighborhood or your city or your country. For years, immediate-
ly after the war, America's power and America's economic power, its wealth, its
money were the accepted plagues of the temporary seed. And all too often we were
required to use power and money, the world that was devoid both in capitol and
power in order to fulfill the mission of leadership. Times have changed. No
longer can America lead alone, dictate, or even tell people what to do any more
than any of us can any longer tell other people what to do. What is necessary now
is an open society at home and abroad in which even the least of these shall have
something to say about the decisions affecting one's life. So you see that foreign
policy is directly related to domestic policy even to an individual policy. Now I
said there have been many reforms, fortunately those reforms have improved the
structure of our lives. New institutions, such as the Nuclear Planning Group, have
strengthened the mutual relations among the NATO Allies. There has been a
European caucas within NATO just like we have caucases within a college or univer—
sity. And there has been a desire on our European partners to procure their
weapons from European sources. Don't you see how this is related even to some
of the desires expressed here on the American scene. The domestic groups want

their own identity; their senses are all autonomy, sometimes their own costs——
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sometimes their own programs. [ think we can look forward to the day in the not-
too—distant future when instead of an American general being in charge of NATO

as being the Commander, a European will be the Supreme Allied Commander.

Just as surely as we can look forward someday at this land of our, the leaders, the
men and women becoming leaders of the highest offices of this land regardless of
race, color, or creed, things are changing, and fortunately, I think, for the better.

Now millions and billions of dollars are still be devoted to a rudimentary
balance of security forces in Europe. And I think we should recognize that we
cannot abandon a security system which has worked without having something better
to replace it. There is nothing to recommend a one-sided retreat—-by ourselves
or our allies—-from our responsibility to our own safety. This is neither a con-
tribution to peace nor to our own welfare. This is especially true in light of the
recent events in Czechoslovakia.

Nevertheless, the diplomacy of the next decade must recognize that
dramatic changes are taking place. New demands by people all over the world
will inevitably require in the years ahead a careful re-examination by all govern-
ments and all leaders of the priorities of both domestic and international policies—-
regardless of the intransigence which some countries may exhibit today.

We would be literally blind to reality if we did not recognize that people
everywhere, and I repeat, everywhere, are insisting on a greater allocation of
their respective national resources to the building of freer and more modern
societies. Military spending is a matter of international concern, and voices are
being raised in country after country saying that it is time to put the breaks on—-
to halt the ever-rising spiro of defense expenditures in a world that is hungry and

a world that is sick and has all too much suffering. So the task of statesmanship
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in 1970, as I see it, the foremost task, is to de-esculate the arms race. That means
to move in common agreement towards a systematic scaling down of the mutually
oppressive burden and cost of our respective vast military complexes. But this
must be done in concert with Allies—-and in negotiation with adversaires. This is
the difficult process and it must be done by fellow Americans with American
initiative because we are a political leader of the West; we are the world's fore-
most democracy. The time has arrived when the power that we have exemplified
in terms of military power and economic power is not enough. It is once again
absolutely essential that we assert a moral power which this nation has and we have
been called upon it to do what it is possible for that power to do.

Now this last point is especially important, and it requires me to discuss
a matter of pressing urgency here in America—-the debate, and it will be a serious
and thoughtful debate, over the so—called Safeguard Anti-ballistic Missile System.
I am acquainted with this system, as a former member of the National Security
Council. I believe I have some acquaintance with the subject of our missile pro-
gram, as the former Chairman of the Senate Disarmament Committee for the
better of ten years. I have tried to put at least a part of my lifetime into this tedious
and sometimes often misunderstood difficult task of trying to generate a political
environment with which we cauld talk sensibly about the mutual deduction of both
offensive and defensive weapons.

Adlai Stevenson devoted himself to bring an end to the nuclear arms race.
I remember in 1956 when his was the only voice of the American scene who called
for a Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. He fought courageously against the testing of those
nuclear weapons in the air. He did so even during his campaign for the Presidency

when he knew it was unpopular, when he knew he had little or no support; he suffered
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not only opposition, but ridicule. Ladies and gentlemen, he was proved right—--and
indeed seven years later the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty was signed and his courage
then inspires us today. Don't tell me that there isn't such a thing as immortality.
The spirit of good men survives long after they have departed, and many of us were
inspired because of his valiant, lonely life to take up the cause. My message to the
young people tonight is this: there is little anything that is instant. I know that
most of us when we are young are very impatient, and rightfully so. There should
always be a struggle between the present and the past, but it is the patient, per-
servering, hard-working, everlasting using of the time that is available to you and
ultimately true produces the results. The only thing I know that is instant is
instant coffee, instant tea, or instant disaster. Great works require great energy
and great sacrifice.

So now we are facing a great moment of decision in the search for a way
out of the insanity, and [ repeat insanity of the nuclear arms race. We must de-
cide whether our first priority will be to pursue talks with the Soviet Union on
checking the arms race, or to concentrate once again on the piling up of armaments
that will not increase our security but may very well jeopardize that very delicate
political climate that is required for these talks to succeed. There is a time in the
affairs of men and that time must be seized—--the right time. For the first time in
the post war, my friends and fellow Americans, I really believe that there is
enough mutual competence between the great super powers for the Soviet Union
that permits us to at least engage in rational discussion. [ want to be sure that we
are the leaders in trying this. We have taken many risks in this country--risks of
war, risks of alliances, risks of hating, and risks of military assistance. 1 believe

it is time we took a risk, if you want to call it that, on a search for peace. That is
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what we are talking about when we say to halt the arms race.

I have spelled out in many places my reasons for opposition for the Safe-
guard ABM System. Ladies and gentlemen, just because it has a new title, that
doesn't change it. It used to be called sentinel, thank goodness they didn't change
the first initial. Now it is called Safeguard. The advertising labels do not always
change the product. An anti-ballistic missile is an anti-ballistic missile, a
missile is a missile, and a nuclear warhead is just exactly that. I have spelled out
my reasons for opposition: It would provide nho real increase in our military
security. You merely raise the level of weaponry which the other side immediately
equates. You raise your defense, he raises his offense. You raise your offense,
he raises his defense. You raise the method of danger. Our present policy of
deterance is based on the balance of terror, the possibility of mutual annihilation.
Do you want to play with it? You see I have predicted what risk confusing our
strategic and political relations with the Soviet Union, and it would command vast
resources, huge expenditures, that we can ill afford to spare from our crying
domestic needs——need [ cite them? Hunger in the land of wealth, poverty in the land
of wealth, hopelessness in the land of hope, despair in the land that is suppose to be
filled with confidence.

So I raise this crucial issue now, and I shall continue to do so, because
I think this is a chance of a lifetime for us to turn back the arms race and maybe
prepare the way for broader discussions that would lead to a much more peaceful
and secure world. But I also raise the issue in talking about the future of Europe
because what we decide to do about this so-called Safeguard ABM System can have

the most profound consequences for our relations with our NATO Allies. Did we

consult them? Yes, afterwards. Is that the way you have a partnership?
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To begin with, the success of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty in
Western Europe, the treaty to prohibit the expansion of nuclear technology and the
acquisition of nuclear weapons by other nations, will depend in part on what we do
to control the proliferation of nuclear arms within our countries. How can you ask
others who forego nuclear weaponry? Because you say it is dangerous, but you
continue to pile up new and more sophisticated weaponry yourself. How can we
ask others to sign away their nuclear weapons and remain indifferent to the dangers
posed by our own arms race?

But more importantly, there is the whole nature of our strategic relations
with Western Europe. For twenty years, our Allies have trusted our guarantee to
defend them as we would defend ourselves, including the use of nuclear weapons if
necessary.

But this confidence will be sorely tested if we seem to be drawing a
shroud of security directly just around ourselves, leaving our Allies outside, doing
so, by the way, without even the courtesy of a frank discussion with them. Indeed,
as | see it, our deployment of an ABM System could undo the good work of the
Nuclear Planning Group which has helped to create a feeling in Western Europe of
common involvement in the problems of nuclear policy. Because nuclear policy
is like a death policy, we take it so for granted. Let me assure this audience
that there is no shortage of nuclear power, the possibilities of nuclear destruction
are beyond your comprehension. Overkill is the only word that can describe it,
both on our part and the Soviets.

Our NATO Allies remember all too well the years following the First World
War, when we retreated from the Continent and attempted to build a Fortress America.

I submit that we must give them no reason to believe that we will repeat that mis—
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take once again.

We must not permit these fears to continue. We must reassure our Allies
of our concern——our vital concern——for their security. NATO represents only
one aspect of our involvement with our Western European Allies. Let me move
that from the field of weaponry to the other things that may be just a little less
emotional but every bit as fundamental, there is a growing importance of our
economic relations with the Continent. 1 think we have to accept that changes have
taken place there., Many Europeans today are disturbed by the growth of American
economic power on the Continent, and it has been referred to as the "American
Challenge ."

Now this concern is real, but I think it is unnecessary. It is largely a
legacy of a time when the United States did indeed stand as the great and wonder-
fully great power, impose particular views on Western Europe concerning the
proper approach to European unity and even the development of economic institutions
like the Common Market. We were so willing to tell them how to do it, but my
friends, those days are over. Institutions will be created by themselves.

The economic strength of Europe and the ability of those nations to plot
their own course to the future are undisputed. Yet there remains the task of
allaying fears in Europe of our economic involvement, of our economic denomination,
and to assure our Allies that we are there economically as partners, not as ex—
ploiters. We are there for the common purpose, and a common goal.

This common purpose is the development of a European commonwealth in
which individual nations will be able to deal with us in many ways and in ways that
are as much of their own making and direction as our own. [ happen to believe

that we in the United States have only to be clear, both to them and to ourselves,
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that our sole aim is cooperation—--not domination or control. Indeed, American
economic domination of Europe, or any part of it, would not be in their interest or
ours.

But at the same time we should not forego pursuit of real areas of common
concern. There are so many things we can do together: we can explore space
together, we can enjoy technological programs together, we can help develop new
markets together, we can see the development of communication grids and com-—
munication satellites together, and computer facilities. We can join together in
efforts to meet our common and difficult problems of urban decay, of air and water
pollution, and the depletion of resources. My fellow Americans, the Europeans
have something to teach us when it comes to conservation, when it comes to urban
lighting.

There are other areas in which we share with Western Europe responsibility
for meeting difficult problems. There is the steadily worsening crisis which all
too often goes unnoticed by the general public but which would be resulted in catas-—
trophy—-it is known as the international monetary crisis.

Yet we must be clear on our intent: that the United States, with our
Western European Allies and other nations such as Sweden and Japan, has a
fundamental responsibility for the health of the entire international monetary
system. Now I know these are facts which are definitely resided in graduate courses
and economics. Ladies and gentlemen, domestic inflation is one serious problem,
and international monetary crisis has the same dimension of capacity on the
economic scene as a nuclear war. We must not permit it to happen. It simply is
not acceptable to rock along from crisis to crisis, hoping that the worst can be

avoided, and this brings me to the greatest of all tasks which, I think, faces the



STEVENSON LECTURE Page 14 HHH

Atlantic Partnership, not of Europe standing alone, not of America standing alone,
not a European commonwealth on its own and an American fortress on its own, but
an Atlantic partnership and our responsibilities in the family of man. If you love
it, hope for it.

Pope John the 23rd said it well in his encyclical MATER ET MAGISTRA, and
here's the way he put it:

" . . . given the growing interdependence among the peoples

of the earth, it is not possible to preserve lasting peace if glaring

economic and social inequality among them persist."

He said it ancther way when he said, "where there is constant walk, there
is no peace." The greatest threat to world peace then today is the growing inequities.
The glaring economic and social inequality at home and abroad--this is the center of
unrest here. The great wealth that so many of us have, the prosperity that so many
of us enjoy, and the abject poverty that is the lot of at least one—sixth or one-
seventh of our population. It's the glaring differences that sharpen the picture--the
same is true on the world-wide scene.

And so | say we above all, nations that are rich, fortunate, just like people
who are rich and fortunate, bear a special obligation to those who live in glaring
economic and social inequality. Our peace is threatened, and theirs is lost.

Qur obligation to help the so-called "third world,' or here at home our
obligation to help that other American, that poor American, often times that Black
American, is, of course, in our self-interest for all of us. It is not soft-headed,
or just soft—hearted, but it is an investment in the stability of peace of vast areas.
More importantly, if it isn't old-fashioned to say it, it is a moral obligation—-the

very obligation that Pope John spoke of.
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We have that moral obligation both as a nation and as a people--because of
who we are and where we came from, of the teachings of our entire civilization—-to
help all men lift themselves to the state of human freedom and dignity which is our
own objective.

So these are the objectives and the areas of cooperation and mutual concern
that we share here at home and that we can share with our Allies, but we must never
forget that the Continent of Europe continues to be unnaturally divided-—just as when
a nation is divided, it is still with unrest and danger. So when a Continent is
divided, it is still with danger and unrest. Now that concept of a unified Europe is
far older than the artificial barriers that were built between East and West following
the Second World War. Europe is a family longing deep in its heart the coming
together. As we face the problems of providing security for Western Europe, and
as we encourage the economic growth of these nations, we must never lose sight
of our principal goal: to see the barriers removed and development begun of a
commonwealth embracing all European nations. You see, my friends, [ even be-
lieve that all Americans really want to come together. There is a family, but of
what race? The human race. While there are voices crying out here and abroad
for separatism, voices of a demigod and voices of extremists at home and abroad,
individually and as nations—-really, the heart of it all is that they greatly want to
come together. That is why we are trying to build here at home, painful and
difficult as it is, and as your children put it so beautifully, "one nation, indivis—
ible under God, with liberty and justice for all." This same yearning of oneness,
this same yearning is to be found not only here but it is found elsewhere. 1 want
to see the policies of this country directed at home and abroad trying to remove the

barriers, those artificial barriers that keep people apart. Now there are specific
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steps that we can now take to help make that European commonwealth closer and a
reality.

First, we must recognize and help assure the legitimate security needs of
all the nations in Europe. All of them, because without this, there can be no pro-
gress away from sterile and dangerous confrontation towards new engagements
across old frontiers. But providing for mutual security is not enough. There must
also be mutual will to see the fruits of economic and technological progress shared
by all, and mutual tolerance of free exchange of ideas by all. There is the problem
at home and abroad.

The Soviet actions again in Czechoslovakia have demonstrated that Moscow
is not yet ready to permit the rapid development of the economic relations across
the East-West frontier; nor is Moscow ready to tolerate the flow of ideas and re-
form of governments that will lead to improved political relations among all the
nations of Europe. My dear friends we have people right here at home that are not
willing to tolerate the flow of new ideas, to challenge old institutions, to accept
change, and to try to mold change into a constructive pattern. But it is these im-
proved relations among individual governments and peoples that offer the best hope
here and the best hope for the eventual reunification of the Continent.

We cannot tell how long this process will take, I can only say that it will
take some time. Nor can we tell all the short-run steps that will be involved, but
we must try. Try. Try. Try. When there are inequities, try to remove them.
When there are injustices, try to overcome them. When there is denial, try to over-
come it. The current reports from Czechoslovakia are not encouraging, but the
end result, [ predict, will be some form of reconstituted Europe that will have the

substance if not the form of a unified Continent. Of this, I have no doubt at all.
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But we must not be too hasty, nor should we believe that the United States
can play God, Master Supreme, play the central role in eroding these divisions
between East and West. With our Allies, we must continue to exercise patience,
giving the Soviets no cause to fear for their own or their Allies' security. Nor
should we encourage the Soviets to believe that they can enjoy the benefits of an
exclusive friendly relationship with us and an exclusive detente while they deny even
the rudimentary economic, political, and cultural contacts between their European
Allies and our own. You see, a partnership is just that. It can have no separate
side affects and benefits.

In time, I continue to believe the Soviets will see that it is in their interest
to eliminate these tensions and begin the process towards reunification. Within
this context, I think that we can then move towards the day when we can solve pro-
blems posed by the continued division of Germany, a dangerous division. We can
increase step by step the economic relations among all European nations. And we
can begin negotiating the mutual reduction of armed forces in NATO and the Warsaw
Pact——-when we can start once again to live in an atmosphere of some security and
that is not imposed by group power.

Now this last step of the reduction of forces will be the end result of a
general process that will be conducted largely by European nations, but in con-
sultation with the United States. We can help-—we can do so by indispensable
guarantees of Western European security. Ultimately, the initiative must come from
Europe itself.

I believe, therefore, it is time for the United States to begin talks with the
Soviets on arms control; the Soviets can do so with the recognition that it will be

difficult, tedious, demanding, and even dangerous. This is a matter of supreme im-
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portance. But the reconciliation of the political differences in Europe cannot pro-
ceed under a Soviet threat of more invasions or of insensitive efforts to suppress
militarily those changes in Eastern Europe that will be of benefit to everyone.

When these signs appear, | foresee a number of further steps that we can
take to supplement the efforts which can only be made by European nations them -
selves. The United States can join in encouraging the wider participation of Eastern
European nations in those institutions of commenrce and economic development that
have proved so successful in the West when the standard of living rises and the hopes
for peace are decreased.

This principle could also be applied to the field of security and defense. 1
envision in the lifetime of most of this audience, the creation of a European Security
Commission, to include members now in NATO and the Warsaw Pact, as well as
the European neutrals. This Commission, which would be a security counterpart
of the revitalized Economic Commission for Europe, would provide a forum for the
continuing discussion of security problems as they related to strategic stability and
the reduction of tensions throughout the Continent.

And these are steps we can take on our own. We should begin revising our
out—dated economic and trade policies towards the Eastern European states, as and
when the reduction of political tensions warrants it. Within Eastern Europe, we
should encourage trade with the United States because it is through commerce
which you can build a solid relationship. We should apply the Most—-Favored Nation
principle of all nations, we should normalize credit facilities, and renovate the
existing system of export restrictions.

These are things we can do now. These are but a few of the efforts that

we can undertake as our contribution to a long process of removing tensions,
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reuniting, and reunifying Europe.

But we must not delude ourselves: these steps must be answered by the
countries of Eastern Europe and by the Soviet Union if the Continent is one day to
be restored to its rightful place. So I say we should be prepared to try and to
encourage the Soviet Union to show an equal desire that the unnatural restrictions
should no longer retard the development of the European commonwealth.

I see this as the future of Europe and of its relations with the United
States and the Soviet Union——a Europe that is at peace. This was Adlai Stevenson's
dream. A Europe no longer divided—-—this was his hope. A Europe no longer the
focus of Soviet-American rivalry—--this was his dream.

It can be a continent of nations taking an active part in the world; this
can be the European Commonwealth. What greater tribute can there be than the
statesmanship of America and to the leader that we honor tonight. This can be the
realization of Adlai Stevenson's vision of a Europe that is reconciled——at peace with
itself and the wider world—--a Europe which can offer us fresh hope and that man does
indeed possess the wisdom and courage to survive in these perilous times. My
fellow Americans, the danger that we face is the danger that comes, the passion
and emotion of a world that is still among uncertainty and challenge. If ever there
was a need for both a calm and steady hand and yet a creative and innovative spirit,
it is now.

[_eadership for America, the America of our youth, will come when we
are more enlightened, when it is intellectural power that replaces sheer money
power; but it is moral power that replaces military power. It does not mean the
abandonment of capitol or military strength, but it means that they shall be placed

in proper priority and in proper perspective.
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The fact is that war is too dangerous for the temporary man. The fact is
we have no alternative except to seek peace. To seek it in Southeast Asia, to seek
it in the Middle East, to seek and build the cathedral of peace in every continent,
to seek and strengthen the great institutions such as the United Nations, but above
all to build peace in our hearts, to build peace in our homes, and to build it in our
own country. The nations' foreign policy is dictated by its form of domestic policy.
We are no better abroad than we are here. We would be no more a peacemaker
there than we are able to maintain peace here. If we cannot reconcile the differences
amongst our own people, Black and White, rich and poor, how do you think we can
be of any help to reconcile differences of people in far and distant lands, peoples of
whom we know all too little. So I think the appeal for a departed soldier of peace,
let us learn to live together in respect if not in love, in brotherhood. Let us re-
member that if the American nation wills to do something, we are determined to put
ourselves to the task—-we are a mighty force for all that is good. Our danger in the
days ahead is that we may be indifferent to the troubles of others only to find that
we have inherited their misfortune. This is but one little world, and if Apollo 8
taught us nothing else on that Christmas season, 1968, I think it put this world in
proper perspective with the great universe that is God's creation. Here we reopen
this little spinning door, beautiful as it was in the picture of the astronaut. Here
we are together on that little globe with no escape. The only thing that we can do
then is to decide will we live together or die together? If you don't mind my taking
a position, I would like to come out foreswear for the opportunity to live and to live
a good life. Believe me it can be done if we have the means and the will and the
inspiration which we have. Thank you very much.

HHH:dh
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This evening we honor a man who did more than

anyone else of his generation to make our nation and our

people aware of the challenge and complexities of the outside

worldKAdIai E. Stevenson earned the respect of the entire

world as a statesman.glspared no personal effort in the

search for peace, even if that involved considerable political
L | I

risk and sacrifice. _—
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In Europe, particularly, Adlai Stevenson is remembered
—

as an American who fought more valiantly than any other

against the excesses of the Cold War -- a man who never gave

in to those who substituted fear for reason and hostility for

the patient work of diplomacy..[He knew Europe and its people

weII./ZAnd he spoke for them on the subject of peace as he

| ¥ spoke for us in America.

LBut the Europe that Adlai Stevenson knew is rapidly

p——

changing., Z\He was concerned with ending the Cold War,

preventing crises‘ and resolving conflicts that could lead to

war, LToday, we are concerned increasingly with problems

that are no longer limited exclusively to the Western half of

the Contirlgpt, and that focus upon cooperation and change,

E————rT sm—mseeee—

as well as upon confrontation.

¢ o
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The old hostilities are waning, and fear is no longer
the cornerstone of the Western Alliance, although the recent

Soviet action in Czechoslovakia again threatens to turn back

———— et

the clock to an old and dying era of military subjugation and

repression.

R,

AThere is an unprecedented economic strength in western

Europe, and prospects for economic growth in the East.l In

recent years, there have been exchanges of ideas and

technologies between West and East that were almost unknown

a few years ago.
LAnd Europeans, whatever their nationalities, are expressing

hopes of a new and undivided Continent -- a commonwealth of

———

interests embracing all of Europe.

e —




000498

Despite the continued Soviet presence in Czechoslovakia,

the new growth in Europe Etowards cooperation and

L

reconciliation and the search for ways to express the common
——————

desires of peoples who share the same heritage and aspirations

Ljhis is the wave of the future -- whether or not the Soviets

are willing to accept the inevitability of these movements. g

Z As Americansy our interest in Europe is as strong as

every, *@u.,chance to benefit from a new European

commonwealth is rivalled only by the benefits to be derived

by the European nations themselves, ( Bet—t—we-are-to-see
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As before, our interest begins with Western Europe --
with our common interests in securityl in economic growth,
and in the resolution of East-West conflict,

A We have recently celebrated the twentieth anniversary

of the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty. During the last

two decades, this treaty has preserved the peace in Europe.

4 Today NATO remains the bedrock of our common security,

Amthe only sure basis for efforts to change the pattern of

confrontation on the Continent. (Any initiatives we and our

Tt T

Allies may take in the direction of change will be secured by

our mutual determination that the defense of the Western
T Sy ST e ——— T

Alliance is paramount and indivisible.
——ET

_—
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A This does not mean we should resist changes in NATO
that will either increase its effectiveness or bring our

e S S T

European Allies more fully into the making of decisions that

affect the security of us all, (In recent years, there have

been reforms in the structure of NATO that have given the

European Allies a greater share in Alliance planning.

LNew institutions, such as the Nuclear Planning Group,

s

have strengthened the mutual relations among the NATO Alliesm[

e e U OU T C U T ONE ANz DA TR & DA\ S.803:56--0f
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Te~this—end—i=have-tong=suppesied [he creation of

a European caucus within NATO for joint consultations among

the European members of the Alliance

for the common procurement of weapons by the European Allies p

And 1 look forward to the day when it will be possible to have

a European as Supreme Allied Commander, Europe.,_. f"dﬁ

Millions of men and billions of dollars are still being
P e ]

devoted to a rudimentary balance of security forces in Europe,
e T N T T T e s T T e A S P i S MR Tt

A But we cannot abandon a security system which has

worked without having something better replace it.

e —

There is nothing to recommend a one-sided retreat --

sy

by ourselves or our Allies -- from our responsibility to our

own safety‘b This is especially true in light of the recent
—..-——

events in Czechoslovakia.
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ZNonetheIess, the diplomacy of the next decade must
recognize that dramatic changes are taking place.( New
demands by people all over the world will inevitably require

in the years ahead a careful reexamination by all governments

-

and all leaders of the priorities of both domestic and international

policies -- regardless of the intransigence which some countries
T, [ — s e S

may exhibit today.

Z We would be blind to reality if we did not recognize that
people everywhere are insisting on a greater allocation of their

Posmmby/c national resources to the building of freer and more

—— pem—————

modern societieSe
e

LThe task of statesmanship in 1970 is to deescalate the

=%

arms race -- and to move in common agreement toward a

systematic scaling down of the mutually oppressive burden
“‘-

and cosi of our vast military complexes.
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M This must be done in concert with Allies -- and in

L
negotiation with adversaries.. LHit must be done with

American initiative -- as the political leader of the West,
e

<This last point is especially important, and requires

me to discuss a matter of pressing urgency here in America --

the debate over the Safeguard anti-ballistic missile system.

" wts ahe .
5 5t s

4 Adlai Stevenson devoted himself to bringing an end to

the nuclear arms race, LHe fought courageously against
Y e ——

the testing of nuclear weapons in the air, and he did so

even during his campaign for President, when he faced the

most concerted opposition and ridicule. LBut he was proved

EEEESCsTe =TT ATy e

right -- and his courage then inspires us todayg
—— e ——————
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j\ Now we are facing a great moment of decision in the

search for a way out of the insanity of the nuclear arms race,

4We must decide whether our first priority will be to pursue

talks with the Soviet Union on checking the arms race, or to

—— e }

concentrate once again on the piling up of armaments that

political climate or these talks to succeed.,

will not increase our security and wjeopardize the
Aot

4| have spelled out my reasons for opposing the Safeguard

ABM system: i it would provide no real increase in our

e S | TR

military security; ¥ it would risk confusing our strategic
T S LR T S e T T T

and political relations with the Soviet Union; and tm8 it would

command vast resources we can ill afford to spare from our
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But | raise this crucial issue now, in talking about the
future of Europe, because what we decide to do about the
Safeguard ABM system can have the most profound consequences
for our relations with our NATO Allies.,

LTO begin with ) the success of the Non-Proliferation Treaty
in Western Europe) where success is most importanb will

depend in part on what we and the Soviets do to control the

proliferation of nuclear arms within our two countries,LOver

the long run, we cannot ask others to sign away their nuclear

option and remain indifferent to the dangers posed by our own

e

arms race.

e
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LBut more importantly‘ there is the whole nature of our

strategic relations with Western Europe, A:or twenty years, our

Allies have trusted our guarantee to defend them as we would

defend ourselves, including the use of nuclear weapons if
’ = ———

/] ‘
necessaryJ =la a b ) ;; . = r " dof a8 0 ] [}
thayfc 0_igplemenddMat quésfantee goutd brinc

Imost without~exception our ave trusted us

"( Along with s, th

lliance remains

4 But this confidence will be sorely tested if we seem to be

drawing a shroud of security directly around ourselves, leaving

our Allies outside.

e
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Jthe dee of attack, and that the Europ
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i
LTher ittle merit in the argument that ah Amgerftan

ly incr+ase our willin

s to defend

will act

/l,/

BIV syste
estern Eujrope, Qather,

o emphasize that we i?/tge/ﬂ'n States believe ourselves to

ntinental defense and

o

is| syst ﬂould only seem in Europg

be self-suffi ie"'ﬁ?oviding for our

are merely

dependent upon_our good will.g
4 Indeed, our deployment of an ABM system could undo the

-y ey

good work of the Nuclear Planning Group which has helped

to create a feeling in Western Europe of common involvement
e e TS

in problems of nuclear policy.g
et et

AOur NATO Allies remember all too well the years following

the First World War', when we retreated from the Continent

and attempted to build a Fortress America. We must give them

no reason to believe that we will repeat that mistake.
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And the first deed g;wa be to abandon

’(:‘

that will only ralse doubt estern Europe

‘x

an ABM syster

about ouf determinabon to ,wnsuder the defensehe whole

0 Alliance as ﬂdwlsnble >

X NATO represents only one aspect of our involvement

with our Western European Allies./ There is also the growing

T

importance of our economic relations with the Continent

M we must accept that the nature of these relations has

changed radically in recent years.

L



commercial-activites—-Western—Europe, LMany Europeans

are disturbed by the growth of American economic power on

the Continent -- what is sometimes referred to as the

"American challenge'.

L ! fhis concern is real, but unnecessary., [ It
-_—

is largely a lgacy of a time when the United States did indeed

try to impose particular views on Western Europe concerning
———————

the proper approach to European unity and the development of

institutions like the Common Market,LBut those days are over g

4The economic strength of Europe)and the ability of these

-

nations to plot their own course to the futur&“undisputed,

(Yet there remains the task of allaying fears in Europe of our

economic involvement and to reassure our Allies that we are

there economically as part of a common purposea—ﬂ%&,
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<This common purpose is the development of a Eurgggan

commonwealth in which individual nations will be able to deal

with us in ways that are as much of their own making and

direction as our own.

g (Ntates has anything t
\\ %
ically, /from such a Eu\ropean

biA\

LWe in the United States have only to be clear, both to

them and to ourselves, that our sole aim is cooperation --

not domination or control, /Indeed, American economic domination

_‘

of Europe, or any part of it, would be in no one's interest,

including our own.,,
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1 But at the same time we should not forego pursuit of

real areas of common concerr}, where cooperation will be to
-—"‘ﬂ .

our mutual advantage, (w there is great scope

for joint scientific and technological programs, sometimes

involving American cooperation with individual European

countries, and as sometimes cooperation with efforts mounted
b T s )

by groups of these countries, such as the Common Market.q
_“

< These programs can include the exploration of space --

the development of communication grids and computer facilities --

and efforts to meet our common and difficult problems of urban

T

decay, poliution, and depletion of resources.
G e
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i
h of l/has much to cont‘mute to the others -and

we must not tese the dpportunlty tq do so. Buf in the process,

we American Trusf\he prepared to w fk( WIth European countries,

ps of them that Ofg>gjz€fthemselves according to the}r

own lights and that no_longer he,ed nor often wele__ome, attempts
\

| de them.

Ther must be real equaw rel\ho{ws wuth Western

e. And we welcom/ﬁ/

AThere are at least two other areas in which we share

with Western Europe responsibility for meeting difficult problems,

T T

A In the first place, there is the steadily worsening crisis in the

international monetary system. AThere are inadequate supplies

—

of international liquidity; and several countries share our

concern with a chronically unfavorable balance of payments.
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Z W%int effortsﬁalready begunAboth the increase

the supply of liquidity and to cushion the effects of difficulties
in the balance of payments of various nations, But it is clear

that these are only first steps toward more fundamental reform,

T T TR e T T e W o AP P e g TR

plobloms—py-endorsimy one or-more-of tie proposats=tirat-trave
b o b " : il
AYet we must be clear on our intent: That the United States,

with our Western European Allies and other nations such as

Sweden and Japan, has a fundamental responsibility for the
—_—

health of the entire international monetary system.,éﬁ'ﬁ.
inididadingi - isod nelage.,

4 It simply is not acceptable to rock along from crisis to

crisis, hoping somehow that the worst will be avoided.

L
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And this brings me to theml tasks which

faces not only the Atlantic Partnership, but all who profess

to membership in the family of man.
Pope John 23rd said it well in his encyclical MATER ET
MAG|STRA:
"...given the growing interdependence among the
peoples of the earth, it is not possible to preserve
lasting peace if glaring economic and social inequality

e R e — =

among them persist. "

LWe, above all, who share the European heritage -- with

all that it infers -- whose nations are today rich and fortunaEez

bear special obligation to those who live in glaring economic

and social inequality.

|
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Our obligation to help the so-called "third world" is,

of course, in our self-interest. It is not soft-headed,, or even

just soft—hearted) but an investment in the stability and peace

of vast areas.

LBut it is, more importantly, a moral obligation -- the

very obligation Pope John spoke of.

AWe have a moral obligation -- because of who we are...

— oLl T

of where we came from...of the teachings our entire civilization

represents -- to help all men lift themselves to the state of

human freedom and dignity which is our own objective. @

s Ty, e

éThese are areas of cooperation and mutual concern we

share with our Allies in Western Europe,
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(But we must not forget that the Continent continues to
be unnaturally divided -- that the concept of a unified Europe

is far older than the artificial barriers that were built between

East and West following the Second World War,Q\s we face the

problems of providing security for Western I-Zﬂ*opeJ and as we

encourage the economic growth of these nations, we must never

lose sight of our principal goal: To see the barriers removed and

development begun of a commonwealth embracing all European

nations.

(There are specific steps we can now take to help bring this

vision of a European commonwealth closer to reality.
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First, we must recognize and help assure the legitimate

—

security needs of all nations in Europe, Q\lithout this, there

can be no progress away from sterile confrontation towards new

engagement across old frontiers.uaut providing for mutual

security is not enough. { There must also be mutual will to

Tt e s s SE——

see the fruits of economic and technological progress shared

by all; and mutual tolerance of the free exchange of ideas.,

e =T ey

( The Soviet actions in Czechoslovakia have demonstrated
that Moscow is not yet ready to permit the rapid development of
economic relations across the East-West frontier: nor is Moscow

ready to tolerate the flow of ideas and reform of governments
——ree TR

=g

that will lead to improved political relations among all the nations

of Eu rope[ But it is just these imEroved relations among

individual governments and peoples that offer the best hope for

the eventual reunification of the Continent.
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We cannot tell how long this process will take, nor all
the short-run steps that will be involved.' LCurrent reports

from Czechoslovakia are not encouraging. But the end result

will be some form of reconstituted Europe that will have the

L T

substance if not the form of a unified Continent. Of this |

—

have no doubt at all.

l_l;-;ut we must not be too hasty, or believe that we in the
United States can play the central role in eroding these

divisions between East and WestéWith our Allies, we must

continue to exercise patience, giving the Soviets no cause to
m—

fear for their own or their Allies' securi’g_.LNor should we

e ¢ B

encourage the Soviets to believe that they can enjoy the benefits
o e,

of an exclusive detente with us while they deny even rudimentary

G —

economic, political, and cultural contacts between their European
——

Allies and our own.

L - -
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/In time‘ | continue to believe the Soviets will see that

it is in their interest essmm@to eliminate tensions on the

Continent and begin the process towards reunification.,LNithin

N

that context, we can then move towards solving problems posed

/

by the continued division of Germggy..h\le can increasg step

by step)the economic relations among all Europeans nations.
| Ao =

And we can begin negotiating the mutual reduction of armed

forces in NATO and the Warsaw Pact. 4

<This last step will be the end result of a general process
that will be conducted largely by European nations, but in

copsultation with the United States. LThe United States can

helB, by continuing to preserve the indispensable guarantees
of Western European security} and by conducting the closest
possible consultations with our Allies during our own direct

dealings with the Soviet Union.,,
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| believe it is time for the United States to begin talks
with the Soviets on arms control. This is a matter of supreme

importance.ZBut reconciliation of political differences cannot

proceed under a Soviet threat of more invasions or of

insensitive efforts to suppress militarily those changes in
=" ———

Eastern Europe that will be of benefit to everyone. 4

4When these signs appear) | foresee a number of further
steps that we can take to supplement the efforts which can only
be made by European nations, themselves. The United States

can join in encouraging the wider participation of Eastern

European nations in those institutions of commerce and economic

development that have proved so successful in the West.
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This principle could also be applied to the field of

security and defense.LI envision the creation of a European

Security Commissioni to include member nations in NATO

and the Warsaw Pact, as well as the European neutrals.,[Thi

Commission, which would be the security counterpart of the

revitalized Economic Commission for Europej would provide a

forum for the continuing discussion of security problems as

——

they related to strategic stability and the reduction of tensions

throughout the Continent.

L In addition, there are steps we can take on our own, (We

should begin revising our outdated economic and trade policies

towards the Eastern European sta’u:—zsJ as and when the reduction

of political tensions warrants it., &Vithin Eastern Europe we

should encourage trade with the United States -- apply the

Most-Favored Nation principle of GATT more widely -- normalize
. e e

credit facilities -- and renovate the existing system of _export

restrictions.
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These are but a few of the efforts that the United States
can undertake as our contribution to a long process of

reunifying Europe -- a process that will be in the common
ﬂ_— e

iy

interest of all nations, including the Soviet Union.

LBut we must not delude ourselves: these steps must be

answered by the countries of Eastern Europe and by the

Soviet Union if the Continent is one day to be restored to its

- L

rightful place in the world, (I say we should be pmred to

try, and to encourage the Soviet Union to show an equal desire

) ——

that unnatural restrictions should no longer retard the

development of the European commonwealth. ,

AI see this to be the future of Europe and of its relations

with the United States and the Soviet Union -- a Europe that

is at peace -- no longer divided -- no longer the focus of

=]

Soviet-American rivalry.

L —
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It can be a continent of nations taking an active part
in the world, and the source of growing international
cooperation.

ZThis can be the European Commonwealth.

This can also be the realization of Adlai Stevenson's

vision of a reconciled Europe -- at peace with itself and the

wider world -- a Europe which can offer us fresh hope that

M — T S s

man does, indeed, possess the wisdom and courage to survive

—— ik
e

in these perilous times.
n—

t  #  #
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THE EUROPEAN COMMONWEALTH

This evening we honor a man who did more than anyone else of

his generation to make our nation and our people aware of the
challenge and complexities of the outside world. Adlai E. Stevenson
earned the respect of the entire world as a statesman who spared

no personal effort in the searchfor peace, even if that involved
considerable political risk and sacrifice,

In Europe, particularly, Adlai Stevenson is remembered as an
American who fought more valiantly than any other against the
excesses of the Cold War -- a man who never gave in to those who
substituted fear for reason and hostility for the patient work of
diplomacy. He knew Europe and its peoples well. And he spoke
for them on the subject of peace as he spoke for us in America,

But the Europe that Adlai Stevenson knew is rapidly changing. He
was concerned with ending the Cold War, preventing crises, and
resolving conflicts that could lead to war. Today, we are concerned
increasingly with problems that are no longer limited exclusively

to the Western half of the Continent, and that focus upon cooperation
and change, as well as upon confrontation.

The old hostilities are waning, and fear is no longer the cornerstone
of the Western Alliance, although the recent Soviet action in Czecho-
slovakia again threaterSto turn back the clock to an old and dying era
of military subjugation and repressiong.

There is unprecedented ecanomic strength in western Europe, and

prospects for economic growth in the East. In recent years, there
have been exchanges of ideas and of technologies between West and
East that were almost unknown a few years ago.

And Europeans, whatever their nationalities, are expressing hopes
of a new and undivided Continent -- a commonwealth of interests



en;bracing all of Europe.

Despite the continued Soviet presence in Czechoslovakia, the new
growth in Europe is towards cooperation and reconciliation and
the search for ways to express the common desires of peoples
who share the same heritage and aspirations. This is the wave of
the future -- whether or not the Soviets are willing to accept the
inevitability of these movements.

As Americans, our interest in Europe is as strong as ever, and

our chance to benefit from a new European commonwealth is rivalled
only by the benefits to be derived by the European nations themselves.
But if we are to see these new and hopeful developments and perhaps
take part in them, we must meet the new problems of Europe, just

as twenty years ago we met the old,

L

As before, our interest begins with Western Europe -- with our
common interests in security, in economic growth, and in the
resolution of East-West conflict.

We have recently celebrated the twentieth anniversary of the signing
of the North Atlantic Treaty. During the last two decades, this
treaty has preserved the peace in Europe,.

Today NATO remains the bedrock of our common security, and the
only sure basis for efforts to change the pattern of confrontation on
the Continent. Any initiatives we and our Allies may take in the
direction of change will be secured by our mutual determination that
the defense of the Western Alliance is paramount and indivisible.,

This does not mean we should resist changes in NATO that will either
increase its effectiveness or bring our European Allies more fully
into the making of decisions that affect the security of us all. In
recent years, there have been reforms in the structure of NATO that
have given the European Allies a greater share in Alliance planning.

New institutions, such as the Nuclear Planning Group, have

strengthened the mutual relations among the NATO Allies, and helped
our European partners to achieve a new sense of identity and purpose
within the Alliance. These are all necessary and constructive steps.
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The development of similar methods and institutions should continue,
and our Allies should be encouraged to play an even greater role in
Alliance planning -- not in order to divide them from us, but to
forge a new unity for our common defense.

Totis end, I have long supported the creation of a European caucus
within NATO for joint consultations among the European members

of the Alliance. I endorse proposals for the common procurement of
weapons by the European Allies, And I look forward to the day when
it will be possible to have a European as Supreme Allied Commander,
Europe.

Millions of men and billions of dollars are still being devoted to a
rudimentary balance of security forces in Europe.

But we cannot abandon a security system which has worked without
having something better replace it.

There is nothing to recommend a one-sided retreat -- by ourselves
or our allies -- from our responsibility to our own safety. This is
especially true in light of the recent events in Czechoslovakia.

Nonetheless, the diplomacy of the next decade must recognize that
dramatic changes are taking place. New demands by people all over
the world will inevitably require in the years ahead a careful re-
examination by all governments and all leaders of the priorities of
both domestic and international policies -- regardless of the
intransigence which some countries may exhibit today.

We would be blind to reality if we did not recognize that people every-
where are insisting on a greater allocation of their respective
national resources to the building of freer and more modern societies,

The task of statesmanship in 1970 is to de-escalate the arms race --
and to move in common agreement toward a systematic scaling down of
the mutually oppressive burden and cost of our vast military complexes.

This must be done in concert with Allies -- and in negotiation with
adversaries. But it must be done with American initiative -- as the
political leader of the West.



This last point is especially important, and requires me to discuss

a matter of pressing urgency here in America -- the debate over the
Safeguard anti-ballistic missile system.

o * ¥ % %

Adlai Stevenson devoted himself to bringing an end to the
nuclear arms race. He fought courageously against the testing
of nuclear weapons in the air, and he did so even during his
campaign for President, when he faced the most concerted oppo-
sition and ridicule. But he was proved right -- and his courage
then inspires us today.

Now we are facing a great moment of decision in the search
for a way out of the insanity of the nuclear arms race. We must
decide whether our first priority will be to pursue talks with the
Soviet Union on checking the arms race, or to concentrate once
again on the piling up of armaments that will not increase our
security and will only jeopardize the political climate there must
be for these talks to succeed.

I have spelled out my reasons for opposing the Safeguard ABM
system: that it would provide no real increase in our military
security; that it would risk confusing our strategic and political
relations with the Soviet Union; and that it would command vast re-
sources we can ill afford to spare from our domestic needs.

But I raise this crucial issue now, in talking about the future
of Europe, because what we decide to do about the Safeguard ABM
system can have the most profound consequences for our relations with
our NATO Allies.

To begin with, the success of the Non-Proliferation Treaty in
Western Europe, where success is most important, will depend in part
on what we and the Soviets do to control the proliferation of nuclear
arms within our two countries. Over the long run, we cannot ask others
to sign away their nuclear option and remain indifferent to the dangers
posed by our own arms race.

But more importantly, there is the whole nature of our strategic
relations with Western Europe. For twenty years, our Allies have
trusted our guarantee to defend them as we would defend ourselves,
including the use of nuclear weapons if necessary. And for more than
a decade, we have all known that for us to implement that guarantee could
bring a Soviet nuclear attack directly against the United States.



Yet almost without exception our Allies have trusted us despite
efforts to discourage them. Along with us, they believe today that
the defense of the Western Alliance remains indivisible.

But this confidence will be sorely tested if we seem to be
drawing a shroud of security directly around ourselves, leaving our
Allies outside.

There is little merit in the argument that an American ABM
system will actually increase our willingness to defend Western
Europe. Rather, this system would only seem in Europe to emphasize
that we in the United States believe ourselves to be self-sufficient
in providing for our continental defense and the deterrence of attack,
and that the Europeans are merely dependent upon our good will.

Indeed, our deployment of an ABM system could undo the good work
of the Nuclear Planning Group which has helped to create a feeling in
Western Europe of common involvement in problems of nuclear policy.

Our NATO Allies remember all too well the years following the First
World War, when we retreated from the Continent and attempted to build a
Fortress America. We must give them no reason to believe that we will
repeat that mistake.

We must not permit these fears to continue. We must reassure our
Allies of our concern -- our vital concern -- for their security. But
we cannot do this with words, which in the past have only seemed to con-
firm their anxieties. We must do it with deeds. And the first deed must
be to abandon an ABM system that will only raise doubts in Western Europe
about our determination to consider the defense of the whole NATO Alliance
as one and indivisible.

* R % %

NATO represents only one aspect of our involvement with our Western
European Allies. There is also the growing importance of our economic
relations with the Continent. But we must accept that the nature of
these relations has changed radically in recent years.

It is a truism that Europe is no longer dependent on us. But that
fact is often not comprehended in our day-to-day commercial activities in
Western Europe. Many Europeans are disturbed by the growth of American
economic power on the Continent -- what is sometimes referred to as the
"American challenge,"
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I believe that this concern is real, but unnecessary. It is
largely a legacy of a time when the United States did indeed try to
impose particular views on Western Europe concerning the proper
approach to European unity and the development of institutions like
the Common Market. But those days are over.

The economic strength of Europe and the ability of these nations
to plot their own course to the future are undisputed. Yet there
remains the task of allaying fears in Europe of our economic involvement
and to reassure our Allies that we are there economically as part of a
common purpose.

This common purpose is the development of a European commonwealth
in which individual nations will be able to deal with us in ways that
are as much of their own making and direction as our own.

I do not believe that the United States has anything to fear, eco-
nomically or politically, from such a European commonwealth composed of
nations that are economically independent. Our mutual cooperation is
assured by the nature and vast extent of our commercial and economic
relationship.

We in the United States have only to be clear, both to them and to
ourselves, that our sole aim is cooperation -- not domination or control.
Indeed, American economic domination of Europe, or any part of it, would
be in no one's interest, including our own.

But at the same time we should not forego pursuit of real areas of
common concern, where cooperation will be to our mutual advantage. 1In
particular, there is great scope for joint scientific and technological
programs, sometimes involving American cooperation with individual
European countries, and as sometimes cooperation with efforts mounted by
groups of these countries, such as the Common Market.

These programs can include the exploration of space -- the develop-
ment of communication grids and computer facilities -- and efforts to
meet our common and difficult problems of urban decay, pollution, and
depletion of resources.

Each of us has much to contribute to the others, and we must not lose
the opportunity to do so. But in the process, we Americans must be pre-
pared to work with European countries, or groups of them, that organize
themselves according to their own lights and that no longer need nor often
welcome attempts by outsiders to guide them.

There must be real equality in our relations with Western Europe.
And we will welcome it.

® w® g %



There are at least two other areas in which we share with Western
Europe responsibility for meeting difficult problems. In the first
place, there is the steadily worsening crisis in the international
monetary system, There are inadequate supplies of international
liquidity; and several countries share our concern with a chronically
unfavorable balance of payments. _

I support joint efforts already begun both to increase the supply of
liquidity and to cushion the effects of difficulties in the balance of
payments of various nations. But it is clear that these are only first
steps toward more fundamental reform,

I do not want to prejudice a common solution to these problems by
endorsing one or more of the proposals that have been made by
economists in many different countries,

Yet we must be clear on our intent: That the United States, with
our Western European Allies and other nations such as Sweden and
Japan, has a fundamental responsibility for the health of the entire
international monetary system, It is a responsibility that must be
exercised now as never before,

It simply is not acceptable to rock along from crisis to crisis, hoping
somehow that the worst will be avoided.

And this brings me to the largest of all tasks which faces not only
the Atlantic Partnership, but all who profess to membership in the
family of man.

Pope John 23rd said it well in his encyclical MATER ET MAGISTRA:

", . . given the growing interdependence among the
peoples of the earth, it is not possible to preserve
lasting peace if glaring economic and social inequality
among them persist."

We, above all, who share the European heritage -~ with all that it
infers -- whose nations are today rich and fortunate, bear special
obligation to those who live in glaring economic and social inequality.

Our obligation to help the so-called "third world' is, of course, in
our self-interest, It is not soft-headed, or even just soft-hearted,
but an investment in the stability and peace of vast areas.,
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But it is, more importantly, a moral obligation -- the very
obligation Pope John spoke of.

We have a moral obligation -- because of who we are . . . of where

we came from . . . of the teachings our entire civilization represents --
to help all men lift themselves to the state of human freedom and

dignity which is our own objective, ‘

L S

These are areas of cooperation and mutual concern we share with
our Allies in Western Europe.

But we must not forget that the Continent continues to be unnaturally
divided -- that the concept of a unified Europe is far older than the
artificial barriers that were built between East and West following

the Second World War. As we face the problems of providing security
for Western Europe, and as we encourage the economic growth of
these nations, we must never lose sight of our principal goal: To

see the barriers removed and development begun of a commonwealth
embracing all European nations.

There are specific steps we can now take to help bring this vision
of a European commonwealth closer to reality,

First, we must recognize and help assure the legitimate security

needs of all nations in Europe. Without this, there can be no progress
away from sterile confrontation towards new engagement across old
frontiers, But providing for mutual security is not enough. There must
also be mutual will to see the fruits of economic and technological
progress shared by all; and mutual tolerance of the free exchange of
ideas.

The Soviet actions in Czechoslovakia have demonstrated that Moscow
is not yet ready to permit the rapid development of economic relations
across the East-West frontier; nor is Moscow ready to tolerate the
flow of ideas and reform of governments that will lead to improved
political relations among all the nations of Europe. But it is just
these improved relations among individual governments and peoples
that offer the best hope for the eventual reunification of the Continent,

We cannot tell how long this process will take, nor all the short-run
steps that will be involved. Current reports from Czechoslovakia
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are not encouraging. But the end result will be some form of
reconstituted Europe that will have the substance if not the form
of a unified Continent. Of this I have no doubt at all.

But we must not be too hasty, or believe that we in the United States
can play the central role in eroding these divisions between East
and West. With our Allies, we must continue to exercise patience,
giving the Soviets no cause to fear for their own or their Allies'
security, Nor should we encourage the Soviets to believe that they
can enjoy the benefits of an exclusive détente with us while they
deny even rudimentary economic, political, and cultural contacts
between their European Allies and our own.

(more)
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In time, I continue to believe the Soviets will see that it
is in their interest as well to eliminat e tensions on the Continent and
begin the process towards reunification. Within that context, we
can then move towards solving problems posed by the continued
division of Germany. We can increase step by step the economic
relations among all Furopean nations. And we can begin negotiating
the mutual reduction of armed forces in NATO and the Warsaw Pact.

This last step will be the end result of a general process
that will be conducted largely by Furopean nations, but in consultation
with the United States. The United States can help, by continuing
to preserve the indispensable guarantees of Western European security,
and by conducting the closest possible consultations with our Allies
during our own direct dealings with the Soviet Union.

I believe it is time for the United States to begin talks with
the Soviets on arms control. This is a matter of supreme importance.
But reconciliation of political differences cannot proceed under a
Soviet threat of more invasions or of insensitive efforts to suppress
militarily those changes in Fastern Europe that will be of benefit
to everyone.

When these signs appear, I foresee a number of further steps
that we can take to supplement the efforts which can only be made
by Furopean nations, themselves. The United States can join in
encouraging the wider participation of Fastern Furopean nations in
those institutions of commerce and economic development that have
proved so successful in the West, '

This principle could also be applied to the field of security
and defense. I envision the creation of an Furopean Security Commission,
to include member nations in NATO and the Warsaw Pact, as well
as the Furopean neutrals. This Commission, which would be the
security counterpart of the revitalized Economic Commission for
Furope, would provide a forum for the continuing discussion of security
problems as they related to strategic stability and the reduction of
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tensions throughout the Continent.

In addition, there are steps we can take on our own. We
should begin revising our outdated economic and trade policies
towards the Fastern European states, as and when the reduction of
political tensions warrants it. Within Eastern Europe we should
encourage trade with the United States -- apply the Most-Favored
Nation principle of GATT more widely -- normalize credit facilities --
and renovate the existing system of export restrictions.

These are but a few of the efforts that the United States can
undertake as our contribution to a long process of reunifying Furope --
a process that will be in the common interest of all nations, including
the Soviet Union. .

But we must not delude ourselves: these steps must be
answered by the countries of Fastern Furope and by the Soviet Union
if the Continent is one day to be restored to its rightful place in
the world. I say we should be prepared to try, and to encourage
the Soviet Union to show an equal desire that unnatural restrictions
should no longer retard the development of the Furopean commonwealth.

I see this to be the future of Furope and of its relations with
the United States and the Soviet Union -- a Furope that is at peace --
no longer divided -- no longer the focus of Soviet-American rivalry.

It can be a continent of nations taking an active part in the
world, and the source of growing international cooperation.

This can be the Furopean Commonwealth.

This can also be the realization of Adlai Stevenson's vision of
a reconciled Europe -- at peace with itself and the wider world -- a
Furope which can offer us fresh hope that man does, indeed, possess
the wisdom and courage to survive in these perilous times.
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Here in Iibertyville, in the heart of the American continent,
e else  vwesemdbmey
we honor a man who did more than aﬁgletha_vof his generation to make
our nation and our people aware of the outside world. Adlai Stevenson
earned the respect of the entire world as a statesman who always
sought peace and who spared no effort in that search.

In Burope, particularly, he is remembered as an American who
fought more valiantly than any other against the excesses of the
Cold War, and who never gave in to those who substituted fear for
reason and hostility for the patient work of diplomacy. He knew
Europe and its peoples well; and he spoke for them on the subject of
peace as he spéke for us in America,

But the Europe that Adlai Stevenson knew is rapidly changing.
He was concerned with problems of ending the Cold War, preventing
crises, and resolving conflicts that could lead to war., Today, we
are concerned with problems that are no longer limited exclusively
to the Western half of the Continent, and that focus upon cooperztion
and change rather than upon coﬁfrontation.

The old hostilities are rapidly dying, and fear is no longer
the cornerstone of the Western Alliance. There is unprecedented

Dvespoc +5 for -
economic strength in western Europe, and “fq—ECOHOWLC growth in the
East. In recent years, there have been exhhanges of ideas and of
technologies between West and East that were almost unknown a few
years ago. And Europeans, whatever their nationalities, are

XN Siine hﬂf)r-
woikﬁn-#rxpaertixminuwrﬂs_tneucreatﬂon of a new and undivided Continent

mtevests embra acing Ewvope .
--a Furcpesa COMﬂOﬁ.nxl*§j Only the fornb of the old confrontation
retain their strength; the new growth in Zurcpe is towards cooperation
and reconciliation and the search for ways to exgress the common
desires of peoples who ahare the same heritage and aspirations.

As Americans, our interest in Eurcpe is as strong as ever,
and our chance to benefit from a new Buropean commonwealth is rivalled
4L Fhenselves,

only by the benefits to be derived by =3I Eurovean natlan;j But if

wve are to see these new and honpeful developments znd perhaps take

-
part in them, we must meet the naew problens of Pdrope just as twenty
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years ago we met the old. Then there was a problem of economic recovéry,
and we produced the Marshall Plan. ?%sndfzg}e was a problem of secﬁrity,
and we helped form the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, which was
led by another great statesman of both Europe and America, Dwight D.
Eisenhower., Ve mgagyggust with Western Europe; and for twenty years
we have kept that trust. Now we mus?ﬁ%}%bﬂ trust #:anv%

J

Eurcpe that is no longer divided and no longer denied its natural
development as a center of economic power and cultural worth.

As before, our intgrest begins with Western Europe -- with
our common interests in security, in economic growth, and in the
resolution of East-West conflict.

We have recently celebrated the twentieth anniversary of
the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty. During the last two
decedes, this treaty and the organization we built with our Allies
have preserved the peace in Europe and brought us from the tensions
of the Cold War to a hopeful era of détente.

I do not believe that NATO has outlived its usefulness, or
thatAﬁg %gﬁn§et reduce our commitment to it in terms of men and
materidl. NATO remains the bedrock of our common security, and the
ohly sure basis for efforts to change the pattern of confrontation
on the Continent., MNATO, indeed, provides us with confidence that
any steps we and our Allies take in the direction of change will be
secured by our common determination that the defense of the 'lestern
Alliance is paramount and indivisible,

?-Butﬂto=sayazgas does not meaﬁlthat we should resist changes
in NATO that will either increase its effectiveness or bring our
European Allies more fully into the making of decisions that affect
the security of us all. In recent years, there have been reforms-in
the structure of NATO that have given the Buropean Allies a greater
share in Alliance planning. New institutions, such as the Nuclear
Planning Group, have strengthened the mutual relations among thg
NATO Allies, anél-heiped our European partners to achieve a new sense
of identity and purpose within the Alliance.

I believe that the development of similar methods and institutions

should continue, and that our ﬁllies should be encouraged to play an
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even greater role in Alliance planning, not in order to divide them -
from us, but to forge a new unify for our common defense,

To this end, I have long supported the creation of a European
caucus within NATO for joint consultations among the Europeam members
of the Alliance; I-endorse proposals for the common produrement of
weapons by the Buropean Allies; and I look forward to the day when
it will be possible to have a European as Supreme Allied Commander,
Europe.

Bt S iSneenougin. 1 also believe that NATO can serve as
a focus for the development of East-West relations -- a focus thd&t will
include arrangements, mutually agreed and secured, for the eventual
reduction of forces in both East and West. NATO must not be used to
stifle other efforts to reduce tensions and promote reconciliation in
Burope. But it must not be lost as a valuable forum for consultation
and negotiation on vital secqtity questions affecting the entire
Continent.

At the presentbtime, old questions concerning the proper
means for defending Western Europe no longer have the relevance that
they had during the darkest days of the Cold War. We are now searching
for vways to end confrontation, not to secure it. But in the process
we must still be mindful of the need for each Ally to be confident of
the commitment of the rest to our common defense. Without a clear
path towards changing East-Vlest confrontation, there can be no gquestion
of unilateral troop withdrawals by any of the Western Allies; meor and
The th.u""c.:l. STatesm rmuet o he 7":;‘\
eaa-wenta}eraie:any«eteplfhat will decrease the confidence of our
Allies in gg%rnuclear guarantee by—the-United-States to their security.
This last point is especially important, and requires me to discuss
a matter of pressing urgency here in America -- the debate over the
Safeguard anti-ballistic missile systen,

Adlai Stevenson devoted himself to bringingan end to the
nuclear arms race, ﬁe fought couragefously against the testing of
nuclear weapons 'in the air, and did so even during his campaign for

chh_ ke 1(14 :
President,Yfp:ﬁsb he most concerted opposition. But he was proved

he!
right; andlhas become an inspiration for us all,
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Today, we are facing another great moment of decision in the |
search for a way out of the insanity of the nuclear age. Ve must
decide whether our first priority will be to pursue talks with the
Soviet Union on checking the arms race, or to concentrate once again
on the piling up of armaments that will only decrease our security
and jeopardize the political climate there must be for these talks
to succeed,

The supporters of the Safeguard ABM system have presented us
with a black picture of Soviet intentions towards us -- a picture
that is simply unreal when held up against the long record of mutual
caution and confidence that we have compiled over the past few years.
We havepgyﬁaglear test-han treaty; a hot-line connecting Washinéton
and Moscow; and a treaty to end the spread of nuclear weapons. In
all of these the Sovyiets have shown that they understand both the
follyr of an uncontrolled nuclear arms race and the paramopnt need we
both have to preserve mutual confidence in our security. ' The arms
lobby is attempting to sell the American people an anti-ballisticc

missile system that has rightly been characterized as a '"weapons

system that is looking for a_EEfEEEELB

(;'This lobby has reverted to the scare tactics of an earlier
time -- smsorm tactics that Adlai Stevenson faced in his effort to
1:1 (3 lohﬁc%ﬁ
end the testing of nuclear weapons. l_e“prevailed then; and we shall
prevail now.

On S,-_ue\rql occasiony

\; have spelled out my reasons for opposing the Safegusrd ABM
system: that it would actually decrease our security; that it would
risk confusing our strategic and political relations with the Soviet
Union; and that it would command vast resources we can ill afford to
spare from our domestic needs.

But I raise this crucial issue now, in talking about the
future of Europe, because what we decide to do about the Safeguard
ABM system can have the most profound consequences for our relations
with our NATO Allies.

To begin with, the success of the Non-Proliferation Treaty

in Western Europe, where success is most important, will depend in

part on what we and the Soviets do to control the proliferation of
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nuélear arms within our two countries. We cannot ask others to sign
away their nuclear option and remain indifferent to the dangers posed
by our own arms race.
But more importantly, there is the whole nature of our strategic
relations with Western Europe. For twenty years, our Allies have
trusted our guarantee to defend them as we would defend ourselves,
including the use of nuclear weapons if necessary. And for more than
a decade, we have all known that for us to implement that guarantee
could bring a Soviet nuclear attack directly against the United States.
almost without exception .
Yet/our Allies have trusted us despite efforts to discourage them;
along with us, they believe today that the defense of the Western
Alliance remains indivisible,
But this confidence will be sorely tested if we seem to be
drawing the shrowd of security directly around ourselves, leaving
our Allies outside, There is little merit in the argument that an
American ABM system will actually increase our willingness to
defend Western Europe. Rather, this system would 35??/§%p§231325£ﬁ3t
we in the United States are self-sufficient in providing for our
continental defense and deterrence of attack, and that the Europeans
are merely dependent upon our good will, Indeed, our building an
ABM system would tend to undo the good work of the Nuclear Planning
Group which has helped to create a feeling in Western Europe of
common involvement in problems of nuclear policy. |
Our NATO Allies. remember all too well the years following the
First World War, when we retreated ffom the Confinent and attempted
to build a Fortress America. WYe must give them no reason to believe
that ve wiil repeat that mistake.
These are the political facts with which we must deal. Our

European Allies haveheard us debate the withdrawal of some U.S,

forces from the Continent. They have witnessed our anxiety to conclude

a NonZPothe Lroubling guestions the Viehnar.ar basn5ifeduabeitagur foreign

ommitmer

decisions on an ABM system that is based upon new fears of Soviet

intentions. Whether we like it or not, for the Yest Europeans these

Soviet - Amevicon antogn s a M‘-&"’"“"‘}'::f"
developments raise the awful prospect of a new period}of)American ?::ANE = e

isolationism.
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We must not permit these fears to continue. We must reassure
our Allies of our concern -- our vital concern -- for their security.

But we cannot do this with words, which in the vast have only seemed to
confirm their anxieties. Ve must do it with deeds. And the first
deed must be to abandon an ABM system that will only raise doubts in
Western Europe about our determination to consider the defense of the
whole NATO Alliance as one and indivisible. '

NATO represents only one aspect of our interest inl;;hglvolve&nt
with our West European Allies. There is also the growing importance of
our economic relations with the Continent. But we must accept that the
nature of these relations has changed radically in recent years. It is
a truism that Furope is no longer dependent on us. But that fact is
often not comprehended in our day-to-day commercial activities in
Western Europe. Many Europeans are disturbed by the growth of American
economic power on the Continent -- what is sometimes referred to as the
"American challenge."

I believe that this concern is real, but unnecessary. It is
largely a legacy of a time when the United Statés did indeed try to
impose particular views on Western Europe concerning the proper approach
to European unity and the development of institutions like the Common
Market. But those days are over. The economic strength of Burope and the
ability of these nations to plot their own course to the future are
uﬂdiSputed. Yet there remains the task of allaying fears in Europe of
our economic involvement afid to reassure our Allies that we are there
economically as part of a common purpose. This common purpose is the
development of a European commonwealth in which individual nations will B=
be able to deal with us in ways that are as much of their owm making and .
direction as our own,.

I do not believe that the United States has anything to fear,

. = ComPess d
economically or politically, from such arEuropean commOnwealth\?f nations
that are economically independent, Ou1mutual cooperation is assured by
the nature and vask‘extent of our commercial and economic relationship. We
in the United States have only to be clear, both to them and to ourselves,

that our sole aim is this coopearation, and that American economic

domination of Europe or any part of it would be in no one's interest,



: - . ® :
including our own,

But at the same time we should not forego pursuit of real areas
of common concern, where cooperation will be to our mutual advantage. In
particular, there is great scope for joint scientific and technological
programs, sometimes involgz}ng American cooperation with individual
European ccuntries,??& sometimes cooperation with efforts mounted by
groups of these countries, such as the Common Market. These programs
can include the exploration of space; the development of communication grids
and computer facilities; and efforts to meet our common and difficult problems
of urban decay, pollution, and depletion of resources. Each of us has much
to contribute to the others, and we must notlose the opportunity to do so.
But in the process, we Americans must be prepared to work with European
countries, or groués of them, that organize themselves according to their
own lights and that no longer need gor often welcome attempts by outsiders
to guide them. There is and must be real equality in our relations with
WestemEurope. And we welcome it,

There are at least two other areas in which we share with Western
Europe responsibility for meeting difficult problems. In the first place,
there is the steadily worsening crisis in the international monetary

ave

system. There is=%§€=§r351515mﬁ'inadequate supplies of international
liquidity; and several countries share concern with a chronically unfavorable
balance of payments.

I support joint efforts already begun both to increasd the supply
of liquidity and to cushion the effects of difficulties in wazximux the
balance of payments of various nations. But it is clear that we must do much
more. I do not want to prejudice a common solution to these problems by
endorsing one or more of the excellent proposals that have been made by
economists in many different countries. Yet we must be clear on our intent: that
the United States, with gour Western European Allies and other natiohs
such as Sweden and Japan, has a fundamental responsibility for the health of
the entire international monetary system. It is a responsibility that
must be exercised now as never before. We have succeeded in cooperating to

solve other problems of vital importance; we must smRzvexshziXx succeed in
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Isolving these vital problems, as well, .

Finally, the United States shares with its Western European Allies
a major responsibility for the economic development of countries less

«~gdvanced than we are. Providing economic aid and technical assistance is
one of the best efforts we can undertake, both to recognize our moral
obligations in the world and to decrease the likelihood of conflict born
of poverty and neglect.

I regret to say that in recent years our country's commitment of
resources to this important purpose has been declining, both in absolute
terms and in proportion to our gross national product. We are failing
woefully to meet t£g§$%1dard for economic aid set by the United Nations
Conference on Trade ané Development -- a mere 1% of GNP, Yet several
Western European countries outstrip us in commiting a proportion of their
wealth to developing countries.,

I believe that this is an important area in which we need to
match the effort being made by these nations of Hesterﬁ Europe, who have
follovwed our example of earlier years and are now setting the pace. We also
have an excellent opportunity to cooperate with them by providing aid to the
developing world on a multilateral basis. This can be the great Crusade of
the 1970s.

I believe the United States should begin immediately to reverse thé
downward drift of our appropriations for foreign economic aid. We can do
no less if we wish to be true to our goal of uniting the world instead of
SesHREx i hraRthe, givided.

These are areas of coopegration and mutual concern we share with
our Allies}gzggﬁggégnggggggi But we mus£ not forget that the Continent
continues to be unnaturally divided; that the concept of a unified Europe is
far older than the artificial barriers that were built betueen East and
West following the Second World War., As we have dealt with the problenms
of providing security for Western Europe, ;ﬁgl?gsé encouraged the economic
growth of these nations, we have never lost sight of our principal goal: to
see the barriers removed and development begun of a commonwealth embracing
all European nationg;

I believe that we should now take new steps towards achieving

that goal of a European commonwealth, ever mindful of the difficulties, but
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never failing to take whatever opportunities are presented to us. .

- First, we must meet together the legitimate security needs of all
nations in Europe., Without this, there can be no progress away from sterile
confrontation towards new engagement across old frontiers. But providing for
mutual security is not enough. There must also be mutual will to see the
fruits of economic and technological progress shared by all; and mutual
tolerance of the free exchange of ideas.

The Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia last August has demonstrated
that Moscow is not yet ready to permit the rapid development of economic
relations across the East-Yest frontier; nor is Moscow yet ready to tolerate
the flow of ideas and reform of governments that will lead to improved
political relations among all the nations of Furope. And it is these
improved relations among individual governments and peoples that offer the
best hope for the eventual reunification of the Continent,

Before the invasion of Czechoslovakia, there had begun a long and
slow process of eroding the hostile barriers separating East from West.

I believe this process will continue regardless of efforts to stop it.
Improvements in communications; the demands of technological progress and
sophistication; and increasing opposition throughout the world to outdated
methods of suppression and control -- all these developments mean that
Burope is moving inexorably zway from its division into isolated com-
partments.

We cannot tell how long this process will take, nor all the short-
run steps that will be involved. But we do know that the end result will be
some form of reconstituted Europe that will have the substance if not the
form of a unified Continent.

But we must not be too hasty, or believe that we in the United States
ean play the central role in eroding these divisions between East and West.
With our Allies, we must continue to exercise patience, giving the Soviets
no cause to feqr for their own or their Rlliqs‘security. But at the same
time, we must not encourage the Soviets to believe that they can enjoy the
benefits of an exclpsive détente with us whilzkgglempting to deny even
rudimentary economic, political, and cultural contacts between their
European Allies and our own.

In time, I believe the Soviets will see that it is in their interest
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as well to eliminate tensions on the Continent and begin the process
towards reunification. Within that context, we can then move towards
solving problems posed by the continued division of Germany; we can increase
step by step the economic relations among all European nations; and we can
begin negotiating the mutual reduction of armed forces in NATO and the
Warsaw Pact,

This last step will be the end result of a general process that
will be conducted largely by European nations, pursuing their own visions
of the future. But the United States can. help, by continuing to presefve
the indispensable guarantees of Western Ehropean security, and by conducting
the closest possible consultations with our Rllies during our own direct
dealings with the Soviet Union.

By travelling to Western Europe, President Nixon has shown that he
understands the need to congult closely with our Allies on matters of vital
interest and concern to them. But this must be only the beginning. His
visit must be backed by continuing contacts at all levels of government --
contacts that deal with ##€]l matters cfﬁ?ﬁgstance affecting both the long-
standing problems of the Yestern Alliance and possible approaches to the Soviet
Union. This will not be easy., But it is indispensable if we are to
bring an end to the nuclear arms race and start the process of political
change throughout Europe.

I believe it is time for the United States to begin talks with the
Soviets on arms control. This is a matter of §v‘; *?ehiemportance to us all,
as our Allies agree. But before we and our Allies proceed to other
matters of interest to the Soviet Un%gn?uﬁgpgﬁst wait for signs that
the Soviets are prepared to show a new tolerance towards changes within Eastern
Europe -- changes that pose no threat to their security or to their relations
with those nations. Ve must expect the Soviets to modify the unreasonable
rigidity of ths approach they have adopted toward their Eastern European
allies since the invasion of Czechoslovakia. Détente cannofproceed under
the threat of more invasions or of insensiti;; efforts to suppress those
changes that will be to the benefit of everyone,

When these ;igns appear, 1 foresee a number of specific steps that
we can take to supplement the efforts which can only be made by Puropean

1 L]
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nations, themselves. The United States canlin encouraging the wider part-
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jcivation of Eastern Eurcpean nations in those institutions of commerce
and economic development that have proved so successful in the West. They

already belong to the United Nations and the Economic Commission for Europe,

With a broadened mandate, this Commission could play a revitalized role in

+
L3
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#t facilitating trade and economic relations across the old Continental divisions.
%Aside from those institutions already spanning East and West, there are the
World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, the Bank for International
Settlements, the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, and even the
Organization for European Cooperation and Development, All these institutions
could some day be broadened to provide a useful and ready framework to link
more closely the economies of all European nations and to begin exploring

L._;d.u.."-t! Slaler -

the common economic interests of the Soviet Union and jourseives.

This principle could also be applied to the field of security and
defense, I envision the creation of a European Security Commission, to
include member nations in NATO and the Warsaw Pact, as well as the Buropean
neutrals. This Commission, which would be the security counterpart o¥e¥ﬁg7lized
Economic Commission for Europe, would provide a forum for the continuing
discussion of security problems as they related to strategic stability and
the reduction of tensions throughout the Continent. This could be a riesT
step towards the eventual reduction of forces by both military alliances and,

e<E, wouwtd be
with theE?cnncmic:ﬂemmission=¥o?¢3ure§ei;tangible evidence of the process of
political and economic change in Europe.

In addition, there are steps that we can take on our own. I believe
that we should begin revising our outdated -economic and trade policies towards
the Eastern Surcpean states, as and when the reduction of political tensions

 warrants it. Within Eastern Burope we should encourage trade with the United
States; apply the Most-Favored Nation principle of GATT more widely; normalize
credit facilities; and renovate the existing system of export restrictions.

These are but a few of the efforts that the United States can under-
take as our contribution to a long process of reunifying Qhrope -- a process
that will be in the common interest of all nations, including the Soviet Union,
But we must not delude ourselves: these steps must be answered by the countries
of Eastern Europe and by the Soviet Union if the Continent is one day to be

wo‘(‘é-'
restored to its rightfulyiXx place in the!xold@ I say we should be prepared

te try, and to encourage the Soviet Union to show an equal desire that
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unnatural restrictions should no longer retard the development of the
European commonwealth,
I see this to be the future of Europe and of its relations with
Eggaggite aﬁﬁa%ﬁﬁ Soviet Union.-- a Europe that is at peace; no longer
divided; no longer the focusof Soviet-American rivalry. It can be a Continent

of nations taking an active part in the world, and the source of growing

international cooPQSfation. This can be the European commonwealth,
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