
Ronald Reagan Library

40 Presidential Drive

Simi Valley, CA 93065-0699

800-410-8354

www.reagan.utexas.edu

January 23, 2001

Grant Cameron

649 Silverstone Ave

Winnipeg, Manitoba

Canada R3T2V8

Dear Mr. Cameron:

Thank you for your request. Please find enclosed a copy of President Reagan’s May 4, 1988 address

and question and answer session with the National Strategy Forum.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

CATE SEWELL

Archivist

cate.sewell@reagan.nara.gov

1-800-410-8354 ext. 2048

Encls.

A Presidential Library Administered by the National Archives and Records Administration



—
—
—
e

May 3 / Administration of Ronald Reagan, 1988

nounce—or going to advance the attack,

looking up at the stars and revealing for the

first time that he had been taught all his life

that there was no God. But now he be-

lieved there was. And he looked up at the

heavens and spoke so sincerely and said,

“Maybe before the night is over I'll be

coming to You. And I hope You will forgive

what I believed for so long, the foolishness,

because I know now there is a God.” And

that letter was found on the body of the

young soldier who was killed in the comin
engagement. I thought sometimes of takin
it to Moscow with me—maybe the General
Secretary might like to read it.

Well, thank you all very much. God bless
you.

Note: The President spoke at 2:44 p.m. in

the East Room at the White House.

Remarks and a Question-and-Answer Session With Members of the

National Strategy Forum in Chicago, Illinois

May 4, 1988

The President. Thank you Morris Leib-

man, Governor Jim Thompson, Attorney

General Harding [Hartigan}that’s all

right—{/aughter|—and Michael Galvin, and

someplace in the audience here I brought

with me one of the Congressmen so you’d

know that it isn’t true that we're totally

separated—your Congressman here, Dennis

Hastert. Well, it’s just a pleasure to be in

Chicago—Chicago has always been my kind

of town—and an honor to be able to speak

to you, the members of the National Strate-

gy Forum.

I'll keep my remarks brief today so that

we'll have ample time for questions. I can’t

help but reflect here at the opening that it

can be pretty tough in this State for a Chief

Executive. In fact, let me tell you what the

Illinois State Register had to say about the

occupant of the White House. They said,

and I quote, “the craftiest and most dishon-

est politician that ever disgraced an office

in America.” Of course, they weren’t talk-

ing about me. That was Abraham Lincoln,

they said. [Laughter] It may have been that

kind of treatment in the press that led Lin-

coln to answer this way when he was asked

what it felt like to be President. Well, he

said—you’ve heard Lincoln is supposed to

have said—about the man who was tarred

and feathered and ridden out of town on a

rail. And a man in the crowd asked him

how he liked it, and his reply was that if it

wasn’t for the honor of the occasion, he’d

rather walk. [Laughter] Come to think of it,
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I must be doing something right.

As you know, our agenda for the U.S.-

Soviet relations has four main parts: region-

al conflicts, bilateral exchanges, arms reduc-

tions, and human rights. I’ve spoken else-

where at some length about the first three,

and today I’d like to take a moment to dis-

cuss with you the subject of human rights.

We Americans, of course, often speak

about human rights, individual liberties,

fundamental freedoms. We know that the

promotion of human rights represents a

central tenet of our foreign policy. We even

believe that a passionate commitment to

human rights is one of the special charac-

teristics that helps to make America, Amer-

ica. It was Lincoln himself ‘who said that the

Declaration of Independence granted liber-

ty not to our nation alone but “gave prom-

ise that in due time the weights should be

lifted from the shoulders of all men.” And

it’s important to note that this American

emphasis on human rights represents much

more than merely a vague respect for

human dignity. No, part of our heritage as

Americans is a very specific and definite

understanding of human rights, a definition

of human rights that we can assert to chal-

lenge ourselves and our own institutions

and that we can hold up as an example for
all the world.

Ultimately, our view of human rights de-
rives from our Judeo-Christian heritage and
the view that each individual life is sacred.
It takes more detailed form in the works of
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the French and English writers of the 18th

century Enlightenment. It is the notion that
government should derive its mandate from
the consent of the governed, this consent

being expressed in free, contested, regular

elections. And there you have a first human
right: the right to have a voice in govern-
ment, the right to vote.

Elected governments would reflect the

will of the majority, but the Enlightenment

writers and our own Founding Fathers gave
the concept of human rights still more defi-

nite, specific form. For they held that each

individual has certain rights that are so

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

large the majority it represents, no govern-

ment may violate them—freedom of

speech, freedom of religion, freedom of as-

sembly, freedom of the press. These and

other rights enshrined in our Constitution
and Bill of Rights consist in severe limita-

tions upon the power of government. And
this is another basic point: They are rights

that every citizen can call upon our inde-

pendent court system to uphold. They pro-

claim the belief—and represent a specific

means of enforcing the belief—that the in-

dividual comes first, that the Government is

the servant of the people, and not the other

way around. That contrasts with those sys-

tems of government that provide no limit

on the power of the Government over its

people.

Within the Soviet Union, decisionmaking

is tightly concentrated at the top. The au-

thority of the Communist Party is not de-

termined by a document—a constitution, if

you will—but by the leadership who deter-

mine what is right for the people. Rights

such as free speech, free press, and free

assembly are granted if they are “in accord-

ance with the interests of the people and in

order to strengthen and develop the Social-
ist system.” And that last line I was quoting.

I have in the past stressed these contrasts

between the United States and the Soviet
Union: the fundamental and profound dif-
ferences between our philosophies of gov-
ernment and ways of life. And I’ve always

said that our negotiations must be undertak-
en with precisely this sort of realism, this
sort of candor. And yet while establishing
this context is essential, and reminding our-

selves of these basic distinctions always

useful, today I have something additional in

mind. For, in recent months, the Soviet

Union has shown a willingness to respect at

least some human rights. It is my belief that

there is hope for future change, hope that

in the days ahead the Soviets will grant fur-

ther recognition to the fundamental civil

and political rights of all. But before discuss-

ing our hopes for the future, I’d like to turn

for a moment to a subject that the Soviets

themselves often raise.

The United States may recognize civil

and political rights, but what of economic

and social rights? The Soviets point out, for

example, that the United States has an un-

employment problem. Or they point to the

American problem of homelessness or to

racial discrimination. Well, it deserves a full

response. To begin with, so-called economic

and social rights belong to an essentially

different category from civil and political

rights. The economic and social conditions

in any society are constantly changing—

new social groupings constantly taking

shape, as yours did, new markets forming as

old markets disappear. And yet there’s
nothing shifting about civil and_ political

rights like freedom of speech or worship;
they are constant and immutable, forever
basic to the dignity of each human being.
They are fundamental—fundamental to ev-
erything.

Yes, the United States has social and eco-

nomic shortcomings—unemployment, for
one. As a free people, we’ve created an

economic expansion that over the past 5

years has created nearly 16 million new
jobs, but we still recognize we need to do
more. Homelessness is indeed a problem, an

agonizing one. To some extent, we are

bound in dealing with it by our very com-
mitment to liberty, for while we seek to

help the homeless in every way possible, we

must avoid at all costs coercive solutions.

It’s true that, as a free people, we spend

hundreds of millions of dollars a year

through our Federal, State, and local gov-

ernments to care for the homeless. As a free

people, our churches, synagogues, and a

host of volunteer organizations do much to

provide the homeless with food, clothing,

and medicines. And yet there is no denying
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that a problem remains. Racial discrimina-

tion—our strides as a free people during

just the past three decades have been dra-

matic. Yet the problem lingers, and we con-

tinue to battle bigotry and prejudice. The

problems, as I said, are serious. No one

would seek to deny them. Yet in freedom

we are constantly confronting them, criti-

cizing ourselves, seeking to do better, in full

view for all to see.

But consider, if you will, the economic

conditions of the Soviet Union. Now, I do

not mean to suggest that the Soviet econo-

my has made no progress. But the limited

successes of the past arose largely from con-

stant additions to the labor force and the

availability of inexpensive resources. Now

that these have been to a great extent de-

pleted, there remains a gap between the

Soviet Union and the West. Indeed, given

the enormous advances in Western technol-

ogy, that gap is likely to widen. Now, I do

not bring this up simply for the sake of

sounding critical. I mention it here because

in recent months—and this is a develop-

ment of tremendous significance—in recent

months they’ve begun to mention it them-

selves, just like Americans do about their

problems. Soviet economists have published

articles about Soviet shortages. One recent

article dealt with the inadequacies of Soviet

housing. The Soviet press now carries sto-

ries about the need for progress. And, of

course, Soviet economic progress is one of

Mr. Gorbachev’s chief aims.

And this brings us back to the subject of

the day: human rights. For I believe that

the Soviets may be coming to understand

something of the connection, the necessary

and. inextricable connection, between

human rights and economic growth. The

connection between economic productivity

and certain kinds of freedom is obvious. Pri-

vate plots of land make up only 3 percent

of the arable land in the Soviet Union, but

on them is raised a quarter of all of the

produce. The free flow of information, to

provide another example, will clearly prove

vital for Soviet science and technology to

have hope of reaching new and_ higher

standards.

And yet there’s a still deeper connection.

For it’s the individual who is always the

source of economic creativity, the inquiring
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mind that produces a_ technical break-

through, the imagination that conceives of

new products and markets. And in order for

the individual to create, he must have a

sense of just that—his own individuality, his

own self-worth. He must sense that others

respect him and, yes, that his nation re-

spects him enough to permit him his own

opinions, respects the relationship between

the individual and his God enough to

permit him to worship as he chooses, even

respects him enough to permit him, if he
chooses to do so, to leave.

The Soviets should recognize basic

human rights because it’s the right thing to

do. They should recognize human rights be-

cause they have accepted international obli-

gations to do so, particularly in the Helsinki

Final Act. But if they recognize human

rights for reasons of their own—because

- they seek economic growth or because they

want to enter into a more normal relation-

ship with the United States and other na-

tions—well, I want to say here and now,

that’s fine by me. The indications, as I’ve

said, have been hopeful. Over the past 3

years, some 300 political and religious pris-

oners have been released from labor camps.

More recently, the incarceration of dissi-

dents in mental hospitals and prisons has

slowed and in some cases stopped com-

pletely. And while the press remains tightly

controlled by the party and state, we’ve

seen the publication of stories on topics that

used to be forbidden—topics like crime,

drug addiction, corruption, even police bru-

tality.

Now, these changes are limited, and the

basic standards contained in the Helsinki

accords still are not being met. But we ap-

plaud the changes that have taken place

and encourage the Soviets to go further.

We recognize that changes occur slowly,

but that’s better than no change at all. And

if I may, I’d like now to share with you a

brief summary of the human rights agenda

that I'll be discussing in my meetings in

Moscow. It has four aims.

First, freedom of religion—despite the

recent relaxation of some controls on the

exercise of religion, it is still true that the

churches, synagogues, mosques, or other

houses of worship may not exist without
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government permission. Many have been

imprisoned in the past for acts of worship.
And yet, to quote the Universal Declaration

of Human Rights, “Everyone has the right
to freedom of thought, conscience, and reli-

gion.” And General Secretary Gorbachev

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

Second is freedom of speech. There are

still many serving long prison sentences for
offenses that involve only the spoken or
written word. Yet the clear, internationally

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

Rights, is that, and I quote, “Everyone has

the right to freedom of opinion and expres-
sion.” And today there’s more such freedom
in the Soviet Union than 2 years ago. Many

persons imprisoned for expressing dissent-
ing views have been released from prison.

This issue can be removed by granting full

recognition to this basic human right. And I

know you join me in urging the freeing of

people imprisoned for nothing more than

the expression of their views. .

Emigration, third, has long represented a

matter of great concern to us. The Univer-

sal Declaration states that “Everyone has

the right to leave any country, including his

own, and to return to his country.” Well,

it’s true that during the past 12 months, the

rate of people permitted to leave the Soviet

Union has been significantly higher than

during the preceding 6 years. And it’s true

as well that the number of those permitted

to leave for short trips, often family visits,

has gone up. We’re heartened by this

progress. Our hope is that the Soviets grant

all their peoples full and complete freedom

of movement. And one point in particular:

The Soviets refuse many the right to leave

on the grounds that they possess secret in-

formation, even though they had ended

their secret work many years before and

whatever information they had has become

public or obsolete. I hope that such cases

will be rationally reviewed and the decision

will be made to free these people and their

families.

And this brings me now to the fourth and

final area I want to discuss: making the
progress more permanent. As I’ve said a

number of times now, we welcome the

human rights progress that the Soviets have

made and believe there is good reason to

hope for still more. Yet it’s only being real-
istic to point out that we’ve seen progress

in the Soviet Union before. Khrushchev
loosened things up a bit. The intellectual

and cultural life of the Soviet Union under-
went a kind of thaw, a kind of springtime.

But it was a springtime followed by winter,

for Khrushchev’s relaxations were reversed.

And for the nearly three decades until our

own day, oppression and stagnation once

again became the determining characteris-

tics of Soviet life. And that’s why those of us

in the West, both publicly and in direct

conversation with the Soviets, must contin-

ue to make candor and realism the basis of

our bilateral relationship. My Chief of Staff,

Howard Baker, told me recently of an old

Tennessee saying: “Plain talk—easy under-

stood.” Well, exactly. And just as previous

hopeful moments in Soviet history ended all

too soon, so, too, glasnost, today’s new
candor, will succeed if the Soviets take

steps to make it permanent, to institutional-

ize it.

Freedom of religion, freedom of speech,
freedom to emigrate, and the willingness to
make new freedoms permanent—these are
our hopes, these are our prayers for the
future of human rights in the Soviet Union,
in the world, in our own country. In grant-
ing greater liberty, I am confident that the

Soviets will discover that they’ve made pos-
sible economic growth. But even more im-
portant, this recognition of human rights
will advance the cause of peace. For in the
words of Andrei Sakharov, a man who suf-
fered much under the Soviet system, but
who has also experienced the benefits of
glasnost—he says: “I am convinced that
international confidence, mutual under-

standing, disarmament, and_ international
security are inconceivable without an open

society with freedom of information, free-

dom of conscience, the right to publish, and
the right to travel and choose the country
in which one wishes to live. Peace,
progress, and human rights—these three

goals are insolubly linked.”

Well, since I’ve been speaking today
about the relationship of human rights and
economic progress, let me say a few words

about the present situation in Poland, a
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nation with which millions of Americans

share bonds of kinship. We hope and pray

that the Polish Government will hear the

voice of the Polish people and that econom-

ic freedom, reform, and recovery will soon

begin. The Polish have long been ready for

it.

Now in concluding, I just want to say

something that I’ve said many times to stu-

dents. I delight in having an opportunity to

speak on campuses or in high schools or

something. And I like to point out some-

thing about our Constitution. And you’d be

surprised how new the thought is to all of

them because they say all the other nations

have constitutions. And I’ve read an awful

lot of them. And many of them, most of

them, contain some of the same clauses that

ours do. But I said, the difference is so tiny

in ours that it is overlooked, and yet it is so

great it tells the entire difference. Three

words: “We the People”—our Constitution

is a document in which we the people tell

the Government what it can do, and it can

do nothing that isn’t contained in that docu-

ment. All those other constitutions are doc-

uments in which the Government is telling

the people what it will let them do. And it’s

wonderful to see the look on their faces and

to think that, well, maybe you’ve estab-

lished another little shingle on the roof of

patriotism where they’re concerned. I told

this one night at a dinner table in the

White House, when the person beside me

was the Crown Princess of Japan. They

were there on a trip to our country. And

very quietly she said something to me. I

was only wrong in one respect. Since World

War II, the Japanese Constitution now also

says, “We the People,” and they have

copied us. And I was very happy to be cor-

rected.

Well, thank you all, and God bless you.

And now I’m very happy to take some

questions.

Mr. Friedman. Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. President, we all thank you for your

remarks, and now we come to the moment

where we have a question-and-answer ses-

sion. The rules of engagement, Mr. Presi-

dent, are these: The members have had an

opportunity to write written questions—

hopefully legibly. We’ve had ushers pass

among the tables, and the questions are
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now safely contained in a fishbowl.

The President. All right.

Mr. Friedman. And the reason for that is
that it is very important that these ques-

tions be drawn on a random basis, which |

shall do now.

Persian Gulf

The first question, Mr. President, is this:

What will be the continued policy for a U.S.

presence in the Persian Gulf?

The President. What will be the ——

Mr. Friedman. What will be the contin-

ued policy-——

The President. Oh.

Mr. Friedman. for a United States

presence in the Persian Gulf?

The President. What it has been since as

far back as 1949. And that is: Those are

international waters, and no nation has a

right to interfere or block those internation-

al waters to the traffic of the world. And

we’re going to stay there as long as it takes

to see that they’re recognized by everyone

as international waters.

Mr. Friedman. Thank you, Mr. President.

Nuclear Waste

The second question is this: How will we

dispose of nuclear wastes?

The President. Oh. [Laughter] Well, as

you know, there were a number of target

areas in States that were named for that.

And then a commission is investigating ev-

eryone, and then we'll name what they be-

lieve are the correct places and the best

places for the safety of the people and the

disposition of that nuclear waste. I realize

that somebody’s going to think it’s too close

to them when it happens, but you've got to

put it someplace. [Laughter]

Soviet-U.S. Summit Meeting in Moscow

Mr. Friedman. The third question, Mr.

President, is this: In your judgment, what

major objectives will Secretary Gorbachev

be trying to achieve in the forthcoming

Moscow summit?

The President. Well, for one thing, we

both do have, and are awaiting ratification

in both countries, of the INF treaty—be-
cause they also have a ratification process,

just as we do with our Senate. And I am

hopeful, and I know he is, that a part of



S
P
R
U
E

RS
T 

§ F
R

 e
r
p

Administration of Ronald Reagan, 1988 / May 4

that time could be spent with ou
or recognizing that it has been si

it’s in action.

The START agreement, which is the
desire to reduce strategic nu
missiles, by half, 50 percent
parity—that’s something that most people—
some of those who are complaining about
what we might be doing with that treaty—
it’s not just that each of us are going to
come down 50 percent; we're going to
come down to an equal number between
the two nations, of warheads and missiles—
missiles to carry them. But it’s far more
complicated than the INF treaty was. And
it’s doubtful if we are going to—we, our
people, and theirs, are working in Geneva
all the time, and have been steadily, but
there are many complex issues there havingto do with verification and things of that
kind. And so, our desire that we would beable to sign the START treaty at this
Moscow summit, as we did the other one at
the Washington summit, may not happen.
But then, what we have to Say is: We must
not be bound by a calendar date. We don’t
want a fast treaty; we want a good one. And
if it is not properly worked out before we
get there, then I think that that will be one
of the things we will discuss while we’re
there and see if we can advance it a little,
but eventually that we will sign that treaty.

I was very pleased when the Soviet For-
eign Minister [Eduard Shevardnadze], on a
recent visit to the United States—he didn’t
say he was quoting a line of mine, but he
said it—I say that in case Larry Speakes is
in the audience—{laughter]|—but the line
that he said was, “A nuclear war can never
be won and must never be fought.” Well, I
said that to the British House of Parliament
and to the Japanese Parliament a few years
ago.

But we will also be discussing the things
that I mentioned in my speech here. I’m
willing to give him the benefit of the doubt
up to a point—a point in which, as I say,
is—the only thing I can say in Russian is,
Dovorey no provorey. And he’s tired of
hearing me Say it. It means: “Trust but
verify.” [Laughter] But I give him the bene-
fit of the doubt, that faced with the eco-
nomic problems that he has—glasnost with
im—he really is attempting to get that,

r signing,

gned, and

clear weapons,
, but down to

and so I would hope that in our discussions,
that maybe we could be helpful to him in
suggestions as to how he might better bring
that about. And that, I think, is preferable
to staging a kind of contest with him so that
someone looks like a winner or loser. And
we very definitely will be on that subject ofhuman rights because we are both signato-
ries to a Helsinki pact that has us both
pledging to observe those human rights.
And I think that to go on with a better
relationship between the two countries—
that is absolutely essential.

Yesterday, in the White House, I met
with four individuals who had all been im-
prisoned in the Soviet Union. And we had a
hand, I think, in getting them released, and
they came here. You're talking to a clergy-
man who was in [prison] 18 years, and
during the 18 years, his son was beaten to

and that’s what we’re going to deal with.
Is that all of them? Let's take one more.
Mr. Friedman. The fourth question of

five, Mr. President, is this—well, there is
always a good question, and this is the one:
Would you autograph my book, “I Was a
Democrat for the FBI and Other SelectedShort Stories’?

The President. Ye
do that autograph.

Mr. Friedman. And also, Mr. President, Iwould be very happy to see the person whomade that question. [Laughter]
The President. You don’t se

unteering.

Mr. Friedman. Sam Donaldson.

Arms Control

Mr. Friedman. Mr. President, the fifth
and final question of this session is this:
What do you consider to be the most im-
portant need in international relations?

The President. The important——
Mr. Friedman. What do you consider to

be the most important need in international
relations?

The President. Oh, my goodness. [Laugh-
ter] That is quite a question, and how to get
at itP I think the need is, well, just actual
frankness and a desire for a peaceful solu-
tion. I think maybe I’d answer it this way:
In my frustration sometimes—you know, ac-

s, ’'d be very pleased to

€ anyone vol-
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tually, if you count some of the things going

on in smaller countries and all, there’ve

been about 114 wars since World War II.

But I’ve often wondered, What if all of us in

the world discovered that we were threat-

ened by a power from outer space—from

another planet. Wouldn’t we all of a sudden

find that we didn’t have any differences

between us at all—we were all human

beings, citizens of the world—and wouldn’t

we come together to fight that particular

threat. Well, in a way, we have something

of that kind today—mentioning nuclear

power again. We now have a weapon that

can destroy the world, and why don’t we

recognize that threat more clearly and then

come together with one aim in mind: How

safely, sanely, and quickly can we rid the

world of this threat to our civilization and

our existence.

Note: The President spoke at 12:51 p.m. in

the Grand Ballroom at the Palmer House
Hotel. In his opening remarks, he referred

to Morris Leibman and Michael Galvin,

chairman and president, respectively, of the

forum; Gov. James R. Thompson, Jr; and

State Attorney General Neil F. Hartigan.

Richard Friedman, vice chairman of the

forum, moderated the question-and-answer

session. Prior to his remarks, the President

attended an Illinois State Republican fund-

raising reception in the Crystal Room at the

hotel. Following the luncheon, the President

returned to Washington, DC.

Proclamation 5811—National Defense Transportation Day and

National Transportation Week, 1988

May 5, 1988

By the President of the United States

of America

A Proclamation

Transportation is essential to American

life. Our safe, fast, economical, and conven-

ient movement of people and goods is the

cornerstone of our country’s social and eco-

nomic welfare and of our national defense.

Now, as in the past, our transportation sys-

tems—highways, airports, inland waterways,

railroads and public transit, our merchant

fleet and the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence

Seaway—provide a superior emergency re-

sponse network and are available as a criti-

cal component of our national defense. As

our citizens travel in record numbers for

business or pleasure, our local, State, and

Federal governments continue to work with

the transportation industry to enhance

transportation safety.

The growth of our Nation and the devel-

opment of transportation have been inter-

twined throughout our history. Those who

first explored this vast country were fol-

lowed by pioneers who established settle-

ments. Most of the road routes, river sys-

558

tems, and ocean ports used by our earliest

settlers are still in use today. Many of our

great cities originated as towns that were

starting or end points for transportation sys-

tems. As trade and commerce grew, trans-

portation provided the necessary link to

vital resources that in turn enabled further

national growth. On land and water, in the

air, and in space, our transportation systems

have become an essential element of our

Nation’s economic health, providing indis-

pensable services and generating employ-

ment for millions of people.

This week we acknowledge the contribu-

tions of the dedicated people who build,

maintain, and safeguard our transportation

systems—from the flagman on a highway

project to the space engineer. We honor

those who led the way in the development

and improvement of ships, waterways,

motor vehicles, highways, trains, airplanes,

and our newest transportation vehicles,

spacecraft. The recent announcement of

our National Space Policy means that we

continue to call for the help of modern-day

pioneers on the frontiers of space technolo-

gy. With public and private cooperation,
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or counteractive weapons? If it does, will the net result be greater

or less security for the United States? :

Shortly after President Ronald Reagan rerumed from his meet-

ing with Premier Mikhail Gorbachev of the Sovier Union in Geneva

in 1985, he reported on his trip to a Maryland high school audieace.

. “I couldn't help but say to him (Gorbachev],” the president told his

listeners, “just think how easy his task and mine might be if suddenly

there was a threat to this world from some other species from

another planet outside in the universe. We'd forget all the little local

differences that we have between our countries and we would find

out once and for all that we really are all human beings here on this

Earth together.”

The youngsters who heard this statement might well have

wondered why the leaders of their societies should have to wait

for an extra-terrestrial invasion before recognizing the need to re-

solve differences and to arrive at a level of common safety. Nor

could the schoolchildren be blamed if they concluded that psycho-

logical factors, rather than ideology or other supposedly intrin-

sic problems, are at the heart of the volatile antagonisms in the

world today. .

The president also spoke to his high school audience about “Star
Wars.” He said it provided both countries with a potential break-

through in defensive weaponry that could put an end to the terror

of nuclear war. He said he told Premier Gorbachev that “men of

good will should be rejoicing that our deliverance from the awful

threat of nuclear weapons may be on the horizon.”

Scientists began calling attention to the fact that these new

“weapons of peace’ have offensive capabilities hardly less devastat-

ing than those represented by nuclear explosives. As pointed out a

moment ago, the same mammoth lasers that are designed to inter-

cept and destroy intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) could

disintegrate cities within minutes, producing raging fires over hun-

dreds of miles. A January 1986 article in Physics and Society wamed

that the levels of smoke generated by massive fires ignited by the new

space weapons could be comparable to the amounts of dust and ~

* smoke resulting from a major nuclear exchange, therefore poten-

nelly causing a “nuclear winter,
that would kill ecosystems and,
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By TEPENCE HUNT++

AP Whites Nousa Correspondente

RTs MAICAGH CAP) [MD] One day after an uproar about the use of astrology af

fo

White House, President Reagan said Wednesday he often wonders what wonld

happen af the Earth ware invaded by ‘‘a powar from outer space,''F

Reagan mada the comment during a question and answer session after a
Chicago Gpeech when someone asked what he felt was the most important need in

international roalations.Y

Hy spoke of the importance ot frankness and tor a desire for peaceful

solutions, and went on to say that there have been ‘‘about 114 wars’’ since

yarl! Wortd ITT, including confilicts between smaller nations.%

“But dive often wondered, what if all of us in the world discoverad that

we weve threatened By an outer [MD] a power from outer space, from another

planet,’" Reagan said.

“Wouldn't? we all of a sudden find that we didn't have any difterences

Detwean as at all, we were all human beings, citizens of the world, and

wouldn’ft wo come together to fight that particulac threat?’'’ the president

said.

Coutinaing, Reagan said, **‘Well, ina way we hawe something of that kind

today, mentioning nuclear power again. Wa now hava a weapon that can destroy

the wocle, and why don't we recognize that threat more clearly and then come

fogether with one aim in mind, how safely. sanely and quickly can we.rid the

world of this threat to our civilization and our existence,''4

The comment drew applause from the members of the National Strateqy Fornn,

a non-partisan group that specializes in foreign policy and national security

issuan.4 3

A day earlier, White House spokesman ‘Marlin Fitzwater acknowledged that
Nancy Reaqan hac consulted an astroloqer abont the president's travel and

schedule plans.4 :

Reagan said Tuesday he has never based any decision “‘in my mind’’ on

astrological forecasts, but he avoided a ‘question about astrological influence

on his schedula.G d

The revelation that the Reaqans tollow astrology prompted taunts trom

Congress and harsh criticism from some scientists who consider astroloqy

.

worthless. \
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