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Richard Hakluyt Makes the Case for English Colonization, 1584 
Source: https://www.americanyawp.com/reader/colliding-cultures/richard-hakluyt-makes-the-
case-for-english-colonization-1584/  

Richard Hakluyt used this document to persuade Queen Elizabeth I to devote more money and 
energy into encouraging English colonization. In twenty-one chapters, summarized here, 
Hakluyt emphasized the many benefits that England would receive by creating colonies in the 
Americas. 

A particular discourse concerning the great necessity and manifold commodities that are like to 
grow to this Realm of England by the Western discoveries lately attempted, Written In the year 
1584 by Richard Hakluyt of Oxford at the request and direction of the right worshipful Mr. 
Walter Raleigh now Knight, before the coming home of his Two Barks: and is divided into xxi 
chapters, the Titles whereof follow in the next leaf. 

1. That this western discoverie will be greatly for the enlargement of the gospel of Christ
whereunto the Princes of the reformed religion are chiefly bound amongst whom her 
Majestie is principally. 

2. That all other English trades are grown beggerly or dangerous, especially in all the king
of Spain his Dominions, where our men are driven to fling their Bibles and prayer Books 
into the sea, and to forswear and renounce their religion and conscience and consequently 
their obedience to her Majestie. 

3. That this western voyage will yield unto us all the commodities of Europe, Africa, and
Asia, as far as we were wont to travel, and supply the wants of all our decayed trades. 

4. That this enterprise will be for the manifold employment of numbers of idle men, and for
breeding of many sufficient, and for utterance of the great quantity of the commodities of 
our Realm. 

5. That this voyage will be a great bridle to the Indies of the king of Spaine and a means that
we may arrest at our pleasure for the space of time weeks or three months every year, one 
or two hundred sail of his subjects shipped at the fishing in Newfoundland. 

6. That the mischiefs that the Indian Treasure wrought in time of Charles the late Emperor
father to the Spanish king, is to be had in consideracion of the Queens most excellent 
Majesty, least the continually coming of the like treasure from thence to his son, work the 
unrecoverable annoyance of this Realm, whereof already we have had very dangerous 
experience. 

7. What special means may bring kinge Phillippe from his high Throne, and make him
equal to the Princes his neighbours, wherewithal is showed his weakness in the west 
Indies. 

8. That the limits of the king of Spain’s dominions in the West Indies be nothing so large as
is generally imagined and surmised, neither those parts which he holdeth be of any such 
forces as is falsely given out by the popish Clergy and others his suitors, to terrify the 
Princes of the Religion and to abuse and blind them. 
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9. The Names of the rich Towns lying along the sea coast on the north side from the
equinoctial of the mainland of America under the kinge of Spaine. 

10. A Briefe declaration of the chief Islands in the Bay of Mexico being under the king of
Spain, with their havens and forts, and what commodities they yeide. 

11. That the Spaniards have executed most outrageous and more than Turkish cruelties in all
the west Indies, whereby they are everywhere there, become most odious unto them, who 
would join with us or any other most willingly to shake of their most intolerable yoke, 
and have begun to do it already in diverse places where they were Lords heretofore. 

12. That the passage in this voyage is easy and short, that it cutteth not near the trade of any
other mighty Princes, nor near their Countries, that it is to be performed at all tymes of 
the year, and needeth but one kind of wind, that Ireland being full of good heavens on the 
south and west sides, is the nearest part of Europe to it, which by this trade shall be in 
more security, and the sooner drawn to more Civility. 

13. That hereby the Revenues and customs of her Majestie both outwards and inwards shall
mightely be enlarged by the toll, excises, and other duties which without oppression may 
be raised. 

14. That this action will be greatly for the increase, maintenance and safety of our Navy, and
especially of great shipping which is the strength of our Realm, and for the supportation 
of all those occupations that depend upon the same. 

15. That speedy planting in diverse fit places is most necessary upon these lucky western
discoveries for fear of the danger of being prevented by other nations which have the like 
intentions, with the order thereof and other reasons therewithal alleged. 

16. Means to keep this enterprise from overthrow and the enterprisers from shame and
dishonor. 

17. That by these Colonies the Northwest passage to Cathay and China may easily quickly
and perfectly be searched out as well by river and overland, as by sea, for proof whereof 
here are quoted and alleged diverse rare Testimonies out of the three volumes of voyages 
gathered by Ramusius and other grave authors. 

18. That the Queen of England title to all the west Indies, or at the least to as much as is from
Florida to the Circle arctic, is more lawful and right then the Spaniards or any other 
Christian Princes. 

19. An answer to the Bull of the Donation of all the west Indies granted to the kings of Spain
by Pope Alexander the VI who was himself a Spaniard borne. 

20. A brief collection of certain reasons to induce her Majestie and the state to take in hand
the western voyage and the planting there. 

21. A note of some things to be prepared for the voyage which is set down rather to draw the
takers of the voyage in hande to the present consideration then for any other reason for 
that diverse things require preparation long before the voyage, without which the voyage 
is maimed. 
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Preamble to the U.S. Constitution, 1787 
Source: https://avalon.law.yale.edu/18th_century/preamble.asp 

We, the people of the United States, in order to form a more perfect Union, establish justice, 
insure domestic tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the general welfare, and 
secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and establish this 
Constitution for the United States of America. 
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Federalist Papers, No. 6, 1787 
Source: https://avalon.law.yale.edu/18th_century/fed06.asp 

Concerning Dangers from Dissensions Between the States 
For the Independent Journal 

HAMILTON 

To the People of the State of New York: 

THE three last numbers of this paper have been dedicated to an enumeration of the dangers 
to which we should be exposed, in a state of disunion, from the arms and arts of foreign nations. 
I shall now proceed to delineate dangers of a different and, perhaps, still more alarming kind--
those which will in all probability flow from dissensions between the States themselves, and 
from domestic factions and convulsions. These have been already in some instances slightly 
anticipated; but they deserve a more particular and more full investigation. 

A man must be far gone in Utopian speculations who can seriously doubt that, if these States 
should either be wholly disunited, or only united in partial confederacies, the subdivisions into 
which they might be thrown would have frequent and violent contests with each other. To 
presume a want of motives for such contests as an argument against their existence, would be to 
forget that men are ambitious, vindictive, and rapacious. To look for a continuation of harmony 
between a number of independent, unconnected sovereignties in the same neighborhood, would 
be to disregard the uniform course of human events, and to set at defiance the accumulated 
experience of ages. 

The causes of hostility among nations are innumerable. There are some which have a general 
and almost constant operation upon the collective bodies of society. Of this description are the 
love of power or the desire of pre-eminence and dominion--the jealousy of power, or the desire 
of equality and safety. There are others which have a more circumscribed though an equally 
operative influence within their spheres. Such are the rivalships and competitions of commerce 
between commercial nations. And there are others, not less numerous than either of the former, 
which take their origin entirely in private passions; in the attachments, enmities, interests, hopes, 
and fears of leading individuals in the communities of which they are members. Men of this 
class, whether the favorites of a king or of a people, have in too many instances abused the 
confidence they possessed; and assuming the pretext of some public motive, have not scrupled to 
sacrifice the national tranquillity to personal advantage or personal gratification. 

The celebrated Pericles, in compliance with the resentment of a prostitute,1 at the expense of 
much of the blood and treasure of his countrymen, attacked, vanquished, and destroyed the city 
of the SAMNIANS. The same man, stimulated by private pique against the 
MEGARENSIANS,2 another nation of Greece, or to avoid a prosecution with which he was 
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threatened as an accomplice of a supposed theft of the statuary Phidias,3 or to get rid of the 
accusations prepared to be brought against him for dissipating the funds of the state in the 
purchase of popularity,4 or from a combination of all these causes, was the primitive author of 
that famous and fatal war, distinguished in the Grecian annals by the name of 
the PELOPONNESIAN war; which, after various vicissitudes, intermissions, and renewals, 
terminated in the ruin of the Athenian commonwealth. 

The ambitious cardinal, who was prime minister to Henry VIII., permitting his vanity to 
aspire to the triple crown,5 entertained hopes of succeeding in the acquisition of that splendid 
prize by the influence of the Emperor Charles V. To secure the favor and interest of this 
enterprising and powerful monarch, he precipitated England into a war with France, contrary to 
the plainest dictates of policy, and at the hazard of the safety and independence, as well of the 
kingdom over which he presided by his counsels, as of Europe in general. For if there ever was a 
sovereign who bid fair to realize the project of universal monarchy, it was the Emperor Charles 
V., of whose intrigues Wolsey was at once the instrument and the dupe. 

The influence which the bigotry of one female,6 the petulance of another,7 and the cabals of 
a third,8 had in the contemporary policy, ferments, and pacifications, of a considerable part of 
Europe, are topics that have been too often descanted upon not to be generally known. 

To multiply examples of the agency of personal considerations in the production of great 
national events, either foreign or domestic, according to their direction, would be an unnecessary 
waste of time. Those who have but a superficial acquaintance with the sources from which they 
are to be drawn, will themselves recollect a variety of instances; and those who have a tolerable 
knowledge of human nature will not stand in need of such lights to form their opinion either of 
the reality or extent of that agency. Perhaps, however, a reference, tending to illustrate the 
general principle, may with propriety be made to a case which has lately happened among 
ourselves. If Shays had not been a DESPERATE DEBTOR, it is much to be doubted whether 
Massachusetts would have been plunged into a civil war. 

But notwithstanding the concurring testimony of experience, in this particular, there are still 
to be found visionary or designing men, who stand ready to advocate the paradox of perpetual 
peace between the States, though dismembered and alienated from each other. The genius of 
republics (say they) is pacific; the spirit of commerce has a tendency to soften the manners of 
men, and to extinguish those inflammable humors which have so often kindled into wars. 
Commercial republics, like ours, will never be disposed to waste themselves in ruinous 
contentions with each other. They will be governed by mutual interest, and will cultivate a spirit 
of mutual amity and concord. 

Is it not (we may ask these projectors in politics) the true interest of all nations to cultivate 
the same benevolent and philosophic spirit? If this be their true interest, have they in fact pursued 
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it? Has it not, on the contrary, invariably been found that momentary passions, and immediate 
interest, have a more active and imperious control over human conduct than general or remote 
considerations of policy, utility or justice? Have republics in practice been less addicted to war 
than monarchies? Are not the former administered by MEN as well as the latter? Are there not 
aversions, predilections, rivalships, and desires of unjust acquisitions, that affect nations as well 
as kings? Are not popular assemblies frequently subject to the impulses of rage, resentment, 
jealousy, avarice, and of other irregular and violent propensities? Is it not well known that their 
determinations are often governed by a few individuals in whom they place confidence, and are, 
of course, liable to be tinctured by the passions and views of those individuals? Has commerce 
hitherto done anything more than change the objects of war? Is not the love of wealth as 
domineering and enterprising a passion as that of power or glory? Have there not been as many 
wars founded upon commercial motives since that has become the prevailing system of nations, 
as were before occasioned by the cupidity of territory or dominion? Has not the spirit of 
commerce, in many instances, administered new incentives to the appetite, both for the one and 
for the other? Let experience, the least fallible guide of human opinions, be appealed to for an 
answer to these inquiries. 

Sparta, Athens, Rome, and Carthage were all republics; two of them, Athens and Carthage, 
of the commercial kind. Yet were they as often engaged in wars, offensive and defensive, as the 
neighboring monarchies of the same times. Sparta was little better than a wellregulated camp; 
and Rome was never sated of carnage and conquest. 

Carthage, though a commercial republic, was the aggressor in the very war that ended in her 
destruction. Hannibal had carried her arms into the heart of Italy and to the gates of Rome, 
before Scipio, in turn, gave him an overthrow in the territories of Carthage, and made a conquest 
of the commonwealth. 

Venice, in later times, figured more than once in wars of ambition, till, becoming an object to 
the other Italian states, Pope Julius II. found means to accomplish that formidable league,9 which 
gave a deadly blow to the power and pride of this haughty republic. 

The provinces of Holland, till they were overwhelmed in debts and taxes, took a leading and 
conspicuous part in the wars of Europe. They had furious contests with England for the dominion 
of the sea, and were among the most persevering and most implacable of the opponents of Louis 
XIV. 

In the government of Britain the representatives of the people compose one branch of the 
national legislature. Commerce has been for ages the predominant pursuit of that country. Few 
nations, nevertheless, have been more frequently engaged in war; and the wars in which that 
kingdom has been engaged have, in numerous instances, proceeded from the people. 
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There have been, if I may so express it, almost as many popular as royal wars. The cries of 
the nation and the importunities of their representatives have, upon various occasions, dragged 
their monarchs into war, or continued them in it, contrary to their inclinations, and sometimes 
contrary to the real interests of the State. In that memorable struggle for superiority between the 
rival houses of AUSTRIA and BOURBON, which so long kept Europe in a flame, it is well 
known that the antipathies of the English against the French, seconding the ambition, or rather 
the avarice, of a favorite leader,10 protracted the war beyond the limits marked out by sound 
policy, and for a considerable time in opposition to the views of the court. 

The wars of these two last-mentioned nations have in a great measure grown out of 
commercial considerations,--the desire of supplanting and the fear of being supplanted, either in 
particular branches of traffic or in the general advantages of trade and navigation. 

From this summary of what has taken place in other countries, whose situations have borne 
the nearest resemblance to our own, what reason can we have to confide in those reveries which 
would seduce us into an expectation of peace and cordiality between the members of the present 
confederacy, in a state of separation? Have we not already seen enough of the fallacy and 
extravagance of those idle theories which have amused us with promises of an exemption from 
the imperfections, weaknesses and evils incident to society in every shape? Is it not time to 
awake from the deceitful dream of a golden age, and to adopt as a practical maxim for the 
direction of our political conduct that we, as well as the other inhabitants of the globe, are yet 
remote from the happy empire of perfect wisdom and perfect virtue? 

Let the point of extreme depression to which our national dignity and credit have sunk, let 
the inconveniences felt everywhere from a lax and ill administration of government, let the revolt 
of a part of the State of North Carolina, the late menacing disturbances in Pennsylvania, and the 
actual insurrections and rebellions in Massachusetts, declare--! 

So far is the general sense of mankind from corresponding with the tenets of those who 
endeavor to lull asleep our apprehensions of discord and hostility between the States, in the event 
of disunion, that it has from long observation of the progress of society become a sort of axiom 
in politics, that vicinity or nearness of situation, constitutes nations natural enemies. An 
intelligent writer expresses himself on this subject to this effect: "NEIGHBORING 
NATIONS (says he) are naturally enemies of each other unless their common weakness forces 
them to league in a CONFEDERATE REPUBLIC, and their constitution prevents the 
differences that neighborhood occasions, extinguishing that secret jealousy which disposes all 
states to aggrandize themselves at the expense of their neighbors.''11 This passage, at the same 
time, points out the EVIL and suggests the REMEDY. 

PUBLIUS. 
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Federalist Papers, No. 8, 1787 
Source: https://avalon.law.yale.edu/18th_century/fed08.asp 

The Consequences of Hostilities Between the States 
From the New York Packet. Tuesday, November 20, 1787. 

HAMILTON 

To the People of the State of New York: 

ASSUMING it therefore as an established truth that the several States, in case of disunion, or 
such combinations of them as might happen to be formed out of the wreck of the general 
Confederacy, would be subject to those vicissitudes of peace and war, of friendship and enmity, 
with each other, which have fallen to the lot of all neighboring nations not united under one 
government, let us enter into a concise detail of some of the consequences that would attend such 
a situation. 

War between the States, in the first period of their separate existence, would be accompanied 
with much greater distresses than it commonly is in those countries where regular military 
establishments have long obtained. The disciplined armies always kept on foot on the continent 
of Europe, though they bear a malignant aspect to liberty and economy, have, notwithstanding, 
been productive of the signal advantage of rendering sudden conquests impracticable, and of 
preventing that rapid desolation which used to mark the progress of war prior to their 
introduction. The art of fortification has contributed to the same ends. The nations of Europe are 
encircled with chains of fortified places, which mutually obstruct invasion. Campaigns are 
wasted in reducing two or three frontier garrisons, to gain admittance into an enemy's country. 
Similar impediments occur at every step, to exhaust the strength and delay the progress of an 
invader. Formerly, an invading army would penetrate into the heart of a neighboring country 
almost as soon as intelligence of its approach could be received; but now a comparatively small 
force of disciplined troops, acting on the defensive, with the aid of posts, is able to impede, and 
finally to frustrate, the enterprises of one much more considerable. The history of war, in that 
quarter of the globe, is no longer a history of nations subdued and empires overturned, but of 
towns taken and retaken; of battles that decide nothing; of retreats more beneficial than victories; 
of much effort and little acquisition. 

In this country the scene would be altogether reversed. The jealousy of military 
establishments would postpone them as long as possible. The want of fortifications, leaving the 
frontiers of one state open to another, would facilitate inroads. The populous States would, with 
little difficulty, overrun their less populous neighbors. Conquests would be as easy to be made as 
difficult to be retained. War, therefore, would be desultory and predatory. PLUNDER and 
devastation ever march in the train of irregulars. The calamities of individuals would make the 
principal figure in the events which would characterize our military exploits. 
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This picture is not too highly wrought; though, I confess, it would not long remain a just one. 
Safety from external danger is the most powerful director of national conduct. Even the ardent 
love of liberty will, after a time, give way to its dictates. The violent destruction of life and 
property incident to war, the continual effort and alarm attendant on a state of continual danger, 
will compel nations the most attached to liberty to resort for repose and security to institutions 
which have a tendency to destroy their civil and political rights. To be more safe, they at length 
become willing to run the risk of being less free. 

The institutions chiefly alluded to are STANDING ARMIES and the correspondent 
appendages of military establishments. Standing armies, it is said, are not provided against in the 
new Constitution; and it is therefore inferred that they may exist under it.1 Their existence, 
however, from the very terms of the proposition, is, at most, problematical and uncertain. But 
standing armies, it may be replied, must inevitably result from a dissolution of the Confederacy. 
Frequent war and constant apprehension, which require a state of as constant preparation, will 
infallibly produce them. The weaker States or confederacies would first have recourse to them, to 
put themselves upon an equality with their more potent neighbors. They would endeavor to 
supply the inferiority of population and resources by a more regular and effective system of 
defense, by disciplined troops, and by fortifications. They would, at the same time, be 
necessitated to strengthen the executive arm of government, in doing which their constitutions 
would acquire a progressive direction toward monarchy. It is of the nature of war to increase the 
executive at the expense of the legislative authority. 

The expedients which have been mentioned would soon give the States or confederacies that 
made use of them a superiority over their neighbors. Small states, or states of less natural 
strength, under vigorous governments, and with the assistance of disciplined armies, have often 
triumphed over large states, or states of greater natural strength, which have been destitute of 
these advantages. Neither the pride nor the safety of the more important States or confederacies 
would permit them long to submit to this mortifying and adventitious superiority. They would 
quickly resort to means similar to those by which it had been effected, to reinstate themselves in 
their lost pre-eminence. Thus, we should, in a little time, see established in every part of this 
country the same engines of despotism which have been the scourge of the Old World. This, at 
least, would be the natural course of things; and our reasonings will be the more likely to be just, 
in proportion as they are accommodated to this standard. 

These are not vague inferences drawn from supposed or speculative defects in a Constitution, 
the whole power of which is lodged in the hands of a people, or their representatives and 
delegates, but they are solid conclusions, drawn from the natural and necessary progress of 
human affairs. 

It may, perhaps, be asked, by way of objection to this, why did not standing armies spring up 
out of the contentions which so often distracted the ancient republics of Greece? Different 
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answers, equally satisfactory, may be given to this question. The industrious habits of the people 
of the present day, absorbed in the pursuits of gain, and devoted to the improvements of 
agriculture and commerce, are incompatible with the condition of a nation of soldiers, which was 
the true condition of the people of those republics. The means of revenue, which have been so 
greatly multiplied by the increase of gold and silver and of the arts of industry, and the science of 
finance, which is the offspring of modern times, concurring with the habits of nations, have 
produced an entire revolution in the system of war, and have rendered disciplined armies, distinct 
from the body of the citizens, the inseparable companions of frequent hostility. 

There is a wide difference, also, between military establishments in a country seldom 
exposed by its situation to internal invasions, and in one which is often subject to them, and 
always apprehensive of them. The rulers of the former can have a good pretext, if they are even 
so inclined, to keep on foot armies so numerous as must of necessity be maintained in the latter. 
These armies being, in the first case, rarely, if at all, called into activity for interior defense, the 
people are in no danger of being broken to military subordination. The laws are not accustomed 
to relaxations, in favor of military exigencies; the civil state remains in full vigor, neither 
corrupted, nor confounded with the principles or propensities of the other state. The smallness of 
the army renders the natural strength of the community an over-match for it; and the citizens, not 
habituated to look up to the military power for protection, or to submit to its oppressions, neither 
love nor fear the soldiery; they view them with a spirit of jealous acquiescence in a necessary 
evil, and stand ready to resist a power which they suppose may be exerted to the prejudice of 
their rights. The army under such circumstances may usefully aid the magistrate to suppress a 
small faction, or an occasional mob, or insurrection; but it will be unable to enforce 
encroachments against the united efforts of the great body of the people. 

In a country in the predicament last described, the contrary of all this happens. The perpetual 
menacings of danger oblige the government to be always prepared to repel it; its armies must be 
numerous enough for instant defense. The continual necessity for their services enhances the 
importance of the soldier, and proportionably degrades the condition of the citizen. The military 
state becomes elevated above the civil. The inhabitants of territories, often the theatre of war, are 
unavoidably subjected to frequent infringements on their rights, which serve to weaken their 
sense of those rights; and by degrees the people are brought to consider the soldiery not only as 
their protectors, but as their superiors. The transition from this disposition to that of considering 
them masters, is neither remote nor difficult; but it is very difficult to prevail upon a people 
under such impressions, to make a bold or effectual resistance to usurpations supported by the 
military power. 

The kingdom of Great Britain falls within the first description. An insular situation, and a 
powerful marine, guarding it in a great measure against the possibility of foreign invasion, 
supersede the necessity of a numerous army within the kingdom. A sufficient force to make head 
against a sudden descent, till the militia could have time to rally and embody, is all that has been 
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deemed requisite. No motive of national policy has demanded, nor would public opinion have 
tolerated, a larger number of troops upon its domestic establishment. There has been, for a long 
time past, little room for the operation of the other causes, which have been enumerated as the 
consequences of internal war. This peculiar felicity of situation has, in a great degree, 
contributed to preserve the liberty which that country to this day enjoys, in spite of the prevalent 
venality and corruption. If, on the contrary, Britain had been situated on the continent, and had 
been compelled, as she would have been, by that situation, to make her military establishments at 
home coextensive with those of the other great powers of Europe, she, like them, would in all 
probability be, at this day, a victim to the absolute power of a single man. 'T is possible, though 
not easy, that the people of that island may be enslaved from other causes; but it cannot be by the 
prowess of an army so inconsiderable as that which has been usually kept up within the 
kingdom. 

If we are wise enough to preserve the Union we may for ages enjoy an advantage similar to 
that of an insulated situation. Europe is at a great distance from us. Her colonies in our vicinity 
will be likely to continue too much disproportioned in strength to be able to give us any 
dangerous annoyance. Extensive military establishments cannot, in this position, be necessary to 
our security. But if we should be disunited, and the integral parts should either remain separated, 
or, which is most probable, should be thrown together into two or three confederacies, we should 
be, in a short course of time, in the predicament of the continental powers of Europe --our 
liberties would be a prey to the means of defending ourselves against the ambition and jealousy 
of each other. 

This is an idea not superficial or futile, but solid and weighty. It deserves the most serious 
and mature consideration of every prudent and honest man of whatever party. If such men will 
make a firm and solemn pause, and meditate dispassionately on the importance of this interesting 
idea; if they will contemplate it in all its attitudes, and trace it to all its consequences, they will 
not hesitate to part with trivial objections to a Constitution, the rejection of which would in all 
probability put a final period to the Union. The airy phantoms that flit before the distempered 
imaginations of some of its adversaries would quickly give place to the more substantial forms of 
dangers, real, certain, and formidable. 

PUBLIUS. 
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The North Atlantic Treaty, April 4, 1949 
Source: https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_17120.htm  

The Parties to this Treaty reaffirm their faith in the purposes and principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations and their desire to live in peace with all peoples and all governments. 

They are determined to safeguard the freedom, common heritage and civilisation of their 
peoples, founded on the principles of democracy, individual liberty and the rule of law. They 

seek to promote stability and well-being in the North Atlantic area. 
They are resolved to unite their efforts for collective defence and for the preservation of peace 

and security. They therefore agree to this North Atlantic Treaty: 

Article 1 

The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations, to settle any international 
dispute in which they may be involved by peaceful means in such a manner that international 
peace and security and justice are not endangered, and to refrain in their international relations 
from the threat or use of force in any manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United 
Nations. 

Article 2 

The Parties will contribute toward the further development of peaceful and friendly international 
relations by strengthening their free institutions, by bringing about a better understanding of the 
principles upon which these institutions are founded, and by promoting conditions of stability 
and well-being. They will seek to eliminate conflict in their international economic policies and 
will encourage economic collaboration between any or all of them. 

Article 3 

In order more effectively to achieve the objectives of this Treaty, the Parties, separately and 
jointly, by means of continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid, will maintain and develop 
their individual and collective capacity to resist armed attack. 

Article 4 

The Parties will consult together whenever, in the opinion of any of them, the territorial integrity, 
political independence or security of any of the Parties is threatened. 

Article 5 

The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America 
shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, if such an armed 
attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defence 
recognised by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so 
attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it 
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deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the 
North Atlantic area. 

Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof shall immediately be reported 
to the Security Council. Such measures shall be terminated when the Security Council has taken 
the measures necessary to restore and maintain international peace and security . 

Article 6 1 

For the purpose of Article 5, an armed attack on one or more of the Parties is deemed to include 
an armed attack: 

• on the territory of any of the Parties in Europe or North America, on the Algerian
Departments of France 2, on the territory of Turkey or on the Islands under the
jurisdiction of any of the Parties in the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer;

• on the forces, vessels, or aircraft of any of the Parties, when in or over these territories or
any other area in Europe in which occupation forces of any of the Parties were stationed
on the date when the Treaty entered into force or the Mediterranean Sea or the North
Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer.

Article 7 

This Treaty does not affect, and shall not be interpreted as affecting in any way the rights and 
obligations under the Charter of the Parties which are members of the United Nations, or the 
primary responsibility of the Security Council for the maintenance of international peace and 
security. 

Article 8 

Each Party declares that none of the international engagements now in force between it and any 
other of the Parties or any third State is in conflict with the provisions of this Treaty, and 
undertakes not to enter into any international engagement in conflict with this Treaty. 

Article 9 

The Parties hereby establish a Council, on which each of them shall be represented, to consider 
matters concerning the implementation of this Treaty. The Council shall be so organised as to be 
able to meet promptly at any time. The Council shall set up such subsidiary bodies as may be 
necessary; in particular it shall establish immediately a defence committee which shall 
recommend measures for the implementation of Articles 3 and 5. 

Article 10 

The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any other European State in a position to 
further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the security of the North Atlantic area to 
accede to this Treaty. Any State so invited may become a Party to the Treaty by depositing its 
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instrument of accession with the Government of the United States of America. The Government 
of the United States of America will inform each of the Parties of the deposit of each such 
instrument of accession. 

Article 11 

This Treaty shall be ratified and its provisions carried out by the Parties in accordance with their 
respective constitutional processes. The instruments of ratification shall be deposited as soon as 
possible with the Government of the United States of America, which will notify all the other 
signatories of each deposit. The Treaty shall enter into force between the States which have 
ratified it as soon as the ratifications of the majority of the signatories, including the ratifications 
of Belgium, Canada, France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the United 
States, have been deposited and shall come into effect with respect to other States on the date of 
the deposit of their ratifications. (3) 

Article 12 

After the Treaty has been in force for ten years, or at any time thereafter, the Parties shall, if any 
of them so requests, consult together for the purpose of reviewing the Treaty, having regard for 
the factors then affecting peace and security in the North Atlantic area, including the 
development of universal as well as regional arrangements under the Charter of the United 
Nations for the maintenance of international peace and security. 

Article 13 

After the Treaty has been in force for twenty years, any Party may cease to be a Party one year 
after its notice of denunciation has been given to the Government of the United States of 
America, which will inform the Governments of the other Parties of the deposit of each notice of 
denunciation. 

Article 14 

This Treaty, of which the English and French texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited in 
the archives of the Government of the United States of America. Duly certified copies will be 
transmitted by that Government to the Governments of other signatories. 

1. The definition of the territories to which Article 5 applies was revised by Article 2 of the
Protocol to the North Atlantic Treaty on the accession of Greece and Turkey signed on 22
October 1951.

2. On January 16, 1963, the North Atlantic Council noted that insofar as the former
Algerian Departments of France were concerned, the relevant clauses of this Treaty had
become inapplicable as from July 3, 1962.

3. The Treaty came into force on 24 August 1949, after the deposition of the ratifications of
all signatory states.
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Address to a Special Session of the European Parliament in Strasbourg, France 

May 8, 1985 

The President. Thank you, ladies and gentlemen. It is an honor to be with you on this day. 

We mark today the anniversary of the liberation of Europe from tyrants who had seized this 
continent and plunged it into a terrible war. Forty years ago today, the guns were stilled and 
peace began, a peace that has become the longest of this century. 

On this day 40 years ago, they swarmed onto the boulevards of Paris, rallied under the Arc de 
Triomphe and sang the Marseillaise. They were out there in the open and free air. And now, on 
this day 40 years ago, Winston Churchill walked out onto a balcony in Whitehall and said to the 
people of Britain, ``This is your victory.'' And the crowd yelled back, in an unforgettable 
moment of love and gratitude, ``No, it is yours.'' Londoners tore the blackout curtains from their 
windows, put floodlights on the great symbols of English history. And for the first time in nearly 
6 years, Big Ben, Buckingham Palace, and St. Paul's Cathedral were illuminated against the sky. 

Across the ocean, a half a million New Yorkers flooded Times Square and laughed and posed for 
the cameras. In Washington, our new President Harry Truman called reporters into his office and 
said, ``The flags of freedom fly all over Europe.'' 

On that day 40 years ago, I was at my post in an Army Air Corps installation in Culver City, 
California. Passing a radio, I heard the words, ``Ladies and gentlemen, the war in Europe is 
over.'' I felt a chill, as if a gust of cold wind had just swept past, and even though for America 
there was still a war in the Pacific front, I realized I would never forget that moment. 

This day can't help but be emotional, for in it we feel the long tug of memory. We're reminded of 
shared joy and shared pain. A few weeks ago in California, an old soldier with tears in his eyes 
said: ``It was such a different world then. It's almost impossible to describe it to someone who 
wasn't there. But when they finally turned the lights on in the cities again, it was like being 
reborn.'' 

If it is hard to communicate the happiness of those days, it is even harder to communicate, to 
those who did not share it, the depth of Europe's agony. So much of it lay in ruins. Whole cities 
had been destroyed. Children played in the rubble and begged for food. 

And by this day 40 years ago, over 40 million lay dead, and the survivors -- they composed a 
continent of victims. And to this day we wonder: How did this happen? How did civilization take 
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such a terrible turn? After all the books and documentaries, after all the histories and studies, we 
still wonder: How? 

Hannah Arendt spoke of the ``banality of evil'' -- the banality of the little men who did the 
terrible deeds. We know they were totalitarians who used the state, which they had elevated to 
the level of a god, to inflict war on peaceful nations and genocide on innocent peoples. We know 
of the existence of evil in the human heart, and we know that in Nazi Germany that evil was 
institutionalized, given power and direction by the state and those who did its bidding. We also 
know that early attempts to placate the totalitarians did not save us from war. They didn't save us 
from war; in fact they guaranteed war. There are lessons to be learned in this and never 
forgotten. 

But there is a lesson, too, in another thing we saw in those days, perhaps we can call it the 
commoness of virtue. The common men and women who somehow dug greatness from within 
their souls, the people who sang to the children during the Blitz, who joined the resistance and 
said no to tyranny, the people who had the courage to hide and save the Jews and the dissidents, 
the people who became for a moment the repositories of all the courage of the West -- from a 
child named Anne Frank to a hero named Raoul Wallenberg. These names shine. They give us 
heart forever. The glow of their memories lit Europe in her darkest days. 

Who can forget the hard days after the war? We can't help but look back and think life was so 
vivid then. There was the sense of purpose, the joy of shared effort, and later the impossible joy 
of our triumph. Those were the days when the West rolled up its sleeves and repaired the damage 
that had been done, the days when Europe rose in glory from the ruins. Old enemies were 
reconciled with the European family. Together, America and Western Europe created and put 
into place the Marshall plan to rebuild from the rubble. And together we created an Atlantic 
alliance, which proceeded not from transient interests of state, but from shared ideals. Together 
we created the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, a partnership aimed at seeing that the kind of 
tyrants that had tormented Europe would never torment her again. 

NATO was a triumph of organization and effort, but is was also something very new and very 
different. For NATO derived its strength directly from the moral values of the people it 
represented, from their high ideals, their love of liberty, and their commitment to peace. But 
perhaps the greatest triumph of all was not in the realm of a sound defense or material 
achievement. No, the greatest triumph after the war is that in spite of all of the chaos, poverty, 
sickness, and misfortune that plagued this continent, the people of Western Europe resisted the 
call of new tyrants and the lure of their seductive ideologies. Your nations did not become the 
breeding ground for new extremist philosophies. You resisted the totalitarian temptation. Your 
people embraced democracy, the dream the Fascists could not kill. They chose freedom. 

And today we celebrate the leaders who led the way -- Churchill and Monnet, Adenauer and 
Schuman, De Gasperi and Spaak, Truman and Marshall. And we celebrate, too, the free political 
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parties that contributed their share of greatness -- the Liberals and the Christian Democrats, the 
Social Democrats and Labour and the Conservatives. Together they tugged at the same oar, and 
the great and mighty ship of Europe moved on. 

If any doubt their success, let them look at you. In this room are those who fought on opposite 
sides 40 years ago and their sons and daughters. Now you work together to lead Europe 
democratically; you buried animosity and hatred in the rubble. There is no greater testament to 
reconciliation and to the peaceful unity of Europe than the men and women in this chamber. 

In the decades after the war, Europe knew great growth and power, amazing vitality in every area 
of life -- from fine arts to fashion, from manufacturing to science to the world of ideas. Europe 
was robust and alive, and none of this was an accident. It was the natural result of freedom, the 
natural fruit of the democratic ideal. We in America looked at Europe and called her what she 
was -- an economic miracle. 

And we could hardly be surprised. When we Americans think about our European heritage, we 
tend to think of your cultural influences and the rich ethnic heritage you gave us. But the 
Industrial Revolution that transformed the American economy came from Europe. The guiding 
intellectual lights of our democratic system -- Locke, Montesquieu, and Adam Smith -- came 
from Europe. And the geniuses who ushered in the modern industrial-technological age came 
from -- well, I think you know, but two examples will suffice: Alexander Graham Bell, whose 
great invention maddens every American parent whose child insists on phoning his European 
pen pal rather than writing to him -- and he was a Scotsman -- [laughter] -- and Guglielmo 
Marconi, who invented the radio, thereby providing a living for a young man from Dixon, 
Illinois, who later went into politics. I guess I should explain: That's me. Blame Marconi. 
[Laughter] And Marconi, as you know, was born in Italy. 

Tomorrow will mark the 35th anniversary of the Schuman plan, which led to the European Coal 
and Steel Community, the first block in the creation of a united Europe. The purpose was to tie 
French and German and European industrial production so tightly together that war between 
them ``becomes not merely unthinkable, but materially impossible.'' Those are the words of 
Robert Schuman; the Coal and Steel Community was the child of his genius. I believe if he were 
here today, I believe he would say: We have only just begun! 

I'm here to tell you that America remains, as she was 40 years ago, dedicated to the unity of 
Europe. We continue to see a strong and unified Europe not as a rival but as an even stronger 
partner. Indeed, John F. Kennedy, in his ringing declaration of interdependence in the Freedom 
Bell city of Philadelphia 23 years ago, explicitly made this objective a key tenet of postwar 
American policy; that policy saw the New World and the Old as twin pillars of a larger 
democratic community. We Americans still see European unity as a vital force in that historic 
process. We favor the expansion of the European Community; we welcome the entrance of Spain 
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and Portugal into that Community, for their presence makes for a stronger Europe, and a stronger 
Europe is a stronger West. 

Yet despite Europe's economic miracle, which brought so much prosperity to so many, despite 
the visionary ideas of the European leaders, despite the enlargement of democracy's frontiers 
within the European Community itself, I'm told that a more doubting mood is upon Europe 
today. I hear words like ``Europessimism'' and ``Eu- roparalysis.'' I'm told that Europe seems to 
have lost that sense of confidence that dominated that postwar era. Well, if there is something of 
a lost quality these days, is it connected to the fact that some in the past few years have begun to 
question the ideals and philosophies that have guided the West for centuries, that some have even 
come to question the moral and intellectual worth of the West? 

I wish to speak, in part, to that questioning today. And there is no better place to do it than 
Strasbourg -- where Goethe studied, where Pasteur taught, where Hugo knew inspiration. This 
has been a lucky city for questioning and finding valid answers. It is also a city for which some 
of us feel a very sweet affection. You know that our Statue of Liberty was a gift from France, 
and its sculptor, Auguste Bartholdi, was a son of France. I don't know if you've ever studied the 
face of the statue, but immigrants entering New York Harbor used to strain to see it, as if it 
would tell them something about their new world. It's a strong, kind face. It is the face of 
Bartholdi's mother, a woman of Alsace. And so, among the many things we Americans thank 
you for, we thank you for her. 

The Statue of Liberty -- made in Europe, erected in America -- helps remind us not only of past 
ties but present realities. It is to those realities we must look in order to dispel whatever doubts 
may exist about the course of history and the place of free men and women within it. We live in 
a complex, dangerous, divided world; yet a world which can provide all of the good things we 
require -- spiritual and material -- if we but have the confidence and courage to face history's 
challenge. 

We in the West have much to be thankful for -- peace, prosperity, and freedom. If we are to 
preserve these for our children and for theirs, today's leaders must demonstrate the same resolve 
and sense of vision which inspired Churchill, Adenauer, De Gasperi, and Schuman. The 
challenge was to rebuild a democratic Europe under the shadow of Soviet power. Our task, in 
some ways even more daunting, is to keep the peace with an ever more powerful Soviet Union, 
to introduce greater stability in our relationship with it, and to live together in a world in which 
our values can prosper. 

The leaders and people of postwar Europe had learned the lessons of their history from the 
failures of their predecessors. They learned that aggression feeds on appeasement and that 
weakness itself can be provocative. We, for our part, can learn from the success of our 
predecessors. We know that both conflict and aggression can be deterred, that democratic nations 
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are capable of the resolve, the sacrifices, and the consistency of policy needed to sustain such 
deterrence. 

From the creation of NATO in 1949 through the early 1970's, Soviet aggression was effectively 
deterred. The strength of Western economies, the vitality of our societies, the wisdom of our 
diplomacy all contributed to Soviet restraint; but certainly the decisive factor must have been the 
countervailing power -- ultimately, military, and above all, nuclear power, which the West was 
capable of bringing to bear in the defense of its interests. 

It was in the early 1970's that the United States lost that superiority over the Soviet Union in 
strategic nuclear weapons, which had characterized the postwar era. In Europe the effect of this 
loss was not quickly perceptible, but seen globally, Soviet conduct changed markedly and 
dangerously. First in Angola in 1975, then when the West failed to respond, in Ethiopia, in South 
Yemen, in Kampuchea, and ultimately in Afghanistan, the Soviet Union began courting more 
risks and expanding its influence through the indirect and direct application of military power. 
Today we see similar Soviet efforts to profit from and stimulate regional conflicts in Central 
America. 

Audience members. Boo - o - o! 

The President. They haven't been there. I have. 

The ineffectual Western response to Soviet adventurism of the late 1970's had many roots, not 
least the crisis of self-confidence within the American body politic wrought by the Vietnam 
experience. But just as Soviet decisionmaking in the earlier postwar era had taken place against a 
background of overwhelming American strategic power, so the decisions of the late seventies 
were taken in Moscow, as in Washington and throughout Europe, against a background of 
growing Soviet and stagnating Western nuclear strength. 

One might draw the conclusion from these events that the West should reassert that nuclear 
superiority over the Soviet Union upon which our security and our strategy rested through the 
postwar era. That is not my view. We cannot and should not seek to build our peace and freedom 
perpetually upon the basis of expanding nuclear arsenals. 

In the short run, we have no alternative but to compete with the Soviet Union in this field, not in 
the pursuit of superiority but merely of balance. It is thus essential that the United States 
maintain a modern and survivable nuclear capability in each leg of the strategic triad -- sea, land, 
and air-based. It is similarly important that France and Britain maintain and modernize their 
independent strategic capabilities. 

Now, the Soviet Union, however, does not share our view of what constitutes a stable nuclear 
balance. It has chosen instead to build nuclear forces clearly designed to strike first and thus 
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disarm their adversary. The Soviet Union is now moving toward deployment of new mobile 
MIRV'ed missiles which have these capabilities plus the potential to avoid detection, monitoring, 
or arms control verification. In doing this the Soviet Union is undermining stability and the basis 
for mutual deterrence. 

One can imagine several possible responses to the continued Soviet buildup of nuclear forces. 
On the one hand, we can ask the Soviet Union to reduce its offensive systems through equitable, 
verifiable arms control measures. We are pressing that case in Geneva. Thus far, however, we've 
heard nothing new from the other side. 

A second possibility would be for the West to step up our current modernization effort to keep 
up with constantly accelerating Soviet deployments, not to regain superiority but merely to keep 
up with Soviet deployments. But is this really an acceptable alternative? Even if this course 
could be sustained by the West, it would produce a less stable strategic balance than the one we 
have today. Must we accept an endless process of nuclear arms competition? I don't think so. We 
need a better guarantee of peace than that. 

And fortunately, there is a third possibility. It is to offset the continued Soviet offensive buildup 
in destabilizing weapons by developing defenses against these weapons. In 1983 I launched a 
new research program -- the Strategic Defense Initiative. 

The state of modern technology may soon make possible, for the first time, the ability to use 
nonnuclear systems to defeat ballistic missiles. The Soviets themselves have long recognized the 
value of defensive systems and have invested heavily in them. Indeed, they have spent as much 
on defensive systems as they have on offensive systems for more than 20 years. 

Now, this research program will take time. As we proceed with it, we will remain within existing 
treaty constraints. We will also consult in the closest possible fashion with our allies. And when 
the time for decisions on the possible production and deployment of such systems comes, we 
must and will discuss and negotiate these issues with the Soviet Union. 

Both for the short- and the long-term I'm confident that the West can maintain effective military 
deterrence. But surely we can aspire to more than maintaining a state of highly armed truce in 
international politics. 

During the 1970's we went to great lengths to restrain unilaterally our strategic weapons 
programs out of the conviction that the Soviet Union would adhere to certain rules in its conduct 
-- rules such as neither side seeking to gain unilateral advantage at the expense of the other. 
Those efforts of the early 1970's resulted in some improvements in Europe, the Berlin 
Quadripartite Agreement being the best example. But the hopes for a broader and lasting 
moderation of the East-West competition foundered in Angola, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, and 
Nicaragua. 
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The question before us today is whether we have learned from those mistakes, and can we 
undertake a stable and peaceful relationship with the Soviet Union based upon effective 
deterrence and the reduction of tensions. I believe we can. I believe we've learned that fruitful 
cooperation with the Soviet Union must be accompanied by successful competition in areas, 
particularly Third World areas where the Soviets are not yet prepared to act with restraint. 

[At this point, some members of the audience walked out.] 

You know, I've learned something useful. Maybe if I talk long enough in my own Congress, 
some of those will walk out. 

But let me talk about the reflections which have molded our policy toward the Soviet Union. 
That policy embodies the following basic elements: 

While we maintain deterrence to preserve the peace, the United States will make a steady, 
sustained effort to reduce tensions and solve problems in its relations with the Soviet Union. 

The United States is prepared to conclude fair, equitable, verifiable agreements for arms 
reduction, above all with regard to offensive nuclear weapons. 

The United States will insist upon compliance with past agreements, both for their own sake and 
to strengthen confidence in the possibility of future accords. 

The United States seeks no unilateral advantages and, of course, can accept none on the Soviet 
side. 

The United States will proceed in full consultation with its allies, recognizing that our fates are 
intertwined and we must act in unity. 

The United States does not seek to undermine or change the Soviet system nor to impinge upon 
the security of the Soviet Union. At the same time it will resist attempts by the Soviet Union to 
use or threaten force against others or to impose its system on others by force. 

Ultimately, I hope the leaders of the Soviet Union will come to understand that they have 
nothing to gain from attempts to achieve military superiority or to spread their dominance by 
force but have much to gain from joining the West in mutual arms reduction and expanding 
cooperation. 

I have directed the Secretary of State to engage with the Soviet Union on an extended agenda of 
problem solving. Yet even as we embark upon new efforts to sustain a productive dialog with the 
Soviet Union, we're reminded of the obstacles posed by our so fundamentally different concepts 
of humanity, of human rights, of the value of human life. The murder of Major Nicholson by a 
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Soviet soldier in East Germany and the Soviet Union's refusal to accept responsibility for this act 
is only the latest reminder. 

If we're to succeed in reducing East-West tensions, we must find means to ensure against the 
arbitrary use of lethal force in the future, whether against individuals like Major Nicholson or 
against groups such as the passengers on a jumbo jet. 

It is for that reason that I would like to outline for you today what I believe would be a useful 
way to proceed. I propose that the United States and the Soviet Union take four practical steps. 

First, that our two countries make a regular practice of exchanging military observers at military 
exercises and locations. We now follow this practice with many other nations, to the equal 
benefit of all parties. 

Second, as I believe it is desirable for the leaders of the United States and Soviet Union to meet 
and tackle problems, I am also convinced that the military leaders of our nations could benefit 
from more contact. I therefore propose that we institute regular, high-level contacts between 
Soviet and American military leaders to develop better understanding and to prevent potential 
tragedies from occurring. 

Third, I urge that the Conference on Disarmament in Europe act promptly and agree on the 
concrete confidence-building measures proposed by the NATO countries. The United States is 
prepared to discuss the Soviet proposal on nonuse of force in the context of Soviet agreement to 
concrete confidence-building measures. 

Fourth, I believe a permanent military-to-military communications link could serve a useful 
purpose in this important area of our relationship. It could be the channel for exchanging 
notifications and other information regarding routine military activities, thereby reducing the 
chances of misunderstanding and misinterpretation. And over time, it might evolve into a risk-
reduction mechanism for rapid communication and exchange of data in times of crisis. 

These proposals are not cure-alls for our current problems. They will not compensate for the 
deaths which have occurred. But as terrible as past events have been, it would be more tragic if 
we were to make no attempt to prevent even larger tragedies from occurring through lack of 
contact and communication. 

We in the West have much to do, and we must do it together. We must remain unified in the face 
of attempts to divide us and strong in spite of attempts to weaken us. And we must remember 
that our unity and strength are not a mere impulse of like-minded allies, but the natural result of 
our shared love for liberty. 

Surely we have no illusions that convergence of the Communist system and the free societies of 
the West is likely. We're in for an extended period of competition of ideas. It is up to us in the 
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West to answer whether or not we will make available the resources, ideas, and assistance 
necessary to compete with the Soviet Union in the Third World. We have much in our favor, not 
least the experience of those states which have tried Marxism and are looking for an alternative. 

We do not aspire to impose our system on anyone, nor do we have pat answers for all the world's 
ills. But our ideals of freedom and democracy -- -- 

Audience members. Nicaragua! Nicaragua! 

The President. Is there an echo in here? [Laughter] 

Our ideals of freedom and democracy and our economic systems have proven their ability to 
meet the needs of our people. Our adversaries can offer their people only economic stagnation 
and the corrupt hand of a state and party bureaucracy which ultimately satisfy neither material 
nor spiritual needs. 

I want to reaffirm to the people of Europe the constancy of the American purpose. We were at 
your side through two great wars; we have been at your side through 40 years of a sometimes 
painful peace. We're at your side today, because, like you, we have not veered from the ideals of 
the West -- the ideals of freedom, liberty, and peace. Let no one -- no one -- doubt our purpose. 

The United States is committed not only to the security of Europe, we're committed to the re-
creation of a larger and more genuinely European Europe. The United States is committed not 
only to a partnership with Europe, the United States is committed to an end to the artificial 
division of Europe. 

We do not deny any nation's legitimate interest in security. We share the basic aspirations of all 
of the peoples of Europe -- freedom, prosperity, and peace. But when families are divided and 
people are not allowed to maintain normal human and cultural contacts, this creates international 
tension. Only in a system in which all feel secure and sovereign can there be a lasting and secure 
peace. 

For this reason we will support and will encourage movement toward the social, humanitarian, 
and democratic ideals shared in Europe. The issue is not one of state boundaries but of ensuring 
the right of all nations to conduct their affairs as their peoples desire. The problem of a divided 
Europe, like others, must be solved by peaceful means. Let us rededicate ourselves to the full 
implementation of the Helsinki final act in all its aspects. 

As we seek to encourage democracy, we must remember that each country must struggle for 
democracy within its own culture. Emerging democracies have special problems and require 
special help. Those nations whose democratic institutions are newly emerged and whose 
confidence in the process is not yet deeply rooted need our help. They should have an established 
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community of their peers, other democratic countries to whom they can turn for support or just 
advice. 

In my address to the British Parliament in 1982, I spoke of the need for democratic governments 
to spread the message of democracy throughout the world. I expressed my support for the 
Council of Europe's effort to bring together delegates from many nations for this purpose. I am 
encouraged by the product of that conference -- the Strasbourg initiative. 

We in our country have launched a major effort to strengthen and promote democratic ideals and 
institutions. Following a pattern first started in the Federal Republic of Germany, the United 
States Congress approved the National Endowment for Democracy. This organization 
subsequently established institutes of labor, business, and political parties dedicated to programs 
of cooperation with democratic forces around the world. I hope other democracies will join in 
this effort and contribute their wisdom and talents to this cause. 

Here in Western Europe you have created a multinational democratic community in which there 
is a free flow of people, of information, of goods, and of culture. West Europeans move 
frequently and freely in all directions, sharing and partaking of each other's ideas and culture. It 
is my hope that in the 21st century, which is only 15 years away, all Europeans, from Moscow to 
Lisbon, will be able to travel without a passport; and the free flow of people and ideas will 
include the other half of Europe. It is my fervent wish that in the next century there will be one 
free Europe. 

I do not believe those who say the people of Europe today are paralyzed and pessimistic. And I 
would say to those who think this, Europe, beloved Europe, you are greater than you know. You 
are the treasury of centuries of Western thought and Western culture; you are the father of 
Western ideals and the mother of Western faith. Europe, you have been the power and the glory 
of the West, and you are a moral success. In the horrors after World War II, you rejected 
totalitarianism; you rejected the lure of the new superman and a new Communist man; you 
proved that you were and are a moral triumph. 

You in the West are a Europe without illusions, a Europe firmly grounded in the ideals and 
traditions that made her greatness, a Europe unbound and unfettered by a bankrupt ideology. You 
are today a new Europe on the brink of a new century, a democratic community with much to be 
proud of. 

We have so much to do. The work ahead is not unlike the building of a great cathedral. The work 
is slow, complicated, and painstaking. It's passed on with pride from generation to generation. 
It's the work not only of leaders but of ordinary people. The cathedral evolves as it is created, 
with each generation adding its own vision. But the initial ideal remains constant, and the faith 
that drives the vision persists. The results may be slow to see, but our children and their children 
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will trace in the air the emerging arches and spires and know the faith and dedication and love 
that produced them. My friends, Europe is the cathedral, and it is illuminated still. 

And if you doubt your will and your spirit and your strength to stand for something, think of 
those people 40 years ago who wept in the rubble, who laughed in the streets, who paraded 
across Europe, who cheered Churchill with love and devotion, who sang the ``Marseillaise'' 
down the boulevards. Spirit like that does not disappear; it cannot perish; it will not go. There is 
too much left unsung within it. 

I would like to just conclude with one line, if I could, and say we've seen evidence here of your 
faith in democracy, in the ability of some to speak up freely as they preferred to speak. And yet I 
can't help but remind all of us that some who take advantage of that right of democracy seem 
unaware that if the government that they would advocate became reality, no one would have that 
freedom to speak up again. 

Thank you all for your graciousness on this great day. Thank you, and God bless you all. Thank 
you. 

Note: The President spoke at 2:35 p.m. in the assembly chamber at the Palais de l'Europe. He 
was introduced by Pierre Pflimlin, President of the European Parliament. Following his 
address, the President met briefly with Marcelino Oreja, Secretary General of the Council of 
Europe. He then traveled to Lisbon, Portugal. 
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