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'AUTOMATIC RELEASE AT NOON, FEBRUARY 12, 1964 (CALIFORNIA '.rmm)

There's an Iron Curtain joke that I've thought about a lct these
past days. It concerns the worker in a People's Factory whose wife was ex-
pecting a child. Coincidentally, this fellow's factory was engaged in mak-
ing baby carriages. The opportunity was obvious. Each day he smuggled out
a different part from the assembly line, figuring that soon he'd have a brand
newv carriage for the expected offspring. After a few weeks, one of his
comrade-workers inquired as to the status of the project. "Funny thing,"
the man replied, "I've taken out every single part and I've put the thing

together six times--but no matter how I do it, it keeps turning out to be

a nachine gun." -
Funny thing. No matter how many times our State Department keeps

putting together the various peaceful parts of Soviet foreign policy--it
keeps turning out to be a machine gun, or something equally lethal!

But the man in the Joke, anﬁ the men in the administration keep
plugging away, immne to reality, insulated against the cold facts of the

cold var, optimists to the bitter end.

It is in hope that the bitter end can be prevented, however, that:
I am speaking to you today and that I have made my decision also to carry
my appeal to the nation. "

I am well aware that the ci?izens of this nation, burdened by
years of tension, would welcome any relief. I am well aware that there
are popularity poll rewards for those who offer it. I know? and you know,
that this administration's political strategy has been based upon the
domestic bread-and-circuses which will divert attention from foreign policy,

away from the world's tensions, and toward local good times.
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In President Johnson's State of the Union message there are bnly
fleeting references to foreign policy. And yet, foreign policy is one area
in which the President is committed, by the Constitution, to assume leader-
sﬁip. It is the area in which the people‘bf the United States delegate him
a most grave responsibility.

In answering domestic needs, the nation has tools in abundance
beyond the Presidency--not the least of which is the individual energy and
intelligence of individual Americans.

But foreign policy is national policy in a crucial sense. It is
not just another job for the President. It is his primary responsibility.
One Party's policies--or one party's ambitions--are deeply involved in
domestic programs. Put the fate of all parties, all peoples in the nation
are entwined with the will of the President when it comes to foreign policy.

Let us never forget it and never let politicians forget it--we
live or die in the foreign policy of our nation.

We cannot be comforted by & recent White House report that the
President has held 175 meetings on foreign affairs, that he has discussed
national security 30 times with the Secretary of Defense and 51 times with
the Secretary of State.

We cannot be comforted by the statistics of foreign policy
meetings. Foreign policy is not something in which gold stars are given
for mere attendance.

This is a deadly serious world we live in. This is a deadly
serious subject. And foreign policy cannot be a President’s part-time
Jjob. It must be & full-time responsibility. It must be measured by a

higher scale than marks in an appointment book.
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By any higher scale, that measurement today is a measurement of

failure. It is a measurement of retreat in the world--not leadership in

the world.

It is a measurement of eroded strengfﬁs, ailing alliances, and
threatening disasters.

What peace we do have in the world is not altogether due to our
policy. It is due in very large part to the policy of the Soviet Union.
Does that sound as though I had switched sides? Tﬁink about iﬁ.

The raw strength of this nation is gég a policy. It is a fact.
And it is that raw strength which the Soviet respects and which has forced
it to refrain from disturbing the peace any more than it has.

At the same time, the conflicts in the world also are due to E\
Soviet policy. It is they who seek to inflame, and incite. It is they, “
not we, who subvert and commit aggression. ;

Our policies have accomplished one thing. They have permitted the
Soviet to carry out plans without fear of reprisal, without pressures of
resistance, and without risk of any punishment that would make their ad-
ventures unreasonably high priced. This has been the general rule, despite

a few exceptions.
In terms of the cold war, in terms of the conflict with interna-
tional Communism, in short, I charge that we have yet to develop a policy.

I charge that we have simply been crisis-hopping for an entire

generation.

The entire history of that generation has yielded not one shred of

evidence that the irrational view of man that drives Communism has changed

or will willingly change.
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The entire history of that generation has not yielded one shred
of' evidence that the furies of expansion and aggression, of subversion and,
above all, of ideological fervor, have lessened their drive in Communism.

We have tried in other periods of good feeling to live tranquilly
or even fraternally with Communism. And we were harshly rebuffed. Today we
are trying again. We are not trying because we see new evidences, new
facts, or because we have new policies, new strengths, new strategems, new
confidence. No. We are trying because of an old and vain hope, a weary
wish, and because of vested interests in the mistakes of the past.

We are trying because we continue to see the issue of peace as an
abstract 1ssue--because we see Communism in the old-fashioned terms of a
nation-state conflict. We are heading toward the same mistakes and toward

end its world view of conflict.

No matter the changes in the details of policy, the root of the same
error feeds the growth of greater error.

We should know better from tragic experience entirely separate from
Cormunist experience.

We thought for a time, and our British allies particularly thought
for a time, that Nazl Germany was just a nation-state problem too. We
thought that the national self-interest of the Nézis would modify and mellow
the ideological dreams of National Socialism. It did not--and this free
vorld of ours very nearly perished in the flaming aftermath of a simple
conceptual error.

p—

I implore all those who will listen, to ask of the men who oppose

themselves for the responsibilities of foreign policy formulation--to ask of

them a single question.

.
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Do not be satisfied by glittering arrays of programs and proposals.,
Details arecheap and proposals tumble from a politician's kit bag like

rabbits from a magician's hat.
Ask, instead, what they think of Communism. What they think of

the profound crisis of the soul that engendered it. Whether they are
prepared to come to terms with it--or whether concretely they would oppose it.

Ask and demand the answer to that, for that is the question of war
and peace in this world and in this day.

And it will be the question tomorrow. It will be the question
before November and it will be the question after November.

History cannot long defer our payment on this account. We are in
arrears already.

I am advised that talking of this is not popular. It is too grim.
Or it is too tough, too troublesome in a time when every.fiber of our
national being yearns for a holiday, a truce, a time to rest and to relax.

I am told that it damages my image and assaults my candidacy.
Conscience, I hear, is all right for a Senator--not for an aspirant to
higher office. TLon't rock the boat. Roll with the punch, ride with the
tide. Follow the leader. Bend with the wind.

I will not run that way. I cannot live that way.

And I don't think America can either.

I don't think freedom can live that way. It hasn't. It can't--

and it won't!

What is my political life--or the political life of any one man--

compared to that?

What is the difference then between what we have and what I would

do in the foreign policy of this nation?

‘
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Would I just turn the ship around 180 degrees, reversing every
pélicy, changing every negative to a positive or vice versa? Can I even
tell you every particular of every program, every punctuation mark in every
state paper? Only a confidence man would s;t such a compass or make such
a bdaﬁt. I would not do the one, or claim the other.

I see the Presidency as much more than a patchwork quilt of
programs. I see it as a responsibility of leadership that, foremost,
carries the responsibility of a clear view of the world that we have and
the world that we want--and a clear vision of the way that can attain it.

I am not trying to peddle programs and panaceas. I am demanding a
clear understanding of the world as it exiéts. Without this no realistic
policy can be determined. This is the only base upon which to build a
realistic policy to win peace.

The long job of building such a policy is a national job. It must
be done with the convictions of the people and not by the presumption or
assumption * of politicians alone.

The understanding, the base upon which to build is not complex
and should not be. I have stated it before and would like to re-state it
here precisely as I have before. Such things do not change--and should not.

The fundamentals of a decent public order are based upon
a view of ran as endowed with inherent, intrinsic worth and
rights.

His worth and his rights must be protected by the rule of
law enforced by an impartial judiciary, respect for personal
liberty and religion, & free press, diffusion of political

and econcmic power, and cmphasis on freedom of creativity

for the individual.
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Since we hold that government derives its Jjust powers
from the consent of the governed, a world in which we can
live safely by our principles must include both opportunity
for all nations to live in the way prescribed by their
people's convictions and the assuraﬁée that our system will

- enjoy a decent fespect from other governments.

In present-day terms, the major objective of the U.S.
foreign policy should be the reduction of Communist power to
a level from which it cannot threaten the security of our
nation or the peace of the world.

This will require full mobilization of the free world's
resolve and its resources to undermine the power now held by
Communists and to encourage their eviction from positions of
control.

This does not mean war. It means the alternative to
war; a way to win peace-=-to end threats to the nation--without

war. ’

The choice we fact is all there--because a choice begins with an
understanding, not with gimmicks and gadgets, programs and proposals.

The choice we have, the choice that is failing around the world is
made from an entirely different understanding. Even if the barebones out-~
lines of every single foreign policy program were the same, the actions, the
impact, the results could be totally different because of the different view.

An example may help. I would certainly not reduce our effort to
fight Communism in South Viet Nam. I would continue and increase that effort.
But I see its purpose differently and would set its goal differently. I
reject the idea of neutralizing that or any other embattled area of this

earth Just in order to achieve the false tranquillity of a stalemate with

Conmunism.
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Laos is a érumbling monument to the folly of neutrality in the
struggle with communism. South Viet Nam could be another. The President
himself has said that the neutrelizing in both sides of Viet Nam would be
viewed with sympathy in Washington,

Not in my part of Washingtin, I can assure you! It will not work.

It has not worked. It never has worked--and it never will.

Communism cannot be coddled or compromised. It can only be beaten
or eventually you must bend to it.

The ways to beat it, amdwithout war, are everywhere apparent. We
have always had the strength--that is wby we have survived, We have just
lacked the will, the basis of concept and conviction--in the right place
at the right time to take the next step. And on this count, I sincerely
believe that most Americans have always been far shead of their government.
The instinctively understand our power and the purpose to which it should be
dedicated., It not diverted, if not denied the chance and, yes, the responsi-
bility, I am convinced they would make the sort of decision about which I
speak.

Economically we have vast resources, Free nations greatly out-
produce communism, Its economy is in trouble, Without our aid it might well
collapse!

Should we then aid the enemy? Or should we hold our resources as
a lever of persuasion, as a bulwark for the hopes of those who are free and
a battering ram for those who want to bé free?

I say we should use those resources for freedom.

Militarily we have the strength to shield our purpose. But that
strength is not immutable. It must be replenished. Rathef than freezing

the development of our military strength, we must revitalize it.
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The great defensive alliances,which have in the past represented
the most pasic agreements between the nations we call friends, must also
be replenished, with mutual trust. At present, mutusl distrust weakens them
and our unconscionable tendency unilaterally to negotiate with the enemy,
to trust him while rebuffing friends, is weakening them further.

Psychologically, certainly, we should have the strength., Freedom
is the product we understand best. No machines or gadgets we could ever
export could have as compelling an impact upon the cold war as could the
export of our ideas, It is the freedom to do and freedom to make, not what
we make, that could and should inspire the world and wean support from the
enemy .

We try, today, to consolidate the communist empiré. We should be
trying to disrupt it., We honor the conquerors, we should discredit them.

- We have stopped the development of advanced weapons systems, Ve
gamble that the communists may follow suit.

Ve offer aid and trade to support the collapsing borders of the
slave empire. We gamble that the aidand trade will be used for soap and not
for subversion. -

We negotiate in terms that seek the security of the communist
heartland., Ve gemble that the security will pacify them and not embolden them.

If we lose the gamble,what will history's dice toss us? Full-scale
disaster and defeat!

It is saeid that we would, in opposing communism, risk a chance to
ease tension., But, maintain and increase our strength, and particularly
with new determination, is that not a reasonable risk? We might lose a lot

of sleep, but we would not lose our world.
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No government has the right truly to gamble with the security of its
-citizens, Nations must teke risks. PBut risks should be calculated on the
basis of hard fact. They should not be gambles on nothing more than wishful
thinking.

The missile crisis proved thet, It was a risk, but hardly a gemble.
The strength, the cards, were all on our side. Only a real blunder by the
Soviet would have raised the level of danger. That is always a risk--but
not a gaﬁble, if prudently played.

I have séid, and I maintain, that the effective blockade we threw
up around Cuba during the missile crisis should still be there, choking the
life from the base of subversion which today threatens and inflames the
entire hemisphere. Recently it stretched even to Zanzibar! And we did
nothing more forceful than evacuate our citizens! When the flames spread
farther into East Africa, it was a handful of British soldiers who restored
order and safety--and the entire free world should say "Gold bless them"

Tor 1t

And just as surely, I say that this nation couldhave responded
instantly to the cut off of Guantanamo's water supply, by seizing the
pumping station! 1In doing it, we would risk little btut gain much--gain
respect, galn new confidence, gain new hope for freedom everywhere.

The situation in Panama cannot be divorced from the situation in
Cuba or from the communist conflict in the broadest sense. There were com-
munist agitators at work in Panama, There are. There will be,

And look a step beyond, There is talk of a new canal to replace
the one in Panama, There is considerable argument about whether we need it

or not. But that's another question.
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How would such a canal be built? By pick and shovel? The l
effective and economic way to build it--the way we could build it most
reasonably--would be by excavation with nuclear explosives,

But nb, ve cannot! The test ban treaty prohibits such a peaceful
work with the power of the atom, I warned against such restrictions when
we debated the treaty. And I warn of them again todey. Further, I say that
the best interests of this nation would be served by an immediate notice to
the Soviet Union, and the other signatory nations, that we want to amend at
least that portion of.the treaty which prevents such peaceful use of nuclear
energy. Why have we harnessed the atom? To keep it locked up?

Throughout the area of foreign policy these inter-relations stalk
us and often balk us. They do it beceuse we have no basic policy, no funda-
mental direction., Instead, we have a patchwork of old expediencies, compounded
errors and compromises,

It is not the dozens of detailed decisions that confound us or
should concern us most at this time. It is the one great decision that con-

fronts us,

Will we forge a national purpose and then proceed upon it and for
it? Or will we remain in constant retreat,in constant evasion?

Make the one great decision and then the myriad that follow will
order and marshall themselves on the agenda of our destiny.

Make that one great decision, and NATO cen be drawn from its
current mire of despair and made a mighty weapon for freedom; perhaps even
the beginning of a true community of freedom to inspire, guide and restore

the entire world,

Meke that one great decision, and the'restless, disordered yearnings .
for freedom around the world could be given focus in the light of responsi-

bility rather than mere yearning.
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Make that one great decision and neutralism would stand neked as

the moral fraud it is,

Make that one great decision end communism would know that freedom

means to bury it!

Make that one great decision, and the long march to a tomorrow

and freedom will begin, And, God willing, it will prevail.

of peace, Justice,
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NEWS RELEASE

Excerpts of remerkxs by Senator Earry G. Goldwater before a
campaign rally at the University of New Hampshire, Durham, N.H. the
evening of March 3, 196k

AUTCMATIC RELEASE TO AMs OF MARCH L4, 1964

“There isn't a ﬁérson here who doesn't realize that something is wroag with our wcrld

today. We can see it around the world. We can see it at hcre.
This is the most powerful and iost prosperous nation on earth and yet:

--Cur citizens are harassed and abused even in countries ﬁhich have depended upon us

for aid.

--Castro slaps us in our btackyard.

--Ccrxmunism goads and prokes us around the world even while sustaining itself on our
wheat.

--Cur friends often find themselves rebuff;d while we bow and scrape to nur enemies.

--We pour out our riches and get vilification and chaos in return.

--Cur téchnologies make econcmies boom around the world while we restrict and repress
tkem at hcme.

--At hcre our crime rates scar, rising four times as fast as our population.

--Juvenile delinquency stalks our hcmes and blights our future.

The quick buck, the dime-novel rcmances, pride and arrogance, morality that works on a
sliding scale derending on your position--all these have replaced what Teddy Roosevelt once
called Arericarism: '"the virtues of courage, honor, justice, truth, sincerity and hardihood--

the virtues that made America."

(more)
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Call these virtues olg-fashioned, too simple for a complex world, call them cliches--call
then what you will, they remain the absolute basic necessities for a public administration that
is hcrest, effective, representative, and worthy of Axericans.

Your New Ergland traditions helped to forge those virtues. Your town meetings gave them
political meaning. Your self-reliance gave them individual meaning.

I recall, for instance, that during the 20's one of the world's largest cotton textile
plants closed down in Manchester, putting thousands out of werk. You New Eampshire people did nct
run to the goverrment for help. You solved that problem with local groups and local initiative
erd you have been far tetter off tecause of it.

Local initiative or Federal control--this is & choice not of detail but of basic direction.
Traditional values, so prevalent here in New England, should guide us in that choice.

Public morality is another American tradition. No man is perfect and no series of decisiocns
can te exrected to te perfect. But you have a right to demand that the men making thcse decisions
at least bte dedicated to the same traditions and values that you hold, to the same codes of tehav-
ior ard xzorality. These are the very codes that conservatives hold dear.

I do not telieve that political office, for 1nstance, should re regarded as a way to wealth
any more than I think it should te e reward fcr having wealth. It is an office testowed upcn those
| who share your values and in whcem you can believe. No grab-bag of political prcmises is as impor-
tant as this basic agreement between you and those you elect.

Goverrment cannot give you the sort of world you want. You must build that world. A Jjust
goverrrent's job is to protect rights, not abuse them; to free m men, not oppress them; to set an
example by leadership, not establish mastery by naked power.

It is not the heart of the government but the heart of the people that makes a nation great.

Lecok what's happened to goverrirent where it has grown and grown without limit, permitting
abuses, tolerating the wheeler-dealers axnd the fast-buck boys. In one of our largest cities, the
jails are so overcrowdéd thet outbreaks of wiolence are feared every day. And even so, outside
the walls, graft, corruption and special privilege fatten on the public's money. A judge resigns
under fire. A high state agency is riddled with scandal.

In the nation's capital itself, President Johnson's own protege, Bobby Baker, is a symbol of
all those who regard the job of goverrment as a rersornal hunting preserve for power and for
fattened purses.

Eere in your own state, attempts to discuss the great, basic issues have recently teen made a
mockery by ramphlets which are so careless with the truth that they are little more than political
ccmic books.

You citizens of New Hampshire really don't have to look far to find the true meaning of the
political soul-searching that you are teing called upon to do--that all Americans are teirng called
upcn to do.

We have at the.mcrent governwent by wheeling and dealing. We have'others who would replace
it with goverrment of personal ambition, or with carbon copies of what has been tried and has failed

But we have a chance to make a real choice. My cendidacy is not the only important element of
that choice--far from it. The choice e itself is far more important. There are many hundreds of
political offices that will te involved, particularly Congressional offices and Senate seats.

A candidacy of clear choice, based upon the values which so many of us share, tased upon
traditioral American virtues of the sort Teddy Roosevelt talked about--such a candidacy can help
those cther opportunities Roosevelt talked about--such a candidacy can help all those other oppor-
tunities for a new and cleaner political slate in this land. And that is what I promise you--
ot pie-in-the-sky but a new and clean political slate.

You here in New Hampshire must take the first step in this year and in this land. Your choice
could te for mcre of the sawe. Cr it can be for a new beginning, for a rebirth of principle, and
individual worth and dignity. You are not veting just for programws and slogams. You are voting for
your femilies and the sort of world in which you want to live--for the sort of people you want tote.

| Whichever way you go, you are holding history in your hands when you step to the ballot box.
Eandle it carefully. A whole world will be watching. But most importantly, your ccnscience will
e watching. Let it Te your guide.
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NEWS RELEASE

Excerpts of rexarks by Senator Barry Goldwater
at a campaign meeting at the Keene
High School cafeteria, Keene, N. H. March 4, 1964

KUTCMATIC RELEASE TO AMs CF MARCH 5, 1564

We ncw have a President who saves money by turning off the lights in the White House--even
as he adds billicns of dollars to our public debt.

Why dcesn't he turn cn scme lights?
This nation tadly reeds them.

Lights of mcral leadership, lights of morality in high office, lights of conscience and
honesty, lights of strength and courage at hcme and abroad. And lights of law and order.

Screkcw it seems that these great lights are being turned off along with the lights in
the White House.

Look around the land and you cen see what I wean. Where is the light of law and order?
It is flickering out in streets that are running riot with disregard for traditional American
standards of decency and tke due process of law.

We are faced, for instance, with a grave moral question in our racial relations. And
where is it being settled? All the fine talk of settling it with new laws cannot obscure the
brutal fact that it is being fought out--not settled.--in the streets.

In three agonizing years we have ccre to the point where many of our citizens--citizens
of all races--accept as normwal the use of riots, demonstrations, boycotts, violence, pressures,
civil discrder, and disotedience as an approach to serious national problems.

I kncw the long, sad background. I have been active in actions to correct it.

EBut I cannot in ccnscience now condone or support the breakdown of civil order that is said
by scme to te a necessary weapon of redress and correction and by others to be a necessary weapon
to resist thkhat redress and correction. And I believe you people of N.H. share y view.

It is not wise leadership that takes its cause on either side of this grave issue into
the streets this way.

It is nct understanding of America or Americans that goads a man to abandon civility in
this manner.

It is not leadership or understanding that tacitly supports it, that exploits it for politi-
cal purposes, that inflames it in hopes of reaping the votes of violence, on eitker side'cf tke& coin.

I charge that those who take either side of this cause into the streets in violation of the
(1law dishonor their cause, default their leadership, and defame this nation.

I charge that an Administretion that stands mute in the face of such violence and disorder
s guilty of a cynical default in the exercise of its responsibilities.

Justice will not be served, nor justice won in the streets. Decades of progress are teing
iaraged. Future decades of hope are being dimmed.

(more)
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Laws carnct heal the wourds that are teirg inflicted in the viclence of action and talk
tlat we now see and hear. The old injustice and the new hore can end and tegin cnly in the

hearts of mxen.

Ard the hearts of meny men today are teing hardened, not opened by attempts to settle
grievances violently in the streets.

Ard where is this violence directed, really? It is directed at affairs that are rasically
rerscnal, woral, and individual. It is directed on the cne hand at forcing more government
interventior and crn the other hand at stopping goverrment intervention. But the root cause

stards out sharp and clear.

Too much goverrment and too little understandirg, too much mob and too little individual
responsibility. 4nd how well the citizens of New Hampshire understand the importance of this

irdividual respcrsibility.

I say this, and I say it with heartsick regret: in the climate created over these past
few years, in this default of moral leadership and in this lack of understending, we will see
more violernce tefore we see less; we will see more recourse to the naked force of goverrment

bvefore we see less.

Ard who suffers most? The very reople whose problems men of good will north and south,
white or Negro, have teen hoping to solve in reace.

This climate of violence and disorder is a storm that is brewed in a governmental philos-
orhy vwhich too long has ignored individual responsibilities and individual capacities.

Its winds blcw through the wreckage of the family as the basic unit of our socilety.

Goverrzent seeks to te parent, teacher, leader, doctor, and even minister. And its fail-
ures are strewn about us in tke rubble of rising crime rates, juvenile delinquency, scardal,
self-seeking and greedy grabs for power, even in evasion and distortion of issues in order to

create false public relaticns irages.

Where are the standards of ccmmon decency, the traditional virtues of honesty, courage,
self-control, truth, and justice? The settlers of New Hampshire and New England brought them
to this country 3C0 years ago. Are they now outmcded and unnecessary? These are not ccmplex
ratters. These are not virtues that are outdated by campaign oratory or by mealy-mouthed refer-
ences to a society grown so ccxplex that we must have new morals which are, in fact, no mcrals

st all!

These traditiornal virtues are the very heart of our rational spirit and our national honor.
They are the very heart of the great choice that we face in this election. These are things
which you urderstand in your hearts and which no politician can twist away from you with a
srile or a rrcrise. :

Accuse mre, if you will, of trying to simplify issues. I say that any man wko stands for
office has the responsibility to simplify and clarify.! Confidence men use the tricks of
ccrxplexity and double-talk. Honest men do not.

And I rereat, that public morality is an issue and a major one.

I rereat that violence in the streets, arrogant pcwer in the government--I repeat tkat
these esre moral issues.

And I ask that your comnscience guide your political decisions, rather than your emotions,
rather than exrediency, rather than slick tricks and slick shows.

Cur people must not be tied to the flimsy standards of a bureaucracy. We have an older,
richer, and truer mcrality. Let cur people go that way. Let tkemr have the choice to go that way.

Cur reople mzust not te herded into the streets for the redress of their grievances. We
have tetter ways, mcre lasting ard more honest ways. Let our people go that way. Let them
have the choice tc go that way. i =

Iet our reople go--let them go away from violence and struggle, from divided citizenship,
frem declining responsibility and increasing regimentation. 'Let our people go, instead, ahead

(more)
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together in the great and moral works we have to do at hcme and in the world. ILet our
reople--the reople of New Hampshire, of New England, of Arerica--go in courage and in faith,

in hcresty ard in humility.
Simple. old-fashioned! Call it what you will! I call it the way we have gone in our
rroudest, strongest mcments, in the fullness of our history and our destiny. I call it the

way to a future, under Ged, withcut equal in the world.
Let our people go--let our reople go that way; the moral way.

There is no cther way worthy of our dreams, or sufficient to our task.
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NEWS RELEASE

Excerpts of remarks by Senator Barry Goldwater before a campaign rally
at the Manchester Armory, Manchester, N.H., March 5, 196k

AUTCMATIC RELEASE TO AMs of March 6, 1964
Peace, with justice and freedom, cannot be won or kept by the weak. War cannot
be prevented by the faint-hearted and the unsure. They only invite defeat.
What peace we have in the world today is the result of our strength--
of America's strength and Communism's fear of it. Much of the chaos and conflict

we have suffered has been the result of our failure to impress the fact of that strength

upon a ruthless and aggressive enemy.

Where our strength has been applied, the enemy has yielded and the cwise of
peace has been served. Cur Marines, landing in Lebanon in 1958, did not move the world
closer to wvar. They moved the world, for a brief moment, closer to peace. Cur breeking the
back of the Berlin blockade in 1948, did not move the world closer to war. It moved us
for a brief and heroic moment closer to victory over the enemies of peace.

And we could have broken the Wall in Berlin with the same assurance that
our doing so would have served the cause of freedom--and not recklessly risked war.

Cur blockade of Cuba for those tense but heroic days in 1962 also served
the cause of peace and forced the enemies of peace to retreat despite all their missile
thr?ats and despite all their talk of retaliation.

And 2 nev blockade of Cuba could serve us as well and not recklessly risk war.

Instead, it could prudently and effectively serve the cause of freedom.
It is not the fact of our strength, but the failure.of cur leadership that has
made such a mess of Vietnam. Ile are bogged dowvn in an aimless, leaderless war. Ve
should have a declaration of purpose. But we have none be&ond some political small talk.
Wle have nothing that spells out our common purpose there in this particular time
of crisis.

We must win in Vietnam! A defeat or a stalemate would imperil freedom everywhere.

(more)
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But the fear of decision seems to paralyze our leadership. We willingly risk
defeat but will not risk the decisions that could lead to victory.

Is it reckless to ask for such decisions? Would it be reckless to make them?

Who is being reckless today when the question of war-and peace arises?

Is it reckless to demard that our arred strength be maintained and developed even
further? Cr is it reckless to plan, as we today plan, for cutbacks in weapons development,
for phasing out of vital systems, for a posture that will be less than we may need in the
ccming years? I say that is reckless.

I charge that it is reckless in the extreme to depend upon deals with our.enemies
in the hope that they will rellow, beccme our frienas, even change their entire way of life.
There were those who thought it would werk with Hitler. Millions died as a result of the
mistake. I don't believe the people of New Hampshire want our leaders to “ake such a risk
again.

What could belggzg reckless than hoping for a sharing of values with Communist
leaders who even this week have dedicated a new Institute of Scientific Atheism to sweep
away the last vestiges of religion. There are no good and evil forces, according to the
announcexent of this new Ccrmunist enterprise. All religious belief must be abolished
everywhere in the world, they say.

Who is reckless? Those who trust such people? Cr those who oppose them?

Is it reckless to say that there are effective economic, psychological, diplomatic,
and political ways to weaken the enemy--to make sure he cannot wage war, to make sure that his
aggressions end, that his plans for new aggressions fail, that his old aggressions will be
rolled rack?

Is that reckless? The men who say it is offer no realistic alternative. They offer
nothing but weakness. When asked to face the facts, they prefer to change the subject, to talk
of daydreams and illusions.

No ore wants the sort of hard world we have. But it is the world we have. And
wishful thinking will not win for freedom nor will prcmises keep the peace.

The enemies of peace and freedcm in this world understand one thing. They understand
strergtk. Trey understand determination. They laugh at weakness. Gratitude isn't in theéir
vocabulary. And they will never change until they are forced to change by the overwhelming
conviction that free men will not be buried, that free men will not be scared or blackmailed,
that free men will not live under Communism, that their sons will not live under Communism,
and that their grandchildren will not live under Communism.

Let Nikita Khrushchev's grandchildren live under freedom! Let them be released from
Ccrxmunism! Those are goals wcrthy of freedcm! Those are goals that freedom's strength can win.
let us offer to the world the moral leadership which will achieve these goals.
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NEWS RELEASE

Excerpts of remarks by Senator Barry Goldwater at a Veteran's Dinner at the
Highway Hotel, Concord, N. H., Friday, March 6, 1964

AUTOMATIC RELEASE TO AMs of March 7, 1564

The people of New Hampshire and the rest of the nation have had about as much razzle-
dazzle, public relations politics as they can stomach -- maybe more. We have too many people
telling us that we can't understand foreign policy and economic policy because they're just too
complicated for ordinary mortals. The truth of the matter is that if we don't understand those
policies, it's simple because they don't make sense.

Above all we have too many people telling us that everything is fine, that there's no-
thing to worry about. Why, we even hear that we shouldn't worry about the election because
that's in the bag too!

What we're really getting from Washington today is the command: “Don't Rock the Boat!*"

Well, I think it's high time to rock that boat a little! Maybe it will get us back on
course. Maybe it will stop us from drifting and dreaming while our probléms mount at home
and little fires become ten-alarm emergencies abroad. .

Everything isn't all right and common sense Americans know it. The people of New Hamp-
shire know it better than most.

It isn't all right when the spectacle of wheeling and dealing, even of dishonesty in high
places encourages a further break-down of moral fiber everywhere.

It isn't all right when crime goes up four times asfast as our population, when juvenile
delinquency anguishes our families and ravages our streets. »

It isn't all right when cynicism replaces faith, when expediency replaces patriotism. t

] It isn't all right when we read every day of scandals that touch the White House, of scan- |
dals that touch some of the most important state houses.

It isn't all right when the Secretary of Defense has to make a special trip to Vietnam to
try and figure out a policy that should have been set three years ago.

It isn't all right when allies like Franc€ break away and oppose us while we court the
favor of our enemies. It isn't all right when millions of Americans can cdisagree with de Gaulle
about everything he's doing but still wish that someone would stick up for America, the way he
has stuck up for France.

It isn't all right when serious social problems are fought out in the streets, rather that
being thought out in our hearts and in peace, where the only solutions lie
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But still we are told that we mustn't criticize. That's "bellyaching," the President says.
We mustn't rock the boat.

It isn't good politics to talk about tough problew.s and the tough decisions that may have
to be made to solve them.

It isn't good politics to say that the individual has responsibilities and that the govern-
ment should have limits.

It isn't clever to say that men should have an opportunity to solve their own problems
and build their own futures without becoming wards of bureaucrats who will tell them what to do,
tell them when to do it, tell them how to do it, and then pay for it all with the money that govern-
ment has taken away from them in the first place.

That's all part and parcel of the pitchman's approach to life. It's all part and parcel of
the arrogance that believes your votes can be bought by a smile or for a piece of pie-in-the-sky,
or a hot dog on the street corner. ’

And I reject every part of that parcel! I am not a lollipop candidate. I could never be
a soft-soap President. I will not sugar-coat the tasks we fact. No office in the land is worth
that sort of compromise with your conscience. And no man should be worthy of your trust who will
compromise, evade, and doubletalk just to elect, elect, and elect.

The most important choice that you can be offered is the choice between directness or
confusion in foreign policy, between more individual freedom or more government regimentation
and red tape in domestic policy. My candidacy is dedicated to offering you that choice.

An election shouldn't be a shopping list. An election in New Hampshire or any place else
should be a signpost. It should point the direction of the nation and signify its choice--not just
sew-up a grab-bag of special interests.

There is a new mess in Washington. It can be cleaned up--or left to fester. There is_
a mess in the world. It can be cleaned up--or left to grow and eventually to bury us.

I cannot say that the way we should go will be easy. I know it won't. In your hearts
you know it can't be.

But I will pledge you every effort of heart; mind, and body to restore a decent sense of
morality to government
--to seek a balance of power and not a monopoly of it
--to seek peace with freedom and justice, but without compromising either
--to assure that we remain strong enough to do what is right in the world rather than
having to do what is exdient
--to assure that we can keep the peace and keep our honor!

# # #
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NEWS RELEASE

Excerpts of remarks by Senator Barry Goldwater before a campaign rally
at the Manchester Armory, Manchester, N.H., March 5, 1964 :

AUTCMATIC RELEASE TO AMs of March 6, 196k

Peace, with justice and freedom, cannot be won or kept by the weak. War cannot
be prevented by the faint-hearted and the unsure. They only invite defeat.

What peace we have in the world today is the result of our strength--
of America's strength and Communism's fear of it. Much of the chaos and conflict
we have suffered has been the result of our failure to impress the fact of that strength
upon a ruthless and aggressive enemy.

Where our strength has been applied, the enemy has yielded and the cuuse of
peace has been served. Cur Marines, landing in Lebanon in 1958, did not move the world
closer to war. They moved the world, for a brief moment, closer to peace. Cur breaking the
back of the Berlin blockade in 1948, did not move the world closer to war. It moved us
for a brief and heroic moment closer to victory over the enemies of peace.

And we could have broken the Wall in Berlin with the same assurance that
our doing so would have served the cause of freedom--and not recklessly risked war.

Cur blockade of Cuba for those tense but heroic days in 1962 also served
the cause of peace and forced the enemies of peace to retreat despite all their missile
threats and despite all their talk of retaliation.

And a new blockade of Cuba could serve us as well and not recklessly risk war.
Instead, it could prudently and effectively serve the cause of freedom.

It is not the fact of our strength, but the failure of our leadership that has
made such a mess of Vietnam. !l are bogged dovn in an aimless, leadgrless Yar. We
should have a declaration of purpose. But we have none be&ond some political small talk.

We have nothing that spells out our common purpose there in this particular time

o crisis.

We must win in Vietnam! A defeat or a stalemate would imperil freedom everywhere.

(more)




But the fear of decision seems to paralyze our leadership. We willingly risk
defeat but will not risk the decisions that could lead to victory.

Is it reckless to ask for such decisions? Would it be reckless to make them?

Who is being reckless today when the question of war.and peace arises?

Is it reckless to demrard that our armed strength te maintained and developed even
further? Cr is it reckless to plan, as we today plan, for cutbacks in weapons development,
for phasing out of vital systems, for a posture that will be less than we may need in the
ccming years? I say that is reckless.

I charge that it is reckless in the extreme to depend upon deais with our enemies
in the hope that they will mellow, beccume our frieﬁds, even change their entire way of life.
There were those who thought it would wcrk with Hitler. Millions died as a result of the
mistake. I don't believe the people of New Hampshire want our leaders to ieke such a risk
again.

What could belggzg reckless than hoping for a sharing of values with Ccxmurist
leaders who even this week have dedicated a new Institute of Scientific Atheism to sweep
away the last vestiges of religion. There are no good and evil forces, according to the
announcerent of this new Ccrmunist enterprise. All religious belief must be abolished
everywhere in the world, they say.

Who is reckless? Those who trust such people? Cr those who oppose them?

Is it reckless to say that there are effective economic, psychological, diplomatic,
ard political ways to weaken the enemy--to make sure he cannot wage war, to make sure that his
aggressions end, that his plans for new aggressions fail, that his old aggressions will be
rolled btack?

Is that reckless? The men who say it is offer no realistic alternative. They offer
nothing but weakness. When asked to face the facts, they prefer to change the subject, to talk
of daydreams and illusions.

No ore wants the sort of hard world we have. But it is the world we have. And
wishful thinking will not win for freedom nor will promises keep the peace.

The enemies of peace and freedcm in this world understand one thing. They understand
strergtk. Trey understand determination. They laugh at weakness. Gratitude isn't in théir
vocabulary. And they will never change until they are forced to change by the overwhelming
conviction that free men will not be buried, that free men will not be scared or blackmailed,
that free men will not live under Communism, that their sons will n not live under Communism,
and that their grandchlldren will not live under Communism.

Let Nikita Khrushchev's grandchildren live under freedom! Let them be released from
Ccammunism! Those are goals wcrthy of freedem! Those are goals that freedom's strength can win.
Iet us offer to the world the moral leadership which will achieve these goals.
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NEWS RELEASE

Excerpts of remarks by Senator Barry Goldwater at a Veteran's Dinner at the
Highway Hotel, Concord, N. H., Friday, March 6, 1964

AUTOMATIC RELEASE TO AMs of March 7, 1964

The people of New Hampshire and the rest of the nation have had about as much razzle-
dazzle, public relations politics as they can stomach -- maybe more. We have too many people
telling us that we can't understand foreign policy and economic policy because they're just too
complicated for ordinary mortals. The truth of the matter is that if we don't understand those
policies, it's simple because they don't make sense.

Above all we have too many people telling us that everything is fine, that there's no-
thing to worry about. Why, we even hear that we shouldn't worry about the election because
that's in the bag too!

What we're really getting from Washington today is the command: "Don't Rock the Boat!"

Well, I think it's high time to rock that boat a little! Maybe it will get us back on
course. Maybe it will stop us from drifting and dreaming while our problems mount at home
and little fires become ten-alarm emergencies abroad.

Everything isn'‘t all right and common sense Americans know it. The people of New Hamp-
shire know it better than most.

It isn't all right when the spectacle of wheeling and dealing, even of dishonesty in high
places encourages a further break=down of moral fiber everywhere.
l

It isn't all right when crime goes up four times asfast as our population, when juvenile
delinquency anguishes our families and ravages our streets.

It isn't all right when cynicism replaces faith, when expediency replaces patriotism.

. It isn't all right when we read every day of scandals that touch the White House, of scan-
dals that touch some of the most important state houses.

It isn't all right when the Secretary of Defense has to make a special trip to Vietnam to
try and figure out a policy that should have been set three  years ago.

It isn't all right when allies like Franc€ break away and oppose us while we court the
favor of our enemies. It isn't all right when millions of Americans can cisagree with de Gaulle
‘about everything he's doing but still wish that someone would stick up for America, the way he
has stuck up for France.

It isn't all right when serious social problems are fought out in the streets, rather that
' seing thought out in our hearts and in peace, where the only solutions lie




But still we are told that we mustn't criticize. That's "bellyaching," the President says.
We mustn't rock the boat.

It isn't good politics to talk about tough problems and the tough decisions that may have
to be made to solve them.

It isn't good politics to say that the individual has responsibilities and that the govern-
ment should have limits.

It isn't clever to say that men should have an opportunity to solve their own problems
and build their own futures without becoming wards of bureaucrats who will tell them what to do,
tell them when to do it, tell them how to do it, and then pay for it all with the money that govern-
ment has taken away from them in the first place.

That's all part and parcel of the pitchman's approach to life. It's.all part and parcel of
the arrogance that believes your votes can be bought by a smile or for a piece of pie-in-the-sky,
or a hot dog on the street corner. '

And I reject every part of that parcel! I am not a lollipop candidate. I could never be
a soft-soap President. I will not sugar-coat the tasks we fact. No office in the land is worth
that sort of compromise with your conscience. And no man should be worthy of your trust who will
compromise, evade, and doubletalk just to elect, elect, and elect.

The most important choice that you can be offered is the choice between directness or
confusion in foreign policy, between more individual freedom or more government regimentation
and red tape in domestic policy. My candidacy is dedicated to offering you that choice.

An election shouldn't be a shopping list. An election in New Hampshire or any place else
should be a signpost. It should point the direction of the nation and signify its choice--not just
sew-up a grab-bag of special interests.

There is a new mess in Washington. It can be cleaned up--or left to fester. There is
a mess in the world. It can be cleaned up--or left to grow and eventually to bury us.

I cannot say that the way we should go will be easy. I know it won't. In your hearts
you know it can't be.

But I will pledge you every effort of heart, mind, and body to restore a decent sense of
morality to government
--to seek a balance of power and not a monopoly of it
--to seek peace with freedom and justice, but without compromising either
--to assure that we remain strong enough to do what is right in the world rather than
having to do what is exdient
--to assure that we can keep the peace and keep our honor!
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NEWS RELEASE

Excerpts from remarks by Sen. Barry Goldwater on a television broadcast on WMUR-TV, Manchester,
N.H., March 7, 1564

AUTCMATIC RELEASE TO SUNDAY PAPERS, MARCH 8

There is only one time when Americans, or any freemmen and wcmen, should bte on
their knees .or bow their heads. And that is when they pray.

Yet, today, more and more, we are asked to bow before, to kneel and yield, to
other powers, other forces.

Government is not God. Yet there are those who act as though it is.

Every head of every family in the land has felt scme of this pressure.

The family is the basic unit of our society. It is essentially the family system
of our civilization that permits us and our neighbors to live together in order and in decent

respect for one another's rights--to live together in decent recggnition of cne another's res-
ponsibilities.

Breach or break the concept of the family and you undermine society itself. Morality
disappears. Government moves in.

The power of decision is moving away from the family.

Froblems which could and should be solved in the family, beccme so-called social
problems that must be solved by government.

Froblems which could and should te solved locally, become regional problems that
must be solved in the state house.

Froblems that could and should be solved in the state house, beccme national emer-
gencies that must be solved by Federal power.

Every head of every family in the land is being subjected to a form of bureaucratic
bullying in which an increasingly centralized goverrment must be doctor, lawyer, policeman,
teacher, accountant, and even prayer leader, to every man, woman, and child.

This is not the way the people who founded this wonderful state of New Hampshire
wanted it. But the trend of government for the past few years has been in exactly that
direction--toward central control and away frcm local control.

Beyond all of the details, all the promises, all the pie-in-the-sky, the choice
that we face today is whether we want it to go on and on, or whether we want to take back
into our own hands the basic responsibilities for our own lives.

This is not to say that the choice is between gll goverrment or no government.
That's absurd.

There are problems which can be solved only through government. The vital choices
are which levels of governrwent and which problems.

(more)
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Call these virtues olg-fashioned, too simple for a complex world, call them cliches--call
them what you will, they remwain the absolute basic necessities for a public administration that
is hcrest, effective, representative, and worthy of Amrericans.

Your New England traditions helped to forge those virtues. Your town meetings gave them
political meaning. Your self-reliance gave them individual meaning.

I recall, for instance, that during the 20's one of the world's largest cotton textile
plents closed down in Manchester, putting thousands out of werk. You New Hampshire people did nct
run to the goverrment for help. You solved that problem with local groups and local initiative
aré you have been far bvetter off btecause of it.

Local initiative or Pederal control--this is a choice not of detail but of basic direction.
Traditional values, so prevalent here in New England, should guide us in that choice.

Public morality is another Amrerican tradition. No man is perfect and no series of decisicns
can te exrected to ke perfect. But you have a right to demand that the men making those decisions
at least te dedicated to the same traditions and values that you hold, to the same codes of tehav-
ior ard xorality. These are the very codes that conservatives hold dear.

I do not telieve that political office, for instance, should be regarded as a way to wealth
any mwore than I think it should te a reward fcr having wealth. It is an otfice bestowed upcn those
ho share your values and in whcm you can believe. No grab-bag of politicsl prcmises is as imper-
ant as this basic agreement between yocu and those you elect.

Government cannot give you the sort of world you want. You must build that world. A just
coverrment's job is to protect rights, not abuse them; to free m xen, not oppress them; to set an
example by leadership, not establish mastery by naked power.

It is nct the heart of the government but the heart of the people that makes a nation great.

Look what's happened to goverricent where it has grown and grown without limit, permitting
buses, tolerating the wheeler-dealers and the fast-buck boys. In one of our largest cities, the
jails are so overcrowdéd that outbreaks of violence are feared every day. And even so, outside
the walls, graft, corruption and special privilege fatten on the public's money. A judge resigns
mder fire. A high state agency is riddled with scandal.

In the nation's capital itself, President Johnson's own protege, Bobby Baker, is a symbol of

51l those who regerd the job of goverrment as a rersoral hunting preserve for power and for
‘attened purses.

Here in your own state, attempts to discuss the great, basic issues have recently been made a

ockery by ramphlets which are so careless with the truth that they are little more than political
crmic books.

You citizens of New Hamrpshire really don't have to look far to find the true reaning of the

,v‘-tical soul-searching that you are being called upon to do--that all Americans are teing called
cn to do.

We have at the mcment government by Waeeling and dealing. We have others who would replace
t with goverrment of personal ambition, or with carbon copies of what has been tried and has failed.

But we have a chance to make a real choice. My candidacy is not the only important element of
hat choice--far from it. The choice itself is far more important. There are many hundreds of
olitical offices that will be involved, particularly Congressional offices and Senate seats.

A candidacy of clear choice, based upon the values which so many of us share, based upon
‘raditioral American virtues of the sort Teddy Roosevelt talked about--such a candidacy can help
hose cther opportunities Roosevelt talked about--such a candidacy can help all those other oppor-
lunities for a new and cleaner political slate in this land. And that is what I promise you--
ot pie-in-the-sky but & new and clean political slate!.

You here in New Hampshire must take the first step in this year and in this land. Your choice
tould te for mcre of the samwe. Cr it can te for a new beginning, for a rebirth of principle, and
ndividual worth and dignity. You are not voting just for programws and slogans. You are voting for
our families and the sort of world in which you want to live--for the sort of people you want tote.

Vihichever way you go, you are holding history in your hands when you step to the ballot box.
andle it carefully. A whole world will be watching. But most importantly, your ccnscience will
e watching. Let it te your guide.
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SENATOR NORRIS COTTON
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Chalrman and Campaign Director
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Chairman, Women's Divisien

FOR RELEASE MONDAY AM'S, MARCH 9, 1964

CONCORD - Senator Barry Goldwater, the leading contender for the Republican
Presidential nomination, today expressed his "confidence'" about the results of
tomorrow's New Hampshire primary.

In a pre-Primary Day statement released from his Concord Headquarters, the
Arizona front-runner said that the ''conscience and common sense" of the New
Hampshire voters 'will guide them to the right decision as they always have in
the past." |

Senator Goldwater repeated his call for a "turning on of lights of moral
leadership ... and lights of strength and courage at home and abroad.

"These lights,'" said Senator Goldwater, "must burn brighter than they are
burning today, and for my part I have striven to shed light at every opportunity
on the great issues of the day."

The conservative Republican expressed his gratitude '"to the people of New
Hampshire for giving me the opportunity to visit their state ... and I will be
forever grateful to the untold number of workers who have labored so diligently
and so unselfishly, not for me, but for the cause we share -- the cause of faith
and freedom.

"It now remains," stated Senator Goldwater, "for the voters of New Hampshire

to make their choice. I am confident that their conscience and their common

sense will guide them to the rlght decision as they always have in the past."
Signed: Lestor S. Harvey, Fiscal Agent, 784 Maple St.,, Manchester, N. H, «ZI30l




Page 2
Full Statement Follows:

This New Hampshire Primary has been ome of the great experiences of my life
and that of my family. We shall never forget our travels in and around this
beauciful sctate to which we intend to return at the earliest possible oppor-
tunity. We shall never fc::.t the warmth and hospitality shown us by thousands
of New Hampshire people in whom we, as Westerners, have recognized a deep kinship.

As I have stated time and again throughout this campaign, I am a candidate
for the Presidency because I want to offer the members of my party and the
citizens of America a choice. A choice between more government, more centraliza-
tion of authority in Washington, more government interference in the everyday
affairs of all of us, or less government, less centralization, less interference,
in fact minimum interference by the Federal Government in our lives. I have
been specific in my answers. I have not tried to dodge, or evade, the issues.

I never have. I never will. I have done my best to inform thepeople of New
Hampshire where I stand and what I would do as President of the United States.

In this last week, I have called for a turning on of lights of moral
leadership, lights of morality in high offices, lights of conscience and
honesty, lights of strength and courage at home and abroad. And lights of
law and order. These lights must burn brighter than they are burning today
and, for my part, I have striven to shed light at every opportunity on the
great issues of the day.

I am grateful to the people of New Hampshire for giving me the opportun-
ity to visit their state, to partake of their courtesy, to make friends, I
hope, in the North, in the South, in the East and in the West. And I will be
forever grateful to the untold number of workers who have labored so diligently
and so unselfishly, not for me, but for the cause we share -- the cause of
faith and freedom.

It now remains for the voters of New Hampshire to make their choice.

I am confident that their conscience and their common sense will guide them
to the right decision as they always have in the past. .

o 15 8
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NEWS RELEASE

Speech by Sen. Barry Goldwater before the California Republican
Assembly, at the Hacienda Hotel, Fresno, California, Marck 1k, 13964

AUTCMATIC RELEASE TO SUNDAY PAPERS, MARCE 15

This is your thirtieth year. From Fresno to Fresno! It's been quite a trip. And
there is every reason to believe, also, that this will be your finest year--that your thousands
of members will be in the lead of the hundreds of thousands of Californisns who will help
carry the Republican Party to victory in 196k.

Your next annual convention, I am confident, will te a celebration of that victory.
You, and Armerica, will have men in the White House, in the Congress, in the Senate who will
understand what you've been talking about and who will listen to what you will be talking about.

This isn't just Western-style confidence which I share with you. This is American
confidence. And I say that most Americans share i1t with us.

The balance of political power is shifting in this land, shifting in every way.
I've seen it in virtually every section of the country. I know it well from the many times
I have campaigned for Republican candidates right here in California. I know it frcm the two
million miles of campaigning I've done for Republican candidates, all Republican candidates,
throughout this land during my eleven years in the Senate and, particularly, as chairman of
the Senate Campaign Committee.

This Republican Party of ours, across the nation, is no longer s minority party
that has to apologize for its principles or double-talk to squeeze out votes.

This Party of ours, despite the registration figures, is the majority Party when
it comes to this nation's real needs, real hopes, and its vital spirit.

This 1s no caretaker party. This is no sit-it-out-and-wait-for-the-next-time Party.

This is a can-do party. This is a can-win Party.

This is a will-win Party.

And I look forward this year to campaigning, and campaigning with every ounce of ry
strength, for the finest Republican candidates ever to go before the people of this nation--

frcm White House to State House, from Congress to court-house. This is a Republican year--for
a dedicated and united Republican Party.

America todey is ready to throw off the old shackles of regimentation and red-tape.
Lrerica today is ready, willing, and more than able to speak up for individual initiative,
individual dignity, individual responsibility.

Even Democrats know that tkete is such a mood in America. In fact I've heard scmre
Cemocrats lately who have been trying to sound more Republican than some Republicans I know.

Democrats seek to exploit this new mood of American politics. We seek to represent
it .

Why should Americans settle for second-hand conservatives? For second-hand fiscal
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responsibility? For second-rand foreign policy that is policy and not politics? For
second-hand strength in our defenses?

No reason at all! Americans can have the real thing. They can have--and I say
they will bave--real Republicanism.

This isn't a fearful generation we must reach. This is a generation of hope and
courage. This is a generation that wants the chance to solvé some of the problems which
government mismanagement has created.

This is a generation, in particular, that wants to get on with the business of
building a free and peaceful world. '

We have been frustrated through three years of indecision. Freedcm, which under
Dwight Eisenhower was a crusade, has beccme a wholly negotiable stack of chips in a game
of political expediency.

We now have a President who tries to save money by turning off lights in the White
House--even as he heads toward a staggering addition to the national debt.

This same President, by viewing the world as little more than political precincts
and wards, also is turning off lights. Lights of leadership, of conscience and honesty,
of strength and courage.

Where is the bright light of an American statement that can outshine Khrushchev's
boast that our grandchildren will live under Communism? Where is the American statement
that says, for all the world to hear and believe, that Khrushchev's children or grandchildren

will live under freedom!

I say that statement is in the Republican Party and its principles. I say it is
in Republican leadership!

This is the essence of the choice we face. It is the essence of a choice the
whole world faces--but which only America can put into effective action. Tyranny or freedcm.
Expediency or principle.

There are those who criticize anyone who, as they put it, wraps himself in the
American flag. Well I would far rather wrap myself in that fleg than in the shrouds of
indecision and defeat.

I would rather see that flag flying proudly and respected than see it torn, flung
down, and spat upon.

It is not international wisdom or patience “that keeps turning the other cheek to
every slap at freedcm. Nor is that the way to peace. There are no first-step ccmpromises
that lead to second-step hopes for peace. There are only little defeats that lead to
major defeats.

What peace this troubled planet ever has known has come through the strength of men
determined to keep the peace.

’ What peace we have in the world today is the result of our strength and the strength
of the free world. And what peace we can hope for tcmorrow will ccme the same way.

The one sure way to prevent war in our time is to make sure that Communism knows
it cannot win a war if it starts one.

The one sure way to peace in our children's time is to reduce the power of Communism
to the point where it no longer threatens the peace of the world, to help remove frcm positions
of power the Communists who do threaten the peace of the world.

It is, of ccurse, easier said than done. But what cause ever was successful without
at least setting and understanding a goal?

And, today, in the eyes of anxious millions around this world and here at hcme, we
stand implicitly accused as a nation that has not set a clear goal or an understandable course.
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With one rand we seek new trade with the Soviet--and at a time when 1ts econcmy
is tcttering! Uith the other hand we slap the wrists of good friends who trade with Soviet
satellites. Where is the goal tkere? Where is the course that other nations can understand
ard follow? There is none!

With cre hand we suppcrt the false neutralizatiou of Laos--the neutralization
that kas teccme a Ccmmunist take-over. With the other hand we grore for scre expedient
solution in Vietnam--even neutralization! Eut what is the goal? Where is the course?

Where is the clear-cut purpose to defeat Ccmmunism which might revitalize-the
Southeast Asia Treaty Crganization?

There is no goal, course, or purpose. There is only sudden death in the jungles
and slow strapgulation of freedcm.

We willingly risk, at every turn, defeat in the cold war. We risk a tomorrow
in which, tacked against the wall of our indecision, we will face no choice but surrender

or holocaust.

There is far less risk, while we are strong, and while the enemy is divided, and
over-extended, of using our strength as a shield and our firm purpose as a sword to settle--
without war--tke claims of freedcm and the crimes of tyranny.

Wherever our strength has been applied, the enemy has yielded. And there has been
no war a&s a result!

When our Marines landed in Lebanon in 1958, the world did not move closer to war.
It moved for a brief mcxent closer to peace.

When our ships blockaded Cuba in 1962 we removed, for all too brief a mcment, a
bold Ccmmunist threat to the reace.

Such aggressive moves will plague us again and again, if we do not move resolutely
in the future.

Cuba remains Comrmunism's open-door to Latin America.
Zanzibar has been newly orened as a side door to Africa.
Vietnam threatens to be a revolving docr in Southeast Asia.
Indonesia may be a trap door in the same area.

And, reantime, in the original heartland of freedom itself, in Europe, ocur NATO
alliance teeters on the edge of disintegration.

If men who share such a heritage of freedom, such a heritage of history and con-
viction cannot agree even upon their ccuxon defense against a ccmmon enemy, then freedcm's
cause is sick indeed.

The tragedy is that it need not be! I refuse to believe for an instant that the
break-up of NATO is inevitable, that the Western powers are docmed by forces of history to
split and squabble, to be divided and conquered, that the days of Western civilization are
numbered.

It is only Ccmmunist theory that reads history that way! And those who share the
reading in any way have lost their fight at the outset--worse, they have lost their faith!

They bkave lost their faith in the power of freedom to inspire men. They have lost
their faith in the use of freedcm's strzngth. They have lost their .aith in the simple
proposition that men can move history, mold it, and make it.

We have, in cur own strength and in the strength of the whole free world, the lever
to move history. It is not our armed strength alone that gives us that lever. although, if
the day ever ccres when we lack that strength and yet are still opposed by an enemy such as
Ccamunism, history will move us onto its scrap-pile.

The arseral of our strength, the strength that can oppose, halt, and roll-back
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Ccmmunism is immense. It offers the way to victory without war, to peace without the
srerifice of freedcm or justice.

Let me inventory some of the strength in that arsenal:

First, we have econcmic strength. The free world's economy is a Colossus ccmpared
to tke collectivist clap-trappery of Ccumunism. If our goal could but be to apply that
econcmy as a force against Ccmmunism, rather than as a support for Ccmmunism, we might see
in our cwn time the collapse of a system that cannot even feéd its people and certainly

cannct forever fool them.

Next, we have the power of our ideas. The free world's psychologlcal strength
is a mighty fortress. That of Communism is a house of cards.

If our goal could te to apply our psychological force rather than forever apologize
fcr it, we might in our time strip away the mask of legitimracy from the fraudulent regime
and foolish philosophy of Communism.

There is another great strength in our alliances and institutions. The free
werld's political strength is gigantic., But its muscles grow flabby from disuse and misuse.
They must be exercised. When they are not, Ccmmunism's fear-driven machine wins without
resistance, and is encouraged to excesses.

The list is as endless as the diversity of free men and free institutions. The
opportunities are as endless as the dedication of free mxen.

Is it reckless to talk this way of winning the cold war? Is it reckless to say
that we risk war less through strength than through weakness? Is it reckless to say that
this generaticn can be the first in a new era of freedom, rather than the next-to-last gasp
of a wern-out world no longer ready to work, to strive, to dedicate itself to freedcm?

The truly reckless leadership in such a world as ours today is the laggard
leadership that shrinks frcm decision, that confuses comfort and conscience, that buys
tire and votes with the fate of the entire'free world.

Cur generation, our nation, was not born to sit in easy-chair silence. The uxbrella
of false security is not the symbol we deserve. The plea of "Don't Rock the Boat' is not
the slogan we desecrve.

Either we seek the victory of freedcm, the peace of freedcm or we are not worthy
of the name American.

Cur choice must not be just tetween the details of expedient programs. This is a
real ard grim world in which real and hard decisions, based upon realized goals, must be mrade.

I implore all those who are concerned, all those who will listen to ask of the men
who prcpcse themselves for the responsibilities of foreign policy formulation--to ask of them
a single questicn:

Ask what they think of Ccmmunism. Ask what they think of the profound crisis of
the soul which produced it. Ask whether they are prepered to ctme to terms with it--or
whether concretely they would oppose it.

Ask and demand an answer to that, for that is the question of war and peace in
our time. It will be the question tomorrow. It is “is the question before November. It will
be tke question after November.

Cnly a political pitchran would pretend to give the answers in infinite detail.
These are rational problems for a national solution, involving all of us.

It is tke direction, the decision, that is important--the first step that is crucial
Either we start tke march or we abandon it--as we have been abandoning it, resting on our
laurels, hoping for miraculous signs of friendship frcm a foe that has sworn destruction of

our society.

I am told that talking this way is unpopular. It is too grim. It is too tough.
It is too much trouble to think about. We didn't ask for the responsibility. We con't seek
the mission. We want to rest, to relax, call a truce, take a holiday.

I didn't get into politics to relax. I wasn't born in this land to follow the
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leader cr atandcon my ccnscience.
I wen't run that way. I cannot live that way.
Ard I don't think Axerica can either!

I don't thirk freedcm is won that way. I don't think freedcm can live that way.
I dorn't think tkhat peace can te bought that way. It never has. It can't--and it won't!

If advocating firmress in foreign policy, if seeking reace through strength is pocr
politics ther I gladly risk my political life. It is my country's life that most deeply
concerns nes

That is the reascn I am here. It is the reason you are here.

It is the reason that 1964 is more than an election for the record books. It is
one for the histery bocks.

This generation must pay its share of freedcm's vast responsibility. I'say that
it cannot pay that share in fear, frozen in indecision. I say it must be paid by dedication
and a new direction.

The time has come to let our people go--go tcward the fulfillment of the best
thkat is in us.

The time has coxe to let our people go--go forward in individual respcnsibility.
The time hés ccxe to let ocur people go--go forward for freedcm.
Let our reople go in those directions--and this time of ours will be worthy of

every age that has prerared us, of every tradition that has enriched us, of every challenge
that faces us.
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AUTOMATTC RELEASE AT NOSN, MARCH( 16

The decline of moral and ethical behavior in public service, in the long
run, could be as harmful to the nation's security as an H-bomb.

Public office is conferred for public purpose and the use of that office
must be confined to the public interest and the common good.

Any government official, at any level, is not merely a private citizen.

The very fact that he holds public office imposes an obligation not to misuse the

power stemming from that office.

Recent disclosures in Washington, particularly those concerning Bobby
Baker, who held the high office of Secretary of the United States Senate, indicate
that an educational campaign on the obligations of public office is highly desirable.

And this is just the sort of lesson that Republicans are going to give in
this election year!

A candid disclosure of White House participation in the Baker case would
be one place to start the educational campaign.

Public service is not only a contract to perform in the public good, but
it is a pledge to maintain the integrity of our form of government.

No Republic nor any form of government can endure unless people have
confidence in their government.

Respect, trust and the support of the people can only be gained by elected
officials when their morsl integrity and competence is unquestioned.

Political power does not exist for the profit of any individual or any
group of individuels. These are facts that seem to escape some of our public
servants with increasing frequency lately--at least from the facts that we are able
to uncover.

When a government official in Washington or anywhere else fails to
administer his office for the good of those who are governed instead of for the
selfish gain of those who govern, he should be forced to reveal his acts and his
accomplices. If this requires the granting of immnity to certain witnesses before
a Grand Jury, then I suggest serious consideration be given to it.

There are grave, long-range risks to public confidence in government
integrity when willful corruption, lack of efficiency, corrupt awarding of govern-
ment contracts and the unequal distribution of justice are tolerated in high places.

Our founding fathers established a system of checks and balances which
set forth the public right to know and review public acts as a counterbalance to

corruption spawned by misuse of government power and authority.
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Any threatened breakdown of this system must be met with an increased
vigilance on the part of our people.

The private interests of a public figure must pass the scrutiny of public
performance. The use of authority to enrich political or other groups must be ex-
posed and stopped. The use of confidential information gathered as a public figure
for private gain must be exposed and stopped.

We have seen too much of the abuses and too little of the exposure in the
past few months.

An improvement in virture and truth in our government and in the dealings
of appointed and elected officials is essent;al if we are to retain and improve
this Republic so it can meet the tests that lie ahead.

Competency, efficiency and honesty are the keystones of proper public
service. Good government, good politics and good public service is good morals.

These are things that a Republican victory can restore in 196k.
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NEWS RELEASE

Speech by Senator Barry Goldwater at the
Sports Arena, Los Angeles, California, March 19, 1964

RELEASE ON DELIVERY

This is more than just a political meeting tonight. This is a victory for real
Republicanism,

This is the most impressive gathering in the whole political history of Calif-
Ornids

With the help of millions more -- across this nation -- who believe as you
believe, this may well be the great omen of a great Republican year. I say it
will be. I say that 1964 will be a great Republican year. A great year for
our Republican principles. A great year for American principles. A great year
for freedom.

This time we are going to have a choice -- not an echo. .

My friends, that is why I have been saying and why I deeply believe -- this elect-
ion is not onme for the record books. This election is one for the history books.

Let's look at history for a moment.

How will history remember Nikita Khrushchev? It may remember him as the man who
said that our grandchildren will live under Communism,

How will history remember Lyndon Johnson? As the man who turned off the lights
in the White House. .

Instead, we need a President who will tell Nikita Khrushchev that his children
will live under freedom,

Instead, we need a President who will turn on some lights in the White House.

We need a President who will turn on lights of leadership. Lights of morality.
Lights of conscience.

A Republican President elected in 1964 will turn on those lights.

Republican principles will turn on those lights all over the world.

Republican leadership will restore pride at home and respect abroad.

Republican leadership will end the days of drift and indecision in our foreign
policy. :

Republican leadership will end the decline of morality in public office.

If a Republican President found a Bobby Baker in his closet =~ he would open the
door and air it out, not slam the door and try to hide it.

Who does Lyadon Johnson think he is? Who is he to tell the American people that
they svovld see no evil. hear no evii, snd speak of no evil when the zshadow of
that cv: . fulls on tke UWhite House jteelfl
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I don't care if there is a Baker's dozen of sacred cows involved in this scandal
-- they should be herded out in a Roundup of Honesty.

The very prestige of the Presidency itself will remain under a cloud until this
is done. -

My friends, this whole world will remain under a cloud unless there is a change.

There can be no real and lasting peace in this world, no peace with freedom and
justice, so long as America's leadership is too weak to use America's strength

to keep the peace.

Peace is not won or kept by weakness. The enemy is not deterred by indecision
and compromise,

Yet where in the world today are the enemies of freedom faced with the sort of

strong American leadership that will discourage them? Instead they are encour-
aged to push harder, to push closer to the fatal step that could take the whole
world over the brink of war. i

Brinkmanship of the sort practised by John Foster Dulles and Dwight Eisenhower

did not encourage the enemy to go to the brink. It discouraged them from doing
it. It kept them from doing it by making very clear that we were prepared to
face up to them and face them down.

Today it is Soviet brinkmanship that commands the field., And it is American
back-downmanship that is losing the field.

There is only one way for this, the mightiest nation in history, to deter war
and to keep the peace.

That way is to make sure that the enemy knows he cannot and will not win any
war and to keep the peace.

Our enemy will never know that., Our enemy will never respect that so long as
the architects of defeat are in power in Washington.

We can have peace through strength in this world but we must have a change first.

Freedom can win its victory without war -- but it cannot win it without leader-
ship!

We must have the change that permits us to. use our vast economic power to defeat
Communism, rather than feed it.

We must have the change that will permit us to use our great psychological power
to shout down Communism rather than poor-mouthing freedom.

We must have the change that permits us to use our political power to bring
new life to our alliances rather than forever pressing for new smiles from our
enemies,

These are ways to win without war.!

Where is the leadership in an Administration that can set no higher goal for the
fighting in Vietnafgﬁhan bringing the situation "under control,' That's their

new, official language.
\ ’
Not a victory.
Just bring it under control.

Why in heaven's name isn't it under control?

It isn't under control because it remains just what it has been for three years
-- an aimless, leaderless war.

Ve are sacrificing the lives of American soldiers there. I say we should dedi-
cate come American ccnvictions there.




Where is the leadership in an Administration that cannot even win a battle of
wits with tiny Panama.

Where is the leadership in an Administration that talks of total victory, and
chiefs of staff, and battle plans when it comes to domestic spending programs ==
but stands like a weak sister when the American flag is torn down, spat upon,

and burned around the world. -

Where is the leadership in an Administration that stands cross-eyed -- with our
friends -- wide-eyed with our enemies -- wall-eyed in Berlin -- glassy-eyed in
Southeast Asia, and downright blind in Cuba.

That's what happens when the lights of courage, conviction, and clarity are turned
off in the White House.

And at home, still other lights are turning out.

Look around the land and you can see what I mean. Where is the light of law and
order? It is flickering out in streets that are running riot with disregard
for traditional American standards of decency and the due process of law.

We are faced, for instance, with a grave moral question in our racial relations.
And where is it being settled? All the fine talk of settling it with new laws
cannot obscure the brutal fact that it is being fought out -- not settled. --
in the streets.

In three agonizing years we have come to the point where many of our citizens --
citizens of all‘races -- accept as normal the use of riots, demonstrations,
boycotts, violence, pressure, civil disorder, and disobedience as an approach

to serious national problems.

I know the long, sad background. I have been active in actions to correct it.

But I cannot in conscience now condone or support the breakdown of civil order
that is said by some to be a necessary weapon of redress and correction and by
others to be a necessary weapon to resist that redress and correction. And I
believe that you people of California share my view.

It is not wise leadership that takes itscause on either side of this grave issue
into the streets this way.

It is not understanding of America or Americans that goads a man to abandon
civility in this manner.

It is not leadership or understanding that tacitly supports it, that exploits
it for political purposes, that inflames it in hopes of reaping the votes of
violence, on either side of the coin.

I charge that those who take either side of this cause into the streets in vio-
lation of the law dishonor their cause, default their leadership, and defame this

nation.

I charge that an Administration that stands mute in the face of such violence
and disorder is guilty of a cynical default in the exercise of its responsibili-
ties.,

Justice will not be served, nor justice won in the streets. Decades of progress
are being damaged. Future decades of hope are being dimmed.

/ Laws cannot heal the wounds that are being inflicted in the violence of action
and talk that we now see and hear. The old injustice and the new hope can end
and begin only in the hearts of men.

And the hearts of many men today are being hardened, not opened by attempts to
settle grievances violently in the streets.

And where is this violence directed, really? It is directed at affairs that are
basically personal, moral and individual., It is directed on the one hand at
forrivo more governwent intervention and on thz other hand at stopping government
intacvantion. But the root cause stands ont sharp and crear.




Too much government and too little understanding, too much mob and too little
individual responsibility.

I say this, and I say it with heartsick regret: in the climate created over
these past few years, in this default of moral leadership and in this lack of
understanding, we will see more violence before we see less; we will see more
recourse to the naked force of government before we see less, unless we have a

change -- a real change.

And who suffers most from the state of things as they are? The very people whose
problems men of good will north and south, white or Negro, have been hoping to

solve in peace.

This climate of violence and disorder is a storm that is brewed in a governmental
philosophy which too long has ignored individual responsibilities and individual

capacities.

Its winds blow through the wreckage of the family as the basic unit of our society.

Government seeks to be parent, teacher, leader, doctor, and even minister. And
its failures are strewn about us in the rubble of rising crime rates, juvenile
delinquency, scandal, self-seeking and greedy grabs for power, even in evasion
and distortion of issues in order to create false public relations images.

Where are the standards of common decency, the traditional virtues of honesty,
courage, self-control, truth, and justice?

Ave they now outmoded and unnecessary?

These are not complex matters. These are not virtues that are outdated by cam-
paign oratory or be mealy-mouthed references to a society grown so complex that
we must have new morals which are, in fact, no morals at all,

These traditional virtues are the very heart of our national spirit and our
national honor. They are the very heart of the great choice that we face in
this election., These are things which you understand in your hearts and which
no politician can twist away from you with a smile or a promise.

Accuse me, if you will, of trying to simplify issues. I say that any man who

stands for office has the responsibility to simplify and clarify. Confidence
men use the tricks of complexity and double-talk, Honest men do not.

And I repeat, that public morality is an issue and a major one.

I repeat that violence in the streets, arrogant power in the government =-- I
repeat that these are moral issues,

And I ask that your conscience guide your political decisions, rather than your
emotions, rather than expediency, rather than slick tricks and slick shows.

Our people must not be tied to the flimsy standards of a bureaucracy. We have
an older, richer, and truer morality.

Let our people go that way.
Let them have the choice to go that way.

Our people must not be herded into the streets for the redress of their grievances,
We have better ways, more lasting and more honest ways.

Let our people go that way.
Let them have the choice to go that way.

Let our people go -- let them go away from violence and struggle, from divided
citizenship, from declining responsibility and increasing regimentation. Let
our pecople go, instead, ahead together in the great and moral works we have to
do at home and in the world. Let our people -- the people of California, The
Ylesc, The East, The South, the people of all America -- go in courage and in
faich Lo honesty and in humility!




Simple. old-fashioned. Call it what you will.: I call it the way we have gone
in our proudest, strongest moments, in the fullness of our history and our des-

tiny. I call it the way to a future, under God, without equal in the world.

Let our people go =-- let our people go that way; the moral way.

There is no other way worthy of our dreams, or sufficlent to our task.

# # #
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NEWS RELEASE

Speech by Senator Barry Goldwater before the
Detroit Economic Club, Detroit, Michigan, March 25, 1964

FOR RELEASE 2 P.M. MARCH 25

As zunyewne zan tell from the cast of characters this evening, this is a purely
non-political gathering. You'll have to excuse me, however, if politics does
enter into my remaz:s.

Whetker we like it or not, the great issues of the day are political., Our
choices are political,

The great issue of whether we will let our enterprise economy work, or whether
we wvill let ou¥ people work or whether we will go backward to the days of bur-
eccucratic economic controls -- that issue is political.

. “hether we are to have a foreign policy that means something to friend and foe
v alike, or whether we will continue to hop from crisis to crisis -~ that issue
is politieals

.W%c hp: we are to have a government of balanced powers, or a new political
royalty of centralized power -- that issue is certainly political. Whether
we are to live by law, or whether we are to make our laws in the streets --
that issue i1s political. And, sadly enough, the very issue of whather we can
‘assure the security of this nation, and effectively bolster the security of the
' ' entire free world -- that grave issue is clearly political too.
Sccause of this, I ask you to consider, in your conscience and in your heart,
that electicn day 1964 will also be D-Day 1964 -- decision day as to whether
this nation is to keep the peace through strength, or whether it will risk war

through weakness.

Therc are those who seek to complicate this issue. I seek to simplify it so
that it may be understood and not glossed over. Questions of life and dezath
shovld be understood. No concepts need more clarity, more understzanding.
Double~talk and verbal fog is worse than dishonesty at a time such as this
it could be fatal,

Meny of you are deeply concerned with this. Many of ycu are deeply involved
in this. From this area comes a great share of the tools with which this nation
can keep the peace

But from this area also, has come the leading advocate, the leading architect
of a so0-called defense policy which, by the late 1960's and the early 1970's
will have turned the chield o the Republic into a swiss cheese wall, full of
| holea ——
~-= & policy which will hava isolated the power of America behind a Maginot
ire of illusionc
~-- a nolicy which will encourage our enemies to become bolder, to risk the
firal, f~tal step toward nuclear wax
--- 2 poilcy which will turn the profassicn of arims into a second class craft.
-=- a policy which will hove so hw“denﬂd the arteries of our defcnses that
eufl e ¥es; vana to challenee will be impossible, lecaving us with the zlrer-
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The architect of this policy is the present Secretary of Defense:

--- a one-time loser with the Edsel, right here in M;chigan

--- a four-time loser in terms of his trips to Tiet am oy .
-=- and an all-time loser if his policies and the policies of the Administration

that supports and applauds him are not changed in 196 b

the policies of this Administration and the adding machine

In simplest terms
: : ntrusted our defenses, add up to unilateral disarma-

warriors to which it has e
ment.

This, of course, is a perfect complement to a foreign policy which seeks to
curry favor with our enemies even as it alienates our friends.

It is the perfect support for a national slogan of "Don't Rock the Boar."

It is the perfect sugar coated-pill to tranquilize us into believing that peace
can be kept by coming to terms with Communism rather than by over-coming Commu-
nism.

What peace there is in the world today is the result of our strength. The con-
flict that breaks out is the result of our weakness.

Wherever and whenever we have moved from strength, we have moved closer to peace.
Wherever we have moved from fear or weakness we have moved closer to war.

On the dark day that Nikita Khrushchev sabotaged the Paris Conference, President
Eisenhower's Secretary of Defense, Tom Gates, alerted the Strategic Air Command.
We moved from feSOIu;ion and strength, And Nikita Khrushchev backed down. He
moved from fear. He returned to Moscow, via East Berlin, and warned the Commun-
ist world to avoid further provocations, to be patient, in effect -- to back
down. '

'3

Again, under President Eisenhower, our first move in the Berlin crisis of 1958-

59 was to move an extra aircraft carrier to the Sixth Fleet as a clear warning

to the Communists.

Khrushchev cooled down égain, far more quickly and with far less cost to us than
when Robert McNamara called up the reserves in 1961. That was a chaotic and cost-
ly maneuver that did nothing but perpetuate the now permanent crisis in Germany.

When our Marines moved into Lebanon, when we moved our naval and air power in
the Formosa Straits,'we moved closer to peace, not war.

It was when our nerves failed at the Bay of Pigs that we moved closer to war by
opening the door for the missile crisis.

During the missile crisis, briefly, we moved from strength -- and the Communists
had to retreat. But sjince then the balance has been tipping away from us again.
Indecision and lack of follow-through have stored up Communism's outpost in our
hemisphere and have permitted it to expand its influence.

A blockade of Cuba would not risk war. It is the blockade against common sense
in this Administration that risks war by letting problems fester rather than
resolving them,

But let us be very clear on the crucial point ~- the national power which has
permitted us to move from strength in the past and which even today could permit
us to do so, this power is not perpetual or automatic. It cannot be maintained
at a stand-still, There is another side to the power equation; the Communist
side. ’

If our power remains at a standstill while their's grows we shall be, in effect,
disarming ourselves.

And this, I charge, is what we are doing.

Jf the Communists make a major weapons breakthrough while we sit on our plans,
burn our bombers, and permit free world alliances to crumble there can be uo
peace in the world,




Communism would have the tools of nuclear blackmail and would use them. And ;
this mighty nation, mighty no longer, would be ringed by crisis, hemmed in by -
threats, and pressed closer and closer to the brink of war or surrender,

There are four fatal flaws in our defense posture which foreshadow that grim
time.

These flaws will not be repaired by the men who created them, They have vested
interest in their own mistakes.

Let me list the flaws and then elaborate upon them.
First--we are building a Maginot line of missiles.

Second--we are failing to introduce rapid technological advances, sometimes be-
causc of false economy, sometimes because of misguided steps toward disarmament.

Third--we are permitting our defense policies to disrupt NATO and our other al-
liances.

Fourth--we are downgrading the armed services, ignoring professional military
advice, and substituting one-man's bookkeeping technique for national policy.

Tet's look at the missiles first. They are fine weapons--when and if they work!

¢
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The industrial know-how that has gone into them is first class. The men who use
them are dedicated and skillful. But the systems themselves are complex almost
beyond belief. They are not perfect and they are not perfectly reliable,

When I questioned this reliability earlier in the year I was answered with a
personal attack’ that even questioned my patriotism, I was not answered with
the cold facts of missile reliability,

How in the name of caqmmon sense can we fail to be concerned about this question
of reliability when twice this year alone, ICBM's have burned in their silos--
when we have never tested a Minuteman, an Atlas or a Titan with all their com-
ponents in a .full scale systems test including the warhead explosion.

How can we fail to be concerned about this question of reliability when we have
never tested the hardness of our launch sites, when there are plaguing problems
of contamination in the' very sensitive fuels of the liquid fuel missiles?

How can we fail to be concerned about this question of reliagbility when we have
not tested the reliability of guidance systems under the impact of electromag-
netic pulses emitted by a possible counter-missile nuclear blast?

How can we fail to be concerned when the only answers we have been getting have
been personal attacks and when tests are made with special crews and under ideal
conditions-~and when, even then, we have not scored the sort of reliability one
should expect from a weapon system on which, in a few year, will rest our major
reliance, ;

I say that drawing-board perfection is not enough for the defense of the United
States.

I say that ledger-book juggling is not enough for the defense of the United States,
When I talk about missile reliability, I do not talk in terms of ideal conditions,
of special crews, of ideal preparations. That is the way some people keep their
books. I talk of missiles that must be reliable in the worst of conditions even
during or after nuclear attack, with crews that never have fired a complete wea-
pon, and on an instant's notice, Only that sort of reliability impresses the
enemy. Only that sort of reliability serves to deter war.

Today, by Secretary McNamara's own admission, we seek to compensate for the un-
known factors of missile reliability by redundancy of system and targeting, by
the brute force techniques of extra missiles for every target--by techniques
which obviously can be outmoded by qualititive advances in the Soviet--advances
that are possible as a result of their past high yield and high altitude experi-
ments.

People -often have asked why I risked political suicide to vote against the test
ban treaty. This is why. Because I fear the suicide of my country far more than
the poiitical fate of any individual,




The Senate Preparedness Subcommittee has warned in a formal report that "it is
prudent to assume that the Soviet Union has acquired a unique and potentially
valuable body of data on high yield blast, shock, communications blackout, and
radiation and electromagnetic phenomena which is not available to the United

States."

Than who is being reckless with the peace of the world and the security of this
nation? I say that the reckless men are those who will not face the facts, who
ignore the possibility of the Soviet developing counter-measures which will
immobilize this Maginot Line of missiles that we are building.

I say we need the missiles., But I say we need tomorrow's missiles as well as
yesterday's. Secretary McNamara gives us no assurance. of follow-on missiles.
This Administration says that they might be provocative! I say that they might
save our lives.

We need more to defend this country and keep the peace. We need a mixture of
forces, we need flexibility. Again, I do not speak only of yesterday's manned
bombers, What of tomorrow's? This Administration declares we won't have any
after 1970.

This Administration has not moved ahead with a single new strategic weapons
system, missile or manned. The weapons we have today are the great legacy of
the Eisenhower years. The deterrent gap we face tomorrow is inevitable if no
new weapon systems are introduced.

In this tough and troubled world, man is not obsolete. Manned weapons, guided
by man's mind, eyes, hands, and heart are not obsolete, Missiles are an '"either
or'" weapon. Manned systems alone provide full flexibility =-- and, again, who

is reckless, the man who wants to put all our eggs in a rigid, doomsday system,
or the men who want to retain freedom of action, discretion of maneuver, flexi-
bility of response?

Even in the vastness.of space there may be a mission for man. But space weaponery
is taboo to this Administration -- despite obvious Soviet interest in it.

Manned systems have many characteristics lacking in ballistic missiles -- the
ability to hit unanticipated targets, to perform post-attack reconnaissance, to
do the jobs of mopping up, to allow margins for the errors of missile targeting,
to permit maneuver, to be re-used and recalled if desired.

fary
The motto of the Strategic Air Command is ''"Peace is our Profession.'" Let us make
sure that they have the.tools to practice that profession.

The second flaw in our defenses is technological decline. The new A-1l1l of which
President Johnson boasts was started during the Eisenhower years -- not the
McNamara years! -

The TFX, Mr. McNamara's six-and-a-half billion dollar contribution to campaign
politics =-- is a second best weapons system.

As you probably know, by the way, that plane wasn't even called the TFX during
the election in Texas =~ where it is supposed to be built. It was called the
LBJ!

Furthermore, Secretary McNamara, the one-man band, reversed the unanimous recom-
mendations of the impartial source selection boards and made the TFX award to
the highest bidder with least advanced design. He rejected as to risky for
American skills such advances as thrust reversers to give better control, and.the
extensive use of titanium to provide a lighter plane .for carrier use.

I mention those details because the A-11 does use titanium and because the
Department of Defense is now considering thrust reversers and titanium for TFX
itself. Again, it seems, the human computers have goofed.

An even more striking case of technological backwardness is the McNamara veto
of the nuclear aircraft carrier. It was 2 Democrat Congressman, Melvin Price,
who said that building conventional carriers today is "like thro Union Facific
Railroad geing back to s”ecam 2ngiu~s because tha Dizeel costs 2 1little bit more."







Take just one notable example, the case of the X-22, the VSTOL, vertical take-off
and landing aircraft.

It involved a twenty million dollar research contract. Seventy=-five Navy pr9fess-
ionals -- civilian and uniformed -- spent 4,000 man hours evaluating the designs
of two aircraft companies. They made a clear choice, for the best plane at the

lecast cost.

The Secretary of the Navy, Fred Korth, excused himself from involvement because
he had been a director of the parent company of ons of the firms involved.

Next, Secretary McNamara's deputy whiz kid spent less than a half hour conferring
with some of his colleagues -~ but not with any of the military men involved.
He didn't even have a briefing on the subject! And in that half hour he reversed

4,000 hours of careful evaluation.

Why? Perhaps there is a detail that should be explained. He wanted to get an
insight on the management capabilities of the company to whom he arbitrarily
avarded the contract. Who did he ask? As you might expect, Secretary Korth,
the former board member who, earlier, had disqualified himself.

Again, we saw the McNamara team accepting the poorest plane at the highest cost
because of its delusions of competence.

This amounts to nothing less than contract by crony and weapons by whimsy. It
destroys the front of false economy behind which so many errors are being hidden.

Robert McNamara may be the greatest bogkkeeper we have ever had in government.
He claims to have saved alot of money. But he has lost more morale in the mili-
tary than any Secretary o the services we ever have had.

The record of defense mismanagement has been obscured by the brillance of news
management., The over-use of official secrecy has clamped lids on reams of
damaging testimony given before Congressional committees.

But the truth is apparent. We have no new strategic weapons. We do face the
disruption of our alliance system., We are withdrawing into a Fortress America.
Our power is at a standstill. Our military morale is declining. And Robert
McNamara is’ the Secretary of Defense.

His ledger-sheet leadership is leading to a deterrent gap in the next decade.

He sees the world in a rear-view mirror. Hé sees the enemy through rose-colored
glasses. He seeks defense through disarmament, but he risks the peace through
creeping weakness.,

The shield of peace is the power of the peace-loving nations. The day that shield
drops is the day that bombs may drop.

Today, the preponderant strength we have carried over from the Eisenhower years
gives us the capability to rebuff and roll back Communism, and also the power
to deter war. Today it is the will to win that we lack.

Tomorrow, if we do not change our course and our commanders, we may not have the
capability even if we should find the will.

I do not want to risk the security of this nation, of the entire free world by
replacing the real shield of peace with vain hopes and misplaced faith. This is
no computer room game we are playing.

This is freedom's time on the line of history. And if we cannot or will not defend
ourselves it might well be freedom's last time for dark centuries to come.

Let our arms match our cause.
Let our men match the times,
This is the way to peace through strength. Let our people go that way.

This is the way freedom's cause can wia, without war, but with honor and justice.
This is the victory that we must seek.
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Speech by Senator Barry Goldwater at the Sheraton Palace,
Sen Francisco, March 31, 156k

FOR RELEASE WEDNESDAY AM
April 1, 1964

As you've heard, I've been doing quite a bit of traveling 1n
Californie recently. I look forward to doing a lot more.

There isn't a city, a town, or a hamlet in this state that I
want to write off for a Republican victory in November -- for my own campaign
right here and now.

I don't care what the odds are, or how tough the fight is -- we
Republicans are going to take it on, and we Republicans are going to win it/

And I include the great city of San Francisco in that list. I know
what the odds are -- but I know just as well that Republicans in San Francisco
this year are going to battle their opponents right down to the wire. From
the enthusiasm I've seen here, I know it's going to be a great fight and that
it can be a winning Pight!

You have a great state. You have a great Republican state. And
this year I know that you're going to prove it.

The heart of the Party in Californie is as sound as s Republican
dollar. Best of all, it's a fighting heart.

Everywhere I've gone I've met Republicans who are ready, willing,
and able to roll up their sleeves and take off the gloves for a fighting
campaign -- for & winning campaign in Californis and the nation.

The time has come for every Republican in this land to take off
the gloves.

We have a fight on our hands -- and we have got to win it.
Cur Party is at stake.

Will we be content to mumble away as a minority echo? I say we
must stand up and be counted for what we truly represent -- a real choice,
real Republicanism, and the very real reflection of American hopes, American
dedication, and American determination!

Cur nation is at stake.

This Administration is determined to carry us back to the depression
days when red tape and regimentation were the answer to every problem.

Republicans know this won't work. Most Americans know this won't
work. Republicans and all Americans should know.

(more)
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-— government thrift can't be practiced by piling up new debts,
—— jobs can't be created or poverty fought by discouraging

cnterpr1se,
—economic security can't be achieved by destroying the value

of savings through inflation,
— good will in our cities cannot be achieved by inciting or
condoning violence.

e can be proud of the fact that Republicans reject every ome of
those worn out and wrong ways.

We tepublicans do not have to apologize for our principles, Ve
are proud of thenm

We can live with them -- and this entire nation can prosper with
then!

The stakes are great enough to make this the year of a new Fepublican
crusade, The stakes are great enough to make this the year of our greatest
challenge and our greatest united effort.

But now we know that more than our political lives, even more than
our political direction is at stake.

The freedom of this entire world, the hope of every man who wants
to be free and the dignity of every man who wants to stay free is on the
line.

I charge that this Administration is playing a cynical and dangerous
game as it attempts to straddle that line.

Last week the challenge became quite clear, The cynicism became
clear and the dangers became clear.

On the one hand we heard the chairman of the Senate Foreign
Telations Committee, J. W. Fulbright, calling for the reality of a Munich
in order to combat what he feels are myths regarding Moscow.

On the other hand we heard noises in the White House and the State
Department which were supposed to make us believe that the Administration's
chief foreign policy spokesman in the Senate had suddenly decided to speak
only for himself. .

But what was going on at the same time in the United Nations? There,
£dlai Stevenson also was talking about a changed world and calling for new
directions in U.S, policy. Was he talking unofficially?

Doesn't anvone in this Administration talk to anyone else before they
try to commit this nation?

There are, of course, details of this latest Fulbright statement
which the Administration publicly can repudiate.

But Pepublicans shouldn't let them get off the hook of the truth,
Beyond any details, the root assumptions of the Fulbright statement are the
root assumptions of the Administration's foreign policy.

This is their baby and Lepublicans should not let the citizens of
this country forget it!

Tonight I want to answer these basic points., I want to state why
I believe —

1, They are dead wrong.

2. They are dangerously weakening the posture of this nation in a
world which is still involved in a cold war that no amount of hot air will
thaw,

3. They truly reflect the direction of U,S, Foreign policy under
this Ldministration!
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Senator Fulbright begins his trip through the looking-glass with a
grand assumption. Both sides in the cold war, he says, have repudiated a
policy of total victory.

Is that what Khrushchev was doing when he said that our grand-
children would live under Communism?

Is that what Communist spokesmen are doing now when they repeat
that their common goal is the triumph of Communisim throughout the world?

We can find many instances where we have repudiated the idea of
victory over Communisn.. This Administration is a walking dictionary of
such repudiations. DBut where have the Communists repudiated it?

Does this Administration have a pipe line to their secret. thought
—— or is it just having a pipe dream?

Neville Chamberlain once made the mistake of assuming that Adolph
Ilitler really didn't mean what he hed said in Mein Kampf. This Administration
is making the same mistake about IXhrushchev today.

Senator Fulbright'!s second basic assumption also is an Administration
assumption. The Soviet, he says, has tacitly accepted the establishment of
fmerican strategic superiority.

Why, if this is the case, do we find that the Soviet Union right
here and now, in this world and in this reality, is devoting almost 18
percent of its national income to military expenditures? Our expenditures
amount to just 9 percent of our gross national product.

Are the Soviets spending such a share of their wealth on weapons,
on research, on their armed forces because they have accepted our superiority?

This nation, just last week, established new anti-submarine warfare
command to counter the growing threat of Soviet undersea craft. Is that lied
submarine threat evidence of their acceptance of our strategic superiority?
0f course not, it is one more striking evidance that the Soviet has done no
such thing -- that the Soviet is working and working hard to overcome our
superiority.

Common sense alone should make any .merican soberly consider that
the Soviet has not accepted our superiority. They fear it, yes. They envy
it yes. And they are trying to overcome it!

VWVhat nation bred in aggression and committed to conquest, ever has
done less? )

Senator TFulbright!s wrong ssumptions are not his alone. The
Secretary of Defense has made the same mistake in his implied belief that
strategic strength can be frozen at present levels. Ile has made it in his
decision to phase out important elements of our strength. Ille has made it in
his plans for disarming this nation.

Lyndon Johnson has made this same mistake in his State of the Union
message —— in his promise that we will not seek an excess of military power
that might provke the Soviet. IHe has made it in his promise that we will take
steps toward the reduction of armaments even in the absence of international
agreements,

No! TFulbright's folly is not his alone. It is folly which has been
officially adopted by the Young Democrats of this state and by the Western
Federatian of Young Democrats, It is the folly of all men who grow weary
of freedom's fight and retreat into isolation and appeasement.

VWhere would this folly lead us? The details are even spelled out,
It would lead us, in an example the Junior Senator from Arkansas himself
suggests, to recognizing that Castro is just a minor nuisance with whom we
must put up -~ forever.

{ wmore )
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Communism in this hemisphere is no minor nuisance. It has threatened
us once with nuclear missiles, It threatens us today with a Soviet-supplied
garrison that aims subversion into every nation of this hemisphere,

If Senator Fulbright and the Administration want to lmow more about
this "minor nuisance", I would suggest that they start with the 122 pages
of documented evidence of Castro's subversion ageinst Venezuela alone
published last month by the Organization of American States.

Castro is no minor nuisance. Ile is a real menace, /And so, when it
comes to sound thinking, is this Administration's foreign policy.

Chairman Fulbright says that we cannot depose Castro. Ile says we
have tried and failed. So let!s give up. '

If at first you don't succeed —- skip it!
I say we simply haven'!t tried hard enmough.

The suggestion that we must either accept Communism in Cuba or
invade Cuba is defeatist and dangerous nonsense.

The people of Cuba, with help and with support, even if without
direct intervention by U,S. troops, could recapture their country and restore
this missing link in hemispheric security. Ve know that Castro as a result
of Democrat bungling, highlighted by the Bay of Pigs fiasco, is more secure
than ever and that the job of deposing him is tougher than ever, Dut it must
be done.

Are Cubans to have no hope? Is freedom to have no chance?

Listen, however, to how differently Senator Fulbright talks when
it comes to other situations in Latin America! Ile says that there may have
to be a violent overthrow of established governments in Latin America, Vhy?
— to achieve what he calls social reforms,

Maybe he wants to provide air cover for the nationalziation of Latin
lands and industries!

Where did he stand at the Bay of Pigs?

The Administration has tried to run for cover on Senator Fulbright's
recommendations on Cuba. Prsent policy, it is claimed, will be maintained.

YVhat policy?

We have an economic blockads that was bound to fail the moment the
Administration made the wheat dea)l with the Soviet. As the British put it,
Britian has a surplus of buseg which they can sell in Cuba just as reasonably
as the U.S. can peddle its wheat in Russia,

The Administration's blockade of Cuba is failing simply because
the Administration's entire foreign policy is failing.

Communism is not an isolated problem to be met with patchwork policies
and contradictions. It's a global problem that must be met by global policy
and a coherent determination.

No matter how this Administration tries to disavow the Fulbright
suggestions on Cuba, the basic assumptions which they share with their chief
Senate spoltesmen will malke it inevitable that the policies will come to-
gether,

A truly effective policy on Cuba, in my view, would include the
recognition of a Cuban govermment in exile. Why has this step not been
taken if this Administration is so determined?

The existence of such an exile government would, by the very fact of
its stated hostility to Castro, enormously increase the pressures against

( more )




shipping to Cuba.

It would provide a rallying point for Cuban liberation forces and
for the governments and forces of other La®ia American states,

Such a recognition would, by the stroke of a pen, make life very
much harder for Castro and bring very much closer the day of his overthrow
by his own exiled people. Let me repeat, this is an action that requires the
strolke of a pen, not the stroke of a sword.

This Administration says that men no longer have the power to move
history, that they must just drift with it.

Senator Fulbright calls it flexibility.

Nikita Ihrushchev calls it inevitability.

Lyndon Johnson might call it jﬁst reasoning together.

I call it suicide.

Ve do have the strength to move history. Ve have the strength to
move it without war., Ve have economic strength, political strength and

psychological strength. These are peaceful means that have not been given
a_chance to work! and to win!

I ;ay that we Republicans have a battle cry!
Will it be:

War through weakness!

Or

Pecace through strength!

I do not seek the Presidency to strip this nation of its defenses
or to abandon the cause of freedom in this world!

I seek the Presidency so that this nation will be strong enough to
deter war and determined enough to encourage freedom.

I ask your help, and the help of all Americans, so that an American
President can tell Nikita Khrushchev "you are wxong. Our children will not
live under communism."

"Your children will live under freedom."

I seek the Presidency so that from A to Z in this troubled world—
from Albania to Zanzibar -- men who want to be free will know that in this
citadel of freedom there is hope, there are helping hands, there is faith,
courage and determination ~-— that under God and with God's help they will be
free. . ..

—— That this world will find pcace with liberty and justice for all...

-— That this is what victory mcans and that this is what America
means!

I ask your help in this crusade to restore pride at home and respect
abroad,

This is why I say that llepublicans must take off the gloves. This
is why I say that this election is not just one for the record books. Tais
election is one for the history books.

( more )
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Let those who will, hang back from the fight, or turn the other
cheek every time this Administration slaps us with a new political attaclk.
Let those who will, fight their friends -- while Lyndon laughs and Lyndon
gains,

Republicans should do better than that., Ilepublicans can do better
than that.

fnd if Lepublicans are going to win, in the state houses, in court
houses, in the Congress, and in the Yhite House -~ Kepublicans are going to
have to do better than that.

You can do it right here in California, You can tell the nation that
Lepublicans are going to fight this Administration right down to the last line
of its inflationary economic policies.

—— right down to the last line of its encouragement of class warfare

— right down to the last line of its concessions to Communism

~- right down to the last line of its red ink and its white flags!

Anmericans have plenty to be mad about. XIepublicans have plenty to
talk about.

Let's get on with the job of winning this election. We will never
have a better chance. Ve will never face a more clear choice.

Let our people go -~ and there is no task we need fear, no challenge
we cannot meet.

Let our people go — so that when our time is written, it will not
be said that we were the smug generation, the ease-takers, the sleepwalkers,

Let our people go —— so tl:at free men in a peaceful world, for seven
times seven ages will say: there are men who matched their time -- this is
the time that made men free!

END
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Speech by Senator Goldwater at the Youth for Goldwater Rally,
International Amphitheater, Chicago, Illinois, Friday, April 10th

FOR FRIDAY AM's RELEASE
April 10, 1964

I know that the program says this is a youth rally tonlght. But let me suggest a
change. I say that this is a victory rally!

This Republican party of ours, across the nation, is no longer a minority party that
has to apologize for its principles or double-talk to squeeze out votes.

As a matter of: fact, you folks here in Chicago know that one of the real challenges
is just to make sure that all our votes get counted.

The heroes of this election might just be the poll watchers! I hope you have enough
of them. A

This party of ours, despite the registration figures, is the majority party when it
cores to this nation's real needs, real hopes, and its vital spirit.

This is no caretaker party. This is no sit-it-out-and-wait-for-the-next-time party.

This is a can-do party. This is a can-win party.

This is a will-win party.

Ard I look forward this year to campaigning, and campaigning with every ounce of my
strength, for the finest Republican candidates ever to go before the people of this nation--

from White House to State House, from Congress to Court-House. This is a Republican year--for
a dedicated and united Republican party.

America today is ready to throw off the old shackles of regimentation and red-tape.
America today is ready, willing, and more than able to speak up for individual initiative,
individual dignity, individual responsibility.

. Even Democrats know that there is such a mood in America. In fact I've heard some
Democrats lately who have been trying to sound more Republican than some Republicans I kncw.

Pemocrats seek to exploit this new mood of American politics. We seek to represent it.

Why should Americans settle for second-hand conservatives? For second-hand fiscal
responsibility? For second-hand foreign policy? For second-hand strength in our defenses?

No reason at all! Americans can have the real thing. They can have--and I say
they will have -- real Republicanism! :

This isn't a fearful generation we must reach. This is a generation of hope and
courage. This is a generation that wants the chance to solve some of the problems which

government mismanagement has created.

This is a generation, in particular, that wants to get on with the business of
building a free and peaceful world.

(more)




ot J D et

We have been frustrated through three years of indecision. Freedom, which under
Dwight Eisenhower was a crusade, has become a wholly negotiable stack of chips in a game oT
political expediency.

We now have a President who tries to save money by turning off lights in the White
House -- even as he heads toward a staggering addition to the national debt.

I say that L.B.J. should stand for light bulb Johnson.

This same President, by viewing the world as little more than political precincts and
wards, also is turning off lights. Lights of leadership, of conscience and honesty, of
strength and courege.

Where is the bright light of an American statement that can outshine Khrushchev's
boast that our grandchildren will live under Communism? Where is the American statement that
says, for all the world to hear and believe, that Khrushchev's children or grandchildren will
live under freedom. a g

I say that statement is in the Republican Party and its principles. I say it is
in Republican leadership.

This is the essence of the choice we face. It is the essence of a choice the whole
world faces--but which only America can put into effective action. Tyranny or freedom.
Expediency or principle!

There are thbse who criticize anyone who, as they put it, wraps himself in the
Arerican flag. Well I would far rather wrap myself in that flag than in the shrouds of
indecision and defest.

I would rather see that fleg flying proudly and respected than see it torn, flung
down, and spat upon.

It is not international wisdom or patience that keeps turning the other cheek to
every slap at freedom. Nor is that the way to peace. There are no first-step compromises
that lead to second-step hopes for peace. There are only little defeats .that lead to major
defeats.

What peace this troubled planet ever has known has come through the strength of men
determined to keep the peace.

What peace we have in the world today is the result of our strength and the strength
of the free world. And what peace we can hope for tomorrow will come the same way.

The one sure way to prevent war in our time is to make sure that Communism knows
it cennot win a war if it starts one.

The one sure way to peace in our children's time is to reduce the power of Communism
to the point where it no longer threatens the peace of the world, to help remove from positions
of power the Communists who do threaten the peace of the world.

It is, of course, easier said than done. But what cause ever was successful without
at least setting and understanding a goal?

And, today, in the eyes of anxious millions around this world and here at home,
we stand implicitly accused as a nation that has not set a clear goal or an understandable
course.

With one hand we seek new trade with the Soviet--and at a time when its economy
is tottering.! With the other hand we slap the wrists of good friends who trade with Soviet
satellites. Where is the goal there? Where is the course that other nations can understand
and follow? There is none!

With one hand we support the false neutralization of laos--the neutralization that
has tecome a Communist take-over. With the other hand we grope for some exredient solution
in Vietnam--even neutralization! But what is the goal? Where is the course?
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Where is the clear-cut purpose to defeat Communism which might revitalize the
Southeast Asia Treaty Organization?

There is no goal, course, or purpose. There is only sudden death in the Jjungles
and slcw strangulation of freedom.

We willingly risk, at every turn, defeat in the cold-war. We risk a tomorrow in
which, backed against the wall of our indecision, we will face no choice but surrender or
holocaust.

There is far less risk, while we are strong, and while the enemy is divided, and
over-extended, of using our strength as a shield and our firm purpose as a sword to settle--
without war--the ciaims of freedom and the crimes of tyranny.

Right here in this area you are witnessing the fruits of a policy that has tried
to buy friends rather than stick to principles.

Ccxmunist Yugoslavia has soaked up approximately two-and-a-third billion dollars in
U.S. aid, since 1948. The purpose was to bribe Tito away from Communism. J

What has it accomplished?
It has bolstered a dictatorship which, today, moves closer than ever to Moscow.

It has bolstered, with 700 million dollars worth of military aid alone a nation
that would fight against the West in any showdown now foreseeable.

Now how does this affect you directly, right here in this area? The Communist
Tito, fattened by our aid, made secure by our deference, and emboldened by our vacillation is
even now trying to seize control of Serbian Orthodox church properties in this country, des-
troying the rights of Serbian-Americans and making a mockery of our policies toward Yugoslavia.

The head of the Serbian Orthodox diocese in North America already has been attacked
by the puppet church in Yugoslavia.

And for a final irony, the Serbian orthodox monastery is located in Libertyville!
How Tito must laugh at that -- and how freedom should weep.

Again, Americe and Americans must suffer because this, the strongest nation on earth,
has suffered--from weakness.

All free men suffer when we are weak. Peace itself suffers when we are weak.

Wherever our strength has been applied, the enemy has ylelded. And there has been
no war as a result! .

When our Marines landed in Lebanon in 1958, the world did not move clcser to war.
It meved fer a trief moment closer to peace.

When our ships blockaded Cuba in 1962 we removed, for all too brief a moment, a bold
Communist threat to the peace.

Such aggressive moves will plague us again and again, if we do not move resolutely
in the future.

Cuba remains Communism's open-door to Latin America.
Zanzibar has been newly opened as a side door to Africa.

Vietnam threatens to be a revolving door in Southeast Asia.

Indonesia may be a trap door in the same area.

And, meantime, in the original heartland of freedom itself, in Europe, our NATO
Alliance teeters on the edge of disintegration.

(more)
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If rxen who share such a heritage of freedom, such a heritage of history and conviction
cannot agree even upon their common defense against a common enemy, then freedom's cause is
sick indeed.

The tragedy is that it need not be! I refuse to believe for an instant that the
break-up of NATO is inevitable, that the western powers are doomed by forces of history to
split and squabble, to be divided and conquered, that the days of western civilization are
numbered.

It is only Ccmmunist theory that reads history that way! And those who share the
reading in any way have lost their fight at the outset--worse, they have lost their faith.

They have lost their faith in the power of freedom to inspire men. They have lost
their faith in the use of freedom's strength. They have lost their faith in the simple proposi-
tion that men can move history, mold it, and make it.

We have, in our own strength and in the strength of the whole free world, the lever
to move history. It is not our armed strength alone that gives us that lever. Although, if
the day ever comes when we lack that strength and yet are still opposed by an enemy such as
Coxmunism, history will move us on to its scrap-pile.

The arsenal of our strength, the strength that can oppose, halt, and roll-back
Communism is immense. It offers the way to victory without war, to peace without the sacrifice
of freedom or justice.

Let me inventory some of the strength in that arsenal:

First, we have  economic strength. The Free World's economy is a colossus compared
to the collectivist clap-trap of Communism. If our goal could be to apply that economy as a
force against Communism, rather than as a support for Communism, we might see in our own time
the collapse of a system that cannot even feed its_igople and certainly cannot forever fool them.

Next, we have the power of cur ideas. The Free World's psychological strength is a
mighty fortress. That of Communism is a house of cards.

If our goal could be to apply our psychological force rather than forever apologizing
for it, we might in our time strip away the mask of legitimacy from the fraudulent regime and
foolish philosophy of Communism.

There is another great strength in our alliances and institutions. The Free World's
political strength is gigantic. But its muscles grow flabby from disuse and misuse. They must
be exercised. When they are not, Communism's fear-driven machine wins without resistance, and
is encouraged to excesses.

The list is as endless as the diversity of free men and free institutions. The
opportunities are as endless as the dedication of free men.

Is it reckless to talk this way of winning the cold war? Is it reckless to say that
we risk war less through strength than through weakness?

Is it reckless to say that this generation can be the first in a new era of freedom,
rather than the next-to-last gasp of a worn-out world no longer ready to work, to strive, to
dedicate itself to freedom?

The truly reckless leadership in such a world as ours today is the laggard leadership
that shrinks from decision, that confuses comfort and conscience, that buys time and votes with
the fate of the entire Free World.

Our generation, our nation, was not born to sit in easy-chair silence. The umbrella
of false security is not the symbol we deserve. The plea of "don't rock the boat" is not the
slogan we deserve.

Either we seek the victory of freedom, the peace of freedom or we are not worthy of
the namxe American.

Cur choice must not be just between the details of expedient programs. This is a

(more)
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real and grim world in which real and hard decisions, based upon realized goals must be made .

I implore all those who are concerned, all those.who will listen to ask of the men
who propose themselves for the responsibilities of foreign policy formulation--to ask of them
a single question:

Ask what they think of Communism. Ask what they think of the profound crisis of the
soul which produced it. Ask whether they are prepared to come to terms with it--or whether
concretely they would oppose it.

Ask and demand an answer to that, for that is the question of war and peace in our
time. It will be the question tomorrow. It is the question before November. It will be the
question after November.

Only a political pitchman would pretend to give the answers in 1nf1n1te detail.
These are national problems for a national solution, involving all of us.

It is the direction, the decision, that is important--the first step that is cruecial.
Either we start the iarch or we abandon it--as we have been abandoning it, resting on our
laurels, hoping for miraculous signs of friendship from a foe that has sworn destruction of
our society.

I am told that talking this way is umpopular. It is too grim. It is too tough.
It is too much trouble to think about. We didn't ask for the responsibility. We don't seek
the mission. We want to rest, to relax, call a truce, take a holiday.

I didn't get into politics to relax. I wasn't born in this land to follow the
leader or abandon my conscience.

I won't run that way! I cannot live that way.

And I don't think America can either!

I don't think freedom is won that way. I don't think freedom can live that way. I
don't think that peace can be bought that way. It never has. It can't -- and it won't.

If advocating firmness in foreign policy, if seeking peace through strength is poor
politics then I gladly risk my political life. It is my country's life that most deeply
concerns me.

That is the reason I am here. It is the reason you are here.

It is the reason that 1964 is more than an election for the record books. It is one
for the history books.

This generation must pay its share of freédom's vast responsibility. I say that it
cannot pay that share in fear. Frozen in indecision. I say it must be paid by dedication and
a new direction.

The time has come to let our people go--go toward the fulfillment of the best that
is in us.

The time has come to let our people go--go forward in individual responsibility.
The time has come to let our people go--go forward for freedom.
Let our people go in those directions--and this time of ours will be worthy of every

age that has prepared us, of every tradition that has enriched us, of every challenge that
faces us.

it
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This Administration is complacent about the challenges of our modern
world. The only victory it seeks is over these Americans who oppose it.

This is a smug and satisfied Administration. Its only coanscience is
a popularity poll. Its slogan is “Don't rock the boat."

Where would this world be if history had been made by such men? I
tell you, the very idea is enough to laugh them out of office.

Suppose Christopher Columbus hadn't wanted to rock the boat? I can just
hear him now when stories about new western islands reached him. ''Sure,' he
- might say, '"'that sounds fine but the merchandising business is pretty good right
here in Genoa, and besides, I get seasick."

Or what about a committee meeting of the pilgrim fathers before they
set sail for the New World. 'Now let's be reasonable about this, fellows. I'm
as concerned about religious freedom as the next man but have you seen the size
of that boat!"

Or Daniel Boone: 'Who, me go into those woods. You must be nuts. They
got bears in there. Let the game warden go. He's getting paid to do stuff like
that!"
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