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. . . the freer the flow of world trade, the stronger
the tides for human progress and peace among
nations.







THE PRESIDENT

products, and Japanese restrictions on
the sale of U.S tobacco products. I have
also ordered the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive to accelerate the ongoing cases of
Common Market restrictions of canned
fruit and Japanese prohibitions on
imports of our leather and leather
footwear.

But I believe more must be done. I
am, therefore, today announcing that: I
have instructed Ambassador Yeutter to
maintain a constant watch and to take
action in those instances of unfair trade
that will disadvantage American busi-
nesses and workers; I have directed the
Secretary of the Treasury to work with
the Congress to establish a $300 million
fund that will support up to $1 billion in
mixed credit loans. These funds will
counter our loss of business to trading
partners who use what, in effect, are
subsidies to deprive U.S. companies of
fair access to world markets. And I've
asked that these initiatives be continued
until unfair credit subsidies by our
trading partners are eliminated through
negotiations with them.

I have further instructed Treasury
Secretary Jim Baker to inform the par-
ticipants at the International Monetary
Fund and World Bank conferences in
Seoul that we will take into considera-
tion the trading practices of other na-
tions in our deliberations and
decisionmaking.

A major factor in the growth of our
trade deficit has been the combination of
our very strong economic performance
and the weak economic performance of
our major trading partners over the last
4 years. This has limited our exports
and contributed to the weakening of
other currencies relative to the dollar,
thereby encouraging additional imports
by the United States and discouraging
our exports. Yesterday, I authorized
Treasury Secretary Baker to join his
counterparts from other major industrial
countries to announce measures to pro-
mote stronger and more balanced
growth in our economies and, thereby,
the strengthening of foreign currencies.
This will provide better markets for
U.S. products and improve the com-
petitive position of our industry,
agriculture, and labor.

I have ordered the Secretary of
State to seek time limits on negotiations
underway to open up markets in specific
product areas in Japan.

I have instructed the U.S. Trade
Representative to accelerate negotia-
tions with any and all countries where

the counterfeiting and piracy of U.S.
goods has occurred to bring these prac-
tices to a quick end. And I look forward
to working with the Congress to in-
crease efforts to protect patents,
copyrights, trademarks, and other in-
tellectual property rights.

And, finally, I am today directing
that a strike force be established among
the relevant agencies in our government
whose task it will be to uncover unfair
trading practices used against us and
develop and execute strategies and pro-
grams to promptly counter and
eliminate them.

Working With Congress

I’'m also looking forward to working
with the Congress to put into place any
necessary legislation that would help us
promote free and fair trade and secure
jobs for American workers. Among the
topics that we should jointly consider
are:

e Authority to support our new
trade-negotiating initiatives that would,
among other things, reduce tariffs and
attempt to dismantle all other trade
barriers;

¢ To protect intellectual property
rights, including trade in articles that in-
fringe U.S. process patents, longer
terms for agricultural chemicals, and
eliminating Freedom of Information Act
abuses that will help our businesses pro-
tect their proprietary property;

¢ To improve our antidumping and
countervailing duty laws so that a
predictable pricing test covers non-
market economies, enabling our com-
panies to have protection against unfair
dumping from those countries; we
should also improve these laws so that
business can have full and rapid protec-
tion in receiving help against unfair im-
ports; and

e To amend our trade laws to put a
deadline on dispute settlement and to
conduct a fast-track procedure for
perishable items; we should no longer
tolerate 16-year cases and settlements
so costly and time consuming that any
assistance is ineffective.

I am also directing the Secretary of
Labor to explore ways of assisting
workers who lose jobs to find gainful
employment in other industries, and 1
look forward to working with Congress
in this vital task.

Additionally, I welcome the sugges-
tions of the members of Congress on
other potential legislation that has as its
object the promotion of free and fair

trade. I will work with them to see that
good legislation is passed. Conversely, I
will strongly oppose and will veto
measures that I believe will harm
economic growth, cause loss of jobs, and
diminish international trade.

But I do not want to let this discus-
sion pass without reminding all of our
ultimate purpose—the expansion of free
and open markets everywhere. There
are some, well-meaning in motive, who
have proposed bills and programs that
are purely protectionist in nature. These
proposals would raise the costs of the
goods and services that American con-
sumers across the land would have to
pay. They would invite retaliation by
our trading partners abroad; would, in
turn, lose jobs for those American
workers in industries that would be the
victims of such retaliation; would re-
kindle inflation; would strain interna-
tional relations; and would impair the
stability of the international financial
and trading systems.

The net result of these counter-
productive proposals would not be to
protect consumers or workers or
farmers or businesses. In fact, just the
reverse would happen. We would lose
markets, we would lose jobs, and we
would lose our prosperity.

Reducing Impediments
to Free Markets

To reduce the impediments to free
markets, we will accelerate our efforts
to launch a new GATT negotiating
round with our trading partners. And
we hope that the GATT members will
see fit to reduce barriers for trade in
agricultural products, services,
technologies, investments, and in mature
industries. We will seek effective
dispute-settlement techniques in these
areas. But if these negotiations are not
initiated or if insignificant progress is
made, I’m instructing our trade
negotiators to explore regional and
bilateral agreements with other nations.

Here at home we will continue our
efforts to reduce excessive government
spending and to promote our tax reform
proposal that is essential to strengthen-
ing our own economy and making U.S.
business more competitive in interna-
tional markets.

Further, we will encourage our
trading partners, as agreed upon at the
Bonn summit, to accelerate their own
economic growth by removing rigidities
and imbalances in their economies. And
we will encourage them to provide
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THE PRESIDENT

as the time then that you could say,
“Isn’t this the answer to any of us
having nuclear weapons?”

Q. Why has the United States con-
sistently played down expectations of
what will happen at the summit
meeting when you meet with Mr. Gor-
bachev in November, even as the
Soviet Union has insisted that summit
meetings are for grand and important
decisions and sought to raise our
expectations?

A. Tt worries me a little bit that
they go out of their way to try and
raise expectations, in view of summits in
the past and what has come of them.

Maybe we were overly concerned,
but we were worried that there might
build up a euphoria and that people
would be expecting something of a near
miracle to come out of that summit. But
I don’t mind saying right now, we take
this summit very seriously. And we’re
going to try to get into real discussions
that we would hope could lead to a
change in the relationship between the
two countries—not that we’ll learn to
love each other; we won’t—but a change
in which we can remove this threat of
possible war or nuclear attack from be-
tween us and that we can recognize
that, while we don’t like their system
and they don’t like ours, we have to live
in the world together and that we can
live there together in peace. And we’re
going to be very serious about that.

Q. That implies that you think
that you will be able to reach some
sort of agreement. Can you reach
agreement? Or do you think that this
will be used mainly to get acquainted?

A. No. This has got to be more than
get acquainted, although, that’s impor-
tant, too. As you know, I've said before,
I believe that you start solving prob-
lems when you stop talking about each
other and start talking to each other.
And I think it’s high time that we talk
to each other.

Q. The United States has just had
its first successful test of an antisatel-
lite weapons system. We showed the
Soviet Union that we could do it.
Would this not be an ideal time to
stop further ASAT tests and negotiate
a ban on such weapons?

A. Here again, this is going to take
a lot of verification if you’re going to
try to do that, because, here again, we
were playing catch-up. They already
have deployed an antisatellite missile.
They can knock down and have knocked
down satellites that have been sent up

in their testing, and they’ve completed
all of that testing. And this was our
test, and I don’t know whether others
are necessary to complete the thing, but
we couldn’t stand by and allow them to
have a monopoly on the ability to shoot
down satellites when we are so depend-
ent on them for communication, even
weather and so forth.

Q. You sent the arms negotiators
back to Geneva for the start of the
third round of talks that begin in 2
days. Did you send them with any new
proposals?

A. No, because they have a great
flexibility, and I sent them back with
the same thing that we sent them in in
the first place, and that is that we are
to be flexible. We know that there is a
difference in the Soviet Union’s—the
emphasis they place on various weapons
systems. They have all the same ones
we do—airborne, submarine launched,
and so forth. Theirs is a little different
strategy than ours. So we said that we
proposed a number of warheads as an
opener for discussion, that we would
reduce to a certain number. As I said
earlier, we have presented at least six
different ways in which that could be
done, and we have made it plain that
we're willing to meet whatever are their
specific problems with regard to their
mix of weapons, that we would find
ways to accommodate the differences
between us in our strategies.

And so far they have not made a
single comment or proposed a different
number. They have just been there.
And I don’t know how much more flex-
ible we can be, but we’re there waiting
for them to say, well, that number’s
wrong; let’s try another number, or
make a proposal of their own. And in
spite of the language that’s been used in
some of the international broadcasts
recently by leaders in the Kremlin, none
of those proposals, nothing of that kind
has ever come to the table for
negotiations.

Q. We did conduct an antisatellite
weapons test the other day, and the
Soviets said that that showed you
were not serious about curbing the
space race and that it complicated the
summit. Why was it necessary to
make that test now? Couldn’t it have
waited until after the summit?

A. No, I don’t think so, because, as
I said, we’re playing catch-up. We’re
behind, and this was on the schedule
that we hoped that we could keep with
regard to the development of this
weapon. And it wasn’t done either

because of or with the summit in mind
at all. It was simply time for the test.
They’ve been doing it, and we didn’t
call them any names.

Q. British Prime Minister
Margaret Thatcher met Mr. Gorbachev
and said, “I like Mr. Gorbachev. We
can do business together.” Is it
necessary, do you think, that you and
Gorbachev like each other at the
summit in order to do business?

A. T wasn’t going to give him a
friendship ring or anything. [Laughter]
No, seriously, I believe this. I think she
made an observation out of this, and our
own people who’ve been over there—our
recent group of Senators who met with
him found him a personable individual.
I'm sure I will, too. It isn’t necessary
that we love or even like each other.
1t’s only necessary that we are willing
to recognize that for the good of the
people we represent, on this side of the
ocean and over there, that everyone will
be better off if we come to some deci-
sions about the threat of war. We're the
only two nations in the world, I believe,
that can start a world war. And we'’re
the only two that can prevent it. And I
think that’s a great responsibility to all
of mankind, and we’d better take it
seriously.

Q. Some people believe that the
Soviets are winning the propaganda
war leading up to the summit, that
Mr. Gorbacheyv, in recent days, has
made a number of proposals for test
moratoria, for a chemical-free zone in
Europe, while the United States is
testing an antisatellite weapon and,
we learned today, a test of a compo-
nent of SDI. With them talking peace
while we’re testing weapons of war, is
Mr. Gorbachev beating you at your
own game?

A. T’ve not engaged in a propaganda
game. I'm getting ready to go to the
meeting and take up some things I
think should be discussed.

I do think that this is a continuation
of a long-time campaign aimed mainly at
our allies in Europe and in an effort to
build an impression that we may be the
villains in the peace and that they’re the
good guys. I don’t think it has
registered with our allies, and I'm not
going to take it seriously at all. He can
practice whatever tactics he wants to.
We're going to meet, and we're serious-
ly going to discuss the matters that I’ve
just mentioned here.
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THE PRESIDENT

and some day there may come along a
madman in the world someplace—
everybody knows how to make them
anymore—that could make use of these.

It’s like when we met in 1925, after
the horror of World War I, in Geneva
and decided against poison gas any more
as a weapon in war. And we went
through World War II and down to the
defeat of our enemies without anyone
using it, because they knew that
everyone had it. But they also knew
something else. We outlawed poison gas
in 1925, but everybody kept their gas
masks, I think of this weapon as kind of
the gas mask.

Q. This week you’ll be meeting
with President Machel of Mozam-
bique, who is a Marxist, but he has
turned his back on his Soviet allies to
cut off the lines of infiltration from
the African National Congress to
South Africa. What is the quid pro
quo in this meeting? In other words,
what will you do to make President
Machel’s action worth what it has
probably cost him?

A. All I know is that for some time
now there has been an indication that
he, who had gone so far over to the
other camp, was having second
thoughts. We just think it’s worthwhile
to show him another side of the coin,
and we think it’s worth a try to let him
see what our system is and see that he
might be welcome in the Western world.
And that’s why I’'m meeting with him.

Q. Mr. President, I'd like to turn,
if I might, to the subject of the recent
spy scandals and ask you a two-part
question. Do the string of West Ger-
man defections mean that the United
States must cut back the amount of
sensitive information it shares with
NATO? And, secondly, does the
Walker spy scandal in the United
States suggest to you that perhaps we
should reduce the Soviet presence in
this country?

A. We've always been aware of the
fact that the Soviets had, undoubtedly,
more agents in this country than any
personnel that we had in theirs; this has
been very much on our minds. I don’t
know just how you can evaluate what
might have been compromised. The
Walker case somehow doesn’t seem to
look as big as it did a short time ago
now with what we've seen happening in
the other countries.

I think that if there has been
damage, it’s been done already with
what they could have conveyed both

ways in this. You know, England, at the
same time, has got the defectioners
from the KGB that have now come to
them with information that certainly
must make a lot of agents throughout
the world wonder when they’re going to
feel a tap on their shoulder. And we
just have to play with this the best we
can and hope that, together and be-
tween us all, we can establish some
means of identifying better those who
are loyal.

Q. Can I follow up on that and
ask again the first part of the ques-
tion, and that is whether you feel that
now, given these defections in West
Germany, that perhaps it’s time for us
to reevaluate just how much informa-
tion we share with some of our allies
in Europe?

A. T think there’s reevaluating
that’s going on all over the world on
that, and I'm sure here, too.

Q. Just returning to trade
specifically for a minute. Members of
Congress who support the so-called
Textile and Apparel Protection Act
claim that the U.S. adherence to free
trade and our allies’ adherence to un-
fair trade practices has not only cost
the jobs of 300,000 workers since 1980
but forced companies here to close
down even the newest, most efficient
plants in the world. If the shoe were
on the other foot, and you represented
a textile apparel producing State, how
would you explain the President’s
reluctance to support a bill that seems
to be the last, best hope for those in-
dustries and also for the 2 million re-
maining workers in those industries?

A. Again, protectionism is a two-
way street. And there is no way that
you can try to protect and shield one in-
dustry that seems to be having these
competitive problems without exposing
others. No one ever looks over their
shoulder to see who lost their job
because of protectionism. We do know
the history of the Smoot-Hawley tariff
and what it did. There were over a
thousand economists that sought the
President out at the time and begged
him to veto that bill. But in this one
with a single industry, if there is an
unfairness—and we've already made
that plain and made it evident—we are
going to, if they’re taking advantage in
some way in another country—
competing unfairly with us—to take ac-
tion on those items.

For almost 2 years now, I have been
begging our allies and trading partners
in the GATT [General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade], the general tariff
program, to join with us in another
round of trade talks to again eliminate
whatever holdovers there are of
discrimination against someone else’s
products getting into their country or
subsidizing sale at less than production
cost in other countries. These things
we’ll do and we’ll do vigorously.

But just plain protectionism—let me
point out another problem that no one
has considered. You take one product—
that kind—and you look at the list of
countries, and then you find out we’re
the biggest exporter in the world. Then
you find out that in some of these coun-
tries, if we punish them for that one
product, we happen to have a trade
surplus in that country. How can they
stand by on that one thing they’re ex-
porting successfully and then say, “But

*we’re buying more from you than we’re
selling to you in your country.”

S0, there just is no excuse for pro-
tectionism that is simply based on
legitimate competition and curbing that
competition.

Q. If the current bills which are
on the Hill now seeking sweeping
trade protectionism were enacted, do

" you foresee somewhat of a, might say,
reenactment of Smoot-Hawley which
led to the Depression or certainly
deepened it? Do you feel there is a
cause and effect there?

A. I don’t know. I think there are
probably some individuals that haven’t
learned the lesson or haven't lived long
enough to have been around when the
Great Depression was on. That’s one of
the advantages of being a kid my age.

1Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Sept. 23, 1985. i
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THE PRESIDENT

40th Anniversary of the End
of World War Il in the Pacific

President Reagan’s radio address to
the nation on August 10, 1985.1

In a few days, we’ll be commemorating
V-J Day, the 40th anniversary of the
end of the war in the Pacific, which
brought to a close the most destructive
and widespread conflagration in the
history of mankind.

Over 3 million American airmen,
soldiers, sailors, and marines served in
the Pacific and Asian theaters between
1941-45. They endured some of the most
savage combat of the war, from the
frozen Aleutian Islands in the north to
the jungles of Guadalcanal and the
volcanic sands of Iwo Jima.

Our fighting forces came back from
the defeat at Pearl Harbor and slugged
their way across the Pacific, island by
island. Gen. Douglas MacArthur wrote
of the American fighting man in the
Pacific: “He plods and groans, sweats
and toils. He growls and curses. And at
the end, he dies, unknown, uncom-
plaining, with faith in his heart, and on
his lips, a prayer for victory.”

Well, the victory was won, and our
freedom and way of life were preserved
because of the courage and honor of
those who put their lives on the line
four decades ago. The Americans who
went through this ordeal of storm and
sacrifice, just as their counterparts who
battled our enemies in Europe, deserve
a special place in the hearts of all those
who love liberty.

Vice President Bush might be a
little embarrassed if he knew 1 was
going to say this, but he’s one of those
Americans I'm talking about. As a
young fighter pilot in the Pacifie, his
plane was shot down on a military mis-
sion. He came perilously close to losing
his life.

November 1985

If you know any veterans of the
Second World War, you might take the
time on August 14th to thank them.
There are so many heroes among us,
and I'm sure they’d like to know how
much we appreciate them.

The veterans of the Pacific war
should take special pride that today the
Pacific rim is blessed with stability and
bustling with enterprise and commerce.
The hard-fought battles of the Pacific
laid the foundation for what is becoming
one of the most vibrant regions of the
world. The devastation and rubble of
the war have given way to great
centers of human progress, futuristic
metropolises with vast industrial com-
plexes, modernistic transportation
systems, and impressive institutions of
culture and learning.

Nowhere is this more evident than
in Japan, now a close and reliable friend
and one of our most = portant allies. In
these last 40 years, ... Japanese have
transformed bombed-out ruins into a
great industrial nation. With few natural
resources of their own, they now pro-
duce over 10% of all the world’s goods
and services. They’ve accomplished this
economic miracle with hard work, free
enterprise, and low tax rates.

The Japanese are today in so many
ways our partners in peace and enter-
prise. Our economic ties are a great
boon to both our peoples. Our good will
and cooperation will be maintained by a
mutually beneficial trading relationship
based on free trade and open markets
on both sides of the Pacific.

The great strides forward being
made in the Pacific rim bode well for
the United States. We are, after all, a
Pacific rim country. Already our trade
with Pacific and East Asian countries is
greater than with any other region of
the world. We can look forward to the

future with anticipation of a better
tomorrow. The people of our country
will be in the forefront of the economic
renaissance of the Pacific.

Liberty not only spawns progress,
but it is the genesis of true peace as
well. As free peoples, it is unthinkable
that the Japanese and Americans will
ever again go to war. Where there are
differences, as there are in the relations
of any two great nations, they can be
settled in the spirit of good will.

Those brave Americans who fought
in the Pacific four decades ago were
fighting for a better world. They
believed in America and often they gave
the last full measure of devotion. One
such man was Marine Lt. David Tucker
Brown from Alexandria, Virginia. While
in the Pacific, he wrote home: “I am
more than ever convinced that this is
Thomas Jefferson’s war, the war of the
common man against tyranny and pride.
It is really a war for democracy and not
for power or materialism.” Well, Lieu-
tenant Brown was later killed in action
in Okinawa, one of so many brave and
courageous young Americans who made
the supreme sacrifice.

I think if those brave men were
with us today they’d be proud of what
has been accomplished. At war’s end,
with victory in hand, we looked forward,
not back. We lived up to our ideals, the
ideals of heroes like Lt. David Tucker
Brown. And we worked with our former
enemies to build a new and better
world, a world of freedom and oppor-
tunity. That’s the America we’re all so
proud of.

‘Broadcast from the Qval Office at the
‘White House (text from Weekly Compilation
of Presidential Documents of Aug. 19,

1985). B



THE SECRETARY

The Charter’s Goals
and Today’s Realities

Secretary Shultz’s address before
the UN General Assembly in New York City
on September 23, 1985.1

Three years ago, when I addressed this
body for the first time, I stressed the
need for realism. There is probably no
other quality so appropriate and neces-
sary for this organization.

But realism does not mean cynicism
or even pessimism. It means a clear-
sighted appreciation of the opportunities
we face, as well as of the obvious prob-
lems. It means remembering the many
challenges that the world community
has overcome and drawing lessons from
that. It means understanding that ideal-
ism and the yearning for human better-
ment are themselves part of reality and
thus have enormous practical signifi-
cance.

The founding fathers of the United
Nations are sometimes accused of naive
utopianism. Supposedly, they ignored
the harsh realities of power politics in
attempting to create a global system of
collective security. I doubt it. The men
and women who set up this organization
40 years ago were among the great
statesmen of the century. They drafted
the Charter as a set of standards for
international conduct—knowing full well
that the world’s nations probably would
fall short of those standards but know-
ing also that the setting of high goals is
a necessary precondition to their pursuit
and attainment.

The lofty goals of the Charter have
a concrete; practical meaning today.
They not only point the way to a better
world; they reflect some of the most
powerful currents at work in the con-
temporary world. The striving for
justice, freedom, progress, and peace is
an ever-present and powerful reality
that is today, more than ever, impress-
ing itself on international politics.

Our political thinking must catch up
to this reality. The policies of nations
must adapt to this basic human striving.
This organization, too, must adapt to
reality; it cannot afford to consume itself

in political warfare and unrealistic pos-
turing. There is work to be done. Let’s
do it.

The world community faces enor-
mous challenges in three areas:

¢ In satisfying mankind’s yearning
for democracy, freedom, and justice;

¢ In preserving and perfecting
global peace and stability; and

¢ In spreading economic prosperity
and progress.

The Democratic Revolution

First, the quest for democracy and free-
dom: since the end of the Second World
War, modern communication has opened
the eyes of most of the world’s peoples
to the realization that they do not have
to live their lives in poverty and

despair—that, on the contrary, the bless-

ings of prosperity and liberty known in
the past only by a relative few can be
theirs as well, The ideals for which the
war was fought, and the spread of
democracy and of prosperity in the
industrialized world since, created an
explosion of expectations.

The result has been, in recent years,
a revolution of democratic aspirations
sweeping the world. At the time of the
San Francisco conference in 1945, most
of the nations represented in this hall
today were not independent states but
possessions—colonies of European em-
pires. The vast number of languages,
cultures, and traditions I can now see
before me testifies to the revolution in
the world order. The old empires even-
tually had to accept the postwar reality
of self-determination and national
independence.

Much of the conflict in the world
today stems from the refusal of some
governments to accept the reality that
the aspirations of people for democracy
and freedom simply cannot be sup-
pressed forever by force.

In South Africa, these aspirations on
the part of the black majority have—as
never before—drawn global attention
and support. Change is inevitable. The
issue is not whether apartheid is to be
dismantled but how and when. And
then, what replaces it: race war, blood-
bath, and new forms of injustice or
political accommodation and racial co-
existence in a just society? The outcome
depends on whether and how quickly
the South African Government can
aecept the new reality and on whether
men and women of peace on both sides
can seize the opportunity before it is too
late.

This much is clear: there must be
negotiation among South Africans of all
races on constitutional reform. True
peace will come only when the govern-
ment negotiates with—rather than locks
up—representative black leaders. The
violence will end only when all parties
begin a mutual search for a just system
of governance.

One area where the future has
brightened in the past 5 years, as the
aspirations of the people for democracy
have been met in country after country,
is Latin America. In contrast to only
30% in 1979, today more than 90% of
the people of Latin America live under
governments that are either democratic
or clearly on the road to democracy.

In Central America, El Salvador—
under the courageous leadership of
President Duarte—has shown that
democracy can take root and thrive
even in the most difficult terrain. Its
citizens braved extremist violence to
participate overwhelmingly in four free
elections since 1982. Their president’s
current personal ordeal only serves to
underscore the sacrifices thousands of
Salvadorans continue to make as they
fight to realize the ideals of the UN
Charter. For this commitment they
should be applauded by all members.
Ironically, El Salvador is today the only
democracy subject to the scrutiny of a
special rapporteur for human rights.

Among El Salvador’s neighbors,
Costa Rica has long been the region’s
beacon of representative government;
Honduras is about to replace one freely
elected government with another; and
Guatemala is about to join them as a
democratic nation with election of a
president in November, These develop-
ments should enhance regional coopera-
tion for economic development, which
the United States supports through our
Caribbean Basin Initiative and Presi-
dent Reagan’s initiative for peace,
development, and democracy.
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THE SECRETARY

The main obstacle to greater realiza-
tion of the goals of the Charter is the
lust of the few for power over the
many, just as it has been the obstacle to
human happiness since the dawn of
history.

But change is inevitable. And today
change, technological change, holds out
hope, perhaps as never before. The
revolution in communications and infor-
mation may be the most far-reaching
development of our time. Those political
systems that try to stand in the way of
the free flow of knowledge and informa-
tion will relegate their citizens to
second-class status in the next century.
The future belongs to societies that can
spread knowledge, adapt, innovate, tap
the unfettered talents of well-informed
citizens, and thus fully exploit the new
technologies; free societies clearly are
best equipped for this challenge. The
communications revolution will be a
truly liberating revolution—for it
threatens the monopoly of information
and thought upon which tyrants rely for
absolute control.

On every continent—from Nicaragua
to Poland, from South Africa to Afghan-
istan and Cambodia—we see that the
yearning for freedom is the most power-
ful political force all across the planet.
The noble ideals of democracy and free-
dom are in the ascendant. Today, we
can look with renewed hope to the day
when the goals of the United Nations
truly will be met.

1Department of State press release 225;
USUN press release 98.
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Security Council Holds

Commemorative Session

Secretary Shultz’s statement at the
L40th annmiversary commemorative
meeting of the UN Security Council on
September 26, 1985.1

Forty years ago, the United Nations
and its Charter embodied mankind’s
most cherished hopes for a better
world—a world where international
disputes would be settled peacefully,
where self-determination would be
advanced, where economic cooperation
would promote prosperity, and where
human rights would be honored. For
four decades, this grand vision has
inspired millions across the globe. Today
each of us, and especially members of
the Security Council, have a duty to our
own people and to posterity to keep
that vision alive.

The UN’s Value

None of us bhere harbors any illusions
about our world or about the United
Nations. International conflicts, aggres-
sion, and violence still mar the global
landscape, still bring suffering to
millions, still threaten world peace.
Hunger and disease still claim victims
among the poor and needy. Freedom,
and the most basic human rights, still
lie trampled beneath the tyrant’s boot in
many parts of the world. The United
Nations today is a troubled organization.
But that is, in part, because it mirrors a
troubled world.

For some, the evils prevalent in our
world are evidence that the United
Nations has failed, that its founders
were little more than utopian dreamers,
and that this idealistic venture of ours
has broken apart in the rocky waters of
reality.

I disagree. The founders of the
United Nations were not foolish ideal-
ists. They were statesmen, perhaps the
greatest statesmen of this century. For
them, the United Nations was no pana-
cea for the world’s ills. They knew that
pursuing the ideals of the Charter in a
world of sovereign states would be an
endless, often disappointing task, that it
would require perseverance and hard
work on the part of all nations.

Yet the founders believed in the
future. They believed that by setting
standards toward which all nations could
aspire and work, progress toward a
better world could be made. They set
themselves and their nations on a course

without any certainty of ever reaching
the final destination but with the deter-
mination always to move forward—to
greater prosperity, to greater freedom,
to greater peace.

That is the test by which we must
judge the United Nations today. Our
goal must be to continue to move for-

"ward, to work for progress despite the

obstacles. And in doing so, we must
combine idealism about the goals we
seek with realism about how best to
achieve them in this imperfect world.
The United Nations can be a force for
peace and human betterment, if we have
the will and the wisdom to make it so.

The UN’s Record

We have seen many successes over the
past 40 years. The UN’s peacekeeping
and peacemaking efforts have been
valuable at critical times—in Korea, in
the Congo, in Cyprus, and on the Golan
Heights. Through its various specialized
agencies, the United Nations has helped
eradicate diseases like smallpox; it has
provided relief to millions of refugees
throughout the world; it has served
mankind well in the areas of health,
communications, and transportation. On
all these issues, the United Nations has
remained true to the principles of the
Charter, and the world is a better and
safer place for it.

Unfortunately the United Nations
has also failed in important ways. And I
do not mean that it has failed to remake
the world and put an end to the evils
we see all around us; that would truly
be a utopian expectation. I mean that
the United Nations has often failed to
remain true to itself and its own prin-
ciples; it has failed to provide the
guiding vision we need to keep us on a
straight path toward a better world.

Too often the United Nations has
been abused in the service of narrow,
selfish national or bloc interests. Too
often it has been used as a platform for
voices of hatred and bigotry—as in the
case of the resolution 10 years ago
equating Zionism with racism. Too often
disputes and disagreements among
nations and peoples have been magnified
and exacerbated instead of being re-
solved through reasoned debate and
discussion. Too often the purposes and
principles set forth in the Charter have
been twisted, distorted, and manipulated
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U.S. Role in the ILO

Secretary Shultz’s statement before
the Senate Committee on Labor and
Human Resources on September 11,
19851

I appreciate this opportunity to appear
before the Senate Labor and Human
Resources Committee. It is many years
since I have had an occasion to do so,
and I am happy to have an opportunity
this morning to discuss the U.S. role in
the ILO [International Labor Organiza-
tion] and some concrete steps we can
take to strengthen our participation.

I know you have felt for some time
‘now that these hearings would be
useful, and I should say at the outset
that I regret it was impossible for me to
attend earlier. As I understand it, the
committee is interested in two issues:

¢ The feasibility of U.S. ratification
of certain ILO conventions without
there being a detrimental effect on U.S.
labor law; and

* Whether there is any linkage be-
tween the U.S. ratification of conven-
tions and our influence in the organ-
ization.

The Labor Department is the agency
most qualified to address the first ques-
tion. I will be glad to give my views on
the linkage question.

ILO Developments Since 1980

I first would like to state briefly how
we assess developments in the ILO over
the 5 years since the United States re-
joined the organization in 1980.

Members will recall that the United
States withdrew from the ILO in 1977
because we believed fundamental ILO
principles were being undermined to a
point that was inconsistent with our con-
tinued participation. The ILO, in our
opinion, had allowed itself to be
subverted from its admirable, original
goals,

¢ We believed that the principle of
tripartitism—that is the right of em-
ployer and worker groups to participate
autonomously in the organization and on
national delegations—was being eroded.

* We also believed that the organi-
zation was exercising a double standard
in citing countries found to be in viola-
tion of ratified conventions. Up to the
time of our withdrawal, the ILO Confer-
ence on only one occasion had censured
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a communist country for violating one of
the critical ILO human rights conven-
tions dealing with freedom of associa-
tion, forced labor, or discrimination.
However, the Conference regularly
criticized others, particularly Latin
American countries.

e Thirdly, we were dissatisfied with
the organization’s growing disregard of
its own principles of due process—its
disregard of the ILO’s longstanding pro-
cedures for impartially investigating
complaints against members alleged to
have violated their obligations under
conventions. This was particularly true
in the case of Israel.

e Finally, we believed that too many
members were using the ILO simply as
a political forum to pursue issues irrele-
vant to the ILO’s mission and that prop-
erly belonged in the Security Council or
the UN General Assembly. These politi-
cal activities were disrupting ILO pro-
ceedings and detracting from legitimate
technical work.

The United States returned to the
organization in 1980 because we be-
lieved there had been substantial im-
provement in these areas during our
absence. We rejoined because the ILO
showed greater determination to adhere
to its original principles. We have seen
continued improvements in the ILO
over the past 5 years and are en-
couraged by them.

I might say this little experience
with a unit in the UN system is instruc-
tive, and I think we have to, throughout
the UN system, be prepared to say
what we believe and stand for it—and if
a given organization gets way off the
rail, be prepared to withdraw with the
understanding that if things improve
and come around to the original pur-
poses, then we can consider reentry.
And, as you know, we’ve done that on
another occasion.

¢ In 1980 the Conference censured
Czechoslovakia for discriminating
against workers on the basis of their
political beliefs and, over Soviet objec-
tions, strengthened mechanisms for
supervising the implementation of
conventions.

e In 1981 the Soviet Union was
cited for failure to bring its law and
practice into conformity with the ILO’s
convention on freedom of association,
and in December of that year, with the

suppression of the trade union Soli-
darity, the ILO began what was to be-
come a long and entirely proper effort
to ameliorate the tragic conditions in
Poland.

e In 1982 the ILO Conference did
not act on a politically motivated anti-
Israeli resolution. However, its prestig-
ious Committee on the Application of
Conventions and Recommendations cen-
sured the Polish Government, as had
the Governing Body’s Committee on
Freedom of Association in a series of
overwhelming votes in the spring and
fall.

¢ In 1983 the organization turned s
deaf ear to Soviet calls to “reform” and
“democratize”—in reality, to politicize
and, thus, to weaken—ILO supervisory
machinery (the procedures by which the
organization supervises the implementa-
tion of conventions). It established a
Commission of Inquiry on Poland. And,
by secret votes, it adopted a well-
balanced human rights report that, over
strenuous Soviet opposition, included
criticism of Czechoslovakia.

* This encouraging trend continued
in 1984. The Conference decisively re-
jected a concerted Soviet effort to
undermine the supervisory machinery.
The Committee of Inquiry on Poland
turned in a strong report justifiably
critical of the Polish Government, and
the report was approved by the Govern-
ing Body over strong Soviet resistance.
The Conference adopted another bal-
anced human rights report, and it af-
firmed Israel’s right to participate in
ILO regional activities.

¢ Finally, in 1985 the organization
once more rejected Soviet so-called
reforms. It turned back a Nicaraguan
effort to manipulate the nonaligned
group and to politicize the annual con-
ference through the introduction of a
resolution against the U.S. trade
embargo.

We could not have achieved these
improvements without the close coopera-
tion of U.S. employers and workers.
Tripartism constitutes the very essence
of the ILO, which sets it apart from all
other organs of the UN system. It is
the unique feature of tripartism, to-
gether with the ILO’s mission of pro-
moting workers’ human rights and
working standards around the world,
which underlies the basic interest of the
United States in the ILO. As we look
at the full panoply of international
organizations in the UN system, we now
find the ILO in the forefront of those
advancing U.S. political interests
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ratify without contravening U.S. labor
laws. We should be more flexible and
consider individual conventions on their
own merits rather than to continue to
make a priori judgments that only
maritime conventions are suitable for
the United States to ratify.

This is not to say that after 30 years
of inactivity on the conventions we can
suddenly rush into the ratification proe-
ess without due deliberation and careful
consideration. There are serious impedi-
ments to the ratification of conventions
by the United States, and they will not
go away simply by wishing them away.
There are mechanisms in the govern-
ment designed to assess conventions in
terms of their impact on current U.S.
domestic law. I applaud the decision of
Secretary [of Labor] Brock to schedule a
meeting of the President’s Committee at
an early opportunity and his intention to
continue the important work of the Tri-
partite Advisory Panel on International
Labor Standards.

These procedures should be followed
to explore whether there are ways we
can ratify conventions without compro-
mising Federal and state labor laws. I
also firmly believe that in order to move
effectively ahead in this process, it is
absolutely essential to have the consen-
sus of the U.S. worker and employer
representatives. I hope that business
and labor leaders can explore ways
together of providing us with their
wisdom and helping us to get this
process underway.

The ILO’s central mission is to im-
prove people’s lives through the devel-
opment of effective international labor
standards. We support this mission and
participate actively in almost all aspects
of the ILO’s work. We have not, how-
ever, made ratification of conventions as
high a priority as we perhaps might
have, given our leadership responsibili-
ties in the organization. I would like to
see us improve our record in this
regard. It would be in the foreign policy
interests of the United States to do
80.

1Press release 219. The complete
transeript of the hearings will be published
by the committee and will be available from
the Superintendent of Documents, U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washington,
D.C. 20402. B
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Secretary’s Interview
on ‘‘Meet the Press”

Secretary Shultz was interviewed on
NBC-TV’s “Meet the Press” on
September 29, 1985, by Marvin Kalb
and Chris Wallace, NBC News, and
Robert Novak, syndicated columnist.?

Q. Before we get into the U.S.-Soviet
relationship, I want to ask you about
reports this morning from the Middle
East that the six American hostages
being held in Lebanon may soon
appear at a news conference and state
their views in some form or another,
or the Reverend Jenko may be re-
leased. Do you have any information
on this?

A. Only what I’ve heard reported.
Of course, we welcome seeing them, if
they are to appear, alive. We welcome
any release, but we want all of the
hostages back.

Q. You’ve got some indication,
then, that there may, in fact, be some
movement on getting one or the six
back?

A. Only these reports that have
been telephoned in.

Q. Nothing through diplomatic
channels?
A. No.

Q. There was a clearly implied
threat as well in that phone call, the
threat being that after the news con-
ference, and I quote: ‘““The American
Government will assume full respon-
sibility for the lives of the hostages.”
What would the United States do if
these people start killing hostages?

A. The message that the Reverend
Weir delivered essentially linked the
fate of American hostages to the fate of
prisoners being held by Kuwait. We
don’t agree with the approach of
bargaining with people who are kidnap-
ping or hijacking or whatever, and we
will be following this very closely.

Q. What will you do then if you’'re
not willing to make the deal? What
will you do if they make good on their
threat and start killing hostages?

A. I’'m not going to discuss that
question.

Q. But you will not go to the
Kuwait Government under any
conditions?

A. We don’t think it is wise to
pressure the release of people who are
being held for, in effect, blowing up
things in Kuwait and killing people
there, in exchange for the hostages
being held, wherever they’re being held,
probably in Lebanon. All that kind of
thing does is invite people to take other
hostages, and you endanger the lives of
others in that process.

Q. Turning to the U.S.-Soviet
situation, there’s a lot of excitement
in this town about the new Soviet pro-
posal, but is there any change
whatever in the Soviet precondition
that we—the United States—has to
abandon testing of the Strategic
Defense Initiative in order to get
missile reduction.

A. It’s clear that they want us to
abandon the President’s Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI). It’s also clear
that the President won’t. What’s new is
that they have brought forward a
proposal—or will in Geneva tomorrow—
that deals with offensive matters, and to
date, they haven’t done that before. We
have had proposals on the table—
important proposals in the strategic
missile talks, in the intermediate-range
missile talks, and in the space and
defense group. So this represents a time
when they’ll put some counterproposals
on the table, and we welcome that.

Q. You have just said, once again,
that the President is not going to give
up on his program for strategic
defense. It’s clear from what the Rus-
sians have said publicly that they are
going to continue to insist that the
President gives it up. Don’t you have
built in there—you’re smiling. Do you
think that they’re going to give up on
their insistence?

A. Go ahead; ask your question.

Q. No, no. But isn’t there then
built into the negotiation a deadlock,
and how can one approach the summit
with anything but pessimism rather
than the optimism that everyone’s
seeking to project?

A. We're not trying to project op-
timism or pessimism. We're trying to
project realism about what the situation
is in general, and also, insofar as the
Geneva talks are concerned. As I said,
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To achieve this balance, the United
States—working with the UNHCR and
other nations—is pursuing measures to
address the remaining refugee problems
in Southeast Asia. There are two
general categories of measures that
either have been implemented or are be-
ing considered.

e First, increasing emphasis is being
placed on international and bilateral
measures to reduce the number of per-
sons arriving in first-asylum countries
who do not meet refugee criteria. An
example of this type of measure is the
Lao screening program initiated on
July 1, 1985, by the Thai Government.
This program, which is being monitored
closely by the UNHCR, is designed to
identify the true refugees as defined in
international law. Essential to the sue-
cessful operation of this program is
agreement by Laos to allow the safe
return of those found ineligible for
refugee status. We are following the
results of this program with great
interest.

¢ The second category of measures
is aimed specifically at assuring that the
U.S. refugee program fits the current
situation in the region. Available
evidence suggests that people leave the
Indochinese countries today for a vari-
ety of reasons: to escape persecution, to
seek a better standard of living, or to
join family members who have previous-
ly fled. Our objective is to ensure that
the U.S. refugee resettlement program
is available exclusively to those who
have been persecuted or have a well-
founded fear of persecution if returned
to their homelands and who cannot
reasonably expect to voluntarily
repatriate or resettle to another coun-
try. Those who have left their homes
primarily for reasons of family reunifica-
tion should, to the degree possible, use
normal immigration programs which
have been established for that purpose.
In this connection, we will continue to
work on improving the availability and
use of safe and orderly migration pro-
grams from the countries of origin.

In furtherance of this second ap-
proach, the relevant agencies have been
studying the proper use of departure
mechanisms for the future, including the
increased use of normal immigration
channels for the family reunification seg-
ment of the Indochinese resettlement
program, Qur intention is to take a
regional approach to the use of immigra-
tion, as well as refugee admissions, and
to include all ethnic groups within this
approach.
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Also, I am commissioning a high-
level, independent panel that will be
going to Southeast Asia in the near
future with a broad mandate to assess
the refugee situation and to make
recommendations on necessary changes
in U.S. policy.

I want to emphasize that, as we
review the refugee situation as it exists
in Southeast Asia today, we will con-
tinue to be guided by our bedrock con-
cern for humanitarian principles. Fur-
thermore, our national refugee policy
will continue to be based on thorough
consultations with the Congress, with
the first-asylum countries in the region,
other primary resettlement countries,
and the UNHCR.

Nonresettlement Solutions in
Southeast Asia

While resettlement remains a necessary
means for dealing with the refugee
situation in Southeast Asia, other solu-
tions within the region must be pursued
more vigorously. Such measures—in par-
ticular, the alternative of voluntary
repatriation with appropriate safeguards
and international monitoring—may re-
quire negotiation of agreements by the
UNHCR with the states concerned.

UNHCR’s Orderly Departure
Program from Vietnam

In our consultations with the Congress
last September, I announced, on behalf
of President Reagan, two special ini-
tiatives for expanding the High Commis-
sioner’s orderly departure program from
Vietnam.

¢ One of these initiatives called for
the admission to the United States of all
Amerasian children and close family
members from Vietnam over the three
fiscal years 1985-87.

¢ The second initiative called for the
resettlement in the United States of
political prisoners currently and
previously confined in Vietnam'’s “re-
education camp” prisons and their quali-
fying family members, totaling 10,000
persons over the 2-year period, 1984-86.

The United States presented these
two presidential initiatives to the Viet-
namese in Geneva last October.

We have had success in nearly
doubling the number of Amerasians
released by the Vietnamese—almost
4,000 children and family members this
year compared to 2,200 in F'Y 1984—

however, the Vietnamese failed to reach
our goal of 5,000 for the first year.

We are, however, greatly disap-
pointed that the Vietnamese have not,
as yet, responded positively to our pro-
posal for the “re-education camp”
prisoners. After the initial presentation,
the United States has twice proposed to
Vietnam that we meet to continue
discussions on this proposal, but so far
the Vietnamese have not agreed. In
unofficial conversations, Hanoi has in-
dicated that it is backing off from its
earlier announced willingness and com-
mitment to allow these people to be
resettled in the United States.

I would like to reaffirm again today
that the United States is profoundly
concerned about the continued imprison-
ment of these people and that we re-
main ready and willing to accept them—
both former and present prisoners—and
their families for resettlement in the
United States as soon as the Viet-
namese authorities will allow them to
leave. This is a purely humanitarian
matter and should not be made depend-
ent on the settlement of the political
differences that separate our two
countries.

Next month, we will be meeting
with Vietnamese representatives in
Geneva, under UNHCR azegis, to
discuss the operation of the orderly
departure program. Our goal remains
the expansion of this vital international
program. We will be seeking agreement
by Vietnam to improvements in the
operation of the ODP which will enable
more Amerasian children and other per-
sons of special humanitarian concern to
the United States to leave Vietnam via
this safe and humane route. We are
prepared—as we were last year—to hold
bilateral talks with the Vietnamese on
our humanitarian initiative to resettle
the former and present “re-education
camp”’ prisoners.

It is our intention to continue to
maximize the use of immigrant visas for
family reunification within the ODP,
thereby reserving refugee numbers for
those who have no alternative but to
leave as refugees.

Assistance to Cambodian
Border Population in Thailand

The large population of displaced Cam-
bodians living in evacuation camps in
Thailand is of intense concern to the
United States. I had an opportunity dur-
ing my visit to Thailand in July to meet
and talk with some of these heroic peo-
ple of Cambodia who have been driven
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meet with him later this month that the
Soviet Union has an obligation, under-
taken when it signed the Helsinki ac-
cords, to permit those who wish to join
their families abroad to do so.

As already mentioned in the discus-
sion of our contingency plan to transfer
unused numbers from the Latin Ameri-
can admissions ceiling to other regions
in F'Y 1986, the United States remains
ready to reactivate the U.S.-Cuban
Migration Agreement on short notice.
When Fidel Castro suspended the
agreement in May, some 1,800 ex-politi-
cal prisoners and accompanying family
members had been tentatively approved
for refugee status. Our goal is to bring
these and other former prisoners to the
United States, along with their families.
We hope that Castro will soon decide to
drop his unilateral suspension of the
migration agreement, making possible a
continuation of our program for ex-
political prisoners in Cuba.

Providing Adequate Funding
for the Refugee Program

Refugees are an international responsi-
bility, but traditionally the United
States has been the leader in rallying
support for assistance to the burgeoning
world refugee population. Working
through the UNHCR, the International
Committee of the Red Cross, and other
organizations, the United States has
made protection of those fleeing oppres-
sion a key component of its foreign
policy. By assisting the persecuted we
demonstrate our own attachment to the
values of freedom and human dignity. It
would be a severe blow to these values
if, due to well-meant but misguided at-
tempts to save money, the Congress
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sustained the large cuts in refugee pro-
gram funding proposed by the House
Appropriations Committee in July.
These cuts—amounting to $45 million
from an Administration request of $338
million—when combined with $9 million
in earmarks added by the Congress,
would leave insufficient funds to operate
a viable, worldwide refugee program.

At the funding level currently being
proposed by the House Appropriations
Committee, we would have to drastical-
ly reduce refugee admissions in FY
1986. A sudden drop from the FY 1985
level of 70,000 admissions would serious-
ly threaten the preservation of first
asylum for refugees in Southeast Asia
and elsewhere in the world.

Similarly, the funds available for
relief and assistance would be inade-
quate to maintain subsistence and sur-
vival for thousands of refugees in
Southeast Asia, the Middle East,
Pakistan, and Latin America. Our
African relief efforts would also be af-
fected adversely.

All of us recognize the need to
restrain expenditures in the coming
years, but our foreign policy interests
and humanitarian concern for refugees
at home and abroad cannot be carried
out if these budget cuts are sustained.
The President’s F'Y 1986 request for
refugee programs already reflected the
need for budget restraint.

Conclusion

In the 12 months since I last appeared
before this committee we have accom-
plished much on behalf of refugees. The
President’s initiatives in favor of Amer-
asian children and political prisoners in
Vietnam remain at the top of our agen-
da of unfinished business. We will con-
tinue to pursue a solution to the other
persistent and difficult refugee problems

in Southeast Asia. In close consultation
with Congress and our allies, we will ex-
amine new approaches to dealing with
these problems. With the cooperation of
the Congress, we will maintain our com-
mitment to those refugees in need of
life-sustaining assistance in Africa, Asia,
and Latin America. We must not forget
that the great majority of refugees to-
day are found in the poorest countries
of the world and can only be helped
through international efforts. With the
support of Congress and the American
people, we will keep our doors open to
refugees of special concern who suffer
persecution at the hands of tyrannical
governments and for whom there are
not effective and humane alternatives.

The cost of our refugee programs is
small compared to the vast needs that
they must address. To those of you on
this committee and to your colleagues
elsewhere in the Congress who have
given your active support to the Presi-
dent’s refugee assistance budget re-
quest, I express my appreciation. This is
truly a nonpartisan program and one
that deserves your strong support.

1Press release 224. The complete
transeript of the hearings will bﬁublished
by the committee and will be available from
the Superintendent of Documents, U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washington,
D.C. 20402. B
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ARMS CONTROL

Antisatellite Arms Control

by Kenneth L. Adelman

Statement before the Subcommilttee
on Arms Control, International
Security, and Science of the House
Foreign Affairs Committee on
September 11, 1985. Ambassador
Adelman is Director of the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency.t

It is a pleasure to appear before the
House Foreign Affairs Committee to
discuss antisatellite (ASAT) arms con-
trol. I believe that the most significant
recent event in this area was the Presi-
dent’s certification, as required by the
Department of Defense 1985 authoriza-
tion act. Thus I would like, in my
testimony, to focus today both on the
progress of the negotiations in Geneva
and that certification and its implica-
tions for arms control. First, however, 1
would like to review Administration
thinking on space arms control.

Background

For 25 years, the United States has sta-
tioned satellites in space for peaceful
purposes, including support of national
security and arms control. Launch
detection satellites provide immediate
warning of a ballistic missile attack.
Communication and navigational
satellites support the command and con-
trol of U.S. and allied military forces.
Other satellites provide U.S. national
technical means (NTM) to assist in
verification of compliance with existing
arms control agreements.

The United States has been a con-
tributor and party to several major
international agreements that govern
space activities, including the UN

. Charter, Quter Space Treaty, Limited
Test Ban Treaty, and Antiballistic
Missile Treaty. At U.S. initiative,
bilateral talks with the Soviet Union on
ASAT arms control were held during
1978-79. The United States supported
the recent formation of an ad hoc com-
mittee to discuss space arms control in
the 40-nation Conference on Disarma-
ment (CD) in Geneva.

U.S. Policy

U.S. national space policy was ar-
ticulated by President Reagan on July 4,
1982, and reaffirmed in his March 31,
1984, report to Congress on U.S. policy
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and ASAT arms control: “The United
States will consider verifiable and
equitable arms control measures that
would ban or otherwise limit testing and
deployment of specific weapon systems,
should those measures be compatible
with United States national security.”

Guided by these criteria, the United
States has studied a range of possible
options for space arms control. Factors
which complicate ASAT arms control in-
clude significant difficulties of verifica-
tion, diverse sources of threats to U.S.
and allied satellites, and threats to U.S.
and allied terrestrial forces posed by
Soviet targeting and reconnaissance
satellites.

Depending on the scope and effec-
tiveness of an agreement, a verifiable
space arms control agreement, if com-
plied with, might limit specialized
threats to satellites and constrain future
threats to such key satellites as those
for early warning. Limitations on
specialized threats to satellites, together
with satellite survivability measures,
could help preserve and enhance stabili-
ty. Agreements could also raise the
political threshold for attacks on space
objects and meet some international con-
cerns about unconstrained military ac-
tivity in space.

On November 22, 1984, the United
States and U.S.S.R. agreed to enter
new negotiations with the objective of
reaching mutually acceptable
agreements on the full range of issues
concerning nuclear and space arms. The
January 7-8 meeting between Foreign
Minister Gromyko and Secretary Shultz
began this process by reaching an
understanding as to the subject and ob-
jectives of the negotiations.

It was agreed that the objective of
the negotiations is to work out effective
agreements aimed at preventing an
arms race in space and terminating it on
Earth, at limiting and reducing nuclear
arms, and at strengthening strategic
stability. The negotiations are being con-
ducted by a delegation from each side
divided into three groups, one of which
is addressing defense and space issues.

Arms Control Issues

The 1978-79 ASAT arms control talks
revealed major U.S.-Soviet differences,
and subsequent study has brought space
arms control issues into sharper focus.
Space arms control involves difficulties.

Verification. Verification problems
are aggravated for space systems
because satellites that serve U.S. and
allied security are few in number;
cheating, even on a small scale, could
pose a disproportionate risk. For
example, a ban on all ASAT systems
would require elimination of the current
Soviet ASAT interceptor system, but no
satisfactory means has been found to
effectively verify Soviet compliance with
such an undertaking. The Soviet inter-
ceptor is relatively small and launched
by a booster and launch pad used for
other space missions. We do not know
how many interceptors have been
manufactured, and the U.S.S.R. could
maintain a covert supply.

Breakout. Among the criteria
which must be used in evaluating the
implications for national security of any
potential arms control measure is that of
“breakout.” This is the risk that a
nation could gain unilateral advantage if
the agreement ceased to remain in force
for any reason—for example, through
sudden abrogation—and obtain a head
start in building or deploying a type of
weapon which had been banned or
severely limited. The importance of
certain critical U.S. satellites, which are
limited in numbers, could create an in-
centive for the Soviets to maintain a
breakout capability.

Definition. Defining a space
weapon for arms control purposes is
very difficult. Space weapons could
include coorbital and direct ascent inter-
ceptors (i.e. modified ballistic and ABM
missiles), directed energy weapons,
active electronic and countermeasures,
and weapons which could be carried on
manned space complexes. The problem
is compounded because non-weapon
space systems, including civil systems,
may have characteristics difficult to
distinguish from those of weapons. Fur-
thermore, many systems not designed to
be ASAT weapons have inherent (or
residual) ASAT capabilities.

Disclosure of Information. Infor-
mation regarding certain U.S. space
systems that are associated with
national security is among the most sen-
sitive information within the govern-
ment. Measures with the objective of
enhancing verification of an ASAT arms
control agreement that required any
form of access to U.S. space systems
could create an unacceptable risk of
compromising the protection of that
information.
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Q. Assistant Secretary [of Defense]
Richard Perle said we could send
home 700 Russians and still have the
same number of Russians here that we
have Americans there. Why don’t we
do that? They’re all spying, he says.

A. 1 think at the heart of President
Reagan’s policy for dealing with the
Soviet Union is realism, reciprocity, and
that goes to the point of your question.
Reciprocity implies that there ought to
be a balance between their presence
here and ours there. So yes, as a
general proposition, the President
supports that. Our own cabinet officers,
in intelligence as well as defense, point
out that there are some down sides to
what happens on our side of the ledger
if we get into that, but nobody opposes
the principle of reciprocity.

Q. What’s the matter with the
idea that the people, all of them, who
work in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow
ought to be Americans so there would
be fewer Soviet spies indoors?

A. I think we’re examining that
practice that has led us to employ a
number of Soviet citizens as mechanics
or as people in supporting services in
our Embassy. The Department of State
has looked at that for about a year and
is going to make some changes there, I
think.

Q. What changes? What changes
will they make?

A. We haven’t gotten to that yet,
but there’ll be some changes.

Q. On the question of human
rights, the pattern when Americans
negotiate with the Soviet Union is the
Americans raise the subject of human
rights and the Soviet negotiator yawns
elaborately and looks bored and
doodles and says, ‘“Can we not go on
and get rid of this subject?”” Can we
-go on allowing them, on the 10th
anniversary of the Helsinki agree-
ment, to violate every particular of
that agreement, and will it be
forcefully raised in the case of
Shcharanskiy and Sakharov and the
rest, raised by the President per-
sonally with Gorbachev? If not, why
not? '

A. It will be raised. It is a matter,
as you say, of international legal com-
mitment on the part of the Soviet Union
which they have violated, and even if it
weren’t a legal matter, as a moral
proposition it will remain high, in fact,
the leading issue on our agenda, yes. B
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Third Review Conference Held
for Nonproliferation Treaty

The third review conference of the
parties to the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty (NPT) was held in Geneva
August 27-September 21, 1985.

Following are the statement by Ken-
neth L. Adelman, head of the U.S.
delegation and Director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency
(ACDA), of August 28 and the text of
the final document.

AMBASSADOR ADELMAN,
AUG. 28, 1985

Forty years ago, the world witnessed
the birth of a new kind of weapon of un-
precedented and until-then unimaginable
destructiveness. Since then all nations
and all peoples of the world have had to
face the promise and the peril of the
atom.

Over the next 4 weeks, the
distinguished delegates gathered here
have the solemn responsibility to discuss
the most important subject of our era—
the nuclear challenge. Together we will
evaluate the contribution to meeting
that challenge made by the Treaty on
the Nonproliferation of Nuclear
Weapons. President Reagan has set
forth my country’s thoughts on the
tasks ahead, which I would like to share
with you.

It gives me great pleasure to address this
message to the delegates to the third Non-
proliferation Treaty review conference—an
event that also commemorates the 15th an-
niversary of that treaty. The Nonprolifera-
tion Treaty is a historic accomplishment. It is
a critical cornerstone in our common effort to
prevent the further spread of nuclear
weapons, while providing an essential
framework for parties to reap the benefits of
the peaceful atom. By reducing the dangers
of the spread of nuclear weapons and the
risks of nuclear war, it contributes to the
security and safety of all nations and all
peoples.

" My central arms control objective has
been to reduce substantially and ultimately to
eliminate nuclear weapons and rid the world
of the nuclear threat. Toward that end, the
United States has proposed in Geneva radical
reductions in the number of existing nuclear
weapons. This, I believe, is the most direct
and best course to pursue if we are to
eliminate the danger of nuclear war.

At the same time, I believe that
verifiable limitations on nuclear testing can
play a useful, although more modest, role.

For this reason, on July 29, I reiterated my
desire to get a process going which will
enable the United States and the Soviet
Union to establish the basis for effectively
verifying limits on underground testing. We
have invited the Soviet Union to send
observers, with any instrumentation devices
they wish to bring, to measure a nuclear test
at our site. This invitation has no conditions.

Yet another critical objective of the
United States is to build a stable, more
cooperative relationship with the Soviet
Union. Of the shared interests between our
two countries, avoiding war and reducing the
level of arms are among the greatest. As I
have said before, cooperation begins with
communication, and I look forward to
meeting with General Secretary Gorbachev
this November.

All parties to the NPT now share the
responsibility of taking stock, of looking in a
fair and balanced way at how well the
treaty’s vital goals are being met, and of con-
sidering how we might do even better.

As the operation of this important treaty
is reviewed, the conference should also
celebrate the fact that it is a tremendous suc-
cess. The United States remains firmly com-
mitted to the objectives embodied in this
treaty and to its vision of a more stable and
secure world for all nations.

As President Reagan says, it is in-
cumbent upon us once again to take
stock of the NPT. This task is especially
useful now, as we are more than half-

- way between its entry-into-force and

1995 when the subject of extending the
treaty must be addressed.

Surely there is a diversity of views
on how to meet the nuclear challenge,
which will be reflected in this hall over
the coming month. Indeed, there should
be.

As free people, we Americans
understand and accept the importance of
a diversity of views. This conference’s
concrete outcome—whether there is a
final declaration or what type it may
be—is far less important than our
holding an honest and balanced
review—with, as I say, its panoply of
opinion. There is no question in my
mind that such a review will reveal that
we all share a great stake in the Non-
proliferation Treaty and that it serves
the security interests of all countries.

Why? Because it has made our
world safer. No treaty can be asked to
do more. As one of our Founding
Fathers, John Jay, stated in the
Federalist Papers, ‘“Among the many
objects to which a wise and free people
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Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy

What about the second goal of the
treaty—to foster the peaceful uses of
nuclear energy? Here the picture is
very good.

From the early days of the Atoms
for Peace program, the United States
has helped other countries gain the
peaceful benefits of nuclear energy—to
meet their needs in power, in medicine
and health care, in science, in industry,
and in agriculture. We believed then, as
we believe now, that all NPT countries,
especially developing countries, have a
legitimate right to pursue these peaceful
uses, and that NPT parties should
receive special benefits.

During the lifetime of the treaty,
peaceful nuclear cooperation among
NPT parties has steadily expanded. The
nonproliferation commitments of the
parties to the treaty have provided con-
fidence that peaceful nuclear assistance
and exports would not be misused to
produce nuclear explosives. This con-
fidence has made it possible for nuclear
supply to take place.

The historical record bears out a
growth in assistance to parties. During
the past 15 years, tens of thousands of
students from developing countries were
trained in nuclear and related sciences,
and that number continues steadily
growing. Nearly 20 developing member
states now have research reactors. And
since 1980, the JAEA has provided near-
ly $150 million in technical assistance,
more than doubling the funding of the
preceding decade, the great bulk going
to NPT parties.

Partly as a result, the Republic of
Korea now generates a significant part
of its electricity from nuclear energy.
Mexico, the Philippines, and Egypt are
moving to build nuclear power plants.
Still others may follow in the years
ahead.

Here too, the United States has
greatly helped, as a few examples of our
activities since 1980 clearly show:

e Virtually all U.S. nuclear export
financing—totaling more than $1
billion—has been given to NPT parties.

¢ Special training arrangements
have been set up to foster technology
transfer only with parties to the NPT or
the treaty of Tlatelolco.

e We have granted hundreds of
fellowships for technical training under
the IAEA nearly exclusively to NPT
parties.

o All U.S. extra budgetary funding
of technical assistance projects not fund-
ed by the IAEA has gone to NPT
parties.
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e We have modified our regulations
to make it easier to license exports to
NPT parties.

¢ We have pledged nearly $22
million to the TAEA’s technical
assistance program.

In essence, on this second goal of
the NPT, we have taken many concrete
measures and devoted considerable
resources to promote peaceful nuclear
programs of real utility to developing
countries. As always, still more can be
done. We will continue to work with
others to help ensure that all of us
together take full advantage of the
atom’s peaceful promise.

Halting the Arms Race

The third—but by no means last—goal of
the Nonproliferation Treaty is expressed
by Article VI’s call for “negotiations in
good faith on effective measures relating
to cessation of the nuclear arms

race. . ..” The United States has under-
taken a vast panoply of arms control
negotiations to this very end. We have
met, and will continue to meet, our
obligations under Article VI.
Nonetheless we fully share the sen-
timents felt throughout this room and
sure to be voiced in this hall that the
results of those negotiations have been
disappointing.

This goal of substantial arms control
exists quite independently of the NPT,
although it is clearly reinforced by it.
No other nation, or even set of nations,
has more motivation for real steps to
stop and reverse nuclear competition
than we do. No other nation or set of
nations has a greater desire for progress
under Article VI.

I would go even further: No nation
or set of nations desires progress in
arms control more than the United
States of America. Preventing nuclear
war and moving toward the goal of
eliminating nuclear weapons are Presi-
dent Reagan’s top priorities. As he has
said so often, nuclear war can never be
won and must never be fought.

Many of you will point out over the
coming month how slender has been
progress toward the goal of eliminating
nuclear weapons since the treaty
entered into force. We can only agree
with the thrust of that sentiment,
though perhaps not with the
explanations.

Still we should not ignore the fact
that some progress has been made. The
Antiballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty set
limits on the deployment of missile

defenses; the SALT Treaties limited,
but unfortunately did not reduce, the
growth of strategic offensive forces.

No one can deny that there simply
are too many nuclear weapons in the
world today. No one can deny that we
need to get on with the most urgent
task of reducing and eventually
eliminating those weapons. No one can
deny that what is needed now are
options not words.

The United States is totally commit-
ted to the task. We are not only
negotiating intensely and flexibly, but
we have acted on our own and with our
allies to reduce nuclear weapons. Since
the NPT was negotiated in the 1960s,
the United States has unilaterally
reduced its total nuclear arsenal by one-
fourth. Since the NPT was negotiated,
we have, again on our own, reduced the
total destructive power in our nuclear
arsenal by well over one half. And since
the last review conference, the United
States, along with its NATO allies,
withdrew 1,000 nuclear warheads from
Europe and subsequently decided in
1983 to pull out another 1,400.

Since the last review conference,
and again here today, the United States
has proposed that the Soviet Union send
observers, with any instrumentation
devices they wish to bring, to measure
one of our nuclear tests. If the Soviets
agree, which we hope, this can begin a
process to help effectively verify limits
on underground nuclear testing.

For our part, we remain committed
to a complete ban on nuclear testing as
a long term goal. But we do not agree it
should be the next step in our efforts to
reduce the nuclear threat. A nuclear
test ban would not reduce the number
of nuclear weapons. And our most
urgent task must be deep reductions of
those existing nuclear arsenals.

For that reason, since the last
review conference, the United States
has tabled first in the strategic arms
reduction talks (START) and the
intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF)
talks, and now in the Geneva nuclear
and space talks, far-reaching proposals
to reduce radically the number of
strategic ballistic missiles, their
warheads, and their destructive poten-
tial. It is these systems that pose the
gravest threat today. Other U.S. pro-
posals would eliminate a whole category
of nuclear weapons—so-called
intermediate-range nuclear forces. Our
goal is action on arms control:
negotiating concrete agreements which
are effective, verifiable, and equal in
treatment of both sides.
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to the preservation of our own freedom.
And independence will not be secured
by wishful thinking or public relations
campaigns; free people must be mature,
vigilant, and stand in solidarity.

We have already reached out in the
cause of a safer world on numerous
occasions, and we will continue to do so.
We have offered to reduce the number
of intermediate-range missiles in Europe
to zero. We have offered major reduc-
tions in strategic and intermediate
weapons as well as a lowering of the
level of conventional forces. We look for-
ward to the coming meeting in Geneva,
not for an end of all that has been
wrong between East and West but a
beginning point for better relations, a
starting point for progress.

I'm certain you agree with me that
democratic governments are naturally
inclined toward peace. Freedom brings
people of diverse backgrounds together
as friends. I hope that during the time
you spend in the United States you'll
feel, through our welcome to you, the
warmth and friendship that Americans
share for the Danish people.

Perhaps something that best ex-
emplifies this is the unique Fourth of
July celebration that takes place every
year in Denmark. In the hills of Rebild,
thousands of Danes and Americans
celebrate together the birth of the
United States and the values we share.
The American and Danish flags fly
together in honor of democracy and
freedom.

We had the wonderful pleasure—
Nancy and I—of sharing that day in
Denmark in 1972 when we personally
participated in the Rebild Fourth of
July festivities. And the warmth and
friendship we felt that day reflected
something between our two peoples that
is very special, and we shall never
forget it.

It’s an honor for me at this time to
return to you the good will and
hospitality that was extended to us
then. On behalf of all of our citizens,
welcome to America.

Prime Minister Schluter

I wish to thank you for your very kind
words of welcome.

Relations between Denmark and the
United States of America have always
been close and friendly. When Denmark,
as early as in 1801, established
diplomatic relations with the United
States, we were among the very first
countries to do so. Over the years, the
dynamic creativity of the new nation
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tempted, as you mentioned, thousands
of Danes looking for challenges and op-
portunities. The contribution by Danish
immigrants to the building of America
has been one of the pillars of Danish-
American relations.

The American engagement in
Europe in two World Wars and
American support for European
recovery after World War II have
become basic elements in our relation-
ship in the second half of the 20th cen-
tury. The presence of American troops
in Europe is visible proof of the U.S.
commitment to the Atlantic alliance,
which, for almost four decades now, has
protected its members against war and
secured their freedom. The solidarity of
the Atlantic alliance has also provided
the necessary background for our
endeavors to seek a more secure and
confident relationship between East and
West.

We wish that the upcoming meeting
in November with General Secretary
Gorbachev will lead to the beginning of

23d Report on Cyprus

MESSAGE TO THE CONGRESS,
SEPT. 3, 1985*

In accordance with Public Law 95-384, I am
submitting herewith a bimonthly report on
progress toward a negotiated settlement of
the Cyprus question.

Since my previous report, United Nations
Secretary General Perez de Cuellar has con-
tinued his efforts, begun last fall, to obtain
the two Cypriot communities’ acceptance of
an agreement containing the elements of a
comprehensive Cyprus settlement. He
endeavored to overcome the difficulties that
had arisen during the January 1985 summit
meeting by incorporating components of the
documentation into the consolidated draft
agreement. His expressed intention was to
bring greater clarity to its various elements
and to devise procedural arrangements for
follow-up action, while preserving the
substance of the documentation. The
Secretary General reported to the Security
Council in June, a copy of which is attached,
that the Greek Cypriot side had replied
affirmatively to his revised documentation
and that he was awaiting the Turkish
Cypriot response to his efforts. The
Secretary General added that, “provided
both sides manifest the necessary goodwill
and co-operation, an agreement can be reach-
ed without further delay.”

The Turkish Cypriots postponed replying
to the Secretary General while they pro-
ceeded with a constitutional referendum on
May 5, a presidential election on June 9, and

a more constructive East-West relation-
ship, benefiting the United States, the
Soviet Union, the alliance, and the
world.

We all have, as you also expressed,
one major goal in common—survival. As
free societies, we have always been able
to discuss openly; a free and open
debate serves mutual understanding and
unity in cooperation.

You have not only been a strong
supporter of NATO; I would also like to
pay tribute to your support of our
economy. Protectionism is indeed, as
you have said, destructionism.

I'm looking very much forward to
our talks today and to meet members of
the American Administration.

1Held at the South Portico of the White
House, where the Prime Minister was
accorded a formal welcome with full military
honors (text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Sept. 16, 1985). @

parliamentary elections on June 23. The
Turkish Cypriots stated that the referendum
and elections would not preclude their par-
ticipation in a federal Cypriot state. We have
repeatedly registered with both communities
our conviction that actions which might
impede the Secretary General’s efforts to
negotiate an agreement should be avoided
and have reiterated our policy of not recog-
nizing a separate Turkish Cypriot “state.”

Since my last report to you, American
officials in Cyprus have met regularly with
leaders of both Cypriot communities. Depart-
ment of State Special Cyprus Coordinator
Richard Haass visited Cyprus, Greece, and
Turkey in July. He discussed the Cyprus
issue with the two Cypriot parties and the
Governments of Greece and Turkey and
expressed our support for the Secretary
General’s initiative. We continue to urge flex-
ibility by all parties and are encouraged that
they continue to support a negotiated settle-
ment under the Secretary General's good
offices mandate.

Sincerely,

RoNALD REAGAN

1Tdentical letters addressed to Thomas P.
O'Neill, Jr., Speaker of the House of
Representatives, and Richard G. Lugar,
Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Commiittee (text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Sept. 9, 1985). B
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The Soviet Union seeks a greater role
in the peace process, yet has offered
nothing but procedural suggestions. One
immediate step it can take is to lessen
its unremittingly hostile propaganda
directed against Israel. It should also
call upon its friends in the PLO [Pales-
tine Liberation Organization] to for-
swear violence.

Afghanistan may be the most press-
ing regional issue for the new Soviet
leadership. Moscow’s brutal occupation
and continuing repression spur resist-
ance, not acquiescence, from the brave
Afghan people. Informed Soviets ought
to realize by now that the hope of build-
ing communism in Afghanistan, even in
the long term, is futile. In our view it
should be possible to find a solution
which protects the legitimate interests
of all parties, the right of the Afghan
people to live in peace under a govern-
ment of their own choosing, and the
Soviet interest in a secure southern
border. Soviet commitment to early
troop withdrawals would be a good
beginning and would promote progress
in the UN negotiations on Afghanistan.

The arms control dialogue was re-
vived earlier this year when the two
sides agreed to commence nuclear and
space arms talks in Geneva. The United
States is prepared for concrete progress
on arms control, based on an enduring
and realistic foundation. The President
is fully committed to achieving major,
stabilizing reductions in nuclear arse-
nals. He has given our negotiators great
flexibility to achieve this end.

We welcome General Secretary Gor-
bachev’s expressed interest in achieving
radical reductions, but we must also ex-
plore the potential of strategic defenses
to strengthen deterrence. Qur research
in this field is vital to the long-term
prospects for maintaining the peace.
Soviet work on strategic defenses has
long been greater than our own. The
Soviets would gain from engaging us on
how strategic defenses—if they prove
feasible—might play a greater role in
the future, to our mutual benefit.

We would like to believe the Soviet
Union wants improved relations with
the United States. For our part, we are
taking steps that can lead to that end.
In the months ahead, and at the meet-
ing of President Reagan and General
Secretary Gorbachev in Geneva this
November, we hope political confidence
can be developed that will lead to con-
crete progress in all areas—arms con-
trol, regional and bilateral issues, and
human rights.
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Human rights is an essential part of
this process. We are willing to discuss
our human rights concerns with the
Soviets in an atmosphere free from ran-
cor and recrimination. If the new leader-
ship shows the foresight and the confi-
dence to improve the human rights situ-
ation, important political confidence can

Terrorism:

be generated. Certainly, our willingness
to improve trade and other aspects of
our relationship would be enhanced. Let
us hope that Soviet leaders will take ad-
vantage of this opportunity. Both our
peoples and people everywhere will
benefit if they do. B

Overview and Developments

by Robert B. Oakley

Address before the Issues Manage-
ment Association in Chicago on
September 18, 1985. Ambassador Oakley
18 Director of the Office for Counter-
Terrorism and Emergency Planning.

It was 15 years ago today that a major
new chapter in international terrorist
spectaculars literally exploded on the
world scene. Palestinian terrorists from
the radical PFLP [Popular Front for the
Liberation of Palestine] faction hijacked
four airliners and forced the pilots to fly
three of them to a former World War II
RAF [Royal Air Force] base in Jordan—
Dawson Field. On September 13, 1970,
they blew the planes up before the
cameras. A fourth plane already had
been blown up in Cairo. Those blazing
explosions marked a new dimension in
the ability of terrorists to catch our
attention and make terrorism an act of
macabre theater as well as deadly
crime.

That mass hijacking attack brought
the terrorist groups to the front
pages—and, more important to them—to
the prime-time evening television news
around the world.

That spectacular did not benefit the
terrorists in the short term. It led to
King Hussein’s expulsion of the PLO
[Palestine Liberation Organization] from
Jordan amid heavy fighting which cost
hundreds, if not thousands, of Pales-
tinian lives. However, the events of
September 1970, which prompted one
terrorist group to take on the name
“Black September,” set into motion a
chain of events in Lebanon and else-
where which are still unfolding. These
range from the 1972 Olympic tragedy in
Munich, the attack upon Lod Airport in
Israel, all the way to current terrorist
actions by Palestinians in the Middle
East and Europe. Some of them are
Palestinian vs. Palestinian, with
mainline PLO and Jordanian officials

targeted by dissident Palestinian
groups, some of which receive help from
Syria. .

During the 1970s, West European
terrorists struck at their own targets—
the IRA [Irish Republican Army] assas-
sinated Lord Mountbatten and killed
hundreds of innocent people in Northern
Ireland and Britain. Italian terrorists,
notably the Red Brigades, killed former
Prime Minister Moro, and scores of
Italians became innocent victims. West
German terrorists—the Red Army
Faction—robbed banks, planted their
bombs, killed, and kidnapped.

Today, new groups which were
virtually unknown on the international
terrorist scene a few years ago have
suddenly emerged alongside the older
groups to take their toll of lives.

¢ Muslim fundamentalist Shi’a
terrorists, inspired by the Ayatollah
Khomeini’s “Islamic revolution” and
supported by the Iranian Government,
have committed suicide bombings
against the U.S. Marine barracks and
Embassy buildings in Lebanon and car-
ried out attacks in Kuwait, including the
U.S. Embassy, the French Embassy,
and Kuwaiti facilities. ,

e Sikh terrorists have assassinated
Prime Minister Indira Ghandi and sev-
eral other Indian officials, apparently
planted the bombs which blew up the
Air India 747 in mid-air and exploded at
Tokyo’s Narita Airport, and tried to
conduct assassinations in the United
States.

¢ In Latin America, leftist guerrilla
groups and narcotics traffickers have
used terrorists to attack and threaten
U.S. ambassadors and other officials as
well as local government leaders in
several Latin American countries.

Some forms of terrorism had
appeared to be on the decline, such as
aircraft hijacking. But Shi’a terrorists
last year revived that technique, which
had been used by the Palestinians. Two
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lesser degree, to the opponents of
dictatorships. They may have tighter
controls at home where basic freedoms
do not count, but they are vulnerable
abroad, and during 1984 the Soviet
Union ranked number seven on the
international terrorist vietim list. This is
far behind the United States and other
free countries, probably because most
groups abroad are vaguely leftist or
Marxist in ideology. We have little evi-
dence of direct Soviet support to such
terrorist groups. However, their objec-
tives clearly parallel those of the
U.S.S.R., and they receive indirect sup-
port and encouragement.

Fourth, there has been an unmis-
takable rise in state-supported terrorism
over the past few years, with Iran,
Libya, Syria, Cuba, and Nicaragua as
the most active, determined, systematic
supporters of terrorist groups and activ-
ities. The combination of direct govern-
ment assistance in arms, explosives,
communications, travel documents, and
training with fanatic individuals or
groups goes a long way to explaining
the shift in tactics toward bombing and
armed attack and the accompanying
increase in the casualty rates from
terrorist attack. The fact that the states
I have mentioned—except Iran—receive
large quantities of Soviet arms, which,
in turn, flow directly to the terrorists, is
hardly coincidental.

Fifth, there is a trend toward
greater lethality. To date, terrorists
have, by and large, used conventional
methods of attack (high explosives,
firearms, hand grenades, car bombs,
ete.) with great effect. However, as our
defenses against conventional weapons
improve, so does the likelihood that
terrorist groups will move to more
sophisticated and esoteric methods of
attack. The potential impact to our
society and to our national security is
catastrophic in nature. (In recognition of
the enormity of the potential, we have
been developing interagency plans for
the response to and the countering of
plausible terrorist threat in either
nuclear or chemical/biological attack.

The Current International Terror-
ist Scene. Looking behind these trends
in more detail at the international
terrorist scene, we note that the Middle
East has become the primary source of
international terrorism, accounting for
about 85% of the incidents. But inter-
national travel has permitted the export
of Middle Eastern terrorism elsewhere.
There are two main categories of Middle
Eastern terrorists:
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First, fanatical Palestinians who
have split off from the mainline PLO led
by Arafat and often have the direct sup-
port of Libya and Syria; and

Second, Shi’a zealots residing in
many Arab countries, especially
Lebanon, who are inspired, trained, and
often armed, financed, and, to varying
degrees, guided by Iran. They have
bombed the U.S. Embassy and Marines
and the French military in Beirut,
hijacked U.S. and French aircraft, and
taken U.S., French, British, and other
nationals hostage. They are responsible
for terrorist activities against various
Arab states.

In addition, Libya is becoming an
increasing threat to its neighbors in
North Africa, to many states in black
Africa, and to peace and stability in the
Middle East, using propaganda and sub-
version or overt military attempts as
well as terrorism. Moreover, Qadhafi’s
worldwide ambitions—which strongly
resemble those of the U.S.S.R. and cer-
tain of its close allies—have brought
Libyan agents and money to terrorist
operations in the Carribean, Central
America, New Zealand, and even the
South Pacific island of New Caledonia.
At present, the greatest Libyan threat
is to the moderate and black states of
Africa—mostly Tunisia, Algiers, Egypt,
Sudan, Chad, and others further south.
The United States is working with these
states to help them resist Libyan
aggressive plans.

The targets of Middle East terror-
ism fall principally into four groups:
Israel; Western governments and citi-
zens, particularly France and the United
States; moderate Arab governments and
officials, including the mainline PLO as
well as Jordan, Egypt, Kuwait, and
Saudi Arabia; and critics of radical
regimes, particularly Libyans, who are
targeted by their own governments.

While the Middle East might be the
source of most terrorism, Europe is the
loeation of the largest number of inci-
dents, ranging from 36% to 53% of the
total during each of the past 5 years.
Nearly 25% of these incidents, however,
are of Middle Eastern origin. Indigenous
European terrorists consist of:

¢ Elements of ethnic groups, such as
Corsicans, Basques, Croatians, and
Armenians, which have been fighting for
autonomy or to redress reputed griev-
ances; in particular, the Armenian
groups which have waged a deadly and
relentless campaign, both here in the
United States and in Europe, against
Turkish interests in an effort to estab-
lish an Armenian state.

¢ Leftist groups such as the Red
Brigades in Italy, Direct Action in
France, Red Army Faction in Germany,
the CCC [French acronym for Fighting
Communist Cells] in Belgium, Grapo in
Spain, and November 17 in Greece.

¢ Special note should be made of the
Provisional Irish Republican Army, the
PIRA, which is both ethnic and leftist.
It is the most deadly of all European
groups, having killed some 50 people in
1984. This group should be distinguished
from the IRA of earlier days.

For many years these groups pur-
sued their separate targets independent
of each other, but a new phenomenon
developed during late 1984 among some
of the European leftist groups. Aside
from an apparent increase in mutual
logistical and propaganda support,
groups in Germany, Belgium, and
France all attacked NATO-related
targets over a period of several months.
This resurgence accounted for most of
the increase in the total number of inci-
dents in Europe during the past year.
There was a lull at the end of the
hunger strike by jailed terrorists in Ger-
many, followed by a rash of incidents
preceding the annual summit meeting in
Bonn. Experts expect that we will see
similar outbreaks during future months.

Latin America is the third great
center of terrorist incidents, accounting
for approximately 20% of the events
worldwide. Social, economice, and politi-
cal turmoil have served to prolong exist-
ing patterns of insurgency, which have
assumed terrorist dimensions in some
countries—particularly Colombia, El
Salvador, Guatemala, and Peru. There
has been some spillover into Latin
America from terrorism in the Middle
East and Europe, particularly Iran and
Libya. Cuba and Nicaragua provide the
strongest encouragement and direct sup-
port for terrorist activities in other
Latin American countries, particularly
those with insurgency situations. They,
of course, receive support from the
Soviet bloe. In addition, Italian and pos-
sibly other leftist terrorists have found
refuge in Nicaragua.

U.S. Actions

What is the United States doing to
defend itself and its citizens abroad,
unilaterally and in cooperation with
other governments? Has this been, will
it be successful? Given the current
preoccupation with the use of force to
counter terrorism and the controversy
over the lack of U.S. military retaliation
to terrorist acts, it may surprise you to
learn that there have been successes.
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substantial Cuban assistance, they
helped unify guerrilla groups in El
Salvador, Honduras, and Guatemala;
provision, train, direct, and advise guer-
rillas in El Salvador; insert guerrilla
groups into Honduras; and sustain
radical antidemocratic parties, and
associated armed elements, in Costa
Rica.

In El Salvador, the FSLN’s
{Sandinista National Liberation Front)
first strategy was to help the FMLN
[Farabundo Marti National Liberation
Front] repeat the pattern of their own
final military offensive against Somoza.
When that failed, the FSLN-FMLN
alliance shifted to a destructive
“prolonged war” of attrition against El
Salvador’s economy, political system,
and institutions. Once previously
fragmented Salvadoran guerrilla factions
joined in a unified military structure,
the Sandinistas redirected their original
Costa Rican network to provide arms to
the Salvadorans. This was followed by
FSLN offers of a secure headquarters,
material contributions, and an
undertaking to assume “the cause of El
Salvador as its own.” By late 1980,
Nicaragua was at the hub of a flow of
hundreds of tons of weapons from the
Soviet bloc to El Salvador, serving both
as warehouse and as staging point for
insertion by air, land, and sea routes.
By January 1981, the rebels were armed
with modern weapons, including M-16s
drawn from stocks left behind by the
United States in Vietnam.

The nationwide “final offensive” was
defeated, but the war continued and
expanded through 1983. With the
institution of political reforms, the
popularity of the elected Duarte
government, and the increasing
professionalization and effectiveness of
the Salvadoran Armed Forces, the
popular appeal of the FMLN declined
sharply. Continued Sandinista supply,
however, enabled the FMLN to
continue a war of attrition designed to
make the country ungovernable. As of
mid-1985, Sandinista support for the
FMLN’s “prolonged war” continues to
include military training in Nicaragua
(and assistance to travel to Cuba for
more sophisticated training),
headquarters and command-and-control
support, and provision of arms,
ammunition, and logistical support.

Initially Honduras’ role in the
Sandinista scheme was to serve as a
quiet transit route for arms and other
supplies from Nicaragua to El Salvador
and Guatemala. By 1981, however,
active support was being provided to
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“yanguard” groups. The FSLN-
supported “Cinchonero” group
conducted a number of terrorist actions,
some directly connected with Nicaragua
in 1981 and 1982. In 1983 and again in
1984, the Sandinistas infiltrated
Honduran guerrilla groups into the
Provinces of Olancho and El Paraiso in
an attempt to initiate armed activity
against the government; both efforts
were foiled. In 1985 members of the
Nicaraguan Security Service were
captured in the same area attempting to
smuggle weapons. The Sandinista armed
forces have conducted innumerable
border crossings over 6 years, by 1985
including mortar and artillery attacks as
well as the mining of Honduran roads.

Costa Rica provided crucial support
for the Sandinista campaigns against
Somoza. In the process of aiding the in-
surrection, however, democratic Costa
Rica unwittingly permitted development
of a clandestine arms-trafficking net-
work, later used to assist the FMLN.
Participation by members of radical
parties in the FSLN war against
Somoza was followed by establishment
of a “vanguard” brigade of Costa Ricans
operating to this day with the San-
dinista army on the Costa Rican-
Nicaraguan border. From 1981
Sandinista-sponsored terrorism became
persistent, leading in 1981 and 1982 to
expulsions from Costa Rica of
Nicaraguan, Soviet, and Eastern bloc
diplomats involved in those activities.
The Sandinistas have carried out several
attempted assassinations of Nicaraguan
opposition leaders in Costa Rica and
have conducted frequent cross-border
raids and attacks, including shelling and
bombing. One such raid this year led to
the death of two members of the small
police guard which is Costa Rica’s only
security force.

The evidence speaks for itself.
Despite Sandinista protestations, the
record is clear that they had engaged in
massive armed intervention in the
neighboring states well before they
allege that the United States or the
other Central American states under-
took action against them.

The Collective Response

The international community hoped for
the best when in July 1979 the junta of
the Government of National Reconstruc-
tion assumed power on a program of
pluralism, nonalignment, and a mixed
economy and provided massive support
to assist it. The United States was the
largest single contributor. In El

Salvador, a reformist junta began a pro-
gram of social reform; Honduras too
began a return to electoral democracy.
By mid-1980, however, fragmentary in-
telligence reports indicated that
Nicaragua had begun to supply the
Salvadoran rebels. U.S. diplomatic
efforts to halt that material support
were met with denials of such involve-
ment. Despite doubts, President Carter
released aid provided in a special
appropriation to assist Nicaraguan
recovery.

Clear Sandinista involvement in the
“final offensive,” which aimed at
creating a fait accompli in El Salvador
before the inauguration of President
Reagan, led to a Carter Administration
decision to provide military assistance to
El Salvador and an informal suspension
of U.S. aid to Nicaragua. While assisting
Nicaragua’s neighbors in their programs
of social and political reform and defense
modernization and professionalization,
the United States also intensified
diplomatic efforts to persuade the San-
dinistas to cease their interference in
neighboring countries. In early 1981, the
United States presented Nicaragua with
evidence that their previous denials of
support for the FMLN had been false
and made clear that failure to stop their
aggression would result in a cut-off of
assistance. Despite renewed denials, in-
telligence confirmed that assistance con-
tinued. Upon expiration of a 30-day
period designed to give the Sandinistas
a “way out” by ceasing such support,
the United States finally cut off
assistance as required by law. Subse-
quent repeated U.S. bilateral efforts
directed at halting Sandinista aggression
were met with refusals to acknowledge,
much less address, their attacks on their
neighbors.

With steady political and military
progress in El Salvador, the focus of
U.S. policy on Central America shifted
more and more to Nicaragua. A consen-
sus formed that Sandinista intervention

Copies of the Report

Free single copies of this 52-page
report—titled “Revolution Beyond Our
Borders: Sandinista Intervention in Cen-
tral America” (Special Report #132)—are
available from the Correspondence
Management Division, Bureau of Public
Affairs, Department of State,
Washington, D.C. 20520.
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have gone to refugee camps in Costa
Rica and Honduras rather than continue
to live under the Sandinistas. Many of
these people are poor, simple
peasants—the very people the San-
dinistas claim to be helping—yet under
the Sandinistas they lost too much.
They lost their individuality, they lost
their freedom, they lost the opportunity
to control their own destiny.

The $27 million appropriated by the
Congress for humanitarian assistance to
the democratic resistance recognizes the
serious nature of the conflict in
Nicaragua and the desperate conditions
which have forced people to choose
armed opposition and the hard life of
warfare and refugee camps over the
controlled life offered by the San-
dinistas. As Americans who believe in
freedom, we cannot turn our backs on
people who desire nothing more than
the freedom we take for granted. By
providing this humanitarian assistance,
we are telling the people of Nicaragua
that we will not abandon them in their
struggle for freedom.

This Administration is determined to
pursue political, not military solutions in
Central America. Our policy is and has
been to support the democratic center
against extremes of right and left and to
secure democracy and lasting peace
through internal reconciliation and
regional negotiations.

In El Salvador, the opening of the
political system hss led to impressive
reconciliation and the beginning of a
dialogue between President Duarte and
the Salvadoran guerrillas.

In Nicaragua we support the united
Nicaraguan opposition’s call for a
church-mediated dialogue accompanied
by a cease-fire, to achieve national
reconciliation and representative govern-
ment. We oppose the sharing of power
through military force, as the guerrilias
in El Salvador have demanded; the
Nicaraguan democratic opposition shares
our view. They have not demanded the
overthrow of the Sandinista govern-
ment; they want only the right of free
people to compete for power in free
elections. By providing this
humanitarian assistance, we help keep
that hope for freedom alive.

As with any foreign assistance pro-
gram, the mandate of the Nicaraguan
Humanitarian Assistance Office will be
carried out under the policy guidance of
the Secretary of State. Program funds
will be provided through the State
Department, which will also be respon-
sible for providing administrative serv-
ices and facilities. Other agencies of the
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U.S. Government will be able to provide
advice, information, and personnel;
however, by the terms of this Executive
order, no personnel from the Central In-
telligence Agency or the Department of
Defense will be assigned or detailed to
this office. I have ordered that the
director of the Nicaraguan
Humanitarian Assistance Office shall be
an officer of the United States
designated by the President, and the
staff of the office shall be limited to 12
officials, plus support staff. The director
will be responsible for assisting the
President with reporting requirements,
including the detailed accounting
required by the law. Authority for this
office will terminate on April 1, 1986, or
when all the funds to be distributed are
disbursed, whichever is later.2

I am proud to establish the
Nicaraguan Humanitarian Assistance
Office by this Executive order and to
begin providing the humanitarian
assistance needed to help those people
who are fighting for democracy in
Nicaragua. I value the support that
Congress has shown for this important
measure and will assure that the im-
plementation of the program is fully in
accord with the legislation the Congress
has enacted.

1Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Sept. 2, 1985.

20n Sept. 6, 1985, the President
designated Ambassador Robert W. Duemling
to be the director. B
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The following are some of the signifi-
cant official U.S. foreign policy actions
and statements during the month that are
not reported elsewhere in this periodical.

September 9-13

President Reagan meets with U.S. arms con-
trol delegation before its return to the third
round of negotiations due to begin Sept. 19 in
Geneva.

September 9

President Reagan meets with major NATO
commanders and the NATO military
committee.

September 12-13

Assistant Secretary Wolfowitz meets with
Soviet Foreign Ministry officials in Moscow
to exchange views on East Asian and Pacific
issues. The meeting is the latest in a series
of regional experts’ discussions that U.S.-
Soviet officials have held in recent months..

September 12

Assistant Secretary Abrams meets with six
leaders of Chilean political groups at the
State Department to review the development
of the national accord for transition of a
return to an elected government and full
democracy in Chile.

September 13

U.S. successfully conducts its first air-
launched miniature vehicle antisatellite
(ASAT) test against a target satellite.

Specific test results are classified.

Secretary of Agriculture Block announces
the sale of 175,000 metric tons of subsidized
wheat flour to Egypt for delivery in
November and December.

September 14

Reverend Weir is released after 16 months of
captivity in Lebanon. He was taken hostage
in March 1984. :

September 15

U.S. restricts travel of UN employees from
the Soviet Union, Afghanistan, Iran, Cuba,
Vietnam, and Libya. UN employees from
these countries will be required to obtain
U.S. approval for personal travel outside a
25-mile (40 kilometer) radius of midtown New
York City and must submit a detailed
itinerary showing routes, times, and means of
travel 2 days in advance.

September 16-19

Under Secretary Armacost visits India and
Pakistan to discuss a number of regional and
international issues of mutual concern with
government officials.

September 17

The following newly appointed ambassadors
present their credentials to President
Reagan: Frederick Rawdon Dalrymple
(Australia), Eulogio Jose Santaella Ulloa
(Dominican Republic), Edward A. Laing
(Belize), Federico Vargas Peralta (Costa
Rica), Padraic N. MacKernan (Ireland), and
Hector Luisi (Uruguay).

September 19-20

Under Secretary Wallis meets with Japanese
Deputy Prime Minister for Foreign Affairs
Teshima to discuss all aspects of mutual
economic interests.

September 19

Secretary Shultz meets with New Zealand
Deputy Prime Minister Palmer to discuss the
ship visit issue and other key issues.

September 25-26

U.S.-Vietnam delegations meet in Hanoi to
discuss the recovery of remains of U.S. serv-
icemen listed as missing in action.

September 25

Secretary Shultz meets with Soviet Foreign
Minister Shevardnadze at the Soviet Mission
to the United Nations in New York.
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TREATIES

Women

Convention on the elimination of all forms of
discrimination against women. Adopted at
New York Dec. 18, 1979. Entered into force
Sept. 3, 1981.2

Ratifications deposited: Guinea-Bissau,

Aug. 23, 1985; Mali, Sept. 10, 1985; Tanzania,
Aug. 20, 1985.

BILATERAL

Bangladesh

Agreement amending the agreement of
Mar. 8, 1982, as amended, (TTAS 10483,
10642) for sales of agricultural commodities.
Effected by exchange of letters at Dhaka
Aug. 31, 1985, Entered into force Aug. 31,
1985.

Bolivia

Agreement amending the agreement of

Feb. 4, 1985, for the sale of agricultural com-
modities. Effected by exchange of notes at
La Paz Aug. 20, 1985. Entered into force
Aug. 20, 1985.

Botswana

Agreement concerning the construction,
operation, and maintenance of a Voice of
America radio relay facility in Botswana,
with appendix. Signed at Gaborone Sept. 5,
1985. Entered into force Sept. 5, 1985.

Brazil

Agreement relating to trade in cotton, wool,
and manmade fiber textiles and textile prod-
ucts, with annexes. Effected by exchange of
notes at Brasilia Aug. 7 and 29, 1985.
Entered into force Aug. 29, 1985; effective
Apr. 1, 1985,

Colombia

Agreement amending the investment agree-
ment of Apr. 3, 1985. Effected by exchange
of notes at Washington July 18 and Aug. 19,
1985. Entered into force Aug. 19, 1985.

El Salvador

Agreement amending the agreement of
Nov. 1, 1984, as amended, for the sale of
agricultural commodities. Effected by
exchange of notes at San Salvador Aug. 8,
1985. Entered into force Aug. 8, 1985.

France

Amendment modifying the agreement of
July 27, 1961 (TTAS 4867), for cooperation in
the operation of atomic weapons systems for
mutual defense purposes. Signed at Paris
July 22, 1985, Enters into force on the date
on which each government receives from the
other written notification that it has complied
with all statutory and constitutional
requirements.
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Guatemala

Agreement for sales of agricultural com-
modities, with memorandum of understand-
ing. Signed at Guatemala June 6, 1985.
Entered into force: Aug. 7, 1985.

Israel

Agreement on the establishment of a free
trade area, with annexes, exchange of letters,
and related letter. Signed at Washington
Apr. 22, 1985.

Entered into force: Aug. 19, 1985

Memorandum of understanding concerning
the installation, operation, and maintenance
of a seismic station. Signed at Tel Aviv
May 1, 1985. Entered into force May 1, 1985.

Japan

Agreement extending the agreement of

May 1, 1980 (TIAS 9760), on cooperation in
research and development in science and
technology. Effected by exchange of notes at
Washington Apr. 26, 1985. Entered into force
Apr. 26, 1985.

Agreement concerning the furnishing of
launch and associated services for Spacelab
mission, with memorandum of understanding.
Effected by exchange of notes at Washington
Mar. 29, 1985. Entered into force Mar. 29,
1985.

Agreement relating to the reciprocal granting
of authorizations to permit licensed amateur
radio operators of either country to operate
their stations in the other country. Effected
by exchange of notes at Tokyo Aug. 8, 1985.
Entered into force Sept. 7, 1985.

Agreement concerning Japanese participation
in the commission for the study of alterna-
tives to the Panama Canal, with. attachments.
Effected by exchange of notes at New York
Sept. 26, 1985. Entered into force Sept. 26,
1985.

Malaysia

Agreement amending agreement of July 1
and 11, 1985, relating to trade in cotton,
wool, and manmade fiber textiles and textile
products. Effected by exchange of notes at
Kuala Lumpur Aug. 21 and 23, 1985. Entered
into force Aug. 23, 1985.

Mauritania

Agreement regarding the consolidation and
rescheduling of certain debts owed to,
guaranteed by, or insured by the U.S.
Government and its agencies, with annex.
Signed at Washington Aug. 14, 1985,
Entered into force: Sept. 23, 1985.

Mexico

Agreement amending the agreement of
May 17, 1984, relating to additional
cooperative arrangements to curb the illegal
traffic in narcotics. Effected by exchange of
letters at Mexico July 24 and Aug. 20, 1985.
Entered into force Aug. 20, 1985.

Morocco

Agreement amending the agreement of
Feb. 19, 1985, as amended, for the sale of
agricultural commodities. Signed at Rabat
July 24, 1985. Entered into force July 24,
1985.

Panama

Agreement concerning establishment of the
commission for the study of alternatives to
the Panama Canal, with annex and related
notes. Effected by exchange of notes at New
York Sept. 26, 1985. Entered into force
Sept. 26, 1985.

Philippines

Agreement regarding the consolidation and
rescheduling of certain debts owed to,
guaranteed by, or insured by the U.S.
Government and its agencies, with annexes.
Signed at Manila July 29, 1985.

Entered into force: Aug. 30, 1985.

Sudan

Agreement amending the agreement of
Dec. 27, 1984, as amended, for the sales-of
agricultural commodities. Effected by
exchange of notes at Khartoum Aug. 24,
1985. Entered into force Aug. 24, 1985.

U.S.S.R.

Agreement extending the agreement of

Nov. 26, 1976, as amended and extended
(TIAS 8528, 10531, 10532, 10696), concerning
fisheries off the coasts of the United States.
Effected by exchange of notes at Washington
July 29 and Sept. 2, 1985, Enters into force
following written notification of the comple-
tion of internal procedures of both
governments.

United Kingdom

Agreement amending the agreement of

July 23, 1977, as amended (TIAS 8641, 89365,
9722, 10059), concerning air services. Effected
by exchange of notes at Washington May 3
and Aug. 9, 1985. Entered into force Aug. 9,
1985.

Agreement extending the memorandum of
understanding of Sept. 24, 1975, as extended
(TIAS 9033), relating to the principles gov-
erning cooperation in research and develop-
ment, production, and procurement of
defense equipment. Signed at Washington
June 28, 1985. Entered into force June 28,
1985.

Yemen

Agreement amending the agreement of
Apr. 15, 1985, for the sale of agricultural
commodities. Signed at Sanaa July 30, 1985.
Entered into force July 30, 1985.

!Not in force.
2Not in force for the U.S.
3With declaration. H
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