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The Haonorable

Hugh Scott

United States Senate
The Capitol
Washington D.C.

My deax Senator Scott:

A number of us at Swarthmore College and at nearby
schools are vexry concerned about the sudden isolationist
swing which is sweeping the college community.

More and more faculty lectures, student papers and
class discussions conclude that the United States

no longer has a role to play in world leadership.

The wmilitary, the C.I.A. and the multinational
corporation, as might be expected, have long been
discredited. But in recent weeks the State Department
and even our humanitarian A.I.D. programs have been
under attack.

This is a relatively new sentiment, gualitatively
different from the anti-Viet Nam movement of four
vears ago. Our friends are not of the Viet Nam
generation. Isolationist feelings extend far beyond
South East Asia, to U.S. policy towards the Third
World African states, our alliances in NATO, our
corporate presence in Latin America and our armaments
policies vis-a-vis the Soviet Union.
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It is somewhat alarming that there is no voice
for internativthalism on campus. If there are, as
we believe, rational and compelling arguments to be
made for continued U.S. presence around the worlg,
studants should be exposad to them. I am enclosing
proposal that a few of us have designed to bring
is case for internationalism to a large portion
the student community this summer. We would be
secially interested in your help, both developing
e idea, and presenting it to the proper people
n the National Security Council, the White House
and the State Department. Though we believe the
idza is sound and very needed, it in turn needs the
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wha sotive suppoxt of someone like yoursel? to help
it work i1ts way axound Washington.

We hope that you will find the proposal content

educational rather than defensive. It is designed
to cover those international activities of obvious
benefit, upon which most reasonable men can agreea.

Thank you very much for your interest, counsel and
[ T o =

suppoxrt. We appreciate the help your staff has
sa wiliingly given the college now and in the past.

With all best wisheas.

Sincerely,

) e .
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David G. Bradley ey
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T-s Monds The dnited Siates student communlbj is shifting drawmaticaily
towards a foreign po;luy stance of total isolationism. Iveoy
major institution of American internationalism, the Stats DTe-

parcwment, AID, CIA, the ni;ltarJ and the multinational coxrporation, is

discredited, With recant international setbacks and CIA reveletions-this
should not be surprising. MNo single voice on the colilege cCampus, Tacuity
popular media ox student leadership, presents the case for continued

U.5. world involvemant. : '

The need is for this casz to be made and Tor situdenis to have th2 osnor-

tunity to hear the rational and compelling arguments which can be mace -

in support of active internationalism. Isolaticnism has no corzner con.
intellectual respectability in discussions of foreign policy, and it

should not be presented as if it did.

Prooosal: The Whize HOUae, The National Security ﬁou“21l and The State
Department together could offer this "Yoice" agaxns* whsla-
sale isolationism through a small team of siudents 57>aking

on bzhal? of our 35 year international tradition. During the imporiant

three month summear vacation, with young people off campus or with

students taking reduced course loads, a well ressarched team could przsan
the case Tor internationalism to several hundred thousand siudents. Tne
mediums used should be:

{1) addressing the major youth conferances which are held during the sum-

mer months (DECA, Future Farmers of America, National Studant Congre

(2) mceting with the hundreds of youth groups visiting Washingionm (7roo-

idential Classroom, Interns, Senicr Baoy Scout~Girl Sccut trooss...).

(3) some writing for the major youth magazines and nawspapers,

(4) interview sessions on the popular youth radio and 7.V. programs.

(5) dislagues with situdents atterding summer class sessions.

Content: To maintain any credibility, the program should not become o

debate on South FCast Asia. Nor need it be. (Today's college
© student is not of the Viet Nam generation. The depth o7 Zsola-
tionist sentiment extends Tar beyond SEATC, to U.S. peliicy towards ine

Third World African states, our allisnce .in NATG, our corporate pres-

ence in Latin America and our armaments policies vis-a-vis uhe 28viet .y,

Unian. ) Y

Content should be educational:

«a candid briefing on current U.S. Torexgu pol;cy :

s a desc;lpulon of the very ;cgltlmate activities of the gouysrament's
major international agencies, with an eye towaxds correcting
some of the popular misunderstendings,

scase examples of the oqccav"ful role played by American Toresign
pollcy in humanitarian causes and efforts towcods world neccc.

ea well integrated, pragmatic and historical argument explaininc o
United States' (and the world's) long rangz intarest in con=-
tinued internationalism.

{7 well researched, intellectually responsible and presented in an In-

formal enterteining style, such a program might well provids that cinso
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orwmas
vaica" which students, toa, have a right to
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rnaxvard Business School (Soston Mass,): Admitted for Fall, 1975 carollme.
Swarthmore College:{Swarihmore Pa.): Currently enrolled as a senior;

Y

Honors - 3.3 (A-) average.
Pfolitical Science and Ecoromics,

2 i
Summer, 1974: International Management and Development Institute, \Work:
, as a Program Assistant, with organizational responsibil i
. for a corporate-government conferznce on Worldwide
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Inflation held.at Johns Hopkins University., Researched
issues, interviewed corporate and government gconomists,

planned conference agends and selected Speakers.

Summer, 1973: Thz White House. Chosen in naticnal competition tc szarzve
, . as ane of 25 interns. Addressed yauth groups ang
. : conferences visiting the White House, Proposed, planned
' and organized White House conference on youth employvinent
for several hundred Congressional and Executive Sranch
interns.

,

Summex, 1972: Citizen's Commities of the Commitiee for the Re-electi
of the President. Worked as an Assistant Field Direct
with working responsibility for Citizen's Campaign wox
in 13 states and the District of Columbisa,

Studant Leadership ' : :

3

i

*Vice President of the Student Council/student body, Swarthmore Coliege,
Crairman of the Race Relations Committee, Swarthmore College.-

s
+

kR R Daﬁid Louis Cohen
44 No. 8th Avenue o , _ e
) Highland 'Park, New Jersey (038934 foca T
2071-572-0363
~Aga 20 (4/11/755)
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arthmore College (Swarthmore Pa.): Currently enrolled as a sophumasre

Public Sogaking

*US National Debate Champion. (16,000 in natiocnal competition),

+S5ix year debate record: 33§ wins, 45 losses: Pa. State Lebate Chen H
New Jersey State Debate Champion; 61 tournament championships; 5§57
Outstanding Debater Awards. N

fditing/Writing/Publishing

*tditer-in-Chief: Swarthmore College Paper (1975).

ctditor-in-Chied: High School Paper (1973).

-reriodic lecturer, Columbia University, (scholastic press associlaticon),

+Published in fhe lew York Times.

ctudent Leadership

-High School President: Student Jody, Studert Council, Senicr Class.

s Swarthmarnn GQeridmme Frtimmd I Doemoawmeb A e, s o o
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ADDRESS EY
THE HOMORABLE HENRY A. KISSINGER
SECRETARY OF STATE
BEFORE THE
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION ANNUAL CONVENTION 3 FO5
MONTREAL, CANADA '
August 11, 1975
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INTERNATIONAL LAW, WORLD ORDER AND HUMAN PROGRESS

My friends in the legal profession like to remihd me of a comment by a
British Judge on the difference between lawyers and professors. "It's
very simple," said Lord Denning. “The function of lawyers is to find a
solution to every difficulty presented to them; whereas the function of
professors is to find a difficulty with every solution." Today, the
number of difficulties seems to. be ocutpacing the number of solutiong --
either because my lawyer friends are not working hard enougl, or because
there are too many prcfessors in government.

Law and lawyers have played a seminal role in American public life since
the founding of the Republic. 1In this century lawyers have been con-
sistently at the center of our diplomacy, providing many of our ablest
Secretaries of State and diplomats, and often decisively influencing
Anerican thinking about foreign policy. ,

This is no accident. The aspiration to harness the conflict of nations
by standards of order and justice runs deep in the American tradition.
In pioneering techniques of arbitration, conciliation, and adjudication;
in developing international institutions and international economic
practices; and in creating a body of scholarship sketching visions of
world order -- American legal thinking has reflected both American
idealism and American pragmatic genius.

The problems of the contemporary world structure summon these skills and
go beyond them. The rigid international structure of the Cold War has
disintegrated; we have entered an era of diffused economic powar, pro-
liferating nuclear weaponry, and multiple ideologies and centers of
initiative. The challenge of our predecessors was to fashion stability
from chaos. The challenge of our generation is to go from the building

of national and regional institutions and the management of crises to

For further information contact: o ST
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. the building of a new international order which ffers a hope of peace,
progress, well-being,and justice for the generations to come.

Justice Holmes said of the common law that it "is not a brooding omni-
presence in the sky, but the articulate voice of some sovercign or
quasi-sovereign power_which can be identified." - But international

politics recognizes no sovereign or even quasi-sovereign power beyond
the nation-state.

Thus in international affairs the age-o0ld struggle between order and

anarchy has a political as well as a legal dimension. When competing

national political aims are pressed to the point of unrestrained com-
petition, the precept of laws proves fragile. The unrestrained quest

- for predominance brooks no legal restraints. In a democratic society

law flourishes best amidst pluralistic institutions. Similarly in

the international arena stability reciires a certain equilibriuvm of power,

Our basic foreign policy objective inevitably must be to shape a stable

and cooperative global order out of diverse and contending interests.

But this is not enough, Preoccupation with interests and power is at
best sterile and at worst an invitation to a constant test of strength.
The true task of statesmanship is to draw from the balance of power

a more positive capacity to better the human condition -- to turn
stability into creativity, to transform the relaxation of tensions into
a strengthening of freedoms, to turn man's preoccupations from self-
defense to human progress. -

An international order can be neither stable nor just without accepted
norms of conduct. International law both provides a means and embodies
our ends. It is a repository of our experience and our idealism -- a
body of principles drawn from the practice cf states and an instrument
for fashioning new patterns of relations between states. Law is an
expression of our cwn culture and yet a symbol of universal goals. It
is the heritage of our past and a means of shaping our future.

The challenge of international order takes on unprecedented urgency in
the contemporary world of interdepsndence. In an increasing number of
areas of central political relevance, the legal process has become of
major concern. Technology has driven us into vast new areas of human
activity and opened up new prospects of either human progress or inter-
national cecontention. The use of the oceans and of outer space; the new
excesses of hijacking, terrorism, and warfare; the expansion of multi-
national corporations =-- will surely become areas of growing dispute

if they are not regulated by a legal order.

The United States will not seek to impose a parochial or self-serving
view of the law on others. But neither will we carry the quest for
accommodation to the point of prejudicing our own values and rights.
The new corpus of the law of nations must benefit all peoples equally;
it cannot be the preserve of any one nation or group of nations.

The United States is convinced .in its ovn interest that the extension
of legal order is a boon to humanity and a necessity. The traditional
aspiration of Americans takes on a new relevance and urgency in contem-—
porary conditions. On a planet marked by 1nterdependenq§J unilateral

EMT»\
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action,and unrestrained pursuit of the national advantage inevitably
provoke counter-action and therefore spell futility and enarchy. 1In an
age of awesome weapons of war, there must be accommodation or there will
be disaster.
Therefore, there must be an expansion of the legal conscnsus, in teras
both of subject matter and participation. Many new and important areas
of international. activity, such as new departures in techrology and
communication, cry out for agreed international rules. 1In othe
juridical concepts have advanced faster than the political will
indispensable to assure their observance --— such as the Uil Charter ¢
visions governing the use of force in international relations. Thae
pace of legal evolution cannot be allowed to lag behind the headlong
pace of change in the world at large. In a worléd of 150 nations and
competing ideologies, we cannot afford to wait upon the growth of cus-
tomary international law. Nor can we be content with the snail's pace
of treaty-making as we have known it in recent years in internaticnal

Y arcas,
thet 'is

- forums.

We are at a pivotal moment in history. If the world is in flux, we have
the capacity and hence the obligation to help shape it. If our goul

is a new standard of international restraint and cooperation, then let
fashion the institutions and practices that will bring it abkcut.

This morning, I would like to set ‘forth the American view on somc of
those issues of law and diplomacy whosc solution can move us toward a
more orderly and lawful world. These icsucs emphasize the contemporary
international challenge -- in the oceans where traditional law has

been made obsolete by modern technology; in outer space where enc
undreamed of a generation ago impinge upon traditional concerns fox
security and for sovereignty; in the laws of war where new practices
of barbarism challenge us to ¢evelop new social and international
restraint; and in international economics where transnatiocnal enter-
prises conduct their activities beyond the frontier of Lraditional
political and legal regulation.

T shall deal in sPecial detail with the law of the sea in an effoxrt to
promote significant and rapid progress _in this vitally important nego-
tiation.

The -Law of the Sea

The United States is now engaged with some 140 nations in one of the n
comprehensive and critical negotiations in history --— an international
effort to devise rules to govern the domain of the oceans. NO current
international negotiation is more vital for the long-term stability
and prosperity of our globe. )
One need not be a legal scholar to understand what is at stake. The
oceans cover seventy percent of the earth's surface. Theyboth unite
and divide mankind..- The importance of free navigation for the securit
of nations -- including our country -- is traditional; -the economicC

significance of ocean resources 1S becoming enormous.
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From the Seventeenth Century, until now, the law of the seas has heen
founded on a relatively simple precept: freedom of the seas, limited
only by a narrow belt of territorial waters generally extending three
miles offshore. Today, the explosion of technology requires ncw and
more sophisticated solutions.

~- In a world desperate for new sources of energy and mincrals,
vast and largely untapped reserves exist in the oceans.

~— In a world that faces widespread famine and malnutrition, fish
have become an increasingly vital source of protein.

. == In a world clouded by pollution, the environmental intoegrity of
the oceans turns into a critical international problem.

——.In a world where ninety-five percent of international tradlc

is carried on the seas, freedom of navigation is essential.
. L8]

Unless competitive practices and claims are soon harmonized, the world
faces the prospect of mounting conflict. Shipping tornace is expocied
to increase fourfold in the next thirty years. Large, self-contained
factory vessels al¥eady circle the gloheand dominate fishing areas
that were once the province of small coastal boats. The vor ld-wide
fish harvest is increasing dramatically, but without due regard to sounc
management or the legitimate concerns of coastal states. Shifting
population patterns will soon place new strains on the ccology of the
world's coastlines.

The current negotiation may thus be the world's last chance. Unilateral
national claims to fishing zones and territorial seas extending i
fifty to two hundred miles have already resulted in seizures of fiching
vessels and constant disputes over rights to ocean space. The breakdowr
of the current negotiation, a failure to reach a legal consensus, will
lead to unrestrained military and commercial rivalry and mounting
political turmoil. ‘

The United States strongly believes that law must govern the oceans.

In this -spirit, we welcomed the United Naticns mandate in 1970 for a
multilateral conference to write a comprehensive treaty governing the w
of the oceans and their resources. We contributed substantially to the
progress that was made at Caracas last summer and at Geneva this past
spring which produced a "single negotiating text" of a draft treaty.
This will focus the work of the next session, scheduled for March 1976
in New York. The United States intends to intensify its efforts.

" ‘rhe “issues in the Law of the Sea negotiation stretch from the shoreline

to the farthest deep seabed. They include:

-~ The extent of the terriﬁorial sea and the related issues of
guarantees of free transit through straits;

-~ The degree of control that a coastal state can exercise in an

offshore economic zone beyond its territorial waters; and —
N ‘ . B . . . . i . S - K & oy
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—— The international system for the exploitation of the resources
of the deep seabeds.

If we move outward from the coastline, the first issue is the extent of
the territorial sea —= the belt of ocean over which the coastal state
exercises sovereignty. Historically, it has been recognizcd as three
miles; that has been the long-established United States position.
Increasingly, other states have claimed twelve miles or even two hundred.

After years of dispute and contradictory international practice, the
Law of the Sea Conference is approaching a consensus on a twelve-rile
territorial limit. Ve are prepared to accept this solution, provided tha
the unimpeded transit rights througk and over straits used for inter-
national navigation are guaranteed. For without such guarantees, a
twelve-mile territorial sea would, place over 100 straits -- including
the Straits of Gibraltar, Malacca,and Bab-el-Mandeb -- now free for
international sea and air travel under the jwisdictional control of
coastal states. This the United States cannot acdept, Freedom of
international transit through these and other straits is for the benefit
of all nations, for trade and for security. We will not join in an
agreement which leaves any uncertainty about the right to use world
communication-routes without interference,

Within 200 miles of the shore are some of the Wworld's most important
fishing grounds as well as substantial deposits of petroleum, natural
and minerals. This has led somc coastal states to seck full scvereign
over this zone. These claims, too, are unacceptable to the United

. 8tates. To accept them would bring thirty percent of the oceans undac
national territorial control -- in the very areas through vhich most of
the world's shipping travels.

uas
4 <7
-

-

The United States joins many other countries in urging interrational
agrecment on a 200-mile offshore econonic zone. Under this propcsal,
coastal states would be permitted to control fisheries and mineral
resources in the economic zone, but freedom of navigation and other
rights of the international community would be preserved. Fishing
within the zone would be managed by the coastal state, which wculd have
an international duty to apply agreed standards of conservation. If the
coastal state could not harvest all the "allowed yearly fishing catch,
other countries would be permitted to do so. Special arrangements for
tuna and salmon, and other fish which migrate over large distances,
would be required. We favor also provisions to protect the fishing

interests of land-locked and other geographically disadvantaged countrie

In some areas the continental margin extends beyond 200 miles. To resol
disagreements over the use of this area, the United States proposes that
the coastal states be given jurisdiction over continental margin resourc
beyond 200 miles, to a precisely defined limit, and that they share a
percéntage of financial penefit from mineral exploitation in that area
with the international community. :

- - -

o

Beyond the territorial sea, the offshore economic zone, and the continen
_margin lie the deep seabeds. They are our planet's last great unexplored

frontier. For more than a century weé have known that the decp seabeds

T
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hold vast deposits of manganese, nickel, cobalt, copperrand othnr
minerals, but we did not know how to extract them. New modern teochno-
logy ic rapidly advancing the time when their exploration and commercial
exploitation will become a reality.

The United MNations has declared the deep scabed to be the "comuen
heritage of mankind." But this only states the problem. How will the
world community manage the clash of national and regional intereeats, or
the ineguality of technological capability? Will we reconcile LR!“lLlGG
competition with the imperative of political order?

The United States has notnlng to fear from competition. Our technoleogy
is the most advanced, and our WNavy is adequate to protect our interests.
Ultimately, unless baSlC lLl°S regulate explcitation, r1va;ry will lead
to tests of power. A race to carve out exclusive domains of exploration
on the decp seabed, even without claims-of ooxerelgntv will menzce
freedom of nav10a+1on, and invite a competition Mke that of the
colonial powvers in Africa and Asia in the last century.

This is not the kind of world we want to see. Law has &n opportunity to
civilize us in the early stages of a new competitive activity.

We believe that the Law of the Sea Treaty must preserve the right of
-access presently enjoyved by states and their citizens under interrnticna
law. Restrictions on free access will retard the develcpient of coaked
resources., Nor is it feasible, as some develcping countries have noo-
posed, to reserve to a new international seabed organization the sole:
right to exploit the seabeds.

Nevertheless, the United States believes strongly that law must rogulate

international activity in Lh1° area. The worla commnnley has an histori
opportunity to manage this new wealth cooperaelvelv and to dedicaie
resources from the e'gloitation of the deep seabeds to the developmont o

the poorer countries. A cooperative and equitable sclution can laend to
new patterns of accommodation between the develeoping and industriai

countries. It could give a fresh and conciliatory cast to the dialogun
between the industrialized and so-called Third World. The leﬂal reaginme |
we establish for the deep scabheds can be a milestone in the legal and
political .development of the world cormunity.

’D (0]

The United States has devoted much thought and consideration to this
issue, We offer the following proposals:

-- An international organlzatlon should be created to set ruTCS
for deep seabed mining.

—— This international organization must preserve the rights cof all
countrles, and their citizens, directly to exploit deep seabhed recourCe

~~ It should also ensure fair adjudlcatlon of COHfllCLng 1nte;est
and security of investment., = 1 '

-~ Countries and their enterprises mining deep seabed resources

: N
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should pay an agreed portion of their revenues to the international
organization, to be used for the benefit of developing countrics.

—~- The management of the organization and its voting procoedurecs
must reflect and balance the interests of the participating states.

The organization should not have the power to control prices or productior

rates.

-— If these essential United States interests are guaranteed, we
can agree that this organization will also have the right to conduct
mining operations on behalf 6f the international community prinerily
for. the bencfit of developing countries.

—-- The new organization should serve as a vehicle for cooperation
between the technologically advanced and the developing countries.
The United States is prepared to explore ways ofy sharing decp seabed

technology with other nations.

—— A balanced commission of consumers, seabed producers, and
land-based producers could monitor the possible advexse effects of de
seabed mining on the economies of those developing countries vhich are
substantially dependent on the export of minerals also producecd frem
the deep seabed. : -

&

P

The United States believes that the world community has before it #n ext
ordinary opportunity. The regime for the deep seabeds can turn inter-
dependence from a slogan into reality. The senze of community which
mankind has failed to achieve on land could be realized through a regine

for ithe ocean. ..

The United States will continue to make determined efferts to bring ;
about final progress when the Law of the Seca Conference reconvenas in e

i
1
i
i
1

York next year. But we must be clear on cne point: The United Ctates
cannot indefinitely sacrifice its own interest in developing an assured |
supply of critical resources to an indefinitely prolonged negctiation.

We prefer-a generally acceptable international agreement that provides |

a stable legal environment hefore deep seabed mining actually begins.

The responsibility for achiéving an agtreement before actual exploitaticn’

begins is shared by all nations. We cannot defer our own deecp scabed
mining for too much longer. In this spirit, we and other potential
seabed producers can consider appropriate steps to protect current
jinvestment, and to ensure that this investment is also protected in
the treaty. : :

The Conference is faced with other important issues:

-- Ways must be found to encourage marine scientific resgarch for
the benefit of all mankind while safeguarding the legitimate interests ¢

coastal states in their economic zones. i

-~ Steps must be taken to protect the oceans from -pollution.. We
must establish uniform intermational controls on pollution from ships
and insist upon universal respect Ior environmental stanéﬂ;ds for con-

tinental shelf and deep seabed exploitation. e FEA
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—— pccess to the sea for land-locked countries must be assured.

-~ There must be provisions for compulsory and impartial third-
party settlement of disputes. The United States cannot accept unilateral
interpretation of a treaty of such scope by individual states or by an
international seabed organization. :

The pace of technology, the extent of econcmic need, and the claims of
ideology and national ambition threaten to submerge the dgifficult
process of negotiation. The United States therefore believes that a
just and beneficial regime for the oceans is escential to world peace.

For the self-interest of every nation is heavily engagad. Failurc would
seriously impair confidence in glokal treaty-making and in the very proc
of multilateral accommodation. The conclusion of a comprehensive Law

of the Sea treaty on the other hand would mark a major step towards a
new world community.

The urgency of the problem is illustrated by disturbing developments
which continue to crowd upon us. lost prominent is the problem of
fisheries.

The United States cannot indefinitely accept unregulated and indis-
criminate foreign fishing off its coasts. Many fish stocks have heen
brought close to extinction by fereign overfishing. We have rccontly
concluded agrecements with the Soviet Union, Japarn, ané Poland which
will limit their catch and we have a long and successful history of

/Sggservation agreements with Canada. But much more needs to be done
Many within Congress are urging us tc solve this problen unilatc*ally.;
A bill to establish a 200-mile fishing zone passed the Senate last
year; a new one is currently before the House.

fand

The Administration shares the concern which has led to such propanls.
But unilateral action is both xtremely dangerous and incompatible with
the thrust of the negbtiations described here. The United States has
consistently resist®d the unilateral claims of other nations, and
others will almost certainly resist ours. Unilateral legislation on
our part would almost surely prompt others to assert extreme claims

of their own. Our ability to negotiate an acceptable internationel
consensus on the economic zone will be jeopardized. 1f every state
proclaims its own rules of law and seeks to impose them on others, (
the very basis of international law will be shaken, ultimately to our
own detriment.

We warmly welcome the recent statement by Prime Minister Trudeau reaffi
ing the need for a solution through the Law of the Sea Conference rathe
than through unilateral action. He said,"Canadians at large should
realize that we have very large stakes indeed in the law of the Sca
Conference and we would be fools to give up those stakes by an action
that would be purely a temporary, paper success.”
That attitude will guide our actions as well. To conserve the fish ane
protect our fishing industry while the treaty is being negotiated, the
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United States will negotiate interim arrangements with other nations to
conserve the fish stocks, to ensure effective enforcement,and to protect
the livelihood of our coastal fishermen. These agreements will pe a
transitidn to the eventual 200-mile zone. We believe it ie in tle
intercsts of states fishing off our coasts to cooperate vith ve in this
effort. We will support the efforts of other states, including olarc

neighbors, to deal with their problems by similar agrecmni2nts. Ve will
consult fully with Congress, OULIL states, the public, znd foreign ¢
ments on arrangements for implementing a 20C0-mile zone by virtue oL

agreement at the Law of the Sea Conierence.

=) dobairs

afford to let the vital questions before the ILaw of the Sea Confcisnce
be answered by default. Ve are at one of those rare mements waonh
kind has come together to devise means of preventing future conllict
and shaping its destiny rather than to solve a crisis that has
or to deal with the aftermath of war. It is a test of vision L v
and of statesmanship. It must succeed. The United States is resc!
help conclude the Conference in 1976 -- before the pressure of ¢
and contention places international consensus irretrievably L&y
grasp.

Unilateral legislation would be a last resort. The world simply canrot

outer Space and the Law of Nations

The occans,are not the only area in which technology drives man in
directions he has not forcscen and towards soluiicns unpye adantad i
history. No dimension of our modern experience is more a sourct 6F

wonder than the exploration of space. Here, too,the extension of man's

reach has come up against national sensitivies and concarns for coverelt
Here, too,we confront the potential £or confiict or the pogsibility for
legal order. Here,too,we have an opportunity to substitute law oY

€
power in the formative stage of an international activity.

Space technologics are directly relevant to the well-being of all
nations. Earth sensing satellites, for example, can dramotically help
nations Lo assess thelr resources and to develop their potentizl. In
the Sahel region of Africa we have seen the tremendous potential of
this technology in dealing with natural disasters. The United Stoios
has urged_in the United Nations that tHe new knowledge be aade frealy
and- widely available.

The use of satellites for broadcasting has a great potential to spreac
educational opportunities, and to foster the exchange of ideas.

In the nearly two decades since the first artificial satellite, remarki
progress has been made in extending the reach of law to outer spacc.
The Outer Space Treaty of 1967 placed space beyond national sovercignt:
and banned weapons of mass destruction from earth orbit. The Treaty
also established the principle’ that the benefits of space explcration
should be shared. Supplementary agreements have prpvided for the
registry of objects placed in space, for Yiability for damage causcd
by their return to earth, and for international assistance to astronau
in emergencies. Efforts are underway to develop further international

‘law governing man's activities on the moon and other celestial bodies.
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Earth sensing and broadcasting satellites, and conditions of tﬁeir use, |

are a fresh challenge to international agrecement. The United Nations
Committec on the Peaceful Uses of Cuter Space iz seized with the i:.ue,

and the United States_will cooperate actively with it. Vo are oa: cirved
to the wider exchange of comnrunication and ideas. But we rocoerico Lhat
there must he full consultation among the countries dirccily conaes
While we believe that knowledge of the earth and its environnent coincd

from outer space should be broadly shared, we recognize that this nust
be accompanied. by efforts to ecnsure that all countries will fully

understand the significance of this new knowledge.

The United States stands ready to engage in a cooperative socerch for
agreed “nternational ground rules for these activities.

Hijacking, Terrorism and War

The modern age has not only given us the benefits of technolog
also spawned the plagues of aircraft hijacking, internaticnal
and new techniques of warfare. The international communiiy cannc
ignore these affronte to civilization; it must not allow thenm to
their poison; it hes a duty to act vigorously to combat thom,

r
E4

Nations already have the legal obligation, recognized by unanimous
resolution of the UN Ceneral Ascsembly, "to refrain from crcanizing,
instigating, assisting, participating (or) acquiescing in™ "TO

acts. Treaties have becen concluded to combat hijacking, cahotag:
aircraft;and attacks on diplomats. The majority of states obrax
rules; a minority do not. But events even in the last few weehs

tize thet present restraints are inadcguate.

The United States is convinced that stronger international steps nrush
be taken -~ and urgently -- to deny skyjackers and terrorigsts a safchov
and to establish sanctions against states which aid them, harbor thon,oxn
fail to prosecutgﬁor extradite themn.

o=

The United States in 1972 propcsed to the UN a new international Con-
vention for the Prevention of Punishment of Certain Acts cf Internzstiong
Terrorism, covering kidnapping, murder,and other brutal actc This

convention regrettably was not adopted -~ and innumecrable 3 1

have been lost as a consequence. We urge the United Rations conce again
to take up and adopt this convention or other similar proposals as a |
matter of the highest priority.

Terrorism, like piracy, must be seen as outside the law. It discredits
any political objective that it purports to serve and any nations vhiich
encourage it. If all nations deny terrorists a safehaven, terrorist :
practices will be substantially -reduced -- just as the incidence of
skyjacking has declined sharply as a result of multilateral and bilaterg
agreements. All governments have a duty to defend civilized life by ‘
supporting such measures. R

: I . ;
The struggle to restrain violence by law meets one of its severest tests
the law of war. Historically nations have found it possible to obscrve:

certain rules in their conduct of war. This restraint has been extendeg
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and codified especially in the past century. In our time new, ever iwore
avesome tools of warfare, the bitterness of ideologies and civil wveriare,

“ v

and weakened bonds of social cohesion have brought an even more hrutal
dimension to human conflict.

At the same time our &entury has also witnessed a broad effort tc crnlico-

[ .
rate some of these 'evils by internaticnal agrecments., The most recont an

comprehensive is the four Geneva Conventions of 1549 on tha Protcction
of War Victims.

But the law in action has been less impressive than the lowv on the

books. Patent deficiences in implementation and ccompliance can no loager
ke ignored. Two issues are of paramount concern: First, greatcer protect
for civilians and those imprisoned, missing,and wounded in wir. Rud,
second, the application of internaticnal standards of hwsanc concduct in
civil wars.

An internctioral conference is now underway to supplement the 1940

Geneva Conventions on the law of war. We will contirnue to press foo
rules which will prchibit nations from bkarring a neutral country, or an
international organization such as the International Commitie2 of

the Red Cross, from inspecting its treatment of prisoners. Ve svrcraoly
support provisions reguiring full accounting for the mirsing in acit on.

Ve will advocate immunity for aircraft evacuating the woundea., And

we will seck agrecment on a protocol which demands humane conduvel Turing
civil wayr; which hans torture, sumnary cerecution, and the other erlcosszed

2 -~
“
which too often characterize civil strife.

The United States is committed to the principle that fund
rights reouire legal protecticn under all circumsta:

5.7

~

;

t
may face. The hmerican people and government deeply bell
mental standards of humanc conduct; we are committed to u 1
promote them; we will fight to vindicate them in international loviiis,

hoetd ond
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Multinational Enterprises

The need for new international regulation touches areas as modern ar new
technology and as old as war. It also-rcaches our econoumic inztitviicons
where human ingenuity has created new means for progess while bring:ii

new- problems of social and legal adjustment.

Multinational enterprises have contributed greatly to economic growth

in both their industrialized home countries where they are most active,
in developing countrics where they conduct some of their operations. 1If
these organizations are to continue to foster world economic growth, it/
is in the common interest that international law, not political conia2stgs
govern their future. - :

Some nations feel that multinational enterprises influence their cconcomi
in ways unresponsive to their national priorities. Others are concernec
that these enterprises may evade national taxation and regulation throuc
facilities abroad. And recent disclosurcs of improper financial relatic
ships between these companies and government officials in several

countries raise fresh concerns. TN



B ‘;_Lé‘:‘ .

AN TRV RV

. fs

—
But® it remains equal., true that multinational terprises can be
poverful engines for good. They can marshal and organize {hn rescurces
of capital, initiative, research, technology: and markets in wvavse which
vastly increase production and growth. If an internaticnal cenoonouns on
the proper role and respensibilities of these enterprises cculd ho -
reachcd, their vital contribution to the world ecconcny could o fuarihoer
expanded. A multilateral treaty establishing binding rules for mwulti-
nationel enterprises does not scem possible in the near fubwrae., oweveor
the United States kelieves an agrecd statement of hasic pJJ“ i
achievable. We are prepared to nake a najor effort and invite

ties 13
3.

the
participation of all interested parties.
Ve are now actively dlCCLSSng such guicdelines, and will support the
relevant work of the Ul Commission on “ransnational Enterprises, Ve

-

believe that such guidelines must:

—~—~ accord with e:

tisting princin’es of international law goverring
the treatment of foreignes

rs and their provartv rights;

-~ call upon multinational corpcrations to take acccunt of nationzl
priorities, act in accordance with leccal law, and employ failr lahor
practices; N - -

~- cover all multinationals, state-~owned as-well as privaite;

-—- not discriminate in favor of host counitiry enterpriscas ercept vnd
specifically defined and limited cir umstances;

~~ set forth not only the obli
also thes hoszt country's responsibili

- ES
within their boerders;

-- acknowledge the respongibility of governments to apply racog-
nized conflict-of-lawsprinciples in reconciling regulations applicd
by various host nations.

If multinational institutions become an ohject of ecconomic wz'¥:re, it
will be an ill omen fo#* the glohzl economic svstem. We believe that
the continued operation of transnational companies, under accepted guids
lines, can be reconciled with the claims of national coverc1qnxy. The
capacity of nations to deal with this issue constructively will
test of whether the search for cormmon solutions or the clash of i
will dominate our economic future.

o
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Conclusion

Since the early days of the Republic, Americans have seen that their
nation's self-interest could not be separated from a just and progressi
international leqgal order. Our founding fathers were men of law, _of
wisdom, and of political sophistication. The heritage they left 1is an
inspiration as we face -an expanding array of problems that arc at once
central to our national well-being and soluble only on a global scale.

The challenge of the statesman is to recognize that a just internaticna
order cannot be built on power but only on restraint of power. As

;'fgffr% o 1‘*‘
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Felix Frankfurter said, “Fragile as reason is and limited as law is a8
the instituicnalized expression of reason, it is often all that stonds
between us and the tyranny of will, the cruelty of unbridlcd, unprinziple
undisciplined feeling.," If the politics of ideological confrontation

and strident nationalism become pervasive, broad and humanc internals
agrcement will grow ever more elusive and unilateral actiors will
dominate. In an environment of widening chaos the strongesr will su
vive, and may even prosper temporarily. But the vealer will despaliy
and the human spirit will suffer.

The American people have always had a higher vision -- a commu:ity ob
nations that has discovered the capacity to act according to juan y
noble aspirations. The principles and procedures of the An¢lo-iuer
legal system have proven their moral and practical worth, whey Lia
promoted our national progress ané brouagiat benefits to more citizc
more equitably than in any society in the history of man. They a
heritage and a trust which we all hold in common. 2And their grea
contribution to human progress nay well .lie ahead of us.

The philosopher Kant saw law and freedom, moral princinle and practical
necessity, as parts of the same reality. He saw law as the incscapzirle
guide to political action. He believed that sconcr or late: ‘
realities of human interdependence would compel_the fulfiliment of the
moral imperatives of human aspiration.

We have reached that moment in time where moral and practical lwpera-
tives, law and pragmatism point toward the samne goca

1

S

The foreign policy of the United States must reflect the univeresal
jdeals of the American people. It is nc accident that a dedication o

international law has always becn a central feature of cour fovcign

policy. 2And so it ig today ~- inaescapably -- as for the firsi tri
history we have the opportunity and the duty to build a truzs worlid
community. ‘ :

W

%]
-
o]

% % k* k k¥ k% * %
















Ladies and gentlemen:
]

I am happy to be here in the great Southwest, where
the freshness and vitality of the American spirit are so

A
evident,

In recent years we have seen opinion on foreign policy
in this country swing back and forth erratically -- from
peace demonstrations to calls for confrontation; from
antimilitarism to concern for a strong defense; from over -
involvement to a new isolationism; from enthusiasm to
disillusionment; and back again.

Today some would haveArnericans believe that the issue

is between those who are optimistic and those who are pessimistic




--about America.

But that is not the problem before us. The real issue
is whether we understand the complexities and the opportunities
that are before us.

Winston Churchill once said: "When daﬁger is far off, we
may think of our weakness; when it is near, we must not forget
our strength.”" A period of thermonuclear peril and global
upheaval is not the moment to forget our success, our unequalled
reserves of military and economic power, or the decisive
advantages we enjoy as a free people with a free productive
system;

In this Bicentenniél year it is time to remind ourselves

that an effective foreign policy must reflect the values and
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permanent interests of our nation and not the fashionable
trends of the moment. These values and interests antedate
’

this election year and must be maintained beyond it.

I am here to tell you that America remains -- and will

“\

remain -- the most powerful nation in the world.

I am here to tell you that the President and his
Administration have founded their policies on a fundamental
faith in America's vast strength and potential for greatness.

We see challenging trends but we are confident that they

can be mastered. We see dangers but we are certain that

- e
- e . -

they can be overcome.
The optimist is not one who pretends that challenges do
not exist -- that is escapism. The true optimist has faith in

his nation; he believes that challenges are to be mastered --
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nof avoided. He is willing té trust the intelliggnce of the

public for he knows that Americans can understand and deal

with complexity. He knows that Americans have always

regarded challenge not as a cause for despair, but as a call
) _

to action, a stimulus to achievement, and a priceless chance

to shape the future.

The Founding Fathers, the pioneers who opened up this
vast land, the men and women who built the greatest and
freest and most productive society in history -- they were
people of confidence and hope.

’fh.ose of us today who truly have faith in America will
live up to that tradition. - SR

To over-simplify, to substitute brittle rhetoric for hard

thinking, is not confidence in America. To offer slogans
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instead of answers is to shoW 1'ittle faith in the Americanr peop.lc;,.
The task of forei‘gn policy is to understand our reality --
to perc;:ive the challenges to our interests and principles. It
is to devise means_‘ for meeting those challenges. And it is to
persevere toward our goals unafraid and unswyayed by the passions
of the moment.
Government in a free society has the obligation to tell the
people the truth, without sugar-coating or resorting to scare
tactics. The real isvs'ue before our country now is not between
optimists and pessimists, but between those who support a strong
American leadership in the world and those who believe that

America cannot, or should not, play such a role.

The Administration has made its choice. Our policy
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is based on the conviction that without America's determination

there can be no security; without our dedication there tan be

no progress;and without our example there can be no freedom.



America's Response to Challenge

In the inevitable self-criticism of a democracy, we must
take cére not to create an impression of ;mpatience or
uncertainty. We must never forget the great achievements of

aY

American foreign policy over three decades of involvement
in world affairs.

~ The United States took the lead in helping Europe and
]apén recover from devastation and join us in alliances that
are the pillars of global stability. We opposed aggression;
we mediated conflicts. We created the international economic
institutions that expanded trade and prosperity worldwide.

We became the world's leader in technology, in agricultural



productivity, in economic entefprise. We .led th(_e world's
struggle against famine,‘disease, and natural disaster; we
prombted education and economic development in every quarter
of the globe; we welcomed refugees from oppression to our
‘shores. -

And amid all the trurmoil of recent years at home, our
foreign policy has seen one of its most fruitful periods.
Today:

-" We are at peace.

--  We are the world's strongest nation militarily and
economically; our technological superiority is
unquestioned, continuing and growing.

--  Our alliances are cooperating more closely than at

any time in many years.
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We have begun to forge more rational and long-
term relations with potential adversaries. Our
new relationship with China is growing, durable
and a positive factor in the world scene. With

)
the Soviet Union we have resolved some conﬂicts,
such as Berlin, and sldwed some aspects of the
arms race.
For the first time in 30 years, we have hdped the
countries of the Middle East take significant steps
towards peace.
We have been leaders in shaping nev_v economic

relations between the industrial world and déveloping

world.
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This is a record of which §ve can be proud and on which
we should seek to build. So let us not delude ourselves with
fairy. tales of America being second best and forever taken
in by wily foreigners.

- Americans have nothihg to fear from competitio?; --
for in almost every ar.ea of rivalry we have the advantage.
Americans know we have the capacity, if we have the will,to
maintain freedom and peace. They understand too that our
strength is essential for peace, but also that peace must be
something better than a precarious balance of terror.

Therefore, our foreign policy is designed to further

three principal objectives:
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--  to strengthen the unit;y of the great industrial
democracies and our alliances,
--  to maintain the global balance of power and to build
on this foundation a lasting peace,
-- to fashion between the industrial world andsthe
developing nations positive anq r‘eliable economic
- relations to ensure mutual prosperity.

Let me discuss these in turn.

The Challenge of Democracy

Our first priority is our relationship with the great
industrial democracies.
There is no doubt that freedom today is under serious

challenge. Democratic societies are in a numerical minority
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in the world and within marfy §f them, anti-democratic
forces are gaining in strength.

The dangers are real, but so is our collective capacity
to respond. We and our allies account for 65 percent of
the World's production and 70 percent of its tl"éde; we are
the world's most industrialized and qrbgnized societies; it
is we who are the pioneers of the modern age; we who have
the experience, the intellectual creativity and the resources
to lead attempts to solve the economic and social problems
facing this shrinking planet. There is no reason for us to
falter . Many of the challenges to the industrial democracies
are of their own making. Therefore, they can be mastered
with confidence, vision and creativity.

We are by nature a self-critical people and never more
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so than in our election year.. This causes us sometimes to
take for granted the solid achievements of the recent past:
-- Faced with an oil embargo and an energy crisis,
the United States took the lead in establishing
together with the other industrial d“é;nocra_cics a
new institution: the Interr_lational Energy Agency.
This cooperative enterprise will enable the
i.ndustrial democracies to support each other in
de :
case of another embargo. It has established
common conservation policies and common policies
for the development of alternative sources of energy.

A great challenge has brought forth a cooperative

and vital response.
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-- Faced with global recession, th'e heads of
government of the United States, Great Britain,
France, Germany, Italy and Japan met to concert
their economic policies. They st-imulated fresh
approaches to reinforce each oth&ts’ programs
for recovery, trade and energy. They agreed
on monetary reform which over time may usher
in a period of unparalleled economic progress.
Most fundamentally, they symbolized their
political cohesion and shared moral values,

-- Faced with the growth of Soviet power we have
strengthened the defenses of our alliances with

new programs of planning, consultation,
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modernization and staﬁdardi_zation.

-- And faced with the need to fashion mor'e balanced
partnerships we have intensiﬁed our consultations
and our collaboration.

o W
These are not the actions of governments uncertain of

their future. They reflect the conviction that no force in the
world can match the voluntary association of free peoples.
Our relations with the industrial democracies have never been
strpnger and our unity never more effective.. With economic

- recovery well underway we will be even stronger, individually
and collect iv.ely.

Together with the other industrial democracies we face,

- with confidence, a vast agenda:
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-~ The United States is determined to protect our
nation's security and that of our friends and
allies; we‘will do our part to maintain the
global balance that has preserved peace and
freedom for three decades. A

-- Together we will foster economic progress and
social justice in our societies, for the principles
of freedom and human dignity which we cherish
must rest on a firm foundation of responsiveness
to the needs of our peoples.

-- We will intensify collaboration on the great ‘new
issues of our time -- the economic, political and

social challenges of global interdependence, the
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easing-of tensions.between East and West, and
the forging of cooperation between developed
and developing countries.

-- The United States has encouraged and welcomed

" those of its allies that moved from dictatorship

toward democracy. For thve same reason we
will continue to warn against those who would
turn over a major share in \Veétern dembcratic
governments to Communist parties suddenly seeking
respectability, We would do our allies no favor if
we encouraged wishful thinking that the advent of
Communist parties into power w»ill not represent
a watershed iq our relations. 'The basic reality

is that our people will not accept the same close
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and confidential rélationship with Western
countries where Communist parties have been
granted a major share in government,

-- We will stand for the cause of liberty and
independence around the world, for i}\ we do not
champion our own cause, no one else will do it
for us.

-~ We will never forget that the democratic nations
hold in trust humanity's highest principles and
aspirations and that they thus bear a grave

responsibility.
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The Challenge of Peace

Time and again in this century Americans have fought
for peace. No people knows better than we the meaning of
that responsibility -- especially in an age shadowed by the

N
menace of nuclear cataclysm. When war would tvhreaten
the life of literally every Ameriéan there is no higher duty
than the dedicated search for peace.

But peace is far more than the mere absence of war.

- We will never make, in the name of peace, agreements
that jeopardize our values and interests or the values and
interests of our friends. We know, too, that the mere

desire for peace is not enough. Since the days of Thucydides

statesmen have recognized that peace with justice comes
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only "where the pressure of necessity is equal; for the
powerful exact what they can, and the weak grant what they
must. " There can be no security without an equilibrium,
and no safety without a balance of power.
ay

Since the dawn of the nuclear age, the world's fears

of catastrophe and its hopes for peace have hinged centrally

upon the relationship between the United States and the Soviet

Union. When two superpowers have the capacity to destroy

“mankind in a matter of hours, there can be no greater

imperative than managing the relationship between them with
wisdom and restraint.
The growth of the Soviet Union to superpower status

was inevitable given its industrial and technological base.
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Nothing we could have done would have prevented it; nothing
we do now will make it go away. What we can do -- together
with our friends -- is to maintain our strength and our con-
sidersbkadvantages, and demonstrate our determination to

,‘\

prevent the irresponsible use of Soviet powe'r. At the same
time we must strive to go beyond a balance of force to
shape a safer and more durable relatioﬁship of coexistence.
Peace thus requires a dual policy. Ard we have worked hard
. at both these tasks.
We have kept our strategic forces sufficient to deter

attack and maintain the nuclear balance. And because we know

that the perception of power can be almost as important
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as the reality, we have made certain that other nations
recognize the adequacy of our strength.

Nevertheless, the strategic arms competition takes -
place in unprecedented conditions. As late as the end of

a

World War 1l every increase in destructive power was Stra-
tegically useful. Todgy additiohs to the nﬁélear arsenals of
either side do r;ot automatically lead to political or military
advantage. Indeed, at current and fbreseeable levels of
_nuclear arms it becomes increa.singly dangerous to invoke
them. In no crisis sinpe 1962 hav¢ the strategic arsenals of
the two sides determined the outcome.

The tendency towards stalemate inherent in the nuclear

arms race produces new requirements for our national
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defense. Under the umbrella of strategic standoff, increasing
attention must be given to regional defense. For it is in
peripheral areas where a miitary imbalance can be turned
‘into a geopolitical change that couldintime affect the global

. Y
balance. This is why we are expandiﬁg our army from 13 to
16 divisions, developing a new generafion of fighter aircraft,
and accelerating our naval construction, and it is why we
must spend what is necessary to meet the new overall requirements.

In assessing current debatés and charges it is important

that the public understand the long-range nature of modern
military planning. Because of the long lead -times in the

development of new weapons, the forces in being today reflect

decisions taken in the Sixties; the decisions we make today
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will not affect our forces until at least the early Eighties.
This imposes upon us the need for careful long-range planning,
and analysis of needs. With modern weapons, national
defense cannot be assured by quick fixes. Not every
Y

category of weapon is as useful for us as it is for our
adversaries and vice versa. We must and we shall maintain a
steady course, mindful that what we decide today will affect
the security of Americans for decades.

At the same time we »m.ust léok beyond security to a
safer, more durabtle pattern of coexistence. A balance of
terror constantly com:estéd is an unsatisfactory foundation for

our security., We shall defend the global balance with

vigilance, but at the same time we shall continue to search for
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new patterns of restraint, of _communication, and of cooperation.
Only when the rights of nations are respected -- when
accommodation takes the place of force -- can man's energies be
devoted to the realization of its higher aspirations.

L)

To check, and ultimately to reverse, the nuclear spiral,
we have sought and achieved important arms control agreements
with the Soviet Union. The Strategic Arms Limitation
Agreement Qf 1972 halted the Soviet numerical buildup, and the
Vladivostok A greément places an equal ceiling on strategic
forces of both sides. When this ceiling is t»ranslated into a
formal agreement we shall have reduced the danger of nuclear
cataclysm. At thAe séme time we will be able to devote the

priorities in our planning to regional defense where the needs-
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are greatest.

In the past week we have achieved a new agreement
which will limit the size of peaceful nuclear explosions and
-- for the first time -- allow the United States to conduct

)
on-site inspections on Soviet territory. This is a principle
which we have sou‘ght to establish throughout the post-war
period. Its achievement is not only a significant symbol
but an important practical step to bring greater discipliné to
the nuclear age.

In addition to arms control, we have engaged the
Soviet Upion ip efforts to resolve concrete political

problems. For example, the Berlin Agreement of 1971 was

a negotiated solution to a perennial problem that had
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threatened major war on at least three occasions in 20 years.
And we have also reached agreemént on many bilateral
projects that are based strictly on mutual benefit and can

help moderate Soviet behavior.

“
We must see these achievements in perspective,

We cannot relax our vigilance. We must not believe that
the conflict of two generations can be quickly overcome.

" For the foreseeable future we and the Soviet Union will
remain ideological adversafies. But we have an obligation
to explore all honorable roads to reduction of tensions and
a relationship_ based on coexistence rather than on tests of
strength. We cannot stop trying,for we ow.e our children
a better world than we found.

These then are the realities of our policy toward the
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Soviet Union:

-- We have the military, diplomatic and economic
capacity to prevent the use- of Soviet power for
unilateral advantage or political expansion.

-- We shall maintain the strategic*and conventional
forces needed to protect our ‘security; and we
shall muster the political will to erflsure that

&
local situations are not exploited for unilateral
gain which could undermine global stability.

-- We will never tolerate a shift in the strategic
balance against us; whether by violations of
agreements already concluded, by making

unwise new agreements, or by neglect of our

own programs.



Al

- 29 -

-- At Fhe same timé we must recognize that
sovereign states of roughly equal power cannot
impose unacceptable conditions on each other and
ultimately must deal with each other by compromise.

Ql

-- We shall pursue the two strands of our policy
toward the Soviet Union: firmness in the face
of pressure and readiness to work on the basis
of strict reciprocity for a more cooperative world.

This is an obligation we have to our people, to

- our future and to mankind.
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The Challenge of Prosperity

~

In recent years no issue has demanded more of our attention
than the prospects of the world econom'y. This nation has
unrivaled economic strength, but in an interdependent world

a»
we must work with others if our economy is to thrive.

The facts of interdependence were brohght home to us
dramatically by the oil embargo of 1973. It accelerated
inflation, and produced the largest unemployment as well as
the most severe recession of thé postwar period. It is
estimated to have cost us upward of $10 billion in lost production.

The global economy is now a single system; interdependence
can strain it or enhance it. For the first time in history

humanity's age-old dream of a just, stable and prosperous

world for all is a realistic possibility.
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American policy has been designed to serve our
interésts in a global context of cooperation. For our nation's
prczsperity requires a healthy and cooperative world environment,
The price and supply of energy and raw materials, the

ad

conditions of trade and investment, the protection of the
environment, international law to govern tﬁe use of the oceans
and space -- these are all issues on which our prosperity
and progress depend.

As the world's strongest power, the United States could
best survive an era of economic warfare. At home, we are
leading the recovery from the most difficult economic period

since the 1930's -~- a performance which stands in sharp

contrast to those economies based on rigid principles of
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planning, on labor extracted by compulsion or capital formed
through inadequate compensation of labor. Abroad, our
techﬁological innovation, global business expertise and
commercial dynamism have reinforced American interests
and spread prosperity to every part of our pld‘ﬁet. It is
America that is the engine of the globgl economy; we to whom.
the developing nations address their claims and their complaints --
for they know that our open economic system more than any
other fosters the prospects for growth, and widening
opportunity for all.

But while we are‘prepared to defend our economic interests

unilaterally, we know too that nations will prosper together

or they will suffer together.
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This is why the United States has taken the lead in
advancing the vision of an open, growing and cooperative
world economy. It was the United States that called for and
helped launch the World Food Conference in 1974 :vhere we

N
offered concrete proposals to improve world food production
and offer evefy human being security againét hunger.
At the Special Session of th;: United Nations last September
and at thé Conference on International Economic Cooperation
now underway in Paris, we h-ave -s.et forth a wide range of
practical injtiatives which address all the key global economic
issues -- raw maperials, development, finance, and most

important, energy. Two weeks ago I presented the Law of

the Sea Conference in New York with new American proposals
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designed to move this historic negotiation to a successful
conclusion this year. This would be a major diplomatic
event with far reaching ixnplgcations for security and commerce,
for food and energy, for rawmarerials and research, and for
A

international law and cooperation. Later thig month I will
attend the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
where we will continue to demonstrate American leadership
on the broad range of relations betrween North and South.

These United States initiafives have substantially
improved the international atmosphere and laid thé foundations
for progress on one of the great endeavors of the modern

era -- the construction of a truly just and cooperative

international economy.
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These are the realities of the-global economic challenge:

-~ Today, all national economies are sustained by the
global economic system; intérdependence is not a
slogan but a reality and goes to the heart of the_

. A
international order. Prosperity and justice
underpin evéry society's ability to achieve its
national goals.

-- Since we are the single greatest concentration of
economic wealth and bower, global prosperity and
our own wellbeing depend crucially on this ;ountry's
leadership. What is asked of us now is not so much
our resources, but our creativity and vision in

helping the world organize equitable patterns of

economic relations.
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-- The United States will not be pressured; nor will
we yield to blackmail or threats. Those who
indulge in unrealistic proposals, one-sided
bloc voting, appeals to stale ideologies of
')
confrontation or resentment will only block
cooperative progress.
-- Here, too, we will pursue a dual policy; we
will resist pressures, but we are prepared to

participate constructively in cooperative efforts

based on mutual respect.



Rl
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The American Responsibility

Thus the challenges we face are great and complex.

But the record shows that we have responded -- with
confidence and with success. Ours is not the record of a

AN

tired nation, but of a vibrant people for whom frontiers have
always denoted a challenge, not a limit. We are not weak;
we have no intention of letting others determine our future.»
America has the strength, resilience and purpose to meet
the modern era on its own terms. We are determined to
help shape an international ¢nvironment which, more than
ever beforevin history, improves the lives and reflects
the values of our people.

So let us stop disparaging our strength, either moral
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or material, because if we do, friends of America grow
uncertain, enemies become bold and a world yearning for
leadership loses hope.

Let us tell our people and the world the truth: America

\

"‘

w'i‘ll continue to meet the challenges of its fime.

America and its allies possess the greatest economic
and'military power the world has ever seen.

We have the courage and the self -confidence to
prevent nuclear war., We .have the viAsion and the spirit
to help shape a more peaceful, more stable world.

We have the resources, the technology, the skill
and the organizing genius to build a world economic system

together with all nations, developing and developed alike.
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And this will fulfill the aspirations of all peoples for dignity
and wellbeing.

It is in th"xs spirit that next week I shall go to Africa
where I will carry America's message of hope, social justice,

A

aspiration for human dignity, the rule of the majority, and
cooperation. And I shall also warn against foreign
intervention, direct or surrogate, that would block all hope
for progress.

But we can realize oﬁr historic responsibility only
as a united and confident people. Our greateét foreign
policy need is to end our divisions and self—dénigration -- to

recall that we have permanent interests and values that we

must nurture and defend; to recapture the sense that we

&
N
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are all engaged in a common enterprise,

We remain the world's strongest nation, but we no
longer have the overwhelming global predominance of
previous decades. Today we must lead, not by our power

Y

alone, but by our wisdom, boldness, vision, and perseverance.
We must bea steadfast friend to those who would be our
friend; we must be a determined opponent of those who
would be our enemy. We must maintain simultaneously our
defenses, our alliances, our principles and our commitment
to a cooperative world.

And T have every confidence in our ability to dp SO.

In this Bicentennial year, we honor our Founding Fathers

for many things -- but most of all for their faith in the
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American people, on whom the success of the American
experiment has always depended. They were dreamers
who believed in the future and the nation they had created.
They were optimists, because they believed that free men
O

of courage could shape their destiny. And in the end, they
were reélis/ts, because they were right.

At its foundation America was because of its promise
the hope of the world. Today it remains, because of what
it has become, the best hdpe of all mankind.

This generation of Americans, like evei'y geperation
before it, will shape its destiny and in helping the world
will help itself. For what we -- and the world around us --

shall be is in our hands. And like those Americans who

have gone before us, we shall not fail.


















July 22

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

TO: CHARLIE LEPPERT

FROM: JOBN O, MARSH, JR,

—— . For Direct Reply

For Draft Response

For Your Information

Please Advise

I would appreciate your getting
me the information on this
hearing,




July 22

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

TO: BRENT SCOWCROFT

FROM: JOBN 0. MARSH, TR,

For Direct Reply

For Draft Response

e ————————

XX For Your Information

Pleasc Advise

oAt A et



July 22

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

TO: MIKE DUVAL

FROM: JOBN O, MARSH, JR,

For Direct Reply

IFor Draft Response

XX For Your Information

Pleasc Advise

-
£




July 22

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

TO: PHIL, BUCHEN

FROM: JOEN O, MARSH, JR,

For Direct Reply

For Draft Reaponse

For Your Information

Please Advise

ettt

I would appreciate your
reaction to the attached.









The Honorable Gerald R. Ford .
July 9, 1976 » Page Two

under the Committee rules, it will be necessary for you or your
designee to provide 50 copies of your prepared statement to Mr. Ingram,

in Room B-349C, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20515,
by Monday, July 26. ' |

With kind regards, I am

Sincerely, A

BELIA S. ABZUG
Chairwoman




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 4, 1976

MEMORANDUM TO: JACK MARSH

FROM: RUSS ROURKE

Jack, Goodman of CSC and Laise of State testified
before Committee on July 27. A

Abzug did not press for a White House witness; Kilberg
advises the witnesses did well, and no problems developed
as a result of their testimony.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 28, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JACK MARSH
FROM: PHILIP BUCHEW.

In response to your memorandum (attaqhed), which
asked for comments on the Abzug letter of July 9
as acknowledged by Charlie Leppert on July 13, I
attach a copy of a memorandum prepared by

Bobbie Kilberg to Bob Oakley of the NSC.

You may want to check on what has developed since
the matter was referred to the NSC staff.

Attachments



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 16, 1976

"MEMORANDUM FOR: BOB OAKLEY

FROM: - . BOBBIE GREENE KILBERG %

- Attached at Tab A is a July 9 letter from Congresswoman Abzug
" to the President requesting that the President send 2 representa-
e tive to a hearing on July 27 "who can testify as to the intent and
RSP . meaning" of the President's November 20,1975 memorandum
- on nondiscrimination in personnel 2ssignments overseas. ‘

. This hearing was originally scheduled for Decemher 1975, and
we had cleared the testimony of Carl Goodman, General Counsel
- of the Civil Service Commission, and Carol Laise, Director
- General of the Foreign Service at the State Department. Congress~
. ~ * woman Abzug also had made a request for a Presidential repre~
« . sentative for the December meeting (see Tab B: November 24,
= 1975 letter identical to July 9 letter). At that time, I had informed
. Eric Hirshorn of her Subcommittee staff that we considered
" Mr. Goodman and Ms. Laise to be sufficient Administration
representatives and that they could answer all relevant questions,
- including the intent and meaning of the President's memorandum
{see Tab C). I believe that it is the position we should continue
to take. : ' :

_ Since the NSC is now coordinator in this'area., 1 am sending this
. .to you for action. | -

-~ Attachments |




Q/y, Tuly 22

THE WHITE HOUSE
. . WASHINGTON

TO: PHIL BUC

FROM: JOEBNO, M Ja,

Fér Dirvect Reply
TFor Draft Reasponse
For Your Information
Please Advise

I would appreciate your
reaction to the attached,
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