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Secretary Kissinger Visits the People's Republic of China

Secretary Kissinger visited Peking October

19-23. He met with Japanese Government

officials at Tokyo October 18-19 and 23.

Follotving are exchanges of toasts between

Secretary Kissinger and Minister of Foreign

Affairs Ch'iao Kuan-hua at Peking on Octo-

I ber 19 and 22, together with the transcript

,, of an intervieiv with Secretary Kissinger at

"..
( Tokyo on October 23 by Ted Koppel of ABC

. t Neivs, Bernard Kalb of CBS News, and Don
ti Oliver of NBC News.

BANQUET GIVEN BY FOREIGN MINISTER

CH'IAO AT PEKING ON OCTOBER 19

Piess release 535 dated October 20

Toast by Foreign Minister Ch'iao

Mr. Secretary and Mrs. Kissinger, Mr.

Bush, Chief of the U.S. Liaison Office, and

Mrs. Bush, American guests, comrades : I

wish to express, in the name of my Chi-

nese colleagues present, our welcome to the

Secretary of State, Dr. Kissinger, and his

party, who have come again to Peking to

prepare for President Ford's visit to China

later this year.

The current international situation is char-

acterized by great disorder under heaven,

and the situation is excellent. The basic

contradictions in the world are sharpening.

The factors for both revolution and war are

increasing. The stark reality is not that de-

tente has developed to a new stage but that

the danger of a new world war is mounting.

We do not believe there is any lasting peace.

Things develop according to objective laws

independently of man's will. The only way
to deal with hegemonism is to wage a tit-for-

tat struggle against it. To base oneself on

illusions, to mistake hopes or wishes for

reality and act accordingly, will only abet the

ambitions of expansionism and lead to grave

consequences.

In this regard, the history of the Second

World War provides a useful lesson. In the

face of the growing danger of war, China's

fundamental policy is to "dig tunnels deep,

store grain everywhere, and never seek he-

gemony," to persist in independence and self-

reliance, and make all necessary prepara-

tions. We are deeply convinced that, what-

ever zigzags and reverses there may be in

the development of history, the general trend

of the world is toward light and not darkness.

A new page was turned in the relations

between China and the United States with

President Nixon's visit to China and the

issuance of the Shanghai communique by

our two sides in 1972. On the whole, Sino-

U.S. relations have moved forward in the

last few years. China and the United States

have different social systems, and there are

essential differences between their policies.

However, in the current turbulent world

situation, our two sides have common points

as well. This has been set forth clearly in

the Shanghai communique. So long as our

two sides earnestly observe in actual prac-

tice the principles established in the Shang-

hai communique, there is reason to believe

that Sino-U.S. relations will continue to move
ahead. This is the common desire of the Chi-

nese and American peoples. On the Chinese

side, we will do our part to promote Sino-

U.S. relations in the spirit of the Shanghai

communique, as we have done all along.

Now I propose a toast: To the friendship

between the Chinese and American peoples;

to the health of the Secretary of State and

Mrs. Kissinger; to the health of Mr. Bush,
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chief of the U.S. Liaison Office, and Mrs.

Bush ; to the health of all American guests

;

and to the health of the Chinese comrades

here.

Toast by Secretary Kissinger

Mr. Vice Premier [Teng Hsiao-p'ing] , Mr.

Foreign Minister, Chief of the Liaison Office

in Washington [Huang Chen] : On this my
eighth trip to China, I have finally found the

courage to say something in Chinese. I ask

your indulgence to listen carefully while I

say it: Pan chiu jung yi, ch'ing k'o nan,

which for those of you who think I spoke

Cantonese means: "It is easy to prepare a

banquet, but it is hard to be a good host."

On each of my visits the table is always

magnificently set. But it is the warmth of

the welcome that has made all of these

evenings memorable.

I understand that today is the 40th an-

niversary of the end of the Long March.

This occasion therefore has profound mean-

ing for the People's Republic of China and

those here tonight—including the Vice Pre-

mier and Ambassador Huang—who made

that epic march. That event was testimony

to the world, as well, of the courage and the

vision of those who set out on a path whose

length and contours they could not know.

Their success was a triumph of spirit as

much as exertion. And it demonstrates that

faith is even more important than material

circumstances in achieving great things.

As I said in my speech to the United Na-

tions, there is no relationship to which the

United States assigns greater significance

than its ties with the People's Republic of

China.

The differences between us are apparent.

Our task is not to intensify those differences.

Our task is to advance our relationship on

the basis of our mutual interests. Such a re-

lationship would strengthen each of us. It

would threaten no one, and it would con-

tribute to the well-being of all peoples. It is

a relationship which we intend to be a du-

rable feature of the world scene.

Each country must pursue a policy suit-

able to its own circumstances. The United

States will resist hegemony, as we have al-

ready stated in the Shanghai communique.

But the United States will also make every

effort to avoid needless confrontations, when

it can do so without threatening the security

of third countries. In this policy we will be

guided by actions and realities, and not

rhetoric.

President Ford will soon be coming to

China. He has visited you before, but now
he comes as President with the intention of

strengthening our relations on the basis of

the Shanghai communique and to give ex-

pression to the American interest in a China

that is making progress in a peaceful and

secure world.

During the next few days we will have the

opportunity to exchange views on a wide

range of matters of common interest. These

regular consultations have become a valuable

feature of our relationship. Once again, I

look forward to my meetings with the Vice

Premier and the Foreign Minister.

And now may I propose a toast: To the

health of Chairman Mao and Premier Chou

En-lai, to whom we wish a rapid recovery;

to the health of the Vice Premier and the

Foreign Minister; to the health of the Chief

of the Liaison Office in Washington; to the

health of all our friends here today; and to

the friendship of the American people and

Chinese peoples. Kan pei.

BANQUET GIVEN BY SECRETARY KISSINGER

AT PEKING ON OCTOBER 22

Press release dated October 22

Toast by Secretary Kissinger

Mr. Vice Premier, Mr. Foreign Minister,

Ambassador Huang Chen, Chinese friends

and colleagues, ladies and gentlemen: On

behalf of all my American colleagues, I ex-

tend a cordial welcome to all our Chinese

friends to this dinner this evening. And as

a sign of my respect for them, I will not

again inflict on them Chinese with a Canton-

ese accent.

We are satisfied with our visit. Our two

countries are too self-reliant to need reas-
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surance and too experienced to confuse words

with reality or tactics with strategy. We
ended our isolation from each other because

of our perceptions of our national interests.

We will strengthen our relationship by deep-

ening these common perceptions. And we will

nurture our relationship by respecting each

other's views regarding our national interest.

Once again we benefited greatly from the

friendly and wide-ranging discussions I had
last evening with Chairman Mao. And many
issues of common concern were examined
thoroughly and usefully in extensive talks

with the Vice Premier, the Foreign Minister,

and other Chinese ofl!icials.

The preparations for President Ford's visit

to China later this year are proceeding well.

It will serve to promote Sino-U.S. relation-

ships on the basis of the principles of the

Shanghai communique. I would like to thank
our Chinese hosts for making our sojourn

here once again a memorable experience

through the openness and farsightedness of

the talks, the splendors of China's history

and culture, and the autumn beauty of the

Fragrant Hills.

And with pleasure, I propose a toast: To
the health of Chairman Mao Tse-tung and

Premier Chou En-lai; to the health of the

Vice Premier, the Foreign Minister, and the

Chief of the Chinese Liaison Office in Wash-
ington; to the health of all our friends here

today ; and to the friendship of the American
and Chinese peoples. Kari pei.

Toast by Foreign Minister Ch'iao

Mr. Secretary and Mrs. Kissinger, Mr.

Bush, Chief of the U.S. Liaison Office, and

Mrs. Bush, American guests, comrades: The
Secretary of State, Dr. Kissinger, will con-

clude his eighth visit to China tomorrow.

We would like to thank Mr. Secretary for

inviting us to this banquet on the eve of

his departure.

Yesterday, Chairman Mao Tse-tung met

with Secretary of State Kissinger, and they

had a conversation on a wide range of sub-

jects in a friendly atmosphere.

In the last few days, our two sides had a

frank exchange of views on the current in-

ternational situation, international issues of

common interest, and Sino-U.S. relations.

Our talks have enabled us to have a clearer

understanding of each other's views. This is

useful. Both sides reaffirmed the principles

established in the Shanghai communique and

stated that they will promote Sino-U.S. re-

lations in accordance with these principles.

Finally, I wish Mr. Secretary and his party

a pleasant journey.

I propose a toast: To the friendship be-

tween the Chinese and American peoples; to

the health of the Secretary of State and
Mrs. Kissinger: to the health of the Chief

of the U.S. Liaison Office and Mrs. Bush; to

the health of all American guests and Chi-

nese comrades present.

INTERVIEW AT TOKYO ON OCTOBER 23

Press release 540 dated October 23

Mr. Oliver: Mr. Secretary, someone said

that the meetings in Peking were in a rather

chilly atmosphere, with some criticism of the

United States on the opening night's banquet

and rather curt statements on the closing

night. How would you characterize the meet-

ings, and what do you think they accom-

plished ?

Secretary Kissinger: The Chinese described

the meetings as friendly and wide ranging,

which I think is essentially correct. We had

very full discussions. We covered the topics

in about the manner which we expected, and

we are satisfied with the visit. I think it

laid the basis for the Presidential visit and

maintained the relationship at the level

which both sides want.

Mr. Kalb: Mr. Secretary, the Chinese made
a point and have made the point of attacking

various aspects of U.S. foreign policy that

you personally are very much and promi-

nently identified with. They have sharply

attacked detente. They have sharply attacked,

for example, the Helsinki Conference. Did
you find in any way that, on a personal level,

because of these policies the Chinese were a

touch cool in your direction?

Secretary Kissinger: No, personal relations
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are outstanding. This was my eighth visit

to China in four years. These are all peo-

ple I know well. We don't go to China to

ask approval for our other policies. They

don't ask approval for their policies. So we
discuss matters of mutual interest, and on

the personal level the relationship is ex-

tremely good.

Mr. Koppel: Mr. Secretary, you had an

extraordinarily long meeting unth Chairman

Mao. Do you regard him on the basis of your

meeting as still an active force in China to-

day, or does he have a largely hoyiorific role?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, I cannot deter-

mine the internal arrangements in China;

but my impression was of a man of very

powerful intelligence, very strong views, and

I see no reason to doubt that he is in charge

of events in China.

Mr. Koppel: I understand that you can't

go into detail, hut can you give us the sense

of the mood? Hoiv did these meetings go

when you went in to see Mao?

Secretary Kissinger: They're in a rather

sparse room, and he likes to joke. I have

learned that all of his remarks are rather

carefully thought out. I think the discus-

sions were well described as wide ranging,

very acute.

Mr. Kalb: Mr. Secretary, do you have the

feeling that the Chinese want, very much so,

the United States to remain in Asia?

Secretary Kissinger: I have the impression

that the Chinese, with all the things that

may have been said at the banquets—I think

the Chinese basically understand our global

policy and understand the necessity of our

role in Asia and certainly have given no

sign either to us or to any other country

that they want us to end it.

Mr. Kalb: Are you suggesting the Chinese

ivould like to see the United States remain

in Asia ?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, I think it is for

them to say what they would like to do. I

have heard no opposition to it nor, to my
knowledge, have other Asian countries.

Mr. Oliver: With the possibility of a change

in leadership in China with Mao ill, with

Chou En-lai in the hospital, do you feel the

Chinese are in any position right now to

make any commitments toward progress in

U.S.-Sino relationships ?

Secretary Kissinger: It depends on what

you mean by progress in U.S.-Sino relation-

ships. On the issues of global international

concern, we have many points of common
views and we are pursuing those. On other

issues of a purely bilatei'al nature having

to deal with commercial relations and so

forth, we are not advancing matters a great

deal. But those are essentially of secondary

importance. I don't know how much this is

related to the leadership position. I think

this is a calculated policy of the Chinese

leadership.

Mr. Koppel: Mr. Secretary, it's been al-

most a year since you were in China last,

and a great deal has happened worldwide

since then, and a great deal has happened

internally in the United States. Do you have

the feeling that China's perception of us has

changed, and if so, in what direction?

Secretary Kissinger: China's interest in

the United States depends on their percep-

tion of how effectively we perform interna-

tionally and how able we are to carry out

our policies or to get domestic support for

our policies. I would guess that since I first

went there in 1971, the series of upheavals

we have gone through have not greatly

strengthened that perception. But on the

whole, I am satisfied with this trip. I think

the relations between China and the United

States are basically sound.

Mr. Koppel: If I understand you correctly

you seem to be saying that the Chinese feel

ive are a shade xveaker than we were two or

three years ago.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, I'm not saying

this is necessarily explicit, but this could

be part of their perception.

Mr. Koppel: But this is your sense?

Secretary Kissinger: It's probably true, but

again I want to stress that the basic rela-

tionship was sound on this trip.
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Mr. Kalb: Mr. Secretary, listening to some
'/ the Chinese officials that we talked with,

re got the feeling that in their attacks on

letente there seemed to be a desire, a hope,

>n the part of the Chinese that the United

states wotdd go back to the cold umr days

is-a-vis the Soviet Union. How do you handle

hat one in your negotiations?

Secretary Kissinger: We do not make any
ittempt to encourage this split between the

Soviet Union and the People's Republic of

'hina. We do not tell them how they should

onduct their relations with the Soviet Union,

md we conduct our own relations with the

soviet Union. Similarly, we do not permit the

soviet Union to tell us how to conduct our

elations with the People's Republic. Th"
wo great Communist countries have a major
lisagreement of their own, and it is up to

hem to deal with it.

Mr. Kalb: Forgetting about ivhat one side

nay tell the other, how do you handle the

subject? How did both sides handle the sub-

let of the Soviet Union during the talks?

Secretary Kissinger: When the occasion

irises we state our perception of the prob-

. lem, and it's obvious they're stating their

,pc. perception. We should, however, not over-

„„ look the fact that both of us are opposed to

expansionism. We may have different per-

jj,., ceptions on how to resist it or whether it is

,1; possible to ease the conditions, but the

United States has no illusions that—if there

,|,;
is expansionism, we have many international

:„i obligations to resist it.

indication that they feel that detente with

the Soviet Union, from the American point

of vieiv, is a bar to better relations with

China?

Secretary Kissinger: No, no such point was
made to us

—

Mr. Oliver: Did the Chinese seem to be

worried about the relationship?

Secretary Kissinger: —nor would we ac-

cept such a proposition from either the So-

viet Union vis-a-vis China or from China
vis-a-vis the Soviet Union.

Mr. Koppel: Wouldn't it be fair to say
then, Mr. Secretary, that the Chinese are not
happy with what they see as a softening of

our relationship toward the Soviet Union.
Don't they want to see us toughen it?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, since we opened
our relations with China in 1971—and after

all, I was one of the principal architects of

this—at that time, we were already engaged
in improving our relations with the Soviet

Union. We have pursued the improvement
of relations with both sides simultaneously.

Mr. Koppel: No, I understand that, but I'm
asking you about the Chinese attitude. It

seemed to us that they wanted the United
States to get tough ivith the Soviet Union.

Secretary Kissinger: No, but you have to

distinguish between the formal position of

the Chinese and what we may be talking

about privately. In any event we do not con-

sider that a basic subject to negotiations.

Mr. Oliver: Did the Chinese give you any Newsmen: Thank you.

November 17, 1975 685



Secretary Kissinger's News Conference at Anchorage, Alaska, October 18

Following is the transcript of a news con-

ference held by Secretary Kissinger at Elmen-

dorf Air Force Base. Anchorage, Alaska, on

October 18 irhile en route to Peking.

Press release 534 dated October 20

Q. Can you give us your views on the 200-

mile limit?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, as you know, we

have been negotiating an international agree-

ment on the 200-mile—on the law of the

seas, which is one of the most complicated

negotiations and potentially one of the most

important that our nation is engaged in. I

have great understanding and great sym-

pathy for those who are advocating the uni-

lateral legislation. I agree with them that

fishing should be protected, and therefore I

substantially agree with their objective.

However, it is my position that the fish-

eries can best be protected by having an in-

ternationally accepted agreement in which

all nations apply an accepted standard and

which preserves all the existing interna-

tional agreements. The danger is that if one

nation goes unilaterally, all other nations are

also going to go unilaterally and that the

outcome of this is likely to be that not only

fishing rights but transit through straits and

other interests we have on the oceans are

going to be affected.

On the other hand, if the law of the seas

negotiations should not be concluded in a

reasonable time, then I would support uni-

lateral legislation; so we are really talking

now about giving us an opportunity to con-

clude the law of the seas negotiations.

Q. Mr. Secretary, if the United States

could become self-sufficient in energy, xoould

it make sense to explore domestic oil and gas

in order to perhaps undersell OPEC [Organi-
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existing agreements, that we are likely to

have chaos and that we are likely to be hurt

worse than we are now.

But I again want to emphasize that I

understand the concern of those who are

supporting the unilateral legislation and I

have a great sympathy for the plight of the

fishermen. We just believe we can protect it

better by getting an international agree-

ment, and we hope that perhaps, with some
patience and analyzing the situation, that

will be clear to other people.

Q. Mr. Secretary, ivith tvhom will you be

negotiating in China and what do you expect

to happen as a result of the President's visit

—hoiv soon an Ambassador?

Secretary Kissinger: How soon an Ambas-

sador? Well, in the past my discussions on

China—my discussions have been either with

the Prime Minister, Chou En-lai, who is now
ill; and therefore I would assume that they

would be with the Vice Premier, Teng Hsiao-

p'ing. I will be able to give a better estimate

of what is going to be achieved by the Presi-

dent's trip after I have concluded my nego-

tiations, or my visit there.

I would not expect that we will achieve

full normalization of relations this year. But

we can make some progress. And of course

as I said in the United Nations, we attach

very great significance to our relations with

the People's Republic of China, even at the

present level of diplomatic contact.

Q. Mr. Secretary, there have been recent

reports out of the Far East of the China

Neivs Agency criticizing Soviet general for-

eign policy. Do you think that this renewed

Sino-Soviet criticism of each other will have

any effect upon the President's visit and/or

Soviet detente?

Secretary Kissinger: We conduct our rela-

tions with both the Soviet Union and the

People's Republic of China independent of

their relations with each other. And there-

fore we have our own interests with relation

to each of them, our own objectives. And
we leave their own relations to each other to

them to work out.
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Q. So you don't see it as posing any kind

of a problem?

Secretary Kissinger: I think that whatever

difficulties may exist in Sino-Soviet relations

will not affect the President's trip.

Q. Mr. Secretary, which, from the national

security point of view, route for the gasline

from Alaska would you consider safer? Down
the coast ivith tankers or across Canada?

Secretary Kissinger: I don't really know
whether that from a national security point

of view, this is decisive. This is being largely

considered from an economic point of view

and from a technical point of view.

Q. Mr. Secretary, on the subject of the 200-

mile legislation, if the House has already

passed it and it's up before the Senate note,

ivhat happens if that bill is approved by the

Senate? Are you going to urge President

Ford to veto that legislation in order to get

the time you need?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, I think the Pres-

ident knows the issues, and I can only state

my view with respect to the international

implications. He will have to weigh it in re-

lation to domestic considerations as well. We
will spend our efforts in the next months

trying to persuade a number of Senators

that the course we are proposing is in the

best interests of even the fishermen and in

the best overall interests of the country. But

I don't want to take a position as to what
I would recommend in case that bill passes

the Congress. And of course I can't speak

for the President as to what he would do if it

passes the Congress.

Q. On the subject of oil, there have been

recent reports that China may have substan-

tial oil deposits. And will that come up in

your discussions at all?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, you see, from

our point of view—I don't expect it to come

up. But from our point of view, if there is

more oil on the market, if the worldwide

supply of oil increases, the pressure on prices

increases, too, even if it isn't sold to us, be-

cause the way the prices are being main-
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tained is by the OPEC nations cutting pro-

duction so that the production is in line with

whatever level of prices are set. Obviously,

the more supply there is, the more difficult

it will be to regulate an agreed market.

Q. As for Chozt En-lai's health, how do you

think that America's relationship with China

ivould be affected if Chou En-lai died, say

ivithin the next couple of months? Have you

considered this?

Secretary Kissinger: It wouldn't be a tact-

ful thing for me to say on the way to

China

—

Q. But it is a consideration.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, we're all mortal.

But the relations between the People's Re-

public and the United States don't depend

on personalities. They depend on the basic

interests of both countries, and we would

think that the main lines of both policies

—

the policies of both countries—would con-

tinue regardless of who is in o'lice in either

country. Though, of course, Chou En-lai is a

man of outstanding abilities.

Q. Mr. Secretary, it was reported today

that negotiators in Moscow are close to a

long-term graiyi agreement with Russia.

Would you tell us exactly where the State

Department stands? What are you looking

for in a long-term agreement?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, we have been

trying to avoid a situation where we have to

—where supplies of grain to the Soviet Union

are determined by the emergencies in the

Soviet Union so that when the Soviet Union

bought massively it would lead to steep in-

creases in prices in the United States. And
since we didn't know from year to year what

the Soviet needs would be—and indeed, the

Soviet Union didn't necessarily know from

year to year what its needs would be—this

introduced an element of great uncertainty

into the calculations of the farmers and into

the prices.

So what we are attempting to do is to get

a five-year agreement with an agreed mini-

mum purchase and a maximum purchase.

That way our farmers can plan their pro-

duction, and the Soviets can make their pur-
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chases without a major effect on the price

of food for the consumer. And in effect, it

means they are spreading their purchases

over many years rather than going into a

peak buying period in which they oscillate

from about 18 million tons in 1972 to a mil-

lion tons a year or two later, and now this

year they're going up again. And we are

optimistic that we can achieve this agree-

ment.

Q. Do yoti consider this just a part of the

overall detente policy-

Secretary Kissinger: Well, everything is

part of the overall relationship. But we are

not selling grain to the Soviet Union be-

cause of detente. We are selling it in the

mutual interest. It's in the interest of our

farmers ; it's in the interest of the overall re-

lationship; and it's in our interest to have it

on a long-term basis.

Q. Since the crackdown in India by Indira

Gandhi earlier this year, the U.S. Govern-

ment has not taken any kind of stand. I ivas

wondering, do you have any kind of proposals

for taking a stand on that?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, that isn't ex-

actly true. The President has expressed his

views. But, as a basic problem for American

foreign policy, we have to consider that we
came into office at a time when it was gen-

erally accepted that the United States had

overextended itself by getting involved in too

many parts of the world. The United States

cannot act both as a commentator on every-

body's problems and assume responsibility

for everybody's domestic evolution and at the

same time gear its commitments to its capa-

bilities.

So, as a general rule, we gear our foreign

policy to the foreign actions of other coun-

tries and to those actions that affect us. We
have made clear our preference for demo-
cratic institutions in other countries. And
that applies also, of course, to India. But
we cannot—and as I pointed out, the Presi-

dent did express his views on the subject.

Q. OK, so then economically we have not

made any steps to change our economic rela-

tionship ?
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Secretary Kissinger: Well, economically we
really don't have—we have no economic aid

program to India at this moment, though one

is under consideration. So this is not a case

where we are in the position to change very

much.

Q. Mr. Secretary, if invited, would you re-

main as Secretary of State in the second Ford

Administration ?

Secretary Kissinger: I don't think that I

should declare myself until the President is

reelected and has asked me.

Q. A criticism of the Sinai accord is that it

does not meet ivith a question of the Pales-

tinians' rights or Golan. And do you think a

Golan Heights agreement will resolve this

problem?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, the Sinai accord

did not deal with a question of the Pales-

tinians, nor did it deal with some of the

other questions. The reason we supported

and helped negotiate the Sinai accord was

our conviction that the attempt to deal with

all issues simultaneously under the condi-

tions that existed at the end of last year

would have certainly led to a stalemate and

that a stalemate had a high probability of

leading to an explosion which would have

serious consequences, even for our country.

So we took the largest bite that seemed

to us possible at the time, which was the

Sinai agreement between Egypt and Israel.

And anyone who saw these negotiations will

probably agree that even that negotiation

strained the capability of the countries con-

cerned from a domestic point of view. It is

our view that, having made this agreement,

when things settle down and when the imple-

mentation gets into full swing, which is now
the case, then other countries will begin to

try to follow this example. But sooner or

later we will have to make an overall settle-

ment, or contribute to an overall settlement,

and that will have to include a consideration

of the Palestinians. We've always said this,

and that remains our position.

Q. Mr. Secretary, it's been suggested re-

cently that you're going to try and negotiate

some kind of a settlement between Israel and

Syria. I was wondering if you have made any

specific plans yet for that type of diplomacy?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, we have indi-

cated that we are prepared to do for any of

the adjoining states what we've done for

Egypt. So we are prepared to act as a media-

tor in the negotiations between Israel and

Syria. And Israel has indicated its readiness

to negotiate with Syria without precondi-

tions. Syria, for a variety of reasons, has

been reluctant to begin these negotiations.

And therefore we are waiting for an oppor-

tunity to bring the two parties together. At
this moment there is no negotiation going

on or any immediate prospects.

Q. Do the negotiations in this case involve

as much money as it did with Egypt?

Secretary Kissinger: I think it's impor-

tant to understand that the negotiations be-

tween Egypt and Israel did not involve any

significant amount of money. Israel had

asked us for a sum of money prior to the

agreement and independent of the agree-

ment, which 76 Senators supported, and

which is larger than the amount we are go-

ing to give—recommend to the Congress for

next year. Last year the Congress voted $3

billion for Israel in a combination of emer-

gency and continuing appropriations quite

independent of these agreements. Similarly,

we had already put into our planning budget

a significant sum for Egypt, which we will

increase only marginally because of the

agreement, and by "marginally" I mean a

few hundred million dollars. We're not talk-

ing about ordinary sums.

So in short, the aid to the Middle East
is an investment in the American national

interest which we have been continuing for

over 15 years and which is essentially inde-

pendent of the Sinai agreement.

Q. Just what is the status of negotiations

between the Canadian Government and the

United States, relative to gaslines?

Secretary Kissinger: The negotiations are

continuing, and we hope to bring them to a

conclusion, but I can't estimate when that

will be.

Q. Mr. Secretary, in light of the negotia-
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tions, would the economic considerations be

such that it might be better to go through

Canada ivith the pipeline if negotiations were

successful, rather than go through Alaskal

Secretary Kissinger: Than the one we are

building through Alaska?

Q. The natural gas pipeline.

Secretary Kissinger: I don't know. I really

haven't thought that one through.

Q. Mr. Secretary, since recent attempts on

the President's life, haiw you increased your

security, like, are you ivearing a bulletproof

vest?

Secretary Kissinger: No. No, I'm not wear-

ing a bulletproof vest. I'm gaining weight so

rapidly that that would be no problem. That's

my best protection.

Q. Mr. Secretary, you were at the second

game of the Woiid Series. Wotdd you tell me
which team you were favoring in the Series?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, as a Yankee fan

I'm sort of an American League adherent.

Q. Mr. Secretary, with the new shipmeyit

of arms to Turkey, just what is the future of

our bases over there now?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, it's always diffi-

cult to restore a relationship once it has been

damaged. The issue of our bases in Turkey

has now become a domestic issue in Turkish

politics. We hope, and indeed we expect, that

operations can be restored at our bases now
that we have lifted at least the most irritat-

ing parts of the embargo. We also hope that

pi'ogress can be made on negotiations on

Cyprus.

We are in close contact with the Turkish

Government on both of those issues.

Q. Mr. Secretary, I knotv it's a terrible

choice, but which do you prefer: newsmen
listening in on your private conversations or

reading the garbage?

Secretary Kissinger: They found less in

the garbage than they did in the talk.

Q. Mr. Secretary, you had a few minutes

with Senator Gravel before you came to talk

with the press. What were you discussing

with the Senator?

Secretary Kissinger: Senator Gravel has

been very helpful to us in the law of the seas

negotiations, and I got his latest views on

the subject.

Q. Mr. Secretary, in light of your earlier

comment that the more oil that can go on the

market it will bring pressure on the OPEC
price setup—the Alaska oil has to be sold in

the United States. Woidd it, perhaps in the

future, be a good idea to change that legisla-

tion so that it could be—
Secretary Kissinger: No, because the

Alaska oil that is sold in the United States

means that we have to import less oil. To the

extent that we import less oil, that means

that oil will then go on the international

market. So it doesn't really make any differ-

ence where the total pool of available oil is

sold, just as long as the pool increases and

the countries that are not prepared to cut

production in order to sustain the price get

it on the market.

Q. Mr. Secretary, the Alaska press corps

appreciates very much you stopping to chat

ivith us.

Secretary Kissinger: Thank you very much.

ki,
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Iiecretary Kissinger Interviewed for Time Magazine

Following is an interview with Secretary

issinger by Time diplomatic editor Jerrold

'checter and State Department correspond-

nt Strobe Talbott. which was conducted at

Vashington prior to the Secretary's October

Jf-15 visit to Ottawa, as published in the

)ctober 27 issue of Time.

ress release 532A dated October 19

Q. Will the continuing tensioyi betiveen you

nd Congress affect American foreign pol-

cy?

Secretary Kissinger: I don't think that

here is tension between me and the Congress

, <n a personal basis. I have, I think, extremely

rood personal relationships with most mem-
)ers of the Congress. But personal relations

ire not the issue. We are going through a

)eriod right now where, in the aftermath

)f Viet-Nam and Watergate, the Congress is

ittempting to shift the balance between

executive and congressional power. There is

' [also] a profound feeling of distrust in the

I!ongress of executive discretion, which

:auses them to insist on a kind of documen-

;ary evidence which no congressional com-

nittee ever asked for before. At the same

:ime, the structure of the committees has

disintegrated to such an extent that the

documentary evidence becomes public, creat-
''

ing new foreign policy problems.

To some extent, I favor [the tension]. I

think the balance swung too far toward

executive authority in the sixties. But there

is a danger that it may swing too far toward

congressional authority in the seventies. And
this will tend to paralyze foreign policy.

Can this problem be solved by taking Con-

gressmen into negotiations? I don't want to

exclude this totally. But it is not enough, for

example, to have somebody in on a negotia-

tion unless he knows all of the strategy that

went into it. And it raises the issue of what
happens if there is not complete agreement

as to tactics.

In foreign policy, unless you have an over-

all design, your behavior grows random. It

is as if, when you are playing chess, a group

of kibitzers keeps making moves for you.

They may be better chess players than you
are, but they cannot possibly get a coherent

game developed. Especially if, at the same
time, you have to explain each of your moves
publicly so that your opponent can hear it.

I don't know exactly what the solution is.

I know I am spending over half of my time

now before congressional committees. And
that, too, is getting to be a problem in policy-

making. I spent 42 hours in testimony and

in private conversations with Congressmen
in a three-week period on the Sinai accord.

That is a lot of time, and it is in addition to

the normal congressional contacts.

Q. You talk about kibitzers. Isn't that part

of an open democracy?

Secretary Kissinger: There is no parlia-

ment in the world that has the access to

policymaking that the Congress of the

United States has—not in Britain, not in

France, not in any of the democracies. The

key decisions have to be subjected to con-

gressional approval. The democratic process

involves an approval [by Congress] of the

general direction in which a country is going

as well as of specific individual steps. But to

attempt to subject every single decision to

individual approval will lead to the fragmen-

tation of all effort and will finally lead to

chaos and no national policy.

Q. In an article in the Public Interest, U.N.

Ambassador Daniel Moynihan wrote that

"liberal democracy on the American model

tends to the condition of monarchy in the

November 17, 1975 691



19th century: a holdover form of govern-

ment, one which persists in isolated or pecu-

liar places here and there, but which has

simply no relevance to the future. It is where

the world was, not where it is going."

Secretary Kissinger: I don't agree at all.

Where the world is going depends impor-

tantly on the United States.

In the 1950's every new country wanted to

be democratic because we were impressive

or looked impressive, powerful, and purpose-

ful. In the 1970's, after all we have gone

through, that condition no longer exists. This

is not an inevitable result. It may well be

that democracy is not going to make it. But

if democracy isn't going to make it, this is

going to mean such a monumental change

in the American perception of the world and

of itself that it will have the profoundest

consequences within America over a period

of time.

Democracy in the 19th century was an

essentially aristocratic phenomenon. You had

limited ruling groups in most countries. This

was not true of the United States, although

we did have restricted franchises. And you

had, above all, a doctrine of limited govern-

ment and relatively simple issues. Now the

government is involved in every aspect of

life. The issues become unbelievably complex.

Another problem is that in almost every

democratic country so much energy is ab-

sorbed in getting into office that leaders are

not always as well prepared as they could

be and have to learn their job by doing it.

All of this has created a crisis of leader-

ship in many democratic countries. But it is

a crisis that we must solve.

Q. Do you think we are better off than

European countries?

Secretary Kissinger: Far better. The Amer-

ican body politic is basically healthy. Our

people are confident. They want to believe

in their government. There is not the funda-

mental division you have in many foreign

countries. Too often, the Communist vote re-

flects the fact that a significant segment of

the population has opted out of the demo-

cratic pix)cess and has lost confidence in their

government.

692

Q. Do the totalitarian countries have an~,

advantage over us?
j|

Secretary Kissinger: They are at an ad-.,|

vantage over us with respect to any onei

decision they may want to make. However,
Ij

they face a problem of initiative and crea-;j

tivity. Moreover, the quality of leadership ini

most totalitarian countries is worse, because
i

they have a problem of how to replace

leaders at the very top and how to rotate^

leaders at middle levels.

The Communist appeal in the Third World^j

is not due to their own merit. NondemocraticI

forms are gaining. Much of the world has its(

origin in some form of revolution. On tht

whole, revolutionaries don't make revolutior'

in oi*der to give up power after they havej,

seized it. Therefore, in many parts of the

world, there is a tendency toward totalitar-

ianism simply because the generation thall

seized power did not go through all thatf

suffering in order to yield it. Our revolutior

was very peculiar, [since] it was made bj

people who knew who they were to begir

with, and who thought they were carrying

out an existing tradition.

Q. Could we tolerate Communists in tM
government of Italy or in France?

Secretary Kissinger: If you deal with

modern complicated democratic state, lika

Italy and France, it is not directly in oun

power to prevent it. It must be the responsi

bility of the governments concerned to pre"

vent it. The alienation from government canw

not be remedied primarily by the Unites

States. iJ

At the same time, insofar as we can, it is

necessary for the Western democracies to re<!

capture the sense that they can control thei^

own destiny—that they are not subject t(

blind economic forces that sweep across, thaK

produce unemployment, that produce infla<

tion. This is the reasoning behind the planned

summit meeting in November.

Q. How do you think detente is perceive^

by the American public?

Secretary Kissinger: The detente debatd

suffers from a number of misconceptions am'

oversimplifications. One is that detente is {
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favor we grant to the Soviet Union, or that

we can withhold it as a punishment. The fact

is that we are attempting to carry out a

foreign policy geared to the realities of the

period. One, thajt the Soviet Union is a nu-

clear superpower, whose military potential

cannot be effectively wiped out in a surprise

attack, any more than ours can. This being

the case, any war between us will involve

colossal, indeed catastrophic, damage.

Second, the United States is no longer pre-

dominant, though it is still probably the

strongest nation.

Third, the prevention of Soviet expansion,

which remains a primary objective of Ameri-

can policy, has to be carried out in a more

complicated way than in the 1940's and

1950's.

Fourth, the world is no longer monolithic.

It is not one in which we can give orders or

in which we can dominate a Western group

and the Soviets dominate an Eastern group.

And fifth, we have to consider what this

country has gone through with Viet-Nam,

Watergate, and the attendant congressional

restrictions. For us to run the risks of a

confrontation that will be considered by our

people as unnecessary is to invite massive

foreign policy defeats.

I believe that the policy we are carrying

out with the Soviet Union has put us in the

best position to resist Soviet pressures and

in the best position to exploit possibilities of

positive development in Soviet policies. Now,
however, the debate gets carried on as if we
are giving away things to the Soviet Union.

Where has the Soviet Union made a uni-

lateral gain?

Q. It has been charged that because of

detente ive gave the Russians too generous

terms in the 1972 wheat deal and that at

Helsinki we allowed the Soviet Union to

ratify its dominant position in Eastern Eu-

rope.

Secretary Kissinger: The wheat deal is

generally recognized today as a bureaucratic

mistake. It had nothing to do with detente.

In 1972 the decision was made to sell them

wheat because it was considered a good thing

for our farmers. And for that reason, it

wasn't watched sufficiently at the political

level. That was a mistake, but it was not a

mistake of detente.

The so-called Helsinki issue has to be seen

in the context of the evolution of East-West

relationships. We used it as an incentive to

get a Berlin Agreement and the start of

mutual balanced force reductions in Europe

by refusing to agree to a European Security

Conference until after a Berlin Agreement.

And that in turn quieted down an explosive

situation, we hope for the foreseeable future.

With respect to the frontiers, Helsinki

ratified nothing that had not been ratified

before at Yalta, Potsdam, and in the peace

treaties. The Soviet poHtical position in East-

ern Europe depends on military predomi-

nance and on history since 1950, which has

made it clear that the Soviet Union would not

tolerate a breakaway from its form of gov-

ernment and that the West would not inter-

vene if the Soviet Union asserted itself mili-

tarily.

Q. If we don't have a SALT agreement this

year or early next year, would that basically

change the relationship between the United

States and the U.S.S.R.?

Secretary Kissinger: I don't want to give

a specific deadline for the SALT agreement.

But if the SALT negotiation should fail, both

sides will be forced to build their strategic

forces in anticipation of what the other side

might do.

In our case it would mean that rather than

the Soviet Union reducing their strategic

forces from the approximately 2,600 units

they have now to 2,400, we would have to

calculate that they will stay at 2,600—or

maybe go on beyond that. To match this

would involve a significant increase in our

strategic defense budget. That, in turn, can

only be justified on the basis of an increased

danger. So the rhetoric of both sides will be-

come more confrontational, and I would think

that it would lead to a substantial chilling

in the relationship—if not to a return of the

cold war.

Q. Isn't there a basic difference between

the Pentagon and the State Department on

our SALT negotiating position?
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Secretary Kissinger: If there is a basic

difference, I know about it only from the

newspapers. The last position that was given

to Foreign Minister [Andrei A.] Gromyko
was jointly worked out by the Secretary of

Defense and myself. It was then approved

by the President. If there should be a dis-

agreement—and the disagreement is always

much more in the press than in reality

—

then it will be settled by the President.

Q. Do you expect that there tvill be an

agreement this year?

Secretary Kissinger: It's now getting

rather late in the year. It would take about

six to eight weeks, even after an agreement

in principle, to work out all the technical de-

tails. So it may slip beyond the end of this

year.

Q. Would it be possible for Brezhnev [Leo-

nid I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the

Central Committee of the Communist Party

of the Soviet Union] to come to the United

States before a SALT agreement is worked
out?

Secretary Kissinger: I would think it's

unlikely. I think his visit would be tied to a

SALT agreement.

Q. Do you agree—as the Chinese have

charged—that the danger of war between the

United States and the U.S.S.R. is increasing?

Secretary Kissinger: I do not see the

danger of war increasing with the Soviet

Union. I think that in the next decade, as

Soviet power grows—and it will grow not as

a result of detente, but as a result of technol-

ogy and economic development—the tempta-

tion to achieve political positions commen-
surate with that power may also grow. And
in that sense there could be a danger of in-

creased conflicts if we do not, prior to that

event, regulate our relationships in some
manner, and if we fail to keep up our de-

fenses.

Q. Would it be in our strategic interest if

there was war between the Soviet Union and

China ?

Secretary Kissinger: No. We are not -stim-

ulating the rivalry; we are doing nothing to

encourage that conflict. It exists ; it is a fact

of political life. It is not anything in which

we can ourselves get involved. But a war
between those two countries would be un-

fortunate. We're trying to improve relations

with both [countries] . Of course, each might

prefer it if we did not have a relationship

with the other. For our purposes, it is better

to have a relationship with both.

Q. Why should the President go to China

this year?

Secretary Kissinger: The President is go-

ing because the essence of our relationship

with China depends on a mutual understand-

ing of each other's perceptions of the world.

That requires a periodic exchange [of views]

at the highest level. There hasn't been a

meeting between the top Chinese leaders and

an American President for nearly four years.

In a relationship in which so much depends

on intangibles, an occasional meeting is quite

important. [The trip] will certainly not be

just ceremonial.

Q. Do you expect the question of normali-

zation of relations—sho7-t of our breaking of

relations with Taiwan—to be resolved?

Secretary Kissinger: The issue will cer-

tainly come up, and we'll discuss it in the

spirit of the Shanghai communique, which

provides that the purpose of our contacts is

to achieve full normalization. We don't have

a timetable right now. [As for the Chinese]

well, they've stated publicly that they're

patient.

Q. There have been reports that you ivill

make a visit to Israel and Syria in December.

Is that correct?

Secretary Kissinger: Absolutely not. Short

of some crisis that I now don't see, I don't

believe that I will visit Israel and Syria at

that time.
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Q. Do you feel that there tvill be a major
reassessment of American commitment to

Israel—and Ameiican policy in the Middle
East in general—when the aid appropria-

tions are presented to Congress?

Secretary Kissinger: The aid discussions

take on a very curious form. The impression

has been created that the aid requests for

Israel and Egypt are caused by the Sinai

agreement. Indeed, I saw it in your magazine
that "Kissinger promised them certain

things." The fact is that before the agree-

ment the Israelis asked for $2.6 billion and
were confident enough of getting it that they

put it into their budget as a public figure.

Seventy-six Senators urged us to meet that

request.

Last year Israel received $3 billion of

emergency and regular aid, and a substantial

sum for Israel has been in every budget for

the last 15 years. Similarly, we had allocated

a certain amount for Egypt prior to the

agreement. Aid levels were never discussed

with Egypt during the agreement. We set the

levels unilaterally after the agreement was
completed. Aid to Israel and Egypt reflects

our own interests; it is not a payment for

the agreement.

Q. What about a reassessment in terms of

our own domestic priorities—for example,

the problems in New York?

Secretary Kissinger: This is not a fair

choice ; because if you sacrifice an ally abroad,

even if it has no immediate consequences, the

long-term consequences in terms of your in-

ternational position are very severe. We must
overcome the idea that when we deal with

foreign governments it is a favor that we do

them, that we can withdraw without penalty

to ourselves. If we have a close relationship

with a foreign government, it must be be-

cause we believe that we have permanent
interests. If we don't, then that relationship

is in trouble. But if we do have permanent
interests, then we cannot choose between

New York and, say, Israel.

Q. There's been considerable questioning

and criticism—
Secretary Kissinger: If it's criticism, it was

unfair. [Laughter.]

Q. —about the failure of the United States

to speak out for trial by jury and the rights

of the accused in the case of the summary
execution of Basques and leftist terrorists in

Spain. Why loas that?

Secretary Kissinger: I don't have the im-
pression that trial by jury is part of the

Spanish legal tradition. Trial by jury isn't

the case in France and Germany. It's not

the case in any country that has the Napo-
leonic Code or the Roman law. Trial by jury
is an Anglo-Saxon concept that exists only

in countries within the Anglo-Saxon juris-

prudence.

We did not take an official position on the

legal proceedings that were carried out in

Spain, and I don't think that was the objec-

tion of many of the Europeans. Rather it was
a rallying point for a historical resentment
of Franco Spain, which is rooted in the ex-

perience of the Spanish Civil War. The rela-

tionship between Spain and the West—bring-

ing Spain back to the West—is one of the

critical problems of our foreign policy over

the next five to ten years.

Q. What are your top-priority items in for-

eign policy?

Secretary Kissinger: In foreign policy

there are always periods of innovation and
then there are periods of consolidation. We
went through a period of innovation with

respect to the Communist countries between
'71 and '73. We are now in the process of

consolidating this. We then went through a

period of innovation in our relations with
Western Europe and Japan in the period of

'73 and '75. This is still going on. Although
it has not been, in my view, adequately noted,

I think our relationship with the industrial

democracies is better and more creative than

it has been at any time since the late 1940's.

The things that were considered very ad-
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vanced in '73, when I put forward the Year

of Europe, are now accepted as a matter of

course. At that time when we proposed that

economic policies should be coordinated, this

was rejected. Today it is made as a demand.

This is a period I would put in the middle of

its creative phase.

Then we have the relationship with the

new countries in which we have just begun

the process of construction with the seventh

special session.

Those are the three areas which are in

various states of evolution. Of course, you

have critical problems like the Middle East,

which must, in my view, in the next three

to five years make a substantial advance to-

ward peace—or maybe achieve peace.

One of the things we've often discussed is

the vitality of Western institutions in the

period of change. This is perhaps our deep-

est problem, to which a foreign policy maker
can contribute by performance but not di-

rectly.

Q. Last week you met with the Portuguese

Foreign Minister and the Administration has

put forward to Congress the proposal for $85

rniUion in aid. Hotv do you now feel about the

survival of pluralist democracy in Portugal?

Secretary Kissinger: My position has been

that without a systematic effort to encourage

the pluralistic forces in Portugal, they would

be defeated. For a while there was a dis-

agreement between us and the West Euro-

peans, who thought that the forces of the

government that was in office earlier this year

would over a period of time produce plural-

ism. I was skeptical about this. During the

summer the West Europeans came to the

same conclusions we had earlier reached

;

namely, that pluralism had to be actively en-

couraged. And that has always been my posi-

tion. I think it is still a very precarious situ-

ation in Portugal, the outcome of which is

not clear. Recent trends are more encourag-

ing.

Q. In your U.N. speech you suggested a

conference between the concerned potvers

about the future of North and South Korea.

That was rejected by the Chinese and the

North Koreans.

Secretary Kissinger: Yes, but I'm not sure

that is absolutely their last word on the sub-

ject. Even if there is no formal conference,

we can have exchanges of views. We are not

opposed to North Korea as such. What we
don't want to do is have bilateral talks with

North Korea to the exclusion of South Ko-

rea. We don't want to have South Korea

maneuvered into the position of an interna-

tional pariah while we settle the future of

North Korea in negotiations with other

countries. We would be prepared to partici-

pate in any negotiations or in any conference

whose composition was reasonably balanced

that included South Korea. Similarly, if the

Soviet Union or the People's Republic were
prepared to I'ecognize South Korea, we would

be prepared to recognize North Korea.

Q. In 1961 in "A World Restored," you
wrote that "statesmen often share the fate of

prophets"—that they're without honor in

their own country. Do you feel that you're

suffering this fate?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, the lead time

for prophecy has shortened. I think in the

country there's a general feeling that our

foreign policy is reasonably effective. Some
of the criticism is the natural result of an

election year. Some of it is the inevitable

consequence of having been in office for

seven years, in which you accumulate a lot

of mortgages on yourself.

Inevitably, after one is out of office, one's

policies will be seen in clearer perspective,

because then the alternatives will have to be

tried or rejected by somebody else. But, on

the whole, the criticism does not go to the

central core of the policy and, therefore, I

believe the central core of the policy will be

carried on after I leave office—even if an-

other Administration succeeds us.

Q. It sounds like you'll stay, if the Presi-

dent's elected.

Secretary Kissinger: Don't scare me like

that. I'd lose at least my dog, and probably

my wife. [Laughter.]
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United Nations Day, 1975

Following are texts of a statement by Sec-

retary Kissinger made at the U.N. Day con-

cert at Washington on October 25, his toast

at a U.N. Day dinner later that evening, and
a proclamation signed by President Ford on
October 13.

STATEMENT AT U.N. DAY CONCERT

I'res-- release 542 dated October 25

Excellencies, distinguished guests, ladies

and gentlemen : This 30th anniversary of the
United Nations cannot be simply an occasion

for celebration; it must be a moment of re-

dedication. Those of us who value this insti-

tution as indispensable must help it meet its

challenges—as we have done successfully in

the past.

The events of the last few years have
taught the world many new lessons: the les-

sons that our economic fortunes are interde-

pendent, that the problems of global peace

and security are indivisible, that concerns for

human rights transcend international bound-
aries. This recognition of the collective des-

tiny of the human race could mark the begin-

nings of what dreamers have dreamt for ages

—the emergence of a true global community.
For the United Nations, this could perhaps be
the era of its greatest achievements.

But recent history has also seen other

trends : the formation of new blocs, attempts
at economic warfare, and ideological intoler-

ance. Sadly, we have seen these also reflected

in the United Nations in practices and actions

that threaten the U.N.'s role as an instru-

ment of conciliation. This bears no resem-
blance to the expectations of the American
people when the organization was founded ; it

cannot continue without a price being paid.

We in this hall are dedicated to seek to

preserve this institution. We have not for-

gotten, in the face of all the frustrations and
challenges that the organization has con-

fronted in 30 years, that the United Nations

reflects and, indeed, embodies all our hopes.

If nations can learn to act in concert and with

responsibility and in awareness of our com-
mon future, this, too, will be reflected in the

United Nations.

Therefore nothing is more welcome than
this commitment of faith by those of you
here. Nothing is more needed than this readi-

ness to persevere to bring the goals of the

United Nations to reality.

The great orchestra and great music we
are about to hear should recall to us that man
is not a creature of circumstance or of de-

spair. Man is driven and ennobled by his

dreams. Let us make the next 30 years of the
United Nations the era of its fulfillment.

TOAST AT U.N. DAY DINNER

P^e1^ release 543 dated October 25

Excellencies, honored guests, and friends:

We are gathered here, as every year, in trib-

ute to the United Nations. We celebrate the
30th anniversary of its existence. But unlike
every year, we meet now at a time of testing
for this vital institution.

The birth of the United Nations at San
Francisco 30 years ago was a moment of

hope. It was a time when men and women of

good will and good sense, sickened by war,
depression, and persecution, seized upon a
precious moment of international consensus
and sketched out a vision of a better future.

Statesmen had tried a quarter century
earlier to build a new world order and a last-

ing peace ; that first efl'ort had failed almost
totally. Yet there could have been no better

tribute to the indomitable spirit of man than
the effort of a new generation of statesmen
to embrace the same ideals and to found a
new world organization—hoping this time
for a diff"erent outcome, convinced that no
other course gave any real hope to humanity.
Another generation now separates us from

those events. On this anniversary we may
appropriately ask how much those renewed
hopes may be said to have succeeded.

The answer surely is that we have not
done so badly. After 20 years of the League
of Nations, the whole of the world was again
at war. After 30 years of the United Nations,
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we find oui-selves at one of the rarest mo-

ments of modern international history—

a

moment when in all the world not one state

is engaged in hostilities with another. In this

tragic century, such moments are precious

indeed.

And it is not simply a peace of exhaustion.

There has been a genuine diminution of di-

rect conflict among the great powers ; there

have been solutions to chronic problems ; and

there exist the elements for a balanced and

secure international structure. In 30 years

there have been wars, but no world war.

There has been more than enough economic

disorder, but no world depression—and in-

deed, a long-term trend of growth and strong

institutions of international cooperation.

It cannot be denied that the organization

we honor tonight has played a central part

in this positive evolution. And such a past

promises a hopeful future.

This promise was never more in evidence

than at the recent seventh special session of

the General Assembly, which met in Septem-

ber to answer the global challenge of eco-

nomic development. The disparities of wealth

and well-being to which we addressed our

concern were hardly new ; what was new was
that the nations of the world, great and

small, escaped the pointless and destructive

exercise which had absorbed so much energy

in international institutions in years past.

For once there was peace in the world, and
for once there was an appreciation of our

common stake in the advance of the global

economy and of all its participants. The
unanimous agreement with which that ses-

sion closed, to which the United States made
a major contribution, may have moved us a

step closer toward the goals of economic

progress and economic justice.

Just last week the Security Council made
another important contribution to strength-

ening world peace by extending UNEF
[United Nations Emergency Force] one year

and by entrusting Secretary General Wald-
heim with the urgent task of promoting a

settlement of the Spanish Sahara dispute.

These are demonstrations of the potential

of the United Nations. And it is those areas

of international endeavor that increasingly

define what the modern age of international

relations is all about. For the United Nations,

this could perhaps be the era of its greatest

achievement.

But if that promise is to be fulfilled, the

same spirit of mutual respect that marked
that session must govern the conduct of

states.

We have seen a disturbing contrary trend

—ideological intolerance, procedural abuses,

bloc majorities, one-sided voting—resulting

in a one-way morality that clearly under-

mines the U.N.'s role as an instrument of

conciliation. The resolution naming Zionism

as a form of racism is an example ; it under-

mines the U.N.'s necessary and valuable

campaign against racial discrimination, and

it threatens the U.N.'s capacity as mediator

in the Middle East. We will work to defeat

its passage by the General Assembly; we
call on all nations to reconcile their vote

with universal moral principles.

The U.N. Charter sets a standard for inter-

national cooperation. Implicit in it are basic

truths

:

—That diversity of principles and beliefs

must be respected;

—That disputes are to be settled by fair

and peaceful means;

—That international decisions must recog-

nize the interests of all those involved, so

that all will have a stake in their observance

;

—That practical agreements, not rhetoric,

are the only way to lasting progress; and

—That mutuality of benefit is essential to

sustained cooperation.

This is the attitude of the United States.

As we Americans review our nation's past

in this Bicentennial period, we are reminded

anew that unity can be fashioned from the

diversity of peoples and yet preserve it. The
divisions of history, interest, and values

which mark the international arena do not

prevent cooperative action. Indeed, our times

make it imperative. For in today's world,

military conflict on any scale ultimately can

endanger the survival of all ; economic war-

fare, for whatever cause, jeopardizes the

prosperity of all; injustice, wherever it oc-

curs, diminishes all humanity.
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Ladies and gentlemen: The American
people want to see the United Nations fulfill

the vision and faith of its founders. After

three decades of challenge, it remains our

opportunity for a better future. Its success

is the world's success; its failure is the

world's failure. Let us build on what it has

achieved, and let us correct its shortcomings.

Ladies and gentlemen, I ask you, on behalf

of the President, to join me in a toast to the

United Nations on its 30th anniversary.

TEXT OF PROCLAMATION 4400 '

United Nations Day, 1975

Each year, throughout the world, nations com-

memorate October 24 as United Nations Day. This

year is the 30th Anniversary of the United Nations

Charter. Originally with 51 nations as members, the

United Nations today includes 141 nations, thus

membership is nearly universal.

The primary purpose of the United Nations is to

maintain international peace and security. Had the

work of the organization included nothing more than

its efforts for peace in the Middle East—through

truce observers, emergency forces, and mediation

services—it would have justified its existence. But

its record of achievement is far greater, and it con-

tinues to face new tasks with skill and imagination.

Today, the United Nations is adjusting to the new
realities of economic interdependence. At the Sev-

enth Special Session of the United Nations General

Assembly in September of this year, great progress

was made toward reaching agreements through

which the interests of all nations—less developed as

well as developed—can be promoted through coopera-

tive action. In the field of economic development, as

in peacekeeping, the United Nations has proved its

usefulness to all its members.

The United Nations also has accelerated its efforts

to stress the individual rights of women and the

need to use their talents for the progress of society.

By its designation of 1975 as "International Women's
Year" the United Nations has recognized the impor-

tance of women's increasing contributions to the

cause of peace and friendly relations among the

Nations of the world.

Many important tasks are still before the United

Nations. These include agreements on Law of the

Sea, procedures to eliminate torture and efforts to

control debilitating diseases. We cannot be satisfied

until great progress has been made in these and

other areas of international concern.

I ask the American people to look at the United

Nations with true perspective—neither exaggerating

its accomplishments nor ignoring its shortcomings,

but seeing clearly its record and its potential for

constructive action in the best interests of the United

States and of all other members.

Now, Therefore, I, Gerald R. Ford, President of

the United States of America, do hereby designate

Friday, October 24, 1975, as United Nations Day. I

urge the citizens of this Nation to observe that day
with community programs that will promote the

United Nations and its affiliated agencies.

I have appointed H. J. Haynes to be United States

National Chairman for United Nations Day and,

through him, I call upon State and local oflScials to

encourage citizens' groups and all agencies of com-
munication to engage in appropriate observances of

United Nations Day in cooperation with the United

Nations Association of the United States of America
and other interested organizations.

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my
hand this thirteenth day of October, in the year of

our Lord nineteen hundred seventy-five, and of the

Independence of the United States of America the

two hundredth.

Gerald R. Ford.

U.S. and New Zealand Hold

Economic Consultations

Joint Communique '

The Fifth United States/New Zealand Bi-

lateral Economic Consultations were held in

Washington on Monday, September 15, and

Tuesday, September 16, 1975. The Govern-

ments of the two countries agreed in 1969

that such consultations should be held on a

regular basis to provide an opportunity for

senior economic policy officials of both coun-

tries to exchange views on major issues in an

informal atmosphere. The last meeting was
held in Wellington in February, 1974.

The discussions were cordial and useful to

both sides. They covered items of mutual in-

terest in international economic policy and
bilateral economic and commercial relations.

Among the items discussed were progress to-

ward resuming the producer-consumer dia-

logue, particularly concerning energy and
commodities, world food programs and poli-

cies, the view of both nations on cooperation

'40 Fed. Reg. 48337. ' Issued on Sept. 17 (text from press release 487).
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with developing countries and on the Seventh

Special Session of the United Nations Gen-

eral Assembly, the progress of GATT MTN
negotiations [General Agreement on Tariffs

and Trade multilateral trade negotiations]

toward further liberalization of world trade,

and some bilateral trade issues.

Regarding energy issues, the American
delegation reviewed the United States posi-

tion favoring an early reconvening of the

Preparatory meeting to prepare for a multi-

lateral dialogue with the oil-producing and
developing countries on the broad range of

economic issues we now face. The New Zea-

land delegation referred to the decision by
New Zealand to join the International En-
ergy Agency, and expressed its hope that the
agreement which has emerged to rejume tho

dialogue will lead to greater stability of oil

prices and supply.

During a discussion of commodity policy,

the United States representatives referred

to Secretary Kissinger's statement to the

United Nations Special Session on September
1 recognizing the serious problems for de-

veloping countries caused by fluctuations in

commodity export earnings, and outlining

specific proposals the United States is willing

to support to help solve this problem. The
United States delegation expressed its hope
that constructive measures will emerge from
the discussions and from consideration of

these proposals.

The New Zealand delegation expressed its

support for the United States proposals for

a substantial increase in the compensatory
financing facilities of the IMF [International

Monetary Fund] , supplemented from the pro-

posed Trust Fund, to be made available for

developing countries. The New Zealand dele-

gation urged that IMF compensatory financ-

ing should continue to provide access for

countries which are heavily dependent on
primary products for their export earnings

and which have made use of the facility in

the past. The United States side expressed

its willingness to explore in the IMF arrange-

ments which would address this concern of

the New Zealand delegation.

World food programs were discussed and
the American delegation stated that, subject

to Congressional authorization and sufficient

support from other donors, the United States

would make a direct contribution to the new
International Fund for Agricultural Develop-

ment. The New Zealand representatives said

that New Zealand was a joint sponsor of the

Fund and ha3 announced its intention to

make a contribution.

Concerning the current round of Multi-

lateral Trade Negotiations in Geneva, both

countries agreed that it is critically impor-

tant to achieve significant liberalization of

both industrial and agricultural trade during

the course of these negotiations. Both sides

stated they would work closely with each

other to ensure that progress is made in the

negotiations on both industrial and agricul-

tural products.

Each delegation had the opportunity to

present a review of its domestic economy and
its international economic policy. The New
Zealand delegation stressed the urgent need
for an early expansion of economic activity

in industrial countries to stimulate inter-

national trade. The United States delegation

reported on the course of the recovery in the

United States economy which has been
underway since the second quarter of 1975.

The American delegation emphasized the

importance it attaches to strengthening eco-

nomic cooperation with countries in the East
Asia and Pacific region.

The major bilateral issues discussed were
New Zealand's export of meat to the United
States, the market for New Zealand dairy

products in the United States, United States

import duties on raw wool and wool yarn,

and the application of New Zealand's import
policy to some products of interest to the

United States, such as tobacco and poultry

products.

In particular, the New Zealand delegation

welcomed the recent United States decision

to allocate an interim shortfall in beef im-

ports, and expressed the hope that the

United States would allocate a further short-

fall as soon as possible. The American dele-
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gation noted its intention to complete an

assessment of prospects for a further short-

fall when adequate data are available.

Both sides expressed their support for a

general liberalization of international trade,

and agreed that the United States Govern-

ment and the Government of New Zealand

would consult to the maximum extent pos-

sible to help resolve specific bilateral trade

issues.

Both delegations were pleased to have this

opportunity to exchange views. The consul-

tations have given each country's representa-

tives a better understanding of the other's

policies and objectives.

The New Zealand delegation was led by

Mr. Noel V. Lough, Deputy Secretary of

the Treasury, and included Lloyd White, Am-
bassador to the United States, Mr. Henry C.

Holden, Minister (Commercial), New Zea-

land Embassy, Washington, Mr. A. K. Robin-

son, Assistant Secretary (Export Services),

Department of Trade and Industry, Mr.

Gerald C. Hensley, Chief of Economic Di-

vision, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Mr.

Richard F. Nottage, Counselor, New Zealand

Embassy, Mr. Donald M. Stracy, Counselor

(Financial), New Zealand Embassy, and Mr.
William E. Dolan, First Secretary (Com-
mercial), New Zealand Embassy.
The United States delegation was led by

Mr. Paul H. Boeker, Deputy Assistant Sec-

retary of State for International Finance and

Development, and included Ambassador Clay-

ton Yeutter, Deputy Special Representative

for Trade Negotiations, Mr. Maynard W.
Glitman, Deputy Assistant Secretary of

State for International Trade Policy, Mr.

Lester E. Edmond, Deputy Assistant Sec-

retary of State for East Asian and Pacific

Affairs, Mr. F. Lisle Widman, Deputy As-

sistant Secretary of the Treasury for Inter-

national Monetary and Investment Affairs,

Mr. Richard Goodman, Associate Adminis-

trator, Foreign Agricultural Service, Depart-

ment of Agriculture, and Mr. Clarence Siegel,

Acting Director, Office of International Trade

Policy, Department of Commerce.

U.S. Makes Contribution

to UNITAR

LISUN press release 102 dated September 25

Ambassador Daniel P. Moynihan, U.S.

Representative to the United Nations, pre-

sented to the Secretary General of the

United Nations on September 25 a check in

the amount of $290,000. This check repre-

sents an initial and partial contribution

from the United States to the U.N. Institute

for Training and Research for 1975.

By making this contribution, the U.S.

Government indicates its wish that UNI-
TAR's traditional and more recent functions

continue to evolve in a way which will pro-

vide benefits to the U.N. system and to the

member nations of the United Nations. At
the same time, the United States wishes to

urge other countries who have not yet con-

tributed in proportion to their resources to

join it in providing funds.
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THE CONGRESS

Department Discusses Military Exports to Kuwait

and Other Persian Gulf Nations

Statement by Sidney Sober

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs '

My statement will address, first, the gen-

eral policy framework for our military ex-

ports to the nations of the Persian Gulf area

;

second, our policy toward Kuwait and its

relation to our national interest; and finally,

the specific relationship between those poli-

cies and our current or proposed foreign

military sales (FMS) programs in Kuwait.

To begin with, however, I want to express

our understanding of the concerns voiced by
some Members of Congress regarding mili-

tary sales to the gulf region. Congressman
[Lee H.] Hamilton's statement, in introduc-

ing his resolution on the sale of aircraft mis-

siles to Kuwait, indicated that that resolution

was meant to bring about discussion of the

broader implications of that sale. We wel-

come this opportunity to discuss those issues.

We will be equally pleased to continue our

discussion of other aspects of our relations

with the states of the area. We believe that

what we are doing is selective and rational

and fits within a broader policy framework
which supports our national interest. We
welcome the chance to review these matters

with the Congress.

As you know, the Persian Gulf is an area

where developments affect the relationships

' Made before the Subcommittee on International

Political and Military Affairs of the House Commit-
tee on International Relations on Oct. 24. The com-
plete transcript of the hearings will be published by
the committee and will be available from the Super-

intendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing

Office, Washington, D.C. 20402.

among, and the policies of, major world

powers. With the emergence of the oil-pro-

ducing countries as a major power group, the

application in 1973 of the oil embargo, and
the quintupling of oil prices, the global stra-

tegic equation has been affected by what
happens in the gulf. The increasing world

focus on the gulf has been marked by a grow-
ing Soviet presence in the larger strategic

region of which the gulf is a part, as the

Soviets have sought to increase their position

and military presence in the People's Demo-
cratic Republic of Yemen, Somalia, and Iraq.

Since 1967 and particularly since the October

1973 war, the major Arab oil producers in

the peninsula-gulf area have become the

principal financial support for the Arab
states most directly involved in the Middle

East conflict. While they are not immediately

part of the process of reaching a Middle East

settlement, their views are very important,

and their leaders are regularly consulted by
the Arab parties to the negotiations as well

as by the Palestinians.

Our main policy objectives for the gulf

and Arabian Peninsula region have been con-

sistent since we developed a comprehensive

policy framework in anticipation of the ter-

mination of the special British role in the

gulf in 1971. These objectives include:

—Promotion of collective security and

stability in the region by encouragement of

indigenous regional cooperative efforts and

orderly economic progress

;
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—Resolution by the states in the area,

through peaceful means, of territorial and

other disputes between them and widening

the channels of communication between

them;

—Expansion of our diplomatic, cultural,

technical, commercial, and financial presence

and activities ; and

—With greater emphasis since 1973,

(a) Continued access to the region's oil

supplies at reasonable prices and in sufficient

quantities to meet our needs and those of our

allies

;

(b) Employment by the oil exporters of

their rapidly growing incomes in construc-

tive ways contributing to sound economic de-

velopment and supportive of the interna-

tional financial system.

Military exports to the gulf region need to

be viewed in the broader context of a policy

which combines important political, eco-

nomic, financial, and strategic elements.

Without this broader framework, military

exports would make little sense ; within that

framework, they are an important factor in

our ability to maintain close and productive

relations with the gulf states in support of

major U.S. interests. Those states view their

military supply relationship with us as part

of a total relationship which provides im-

portant mutual benefits. They see our will-

ingness to consider their requests to us—as

against other potential suppliers—for the

sale of military equipment and services,

which they perceive as reasonable and neces-

sary in their circumstances, as an integral

element of that relationship.

Criteria for Military Export Decisions

The Department of State carefully scruti-

nizes military export proposals, whether

through commercial channels or under the

Foreign Military Sales Act.

We do so on a case-by-case basis, not be-

cause the United States has no policy govern-

ing such exports, but for precisely the oppo-

site reasons: the continuous evolution of mili-

tary technology, of political circumstances,

and of the strategic equation requires care-

ful evaluations of each proposed transaction

in the light of our policy goals. This could

not be done by seeking to apply any rigid,

mechanistic guidelines.

It is essential to bear in mind that in the

Persian Gulf the phrase "military exports"

does not equate to "arms sales." A large pro-

portion of the military equipment and serv-

ices exported to the Persian Gulf states

consists not of weapons or arms, but of

nonlethal services or support equipment. Spe-

cifically, in dollar terms, approximately 40

percent of total U.S. military exports con-

sists of weapons systems, weapons, and

ammunition. The remaining 60 percent con-

sists of supporting equipment such as cargo

aircraft, tugs, trucks, and radar equipment

(19 percent) ; of supporting services such as

construction, supply operations, training,

and technical services (24 percent) ; and of

spare parts (17 percent). Few of the items

included in that 60 percent raise the same

questions of appropriateness of release, im-

pact on balance of forces, possible unau-

thorized transfer, and so forth, which are ad-

dressed in sales of arms per se. Thus the

criteria we follow are mainly applied to that

portion of our military exports whose value

constitutes less than half of the total of what

is generally lumped together as "arms sales"

;

i.e., the sale of weapons, weapons systems,

and ammunition.

No criteria apply equally to our examina-

tion of all reque.sts for military equipment

and services, but some of the most common
and most important are as follows.

1. "Offensive" and "Defensive." There is

no purely "offensive" or purely "defensive"

weapon. An offensive strategy will embody

defensive phases, and vice versa. Neverthe-

less, certain weapons are inherently more

suitable to offensive or defensive roles; for

example, analysis of a proposal to sell tanks

normally needs to be more rigorous than a

proposal to sell antitank missiles.

2. Foreign Political Impact. The mere pos-

session of a weapons system by a state, how-

ever justifiable in terms of legitimate defense

needs and intentions, may raise the fears of

neighboring states and therefore be de-

stabilizing.

3. Financial Implications. The capacity of
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the purchasing state to finance military im-

ports, given its overall economic situation

and requirements, must be taken into ac-

count.

4. Absorptive Capacity. The ability of the

purchasing state to use proposed military im-

ports effectively within its overall defense

structure is a factor.

5. Intended Uses. Given the domestic and
foreign political character of the purchasing

state, the Department weighs its intentions

in requesting the weapons. This considera-

tion also involves a judgment with respect

to the intention and ability of the recipient

nation to avoid or prevent transfer to third

countries without our approval.

6. Security Responsibilities. Obviously, the

larger states in the gulf bear larger regional

security burdens, and their requests are con-

sidered in light of these responsibilities.

7. Alternative Sources. The possibility of

non-American sources of military weapons is

a significant consideration. It is not so much
a matter of competing with the British or

the French or the Swedes or even Communist
countries for exports or for the benefits of

the political influence and presence that mili-

tary exports afford. The United States would

welcome sensible regional arms limitation

agreements with other arms suppliers and

purchasers, both Western and Communist,

but in the absence of such agreements the

United States has to arrive at its own deci-

sions in the light of prevailing circumstances.

8. American Productive Capacity. To the

extent that increased volume of production

resulting from foreign requests lowers the

per-unit cost of weapons in U.S. inventories,

our own military needs are better served.

However, our productive capacity often

places serious constraints on our ability to

respond to foreign military requests in a

time frame acceptable to recipient govern-

ments because of the need to give priority

to our defense needs.

9. A7-ms Escalation. It is important and

necessary to do what we can to prevent or

discourage an arms race by potential ad-

versary nations of the Persian Gulf.

10. Effect on Overall U.S. Interests. The

political impact of a refusal on our part to

export military equipment or services must
be weighed in terms of our total relationship

with the country concerned and our broader

interests in the area.

U.S. Policy Toward Kuwait

It has been our policy since Kuwait be-

came independent in 1961 to encourage a

close and cooperative relationship with that

nation.

Politically, that policy has been beneficial

to the United States because of Kuwait's

support of moderate Arab regimes, but the

political benefit has been moderated by the

fact that Kuwait also maintains relations

with the more radical states in the Arab
world and, for that matter, throughout the

world. This is a necessity, in Kuwait's view,

as we understand it, because its small size

and the relatively large number of Pales-

tinians among its population make it vulner-

able to political pressure. Kuwait maintains

relations with most nations and seeks to bal-

ance its responses to political pressure from
one on another of them. In these circum-

stances, Kuwait inevitably finds itself at odds

with the United States from time to time ; by
the same token, it occasionally finds itself at

odds with the Soviet Union or the so-called

Third World or its OPEC [Organization of

Petroleum Exporting Countries] partners or

the United Kingdom or Japan.

Kuwait's leaders appear to believe that it

can best remain viable by maintaining its

independence and at the same time remaining

a loyal and active participant in Arab causes.

We in turn believe that the United States can

find areas of political cooperation compatible

with that outlook, that it is in our interest to

do so, and that mature nations can seek such

cooperation while agreeing to disagree on

those issues which separate them.

Economically, our relations reflect the fact

that Kuwait is a free market economy, with

large oil reserves and revenues, dependent

on imports from the industrialized world for

many of its needs, and anxious to use its oil

income in such a way as to contribute both to
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the prosperity of the world economy and to

that of Kuwait.

Our economic relations with Kuwait go

back to the thirties, when major oil conces-

sions there were awarded to the Gulf Oil

Company in combination with British Petro-

leum. These two companies, operating the

Kuwait Oil Company, have since been re-

sponsible for the bulk of Kuwait's produc-

tion; and U.S. participation in the exploita-

tion of Kuwait's oil has been mutually bene-

ficial for many years.

In the field of investment, Kuwait has de-

veloped highly sophisticated banking and

financial institutions, many of them closely

related to similar institutions in the United

States ; and here, too, our relations have been

mutually beneficial for some years. Kuwait

has, incidentally, conducted its financial and

investment affairs in a professionally re-

sponsible fashion.

In addition, our exports to Kuwait are

growing and amounted to $209 million in

1974. We are providing the Kuwaitis with

technical assistance, on a reimbursable basis,

in a number of areas. And Kuwait's rela-

tively large foreign aid programs are largely

consistent with our objectives of helping to

insure stability and development in the less

developed world.

We do have some differences with Kuwait

in the economic area, revolving largely

around the question of oil prices. As you

know, we regard the enormous and continu-

ing increases in oil prices since 1973 as with-

out justification, and have so told Kuwait.

Within OPEC there are several different

factions on the question of oil prices. Without

in any way condoning the increases since

1973, I do believe it appropriate to note that

Kuwait has been among those OPEC mem-
bers who have recently taken a relatively

moderate position on this question.

Kuwait's Defense Posture

Kuwait maintains, for a nation of about 1

million people, relatively small armed forces

:

an army of three brigades plus a few sepa-

rate battalions, and an air force of fewer

than a thousand. With these small forces,

little land mass, and no natural barriers, and

with its economic resources concentrated in

a single industry and a single area, Kuwait

has no pretensions to being capable of de-

fending itself against a determined attack by

one of its larger neighbors. Its armed forces

are intended to provide a minimal deterrent

against a potential attacker, to supplement

internal security, and to slow an attacker

until political means can be brought to bear.

For in the final analysis Kuwait's real de-

fense is political, not military. It lies in the

perception of several of its more powerful

neighbors that their interests are better

served by an independent Kuwait and in the

solidarity of the Arab nations.

The proximate threat to Kuwait's security

is from its northern neighbor, Iraq. Iraq does

not accept the present border with Kuwait;

it has periodically encroached on Kuwait

territory; and it has expressed a desire to

control some part or all of two Kuwait is-

lands (Warbah and Bubiyan) which border

the tributary of the Tigris-Euphrates on

which the Iraqi port of Umm Qasr is situ-

ated. Iraq's armed forces are of course a

great deal larger and better equipped than

those of Kuwait, and conflict between the

two would be essentially one-sided.

The Kuwait-Iraq Border Dispute

To understand the current status of the

Kuwait-Iraq border dispute, it is necessary

to go back a bit into history.

In 1899, in response to a request from the

ruler of Kuwait, the British agreed to extend

protection to Kuwait; this was a manifesta-

tion of British and Ottoman rivalry in the

area. In 1923, when Britain was still in con-

trol of Iraq, the British High Commissioner

for Iraq established the present Kuwait-Iraq

boundary by unilateral action. When Kuwait

became independent in 1961, the Prime Min-

ister of Iraq, which had gained its own inde-

pendence in 1932, declared that Kuwait was

an integral part of Iraq. Iraqi forces were

massed on the Iraqi side of the border, and

the British sent a contingent of troops to
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II
Kuwait to forestall invasion. A new Iraqi

regime in 1963 changed direction and issued

a joint communique with Kuwait recognizing

Kuwait's independence.

The communique did not. however, consti-

tute a border settlement, and thus the ques-

tion of sovereignty over the two disputed

islands off Kuwait's coast was not settled.

These islands cover access to the Iraqi port

of Umm Qasr ; and they, rather than the land

boundary, are probably the heart of the dis-

pute, although it is often expressed in terms

of the land boundary. In 1973, in fact, Iraqi

troops occupied a Kuwaiti police post near

the border, and they appear to still be there.

Various settlements with regard to the is-

lands have been proposed, but none accepted

by both sides ; they generally revolve around

the concept of Kuwait's granting some form

of Iraqi control over all or part of the is-

lands in return for Iraqi recognition of the

land boundary.

In any event, the dispute between the two
nations is real. From Kuwait's point of view

it contains the seeds of open conflict, and it

is primarily for that reason that Kuwait has

sought in recent years to upgrade its defen-

sive capability.

Kuwait's Military Relationship With the U.S.

As a holdover from the years when the

Briti-sh had an important political role in the

country, Kuwait looks to the United King-

dom as its principal source of military ad-

visory support. British officers and personnel

are .seconded to the Kuwait forces, and Ku-
wait looks to this longstanding relationship

as fundamental to their effective operation

and deployment.

Kuwait has sought U.S. assi-stance in the

military field only in recent years and only

in certain selected sectors. The first step in

developing this relationship came in 1971,

when Kuwait requested the United States to

carry out a survey of its armed forces and
of their present and future adequacy. We did

so, and in 1972 produced a survey report

which recommended a number of steps to

upgrade Kuwaiti capabilities in certain fields.

Kuwait then requested that we provide pro-

posals for subsonic aircraft, antitank mis-

siles, cargo vehicles, and antiaircraft mis-

siles. It was clear from Kuwait's request

that its principal concern was with its ability

to defend against armor and air attack. We
made certain proposals consistent with the

survey we had conducted, and after almost

two years of consideration the Kuwaitis in

November 1974 entered into agreements with

us on the two major weapons systems which
they have purchased from the United States:

several Hawk missile batteries and two

squadrons of A-4 aircraft. Both of these pro-

grams are scheduled to be implemented over

a four-year period. (Prior to November 1974,

Kuwait had purchased a small number of

antitank missiles and a variety of trucks and
other transport equipment.)

The letter of offer which is currently be-

fore the Congress is for one element of the

A-4 package which Kuwait bought; i.e., for

the short-range air-to-air Sidewinder mis-

siles designed as the major defense of the

A-4's against attack by other aircraft. I want
to emphasize that these missiles constitute

an integral part of the A-4 sale which was
basically agreed upon la.st year. (One addi-

tional letter of offer is still to be submitted,

to cover contractor maintenance and support

of the aircraft.)

The status of the Kuwait Hawk program is

somewhat similar to that for the A-4's; the

basic sales agreement for the equipment has

been signed, and a number of follow-on FMS
cases will be required to complete the pack-

age. We will in fact be submitting shortly

two letters of offer covering contractor sup-

port and training in the United States for

Kuwaiti personnel.

It is most important to note that, in both

cases, we have already entered into firm com-

mitments to provide the basic equipment;

i.e., A-4 aircraft and Hawk antiaircraft mis-

siles. Both programs are in midstream. With-

out the essential follow-on items, these pro-

grams would be so incomplete as to render

the equipment useless.

Our political, economic, and other relations

with Kuwait have improved a good deal over

recent years, largely as a result of the gen-

eral improvement in our relations with the
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Arab world following the 1973 war and our

efforts to bring about a just and lasting peace

in the area. Kuwait's decision to broaden our

relationship to include the sensitive area of

national defense was a political gesture and,

as such, was symptomatic of Kuwait's desire

for closer cooperation with the United

States.

From our point of view, it is in the U.S.

interest to continue to work with Kuwait in

such areas of mutual concern, having in mind
the political and economic weight which Ku-

wait wields both in the Arab world and, in

the economic sense, in the world at large.

In summary, then, we see our selective

military exports to the Persian Gulf region,

and specifically to Kuwait, as serving the

U.S. national interest in several important

ways.

—Support for the vital interests of the

nations of the region is an integral part of

our overall policy of encouraging friendly

and mutually productive relations with those

nations, relations which are indispensable to

achievement of U.S. goals in the area.

—To the degree that these nations are able

and willing to assume responsibility for their

own security, and the stability of the gulf

region, through the development of appro-

priate force structures, our own worldwide

security posture is strengthened, because we
and they share many of the same strategic

goals.

—Conversely, our refusal to meet requests

for assistance in the vital area of national

defense, when the nations concerned clearly

prefer U.S. assistance to that of other coun-

tries, would seriously jeopardize our larger

political and economic objectives in the re-

gion.

Department Discusses International Economic Policy

Statement by Julius L. Katz

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Economic and Business Affairs '

I welcome this opportunity to appear be-

fore your subcommittee to discuss interna-

tional economic policy. The subcommittee

has posed provocative questions about our

foreign economic policy objectives, our prior-

ities, the coherence of our policies, and their

interaction with other foreign policy goals.

I will address each of these questions.

The postwar period has been a period of

radical change in international economic

and political life. Throughout this period

certain fundamental objectives of our for-

' Made before the Subcommittee on International

Economic Policy of the House Committee on Inter-

national Relations on Oct. 23. The complete transcript

of the hearings will be published by the committee
and will be available from the Superintendent of

Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20402.

eign economic policy have persisted. The
coherence and continuity of these basic ob-

jectives over the past 30 years is, I think,

remarkable.

Our continuing objectives can be stated

briefly.

We want an open world economy that

permits market forces to operate with

minimum restrictions on the flow of goods,

services, capital, and technology across na-

tional boundaries. We want an international

monetary system that facilitates trade and

investment. We want a concerted and sus-

tained eff'ort by the economically advanced

countries to improve the prospects for eco-

nomic and social progress in the developing

countries. We want international and re-

gional economic institutions for consulta-

tion and cooperation governed by rules for
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economic relationships and the orderly reso-

lution of conflicting interests.

These are and have been the central ele-

ments of our foreign economic policy. They
rest on the proposition that an open world

economy operating under agreed rules en-

ables countries to maximize the economic

gains from international exchange. It is also

the most felicitous environment for interna-

tional cooperation.

These objectives guided us in the imme-
diate postwar period. Profiting from the

bitter lesson of the interwar years, when
each nation sought—without success—to

better itself at the expense of its neighbors

and international economic life was strangled

by controls, we took the leadership in de-

veloping new international institutions and
rules to free trade and payments of encum-
brances and to encourage international in-

vestment :

—The GATT [General Agreement on

Tariffs and Trade] to reduce barriers to

trade and eliminate discriminatory treat-

ment in international commerce.

—The International Monetary Fund
(IMF) to establish a multilateral system of

payments and eliminate foreign exchange

restrictions that hamper the growth of trade.

—The World Bank to encourage interna-

tional investment, including importantly

private foreign investment, for economic de-

velopment.

The purpose common to all three institu-

tions was the promotion of high levels of

employment and real income and the devel-

opment of the productive resources of their

members.

The world economy flourished under this

regime. We enjoyed an unparalleled expan-

sion of world trade, an unparalleled expan-

sion of private international investment

flows, rising employment, rising production,

rising levels of personal consumption and
well-being, the longest period of sustained

and rapid economic growth in history.

The foreign economic policy objectives

that animated us 30 years ago persist today.

But the policies, programs, and institutional

structures needed to give effect to these ob-

jectives change, as they must, in response

to changing needs and circumstances. The
economic and political contours of the world

have altered radically. New nations have

been born; old nations have recovered and
surged forward; the relative economic power
of the United States has diminished. Coun-

tries have become more interconnected, more
exposed and dependent on each other. Infla-

tion and recession coexist and have spread

throughout the world. The supply of oil is

tightly controlled, and its price is escalating.

Clearly, institutions and rules must be

modernized to take account of these and
other changes. This is the case for the trad-

ing and the monetary system. New institu-

tions and new programs must be developed

to meet new problems—notably those of

energy and food supply. The needs of the

developing countries for increased oppor-

tunities for growth and participation must
be heeded. Foreign economic policy is not

lacking in coherence—the basic objectives

give it coherence—but policies must evolve

in a continuing and necessary process of

adaptation and renewal.

The subcommittee has asked, and I quote,

"What is in fact current U.S. international

economic policy? What are its major short-

term and long-term objectives?" I would like

to respond to this inquiry by looking at cer-

tain major constituent elements of our for-

eign economic relations and indicating suc-

cinctly what we are doing and why.

Trade and Monetary System

Trade. We are deeply engaged in the Tokyo
round of multilateral trade negotiations, the

seventh major such effort to reduce barriers

to trade. Our objectives are twofold : the

reciprocal reduction of barriers to industrial

and agricultural trade and the improvement
of rules governing international trading re-

lations. We are here continuing a familiar

and historic process of trade liberalization,

a process that is especially important now
because of the resurgence of protectionist

sentiment both here and abroad.

Tariffs, although low on average, are not

negligible; and "tariff escalation"—that is,
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higher duties on processed and manufac-

tured goods than on the raw materials from
which they are made—is an obstacle both to

industrialization in developing countries and

to the efficiency of the world economy. The
need to reduce barriers to agricultural trade

is especially important. New rules are

needed on nontariff trade barriers; we are

giving priority attention in this connection

to export subsidies and government procure-

ment practices. And we propose to negotiate

rules—and commitments—governing the use

of export restraints much along the lines of

existing rules governing import restraints.

To improve the trade prospects of the poor

countries and therewith their economic de-

velopment, we expect to put into effect a

general system of tariff preferences on Jan-

uary 1. In the multilateral trade negotia-

tions we will seek early agreement on reduc-

ing barriers to tropical products that are

the major source of LDC [less developed

countries] export earnings.

We want also to expand trade and normal-

ize economic relations with the Communist
countries of Eastern Europe, the U.S.S.R.,

and the People's Republic of China.

Monetary System. The rigidities that de-

veloped in the Bretton Woods system im-

peded rather than facilitated international

trade and investment, and radical changes

have taken place in that system. Intensive

work on comprehensive reform was checked

by the energy crisis and galloping inflation.

We are, however, participating in examina-

tion of certain amendments to the IMF
charter and other immediate steps in order

to begin an evolutionary process of reform.

Of particular importance are the amend-

ments on exchange arrangements, reserve

assets, and the structure and decisionmaking

apparatus of the Fund.

With respect to exchange rate arrange-

ments, we recognize that these are matters

of international concern, but we want
greater flexibility in the choice and opera-

tion of the exchange arrangements of indi-

vidual members, provided the members ob-

serve agreed policies and guidelines and

accept the surveillance of the Fund. We op-

pose any commitment to a return to a par

value system, although we recognize the

right of any country to establish and main-

tain a par value for its currency if it wishes.

For our part we prefer that our exchange

rate be determined essentially by market

forces.

We have for some time sought to reduce

the status and role of gold as one of the most

important reserve assets—which it has

under the present articles of the Fund.

Progress has been made in reaching under-

standing on how this should be effected. We
want care taken to avoid the restoration of

gold to its former position and a new pegged

price. We believe the SDR [special drawing

rights]—which we took the lead in creating

—should take over many of the functions

and the role performed by gold.

We favor the creation in the Fund of a

permanent council at ministerial level with

decisionmaking authority. In this regard, it

is important that the United States retain

a voice commensurate with its role in eco-

nomic and financial affairs.

Foreign Investment Issues

Investment. Foreign investment is a dy-

namic and contentious issue in our inter-

national relations. Our traditional policy is

to provide maximum freedom for our in-

vestors to invest abroad and for foreign in-

vestors to invest in the United States and

to enjoy nondiscriminatory treatment. The
policy is based on the proposition that world

output will be greater if capital and man-
agement skills go where they can be em-

ployed most efficiently—from areas of low

return to areas of high return.

This policy is not universally endorsed.

Private foreign investment, and in particular

the transnational company, which is the

major instrument today for foreign invest-

ment, is a highly emotional issue. Countries

want foreign investment for the benefits it

brings, but they fear it because it is foreign.

We believe it would be beneficial for the

international community to develop a body

of basic balanced principles, of standards of

conduct, to guide transnational enterprises

and governments in their mutual relations.
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We are participating in such efTorts in the

OECD [Organization for Economic Coopera-

tion and Development] and the United Na-

tions. The guidelines should be indicative

rather than mandatory. An internationally

agreed set of guidelines would give govern-

ments and enterprises a better understand-

ing of the expectations each has regarding

the other's behavior. We also strongly favor

the development of mechanisms for the

settlement of investment disputes. Such

mechanisms are a desirable means of de-

politicizing and resolving disagreements be-

tween foreign investors and host govern-

ments.

Concern about the inflow of private in-

vestment into the United States, especially

by the major oil-producing nations, has been

evident. Following an intensive review of

U.S. policy on foreign investment in the

United States, we have concluded that we
should continue our traditional commitment
to national treatment for, and noninterfer-

ence with, most foreign investment in the

United States, consistent with existing laws

and regulations. We will, however, maintain

closer oversight of those investments through

a new Office and Interagency Committee on

Foreign Investment in the United States. In

addition, we will seek assurances from those

governments capable of making large invest-

ments that they will consult with us prior to

undertaking major investment in this coun-

try.

Energy and Raw Materials

Energy. The oil embargo in 1973 and the

staggering price increases that followed put

enormous strains on the world economy and
made clear the dangerous vulnerability that

we and our allies had incurred by our grow-
ing dependence on imported oil. Neither the

supply nor the price of a central factor in

our economies was any longer under our

control.

Our response was to develop a compre-
hensive strategy to deal with both the imme-
diate problems and dangers and the longer

term implications of the new energy situa-

tion. We joined with other major consuming

countries in the newly created International

Energy Agency. To cope with the shortrun

dangers such as a new embargo and oil-

related balance-of-payments problems, we
and our partners in the lEA joined in a plan

for mutual assistance in the event of em-
bargo, involving emergency oil stocks, re-

duced oil consumption, and oil sharing;

agreed on a $25 billion support fund to pro-

vide assurance of financial assistance in the

event of severe balance-of-payments diflfi-

culties; and at U.S. initiative, proposed that

the International Monetary Fund create a

trust fund for concessional loans to develop-

ing countries hit hardest by oil price in-

creases.

To deal with the fundamental longer term

problem of excessive dependence on insecure

sources of oil and exposure to arbitrary in-

creases in the price of oil, we and our lEA
partners are developing a comprehensive

program of measures to conserve energy and

increase energy investment and production.

It is only by reducing consumption and in-

creasing supply that consuming countries

can end OPEC's [Organization of Petroleum

Exporting Countries] monopoly power over

the oil market.

A third element in our strategy is to have

consumers and producers join in a dialogue

on energj' that will emphasize our common
interests and encourage a more positive rela-

tionship. At the Paris preparatory confer-

ence last week, it was agreed to hold a

Ministerial Conference on International Eco-

nomic Cooperation in December. At that

conference, there will be established com-
missions on energy, raw materials, develop-

ment problems, and related financial ques-

tions. The oil producers and the industrial-

ized and the developing-country consumers
will pursue their dialogue in these commis-
sions.

Commodities. Two problems are of par-

ticular concern to us in this area.

One is the need for sustained investment

in raw material development, especially min-

eral development to meet rising world needs.

Capital requirements are enormous, and
technology is complex; but the unfavorable

political environment facing private foreign
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investment in many countries threatens to

discourage the iiow of private capital and

technology into natural resource develop-

ment. While capacity is adequate now, future

shortages could throttle world growth when
the world economy moves out of recession.

It is in the interest of the consuming, as well

as the producing, countries that these re-

sources be developed in ways that take ac-

count of the sensitivity of countries to own-

ership rights over their subsoil resources.

We believe that an initiative by the World

Bank and its affiliates, the IFC [Interna-

tional Finance Corporation] in particular,

in concert with private investors, would be

an excellent means of encouraging invest-

ments in raw materials in developing coun-

tries.

The second problem is the instability of

commodity markets. A number of commodi-

ties are subject to wide swings in price be-

cause of cyclical variations in demand in

industrialized countries and variations in

supply because of weather. Such instability

wastes resources, impedes the development

efforts of the poor countries, and is de-

stabilizing in the industrial countries, adding

to inflationary pressures. High prices in

periods of commodity shortage enter irre-

versibly into the wage and price structure

of industrial countries and persist after the

commodity market has turned around. Thus

we are prepared to consider buffer stocks or

supply management arrangements in cases

where such arrangements are feasible and

appropriate.

The problem of some commodity markets

may not be price instability. In some cases

prices may be stable but at levels which re-

sult in very low earnings for producers.

Such situations might be due to chronic

overproduction, to competition with syn-

thetics, to foreign trade barriers, to ineffi-

cient production techniques, or to poor mar-

keting practices. Thus we believe it is wrong
to think solely in terms of price stabiliza-

tion arrangements. We believe it is necessary

to analyze commodities case by case to deter-

mine the root cause of the problem and to

consider measures appropriate to the par-

ticular problem at hand. Such solutions

might involve diversification, product im-

provement, better marketing techniques, or

efforts to improve competitiveness through

increased efficiency.

Finally, we believe it desirable to have

available an effective international financial

mechanism to deal with problems of unstable

commodity earnings. Developing countries

depend on the sale of primary commodities,

especially agricultural commodities, for the

bulk of their export earnings. When the

market sags, their export earnings fall off,

and their ability to maintain development

imports is curtailed. We have proposed a

new development security facility in the

International Monetary Fund that would

substantially increase the compensatory fi-

nancing made available to developing coun-

tries which sustain shortfalls in their export

earnings for reasons beyond their control.

Seeking Adequate and Secure Food Supplies

Food. Production shortfalls and high

prices for food during the past three years

have heightened international concern about

assuring the production and availability of

food supplies worldwide. Since the World

Food Conference in November 1974, we have

stressed the development of policy in three

areas: (1) increasing food production in the

developing countries; (2) providing a rea-

sonable level of food aid until a major ex-

pansion of food production is brought about

;

and (3) establishing a world food security

reserve system. The liberalization of agri-

cultural trade, our fourth objective, is being

pursued in the multilateral trade negotia-

tions.

The widening disparity between food pro-

duction in the developing countries and the

requirements of their still rapidly growing

population is of international concern. De-

veloping countries cultivate more land but

produce less food than the industrial coun-

tries. They have the greatest capacity for

increased crop yields and output over the

next several decades. We are encouraging

high priority for LDC agricultural develop-

ment in existing bilateral and multilateral

aid programs and the mobilization of new
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financial resources for this purpose in a new
institution—the International Fund for

Agricultural Development.

Until a major expansion of LDC produc-

tion is achieved, food aid will continue to be

a necessary program both to meet emer-

gency and disaster requirements and to re-

duce the financial burden of commercial im-

ports for poor countries. We support a

global target of 10 million tons of food aid

annually and will make every effort to pro-

vide at least 4 million tons of that total on

a continuing basis.

Over the past three years, poor harvests

in some key countries and the resulting

drawdowns of traditional gi'ain stocks have

sharpened the world's awareness of its vul-

nerability to food emergencies. We have

taken the lead in seeking establishment of

an effective international system of nation-

ally held grain reserves to alleviate world

shortages in bad crop years and reduce pres-

sure on supply and markets. We believe re-

serves should be adequate in size, fairly

allocated, and subject to agreed guidelines

on release and acquisition. We are actively

engaged in the process of negotiating such

a resei-ve system.

Conclusion. I have tried to highlight poli-

cies and priorities in six major functional

areas of our economic relations. One could,

of course, look at foreign economic policy

from a different perspective, the perspective

of our relations with groups of countries

—

with the rich countries and the poor. On this

subject I will be quite brief. One of the re-

markable features of postwar life is the suc-

cess we have had in cultivating the habit of

consultation among the industrialized coun-

tries. Our relations have become more inti-

mate, the process of collaboration more in-

tense, the need for coordination of policy

more evident. The summit meeting in No-
vember will be an occasion to strengthen

this process. As to the poor countries, it is

in our political and economic interest to try

to make trade, aid, and investment normal
cooperative elements in our relations with
these countries rather than exercises in

confrontation.

Secretary Kissinger in his speech to the

U.N. special session on September 1 of this

year laid out in detail the policies and pro-

grams that should guide us in this effort.

It is a positive statement on which we can

build. I commend the speech to you.

Department Discusses Arrangements

With U.S.S.R. on Grain and Oil

Statement by Charles W. Robinson
Under Secretary for Economic Affairs '

I welcome the opportunity to appear here

today to describe new arrangements with the

Soviet Union on trade in grains which I be-

lieve will significantly benefit the United

States.

U.S.S.R. production and trade in grain

currently are the two most unstable elements

in the world grain economy, accounting for

about 80 percent of the annual fluctuation in

world trade in wheat—the principal food

grain. Variations in Soviet imports of grain

have been particularly marked in this decade.

In the 1971 crop year, the Soviet Union im-

ported about 8 million metric tons of grain,

of which 2.9 million tons were from the

United States. In the following crop year,

imports totaled about 21 million tons, of

which 13.7 were from the United States.

It is this extreme variation which makes
planning production for the Soviet market by

U.S. farmers difl!icult and which affects the

availability of supplies not only for our other

foreign customers but also American con-

sumers—not just homemakers but our meat

producers as well. In view of this situa-

tion, the President announced on September

9 that he had directed me to explore a long-

term agreement with the Soviet Union, which

I

' Made before the House Committee on Interna-

tional Relations on Oct. 28. The complete transcript

of the hearings will be published by the committee
and will be available from the Superintendent of

Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20420.
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was subsequently signed and announced on

October 20.

The U.S.-U.S.S.R. agreement on grain

sales primarily aims at reducing this hereto-

fore unpredictable massive intervention in

our market. The agreement:

—Unconditionally commits the Soviet

Union to purchase a minimum of 6 million

metric tons of wheat and corn annually.

—Permits the U.S.S.R. to purchase an

additional 2 million tons annually without

government-to-government consultation.

—Obliges the U.S. Government to facili-

tate Soviet purchases and not to exercise its

authority to control shipments of these

amounts unless the total U.S. grain supply

(beginning stocks of all grains except rice

plus the U.S. Department of Agriculture's

estimate of production) falls below 225 mil-

lion metric tons. In this event, the U.S. Gov-

ernment may reduce the amount which the

Soviet side may purchase to less than 6 mil-

lion tons.

The agreement also provides for consulta-

tion by the two governments in advance of

purchases in excess of 8 million tons of

wheat and corn in any one crop year. Ship-

ment of grain under the agreement is to be

in accord with the U.S.-U.S.S.R. maritime

agreement.

The Soviets have assured us that their

additional purchases of grain in the current

crop year will not be in a volume which could

disrupt the U.S. market. As Secretary [of

Agriculture Earl L.] Butz noted at the time

this agreement was announced, we view this

volume as 7 million metric tons.

In announcing the grain agreement, the

President outlined its benefits to our econ-

omy. The agreement:

—Provides for a relatively stable long-

term major market for U.S. grain, valued

at about $1 billion annually.

—Increases the incentive for American

farmers to maintain full production.

—Reduces fluctuations in U.S. and world

markets by smoothing out Soviet purchases

of U.S. grain.

—Stimulates not only agriculture but

such related enterprise as farm machinery

and ocean transport.

I will now turn briefly to the letter of in-

tent to negotiate an agreement on sales of

Soviet oil to the United States, which was

also signed on October 20.

The Soviet Union is the world's largest

producer of crude oil, at about 9.5 million

barrels per day, having recently surpassed

U.S. production. The United States is the

world's largest consumer of petroleum with

domestic production of about 8.9 million bar-

rels per day and imports about 6 million

barrels per day. The U.S.S.R. exports about

2.3 million barrels per day, mainly to East-

ern and Western Europe.

The U.S. and Soviet Governments have

agreed to commence negotiation promptly of

an agreement under which:

—The U.S.S.R. would offer for sale to the

United States 10 million metric tons of crude

oil and petroleum products annually (about

200,000 barrels per day) for five years.

—The U.S. Government would be free to

purchase the oil for its own use ; or by agree-

ment, oil could be purchased by U.S. firms

for resale, including in agreed areas out-

side the United States.

Prices are to be agreed at a mutually bene-

ficial level, and efforts are to be made to-

ward expanding technical cooperation in

energy in ways to be agreed upon.

The volume of potential U.S. purchases

under such an agreement is small, but their

significance lies in the diversification of

sources of supply it opens for the United

States.

Such an agreement could also be an incen-

tive to the Soviet Union to expand its pro-

duction capacity more rapidly than would

otherwise be the case.

This brief description highlights the main

features and effects of the arrangements we
have concluded with the Soviet Union. I wel-

come your questions, not only on these ar-

rangements but on our foreign economic

policy and current initiatives in general.
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INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND CONFERENCES

United States ReafRrms Position

on Southern Rhodesia

Following is a statement by Congressman

Donald M. Fraser, U.S. Representative to

the U.N. General Assembly, made in Com.-

mittee IV (Trusteeship) on October 9.

USUN press release 112 dated October 9

Madam Chairwoman [Fama J. Joka-Ban-

gura, of Sierra Leone] : The U.S. delegation

wishes to congratulate you and the other

members of the bureau on your election and

to assure you of our cooperation during the

work of the committee in the days ahead.

It is especially appropriate that you should

be elected to chair this committee during In-

ternational Women's Year, but I would like

to add my voice to that of the distinguished

Representative of Australia, who suggested

yesterday that the election of a woman chair-

person should become a frequent occurrence,

not confined to particular years of commemo-
ration.

The U.S. delegation would also like to note

with pleasure the presence in the committee

this year of the representatives of Cape

Verde, Mozambique, and Sao Tome and Prin-

cipe. The United States was pleased to vote

in favor of their admission into the United

Nations and looks forward to working with

these nations in this committee and others in

the United Nations.

Only three weeks ago Secretary of State

Henry Kissinger delivered a major U.S. policy

statement on Africa before a dinner in honor

of the Organization of African Unity For-

eign Ministers and Permanent Representa-

tives to the United Nations. In this speech

the Secretary sounded the overall theme that

strengthening the relationship between the

United States and Africa is a major objec-

tive of U.S. foreign policy. Madam Chair-

woman, it is in this spirit that my delegation

intends to participate in the work of this

committee in the days ahead.

On the question of Southern Rhodesia in

particular, the Secretary noted the sympathy
with which the United States has viewed

the attempt to negotiate a peaceful solution

in Southern Rhodesia over the past year. He
specifically cited the statesmanlike efforts of

the leaders of African countries—especially

President Kaunda [of Zambia], Prime Min-

ister Vorster [of South Africa], President

Khama [of Botswana], President Nyerere

[of Tanzania], and President Machel [of

Mozambique]—to avert bloodshed and vio-

lence. The United States strongly supports

the efforts of these leaders to bring the

parties together in negotiations.

To maintain pressure on the minority re-

gime in Southern Rhodesia, the United States

intends to adhere scrupulously to the eco-

nomic sanctions against the Smith regime.

President Ford and his entire Administration

remain committed to repealing the Byrd
amendment, despite the recent failure of the

House of Representatives to pass a bill re-

pealing the amendment. This action by the

House of Representatives was particularly

disappointing to me because I had the re-

sponsibility for managing the bill on the floor

of the House.

We recognize the need to repeal the Byrd
amendment not only for the intended effect

in Southern Rhodesia but also in the interest

of our own self-esteem in upholding our in-

ternational obligations.

As a member of the House of Representa-

tives who has worked long for the removal

of the Byrd amendment, I can assure you

that Congressional support for repeal is in-

creasing. When the amendment was first

passed in 1971, 100 members of the House

of Representatives voted in favor of main-

taining full compliance with the sanctions.

When the measure was taken up again in
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1972, that number had increased to 140. And
this year, it reached 187. A change of only

12 in this year's vote would have been de-

cisive in favor of repeal. In the Senate, a

majority for repeal exists and was demon-
strated by a vote of 54 to 37 in 1973.

Earlier this week this committee heard an
allegation that some U.S. citizens are fight-

ing as mercenaries under the Rhodesian
army. There are no U.S. military personnel

in Rhodesia. My government does not ap-

prove of participation by any American citi-

zen in the forces of the Ian Smith regime.

Our laws provide that any citizen enlisting

in the armed forces of another country runs

the risk of losing his U.S. citizenship. In

addition he could be subjected to criminal

prosecution under existing U.S. laws which
provide fines and prison terms for those

found guilty. If there is any specific evidence

that Americans are serving in military forces

under Ian Smith, my government wishes to

be made aware of it in detail in order that

appropriate legal action may be considered

under our laws. Madam Chairwoman, I want
to reiterate in this committee again this

year that the United States does not collabo-

rate in military matters in any way with the

Smith regime in Rhodesia.

The United States is an active participant

in the Security Council's Sanctions Commit-
tee. We are prepared to consider seriously

recommendations in that committee for

further tightening of enforcement of the

sanctions.

In conclusion, I would like to quote from
the statement Secretary Kissinger made on

the question of Rhodesia in his speech before

the General Assembly on September 29. He
said:

The differences between the two communities in

that country, while substantial, have been narrowed

significantly in the last decade. Both sides in Rha-
desia and Rhodesia's neighbors—black and white

—

have an interest in averting civil war. We will sup-

port all efforts to bring about a peaceful settlement.

This statement illustrates the importance

which the U.S. Government attaches to the

peaceful resolution of the Rhodesian prob-

lem. The United States remains firm both in

support of U.N. resolutions which have con-

demned the illegal Smith regime and in our

commitment to the implementation of the

principles of self-determination and majority

rule in Rhodesia. The United States strongly

favors and looks forward to the creation of

a government in Rhodesia which is elected

freely by all of the people of that country.

Self-Determination for Namibia

Urged by United States

Following is a statement made in Com,mit-

tee IV (Trusteeship) of the U.N. General

Assembly by U.S. Representative Barbara M.
White on October 22.

USUN press release 124 dated October 22

Nine years have elapsed since the U.N.

General Assembly, in Resolution 2145, ter-

minated South Africa's League of Nations

mandate to administer Namibia and itself

assumed direct responsibility for the terri-

tory. It has been over four years since the

International Court of Justice concluded in

an advisory opinion that South Africa's

mandate over Namibia was legally termi-

nated by the United Nations and that South

Africa's continued occupation of the terri-

tory was illegal. Despite numerous calls by

the United Nations, its member states, and

other international and private groups.

South Africa remains today firmly en-

trenched in its illegal occupation of Namibia.

Madam Chairperson, the U.S. position of

support of Resolution 2145 and the conclu-

sions of the International Court of Justice

is well known. So also is our support for

Security Council Resolution 366 of Decem-
ber 17, 1974, in which the Council unani-

mously demanded that South Africa make a

clear statement that it will comply with

U.N. resolutions, withdraw from Namibia,

and transfer power to the people of that

territory. This committee also is well aware

of the joint tripartite U.S., U.K., and French
demarche to South Africa on Namibia on

April 22. The three nations made this de-

marche to present their own positions on
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the future of the territory and to reaffirm to

the South African Government the need for

a clear and unambiguous statement of pohcy

on Namibia. We have made our views on

this subject very clear and are continuing

to do so.

Like other U.N. members, we did not con-

sider the South African Government's re-

sponse to Security Council Resolution 366

adequate. While we welcomed Prime Min-

ister Vorster's May 20 statement that South
Africa was prepared to negotiate with a mu-
tually acceptable representative of the U.N.
Secretary General and to meet with the

chairman and members of the Organization

of African Unity Committee on Namibia, we
were particularly disappointed that Prime
Minister Vorster stated that South Africa

could not accept U.N. supervision of Nami-
bia.

The subsequent meeting of the Security

Council on the problem of Namibia during

the first week of June this year ended with

a vote on a resolution which stated that the

illegal South African occupation of Namibia
constituted a threat to international peace

and security and called for the institution of

a mandatory arms embargo against South
Africa as provided for in chapter VII of the

U.N. Charter. The United States voted

against this resolution because we did not

believe that mandatory sanctions were justi-

fied by the existing situation in Namibia.
We continue to believe that the situation,

while of very deep concern to us, does not

justify a call for mandatory chapter VII ac-

tion by U.N. member states.

The U.S. position on the future of Nami-
bia is embodied in three principles which we
have conveyed on numerous occasions to the

Government of South Africa. These princi-

ples are:

a. All Namibians, within a short time,

should be given the opportunity to express

their views freely and with U.N. supervision

on the political future and constitutional

structure of the territory;

b. All Namibian political groups should be

allowed to campaign for their views and to

participate without hindrance in peaceful

political activities in the course of self-deter-

mination; and

c. The territory of Namibia should not be

fragmented in accordance with apartheid

policy contrary to the wishes of its people.

It is against these three principles that

the United States will measure progress to-

ward the fulfillment of the right to self-

determination for the people of Namibia. In

the past month, the South African (Govern-

ment has made much of the constitutional

conference convened in Windhoek on Sep-

tember 1 and the declaration of intent issued

by this conference on September 12.

The United States does not regard this

conference, as presently constituted, or its

declaration of intent as capable of repre-

senting the views of all elements of the

Namibian population or of providing defini-

tive legitimate guidance on their constitu-

tional preferences. First of all, certain sig-

nificant political groups, such as SWAPO
[South West Africa People's Organization]

and the Namibian National Convention, are

not represented at the conference. Secondly,

the conference is taking place under the

auspices of a state whose administration of

Namibia we do not regard as legitimate.

Concerning the declaration of intent itself,

I would only reiterate the principle which I

have just stated: The territory of Namibia
should not be fragmented in accordance with

apartheid policy contrary to the wishes of

its people.

The United States has noted with deep

concern that the conference is taking place

against a background of repression of politi-

cal activity, illustrated by the present deten-

tion of an estimated 30 Namibians under the

Terrorism Act and other illegal and repres-

sive legislation. In line with our policy of

making clear to the South African Govern-

ment our concern over violations of human
rights, we have raised the matter of these

recent detentions with the South African

Government and are awaiting particulars on
them.

The United States has during the past

year contributed $50,000, specially ear-

marked for Namibians, to the U.N. Educa-
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tional and Training Program for Southern
Africa. In addition, we have indicated our

willingness to support the Institute for

Namibia. We presently are awaiting budget
estimates with a view toward making a con-

tribution to the Institute.

Madam Chaii-person, the Namibians have
already been kept waiting too long to exer-

cise their right to self-determination. We
condemn the continued illegal occupation of

Namibia and the persistent refusal of South
Africa to heed U.N. resolutions and imple-

ment a policy of prompt self-determination.

The people of Namibia have waited long

enough for the opportunity to express freely

their views on the future of their territory.

They have languished long enough under the

repressive racial policies of the South Afri-

can Government. Madam Chairperson, the

United States calls again on South Africa
to move quickly to grant political freedom
and basic human rights to the people of

Namibia.

•J

United States Reiterates Opposition

to Apartheid

Following is a statement made in the Spe-

cial Political Committee of the U.N. General

Assembly by U.S. Representative Clarence

M. Mitchell, Jr., on October 23.

USUN press release 125 dated October 23

Throughout its history, the U.N. General

Assembly has rightly concerned itself with

the problem of apartheid. We agree with the

Organization of African Unity that there are

few social or political systems which are as

offensive to men and women throughout the

world as South African apartheid. This sys-

tem of legislated racial discrimination—

I

emphasize the words "legislated racial dis-

crimination" because, unhappily for the

human race, members of the human race

may have personal prejudices, but they do

not usually write them into the law which

would control those who may or may not

have racial prejudices—so compounds the

South African brand of prejudice by having
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it written into the statutes of that unhappy
country as apartheid. It is a continuing af-

front to the spirit and principles of the U.N.

Charter. Despite some alterations made by
the minority regime in South Africa, apart-

heid remains today as repugnant to those

who cherish the principles of justice and

equality as it did 30 years ago when the

United Nations was established.

The United States has enunciated our

strong opposition to apartheid in numerous
debates in successive sessions of the General

Assembly. As a democratic nation committed

to the principle of equality of all men and

women, the United States finds the system

of apartheid odious and abhorrent. We have

condemned many times over both the philo-

sophical premises of the apartheid system

and the brutalizing effects it has on all

people of South Africa; not just the blacks

or the "coloreds," as they classify people in

South Africa, but whites as well—those of

British heritage or Dutch heritage or what-

ever—are brutalized by the system which is

in effect in that country. Indeed, my govern-

ment adheres to the Universal Declaration

of Human Rights, which condemns such

racism as apartheid fosters.

Further, as the Assembly will recall, the

United States has maintained an arms em-

bargo against South Africa since 1962.

The U.S. Government has pursued a pol-

icy of actively seeking to encourage in South

Africa a peaceful change from the policies

of apartheid to policies which will provide

for the attainment of basic human rights by
all South African citizens, regardless of

race. To this end, we have adopted a policy

of communication—to impress upon the

Government of South Africa our opposition

to apartheid, to signal our unequivocal sup-

port for changes in the political and social

system in South Africa, and to maintain

contacts with all members of the South Afri-

can population, including those not per-

mitted to participate in the governing of

that country. It is the belief of my govern-

ment that South Africa should be exposed

to the relentless and unceasing demands of

the world community to eradicate the apart-

heid system.
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The United States deplores the detention

of persons whose only act is outspoken oppo-

sition to the system of apartheid. The South

African Government is courting disaster

when such repressive measures have the

effect of closing off all avenues for peaceful

change.

Mr. Chairman, on September 23, Secre-

tary of State Kissinger addressed a dinner

in honor of the Organization of African

Unity Foreign Ministers and Permanent
Representatives to the United Nations. In

his speech, Seci-etary Kissinger restated U.S.

opposition to apartheid, characterizing it as

a system contrary to all that Americans be-

lieve in and stand for.

As those who may have the printed text

of what I have just read may note, there is

one remaining paragraph, but befoi-e I state

that paragraph, I would like to take this

opportunity to speak, as I believe the people

of my country would want me to speak, from
the heart to those who are here. It is with

respect to the attempt to add Zionism to our

items that we reject—and any effort to

equate it with apartheid.

I speak to you from the heart because I

know so much about the struggles of the

countries that all of you represent—that

you have made through the years.

I would say to my distinguished friends

from the Soviet Union : although we have

different approaches to economic matters,

the hearts of our people are still warm with

appreciation for your gallant efforts to stem
the tide of an invader who was seeking to

impose upon the world a doctrine of racism.

The snows of Russia may cover their bodies,

but they can never erase the gallant stand

that they made on behalf of the defense of

their country, which in turn had the col-

lateral effect of stamping out tyranny in the

world as it was evidenced by the invader.

I would speak to the people of Latin

American countries, whose spokesman from
Honduras yesterday indicated that as early

as 1821 that country abolished human slav-

ery as a matter of law. I am happy to say

that grand tradition is well known in our

country, and we cherish all the examples
that you have set.
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I would say to the people who represent

the Arab states that the world owes your

ancestors, and indeed many of your con-

temporaries, a great debt for your contri-

bution to science and to the study of astron-

omy and others of the great sciences.

And so I come to the people of Israel. I

think that it would be a terrible mistake

historically to attempt to assign to Zionism

a place of recent origin in human history.

If we go back 2,500 years or more, we will

see in ancient writings that some of you
who follow the same religious faith that I

follow the magnificent words:

By the rivers of Babylon, there we sat down, yea,

we wept. . . . We hanged our harps upon the willows

in the midst thereof. For .... How shall we sing

the Lord's song in a strange land ?

They had been deported from their landi

to ancient Babylon, and yet in their hearts

they carried the memory of where they came
from through all the long years of persecu-

tion in early history and in the history of

the Middle Ages, right down to the gas

ovens at Dachau and other places where the

people of the Jewish faith were persecuted

simply because of their religion. They held

on to the noble ideal that at some point they

would reconvene in a homeland and enjoy

what that homeland could offer to them in

the way of memories and other advantages.

They did not go as overlords to that place

on the map. They went there as people who
would be willing to work with their hands,

to till the fields, to espouse the doctrine of

human equality. Throughout their long his-

tory, from what I know of the people who
are the descendants and the past persons

identified with Israel, they never permitted

human slavery. They gave to us the great

historical doctrine of what is required of

man—that he do justly and love mercy,'

which, it seems to me, would be a philosophy;

that all could handle and adhere to.

So I make a plea to all persons of all

countries here that we do not attempt tct

equate a religious objective, no matter how
critical we may be of those who espouse thai

religious objective, with an odious scheme*

which, under law in South Africa, consigns

to a place of degradation members of tht
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human family who may be of mixed blood,

who may be black, and in some cases, who
may be white but disagreeing with the poli-

cies of the nation.

I make a special plea to the new nations

of Africa that they do not become a part of

this effort. I plead with them, if they are

disposed to consider the arguments of those
'^^^ who seek to equate Zionism and apartheid,

I plead with them to put this over at least

until the next session of this Assembly in

order that it might be then considered in a

mature way.

I make this plea primarily because in our

country there are thousands of black and

white people who have looked forward to the

day when the nations of Africa would take

their place in the world family, and we have

believed that because these nations have

suffered so long under the yoke of colonial-

ism that they would be the great exponents

of fairness, that they would believe in the

orderly process of discussion and disposition

of problems.

So I plead with you not to disappoint

those, of whom I am one, who look to you
™'' for a new brand of statesmanship that will

'™ be a credit to the whole world.

I say further that there is a tremendous

outiX)uring of world opposition to apartheid.

It is an argument that is clearly defined. Do
not divide our supporters by injecting an

element on which there is disagreement,

which in the end, if we should incorporate a

principle that equates Zionism with apart-

heid, we may well be performing a service

for those who are the exponents of apart-

heid, because they can then divide our

ranks and, as was said in ancient Rome,

divide and conquer. We all know that this is

a technique of those who are the exploiters.

So I plead with you to keep these issues

M" distinct in order that we may have a con-

structive and effective fight against the evil

of apartheid which pollutes the world.

The U.S. Government calls on the Gov-

ernment of South Africa to bend before the

winds of change that are blowing through

Africa and, indeed, throughout the world,

as we can see from the new nations that

nsiff became a part of this body, and to accept the

chd

fact that a racially repressive system is in-

defensible, to bring to an end apartheid and

racial injustice. The United States calls on

the South African Government to realize

that such a change is not only inevitable but

it is in the interest of all South Africans

and, indeed, it is in the interests of the

whole world.

TREATY INFORMATION

Current Actions

MULTILATERAL

Biological Weapons

Convention on the prohibition of the development,

production and stockpiling of bacteriological (bio-

logical) and toxin weapons and on their destruc-

tion. Done at Washington, London, and Moscow
April 10, 1972. Entered into force March 26, 1975.

TIAS 8062.

Ratification deposited: Bolivia, October 30, 1975.

Coffee

Protocol for the continuation in force of the inter-

national coffee agreement 1968, as amended and

extended, with annex. Approved by the Interna-

tional Coffee Council at London September 26, 1974.

Entered into force October 1, 1975.

Senate advice and consent to ratification: October

28, 1975.

Defense—Reciprocal Assistance

Protocol of amendment to the inter-American treaty

of reciprocal assistance (Rio Pact). Done at San

Jose July 26, 1975. Enters into force when two-

thirds of the signatory states have deposited their

ratification.

Signatures: Argentina, Bolivia,' Brazil, Chile,

Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecua-

dor, El Salvador," Guatemala," Haiti, Honduras,

Mexico,' Nicaragua, Panama," Paraguay,' Peru,'

Trinidad and Tobago, United States," Uruguay,

and Venezuela, July 26, 1975.

Health

Constitution of the World Health Organization, as

amended. Done at New York July 22, 1946. Entered

into force April 7, 1948, for the United States

June 21, 1948. TIAS 1808, 4643, 8086.

Acceptance deposited: Viet-Nam, Democratic Re-

public, October 22, 1975.

' With declaration.
' With statement.
' With reservation.
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Amendments to articles 34 and 55 of the Constitu-

tion of the World Health Organization of July 22,

1946, as amended (TIAS 1808, 4643, 8086).

Adopted at Geneva May 22, 1973.'

Acceptances deposited: Bolivia, El Salvador, Octo-

ber 17, 1975; Dominican Republic, October 16,

1975; Nigeria, October 15, 1975.

Maritime Matters

Convention on the Intergovernmental Maritime Con-

sultative Organization. Done at Geneva March 6,

1948. Entered into force March 17, 1958. TIAS
4044.

Acceptance deposited: Congo (Brazzaville), Sep-

tember 5, 1975.

.Amendments to the convention of March 6, 1948, as

amended, on the Intergovernmental Maritime Con-

sultative Organization (TIAS 4044, 6285, 6490).

Adopted at London October 17, 1974.'

Senate advice and consent to ratification: October

28, 1975.

Meteorology

Convention of the World Meteorological Organiza-
tion. Done at Washington October 11, 1947. Entered
into force March 23, 1950. TIAS 2052.

Accession deposited: Cape Verde, October 21, 1975.

Patents

Strasbourg agreement concerning the international

patent classification. Done at Strasbourg March 24,

1971. Entered into force October 7, 1975.

Notification from World Intellectual Property
Organization that accession deposited : Union of

Soviet Socialist Republics (with a declaration),

October 3, 1975.

Safety at Sea

Convention on the international regulations for pre-

venting collisions at sea, 1972. Done at London
October 20, 1972.'

Seriate advice and conse^it to ratification: October

28, 1975.

Amendments to chapters II, III, IV, and V of the

international convention for the safety of life at

sea, 1960 (TIAS 5780). Adopted at London Novem-
ber 20, 1973.'

Senate advice and consent to ratification: October
28, 1975.

Acceptance deposited: Canada, October 7, 1975.

Amendment to chapter VI of the international con-

vention for the safety of life at sea, 1960 (TIAS
5780). Adopted at London November 20, 1973.'

Senate advice and consent to ratification: October
28, 1975.

Terrorism—Protection of Diplomats

Convention on the prevention and punishment of
crimes against internationally protected persons,
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Brazil

Agreement concerning shrimp, with annexes, agreed

minutes, and exchange of notes. Signed at Brasilia

March 14, 1975.'

Senate advice and consent to ratification: October

28, 1975.

Egypt

Convention for the avoidance of double taxation and
the prevention of fiscal evasion with respect to

taxes on income. Signed at Washington October

28, 1975. Enters into force 30 days after the ex-

change of instruments of ratification.

Agreement on health cooperation, with annex. Signed

at Washington October 28, 1975. Entered into

force provisionally October 28, 1975, and defini-

tively on the date of exchange of notes between

the countries notifying the completion of the con-

stitutional procedures required in each country.

Agreement for sales of agricultural commodities, re-

lating to the agreement of June 7, 1974 (TIAS
7855). Signed at Washington October 28, 1975.

Entered into force October 28, 1975.

Agreement concerning the exhibition in the United
States of the "Treasures of Tutankhamun" and of

other items of Pharaonic art. Effected by exchange
of notes at Washington October 28, 1975. Entered
into force October 28, 1975.

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

Agreement on the supply of grain by the United
States to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Signed at Moscow October 20, 1975. Entered into

force October 20, 1975.

including diplomatic agents. Done at New York
December 14, 1973.'

Senate advice and consent to ratification: October

28. 1975.
pp,„„

Tonnage Measurement

International convention on tonnage measurement of

ships, 1969, with annexes. Done at London June 23,

1969.'

Accession deposited: Austria, October 7, 1975.

United Nations Charter

Charter of the United Nations and Statute of the

International Court of Justice. Signed at San
Francisco June 26, 1945. Entered into force Octo-

ber 24, 1945. 59 Stat. 1031.

Admission to membership: Cape Verde, Mozam-
bique, September 16, 1975; Papua New Guinea,

October 10, 1975; Sao Tome and Principe, Sep-

tember 16, 1975.
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Check List of Department of State

Press Releases: Oct. 27-Nov. 2

Press releases may be obtained from the
Office of Press Relations, Department of State,
Washington, D.C. 20520.

So. Date Subject

*544 10/28 Advisory Committee on Trans-
national Enterprises, Nov. 17.

t545 10/28 Announcements of U.S.-Egypt
agreements.

*'545A 10/28 Kissinger, Simon, Fahmy: re-

marks at signing ceremony.

t546 10/28 Kissinger, Sadat: toasts.

*547 10/29 Dean sworn in as Ambassador to

Denmark (biographic data).
*548 10/29 Atherton honored by National

Civil Service League.
*549 10/30 Secretary's Advisory Committee

on Private International Law
Study Group on International

Sale of Goods, Nov. 22.

*550 10/31 Overseas Schools Advisory Coun-
cil, Dec. 10.

551 10/31 Kissinger: House Select Commit-
tee on Intelligence.

* Not printed.

t Held for a later issue of the Bulletin.


