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The Permanent Challenge of Peace: U.S. Policy Toward the Soviet Union

Address by Secretary Kissinger

'

America enters its third century and its

48th Presidential election with unmatched
physical strength, a sound foreign policy de-

sign—yet scarred by self-doubt. In the past

decade and a half, we have seen one Presi-

dent assassinated, another driven from office,

and a third resign. We have lived through

the agony of Viet-Nam and Watergate. We
are still struggling to overcome the bitter-

ness and division that have followed in

their wake. We face no more urgent task

than to restore our national unity and our

national resolve.

For we, the strongest free nation, cannot

afford the luxury of withdrawing into our-

selves to heal our wounds. Too much depends

upon us—peace or war, prosperity or depres-

sion, freedom or tyranny. Too much is at

stake for America to paralyze itself tearing

up the past, seeking sensational headlines in

the present, or offering panaceas for the

future. For our own well-being—American
lives and American jobs—will be affected if

we permit our domestic disunity and turmoil

to cause us to falter in meeting our inter-

national responsibilities.

And so it is imperative that the national

debate in this election year—the greatest

demonstration of how free people govern
themselves—strengthen, not undermine, our
confidence and our capacity to carry out an
effective national policy. It is essential that

we quickly rebuild our national unity, the

' Made at San Francisco, Calif., on Feb. 3 before
a luncheon sponsored by the Commonwealth Club of
San Francisco and the World Affairs Council of
Northern California (text from press release 44).

sense that we are all part of a shared

enterprise.

It is in this spirit that I intend today to

discuss America's relations with the world's

other superpower, the Soviet Union. In re-

cent months that relationship has become,

as it should be, an important part of our

national debate. I want to explain the Ad-
ministration's view of the conditions that

gave rise to the policy known as detente,

the goals we seek, and the relationship of

our Soviet policy to the overall design of

American diplomacy.

The United States is today confronted by
one challenge unprecedented in its own his-

tory and another challenge without precedent

in the history of the world. America finds

itself for the first time permanently and ir-

revocably involved in international affairs.

At the same time, the catastrophic nature of

nuclear war imposes upon us a necessity

that transcends traditional concepts of di-

plomacy and balance of power: to shape a

world order that finds stability in self-

restraint and, ultimately, cooperation.

For the first century and a half of our

history, our peace and security were pro-

vided for us by two oceans, the shield of the

British Navy, and equilibrium among the

European powers. The success of our democ-
racy at home, and the absence of direct

threat from abroad, nourished our sense of

uniqueness and fostered the illusion that it

was up to America to choose whether and
when we would participate in the world.

Since De Tocqueville it has been a cliche

that Americans, as a people, are slow to

arouse but that, once aroused, we are a tre-
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mendous and implacable force. Thus, even

when we ventured forth in foreign affairs,

we identified our exertion as a temporary

disruption of our tranquillity. Our history,

except for the Civil War, was without the

tragedies and the sense of practical external

limits that so colored the experience of al-

most every other people.

Our successes seemed to teach us that any

problem could be solved once and for all by

determined effort. We considered peace nat-

ural, stability normal, and foreign involve-

ment appropriate only so long as needed to

remove some temporary threat or disorder.

We entered World War I as "the war to end

war" and to "make the world safe for democ-

racy." We fought World War II until "un-

conditional surrender."

Even in the first 25 years after World
War II, an era of great creativity and un-

precedented American engagement in for-

eign affairs, we acted as if the world's secu-

rity and economic development could be con-

clusively insured by the commitment of

American resources, know-how, and effort.

We were encouraged, even impelled, to act as

we did by our unprecedented predominance

in a world shattered by war and the collapse

of the great colonial empires. We considered

our deployment of troops in Europe and

elsewhere to be temporary. We thought that

the policy of containment would transform

the Soviet Union and that a changed

Soviet society would then evolve inexorably

into a compatible member of a harmonious

international community.

At the same time, the central character

of moral values in American life always

made us acutely sensitive to the purity of

means—and when we disposed of overwhelm-

ing power we had a great luxury of choice.

Our moral certainty made compromise difl!i-

cult; our preponderance often made it seem
unnecessary.

Today, while we still have massive

strength, we no longer enjoy meaningful nu-

clear supremacy. We remain the world's

most productive and innovative economy

—

but we must now share leadership with

Western Europe, Canada, and Japan ; we
must deal with the newly wealthy and devel-

oping nations ; and we must make new choices

regarding our economic relations with the

Communist countries. Our democratic princi-

ples are still far more valued by the world's

millions than we realize, but we must also

compete with new ideologies which assert

progressive goals but pursue them by

oppressive methods.

Today, for the first time in our history,

we face the stark reality that the challenge

is unending, that there is no easy and

surely no final answer, that there are no

automatic solutions. We must learn to con-

duct foreign policy as other nations have

had to conduct it for so many centuries

—

without escape and without respite, knowing

that what is attainable falls short of the

ideal, mindful of the necessities of self-

preservation, conscious that the reach of

our national purpose has its limits. This is a

new experience for Americans. It prompts

nostalgia for a simpler past. As before in

our history, it generates the search for scape-

goats, holding specific policies responsible

for objective conditions.

It is precisely because we no longer pre-

dominate but must pursue a long-term course

that there is a premium today on our con-

stancy and purposefulness. We cannot afford

to swing recklessly between confrontation

and abdication. We must not equate tough

rhetoric with strong action, nor can we wish

away tough realities with nostalgic hopes.

We can no longer act as if we engage our-

selves in foreign affairs only when we choose,

or only to overcome specific problems, so i

that we can then shift our priorities back to

our natural concern with ourselves. The real-

ity is that there can be no security without

our vigilance and no progress without our

dedication.

It is in this context that U.S.-Soviet rela-

tions must be seen.

The Contemporary Challenge of Relations

The issue of how to deal with the Soviet

Union has been a central feature of Ameri-

can policy for three decades. What is new
today is the culmination of 30 years of post-

war growth of Soviet industrial, technologi-
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cal, and military power. No American policy

caused this; no American policy could have

prevented it. But American policy can keep

this power from being used to expand Soviet

influence to our detriment; we have the ca-

pacity to enable allies and friends to live with

a sense of security ; we possess the assets to

advance the process of building an inter-

national order of cooperation and progress.

We must do so, however, in unprecedented

conditions. In previous periods, rivalry be-

tween major powers has almost invariably

led to war. In our time, when thermonuclear

weapons threaten casualties in the hundreds

of millions, such an outcome is unthinkable.

We must manage a fundamental clash of

ideologies and harness the rivalry of the nu-

clear superpowers, first into coexistence, and

then mold coexistence into a more positive

and cooperative future. For as President

Kennedy once said:^

... in the final analysis our most basic common
link is that we all inhabit this small planet. We all

breathe the same air. We all cherish our children's

future. And we are all mortal.

In the period after World War II, our

nightmare was that the Soviet Union, after

consolidating its occupation of Eastern

Europe, might seek to spread its control to

other contiguous areas in Europe and Asia.

Our policies therefore sought to build alli-

ances and positions of military strength

from which we could contain and isolate the

Soviet Union. In this manner the Soviet

Union might be forced to settle for peace;

transformations might occur within Soviet

society that would curb expansionist tend-

encies and make the U.S.S.R. over time

into a more cooperative participant in the

international system.

These policies served us and our allies

well. Soviet expansion was checked. Behind
our shield of security and with our assist-

ance, our friends and allies in Western
Europe restored their economies and rebuilt

their democratic institutions.

Yet the hope that these policies would

- For President Kennedy's address at American
University, Washington, D.C., on June 10, 1963, see

Bulletin of July 1, 1963, p. 2.

produce permanent stability, positive evolu-

tion of the Soviet system, and greater nor-

mality was only partially realized. In the

immediate postwar period, the aggressive-

ness of Soviet ideology in the Stalinist era

obscui'ed some of the real weaknesses of the

Soviet state. Indeed, as late as 1962 during

the Cuban missile crisis, the United States

enjoyed a five-to-one superiority in strategic

missiles, a three-to-one superiority in stra-

tegic bombers, total naval superiority every-

where, and rough equality on the ground in

Europe.

Gradually, with the acquisition of nuclear

technology and the transformation of the

international system through decolonization,

the Soviet Union began to emerge as a first-

class military power.

In strategic military terms the U.S.S.R.

has achieved a broad equality with the

United States, as was inevitable for a large

nation whose rulers were prepared to impose

great sacrifices on their people and to give

military strength the absolute top priority

in resources. With only half of our gross

national product, Soviet military expendi-

tures exceed those of the United States.

For the first time in history, the Soviet

Union can threaten distant places beyond

the Eurasian landmass—including the United

States. With no part of the world outside

the range of its military forces, the U.S.S.R.

has begun to define its interests and objec-

tives in global terms. Soviet diplomacy has

thrust into the Middle East, Africa, and

Asia. This evolution is now rooted in real

power, rather than a rhetorical manifestation

of a universalist doctrine which in fact has

very little validity or appeal.

Coping with the implications of this

emerging superpower has been our central

security problem for the last several years.

This condition will not go away. And it will

perhaps never be conclusively "solved." It

will have to be faced by every Administra-

tion for the foreseeable future.

Our policy must deal with the conse-

quences. The emergence of ambitious new
powers into an existing international struc-

ture is a recurrent phenomenon. Historically,

the adjustment of an existing order to the
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arrival of one or more new actors almost

invariably was accompanied by war—to im-

pede the upstart, to remove or diminish

some of the previously established actors, to

test the balance of forces in a revised sys-

tem. But in the nuclear era, when casual-

ties in a general nuclear war will involve

hundreds of millions in a matter of days, the

use of force threatens utter catastrophe. It

is our responsibility to contain Soviet power
without global war, to avoid abdication as

well as unnecessary confrontation.

This can be done, but it requires a delicate

and complex policy. We must strive for an
equilibrium of power, but we must move be-

yond it to promote the habits of mutual re-

straint, coexistence, and ultimately coopera-

tion. We must stabilize a new international

order in a vastly dangerous environment, but

our ultimate goal must be to transform

ideological conflict into constructive partici-

pation in building a better world.

This is what is meant by the process

called detente—not the hunger for relaxa-

tion of tension, not the striving for agree-

ments at any price, not the mindless search

for friendly atmosphere which some critics

use as naive and dangerous caricatures.

The policies pursued by this Administra-

tion have been designed to prevent Soviet

expansion but also to build a pattern of rela-

tions in which the Soviet Union will always

confront penalties for aggression and also

acquire growing incentives for resti'aint.

These goals are well within our capacities.

Soviet power is evolving with considerable

unevenness. Soviet society is no longer

totally cut ofi" from contact with oi" the in-

fluences of the world around it, nor is it

without its own needs for outside relation-

ships. It is the great industrial democracies,

not the Soviet Union, that are the engine of

the world economy and the most promising

partners for the poorer nations.

The industrial democracies, if they face

their challenges with confidence, if they do

not mesmerize themselves with the illusion

of simple solutions, possess vast strengths to

contain Soviet power and to channel that

power in constructive directions.

Our essential task is to recognize the

need for a dual policy that simultaneously

and with equal vigor resists expansionist

drives and seeks to shape a more construc-

tive relationship. We must prevent the Soviet

Union from translating its growing strength

into global or regional preponderance. But
we must do so without escalating every

crisis into a massive confrontation. In re-

cent years, the United States has firmly re-

sisted attempts by the Soviet Union to estab-

lish a naval base in Cuba, to impede the

access routes to Berlin, to exploit the explo-

sive situation in the Middle East. Recently

we have sought to halt blatant intervention

in Angola—until prevented from doing so by
congressional action.

At the same time, we have a historic obli-

gation to mankind to engage the Soviet

Union in settlements of concrete problems

and to push back the shadow of nuclear ca-

tastrophe. At the very least we owe it to

our people to demonstrate that their gov-

ernment has missed no opportunity to

achieve constructive solutions and that

crises which have occurred were unavoid-

able. For whatever the rhetoric, Americans
will not support confrontations they con-

sider contrived.

This is why the United States has set

forth principles of responsible relations in

the nuclear age: Respect for the interests of

all, restraint in the uses of power, and ab-

stention from efforts to exploit instability or

local conflicts for unilateral advantage. The
United States has sought to give life to these

principles in major negotiations on arms
control, the prevention of accidental war,

and in the settlement of political issues such

as Berlin. And we have begun to construct a

network of cooperative agreements in a va-

riety of functional areas—economic, scien-

tific, medical, environmental, and others

—which promise concrete benefits if political

conditions permit their full implementation

and further development.

It has been our belief that, with patience,

a pattern of restraints and a network of

vested interests can develop which will give

coexistence a more hopeful dimension and

make both sides conscious of what they

would stand to lose by reverting to the poli-

204 Department of State Bulletin



tics of pressure, confrontation, and crisis.

This policy reflects the deepest aspira-

tions of the American people.

In the early 1970's when current U.S.-

Soviet relations were shaped, our nation had
already passed through traumatic events and
was engaged in an anguishing war. There
were riots in the streets and on the campuses
demanding rapid progress toward peace.

Every new defense program was challenged

—including the ABM [antiballistic missiles],

which was approved by only one vote, the

development of multiple warheads, the Tri-

dent submarine, and the B-1 bomber. Suc-

cessive Congresses passed resolutions urging

the Administration to reorder our national

priorities away from defense. We were con-

tinually attacked for not making concessions

in the SALT talks [Strategic Arms Limita-

tion Talks]. The Congress and many inter-

est groups pressed continually for the open-

ing up of East-West trade and agitated

against the Administration's approach of

linking progress in economic relations with

prior progress in political relations. Through-
out the course of 1970 and 1971, we were in-

volved in a series of ci'ises with the Soviet

Union and were often accused of provoca-

tion or bellicosity in the process.

Thus, only a few short years ago, the

pressures in this country and from our allies

were oveinvhelmingly to move rapidly toward
better relations with Moscow. We resisted

these pressures then, just as we now refuse

to let ourselves be stampeded in the opposite

direction. In the Administration's view the

country needs a balanced policy, combining
firmness and conciliation, strong defense and
arms control, political principles and eco-

nomic incentives. And it must be a policy for

the long term that the American people can

sustain, offering promise of a constructive

future.

It is therefore ironic that our national de-

bate seems now in many respects to have
come full circle. The conditions in which de-

tente originated are largely forgotten.

Those who pressed for concessions and uni-

lateral restraint toward Moscow now accuse
the government of being too conciliatory.

Those who complain about our failure to re-

spond with sufficient vigor to Soviet moves
are often the very ones who incessantly seek

to remove this country's leverage for influ-

ence or action—through restrictions on

trade and credit, through weakening our

intelligence capabilities, through prevent-

ing aid to friends who seek to resist Soviet

aggression.

The restrictions on trade and credit are

a case in point. The human rights issue is a

matter of deep and legitimate concern to all

Americans. But the congressional attempt

to link it openly with economic relations,

without subtlety or understanding of Soviet

politics, both deprived us of economic levers

and sharply reduced Soviet emigration.

Other industrial countries have stepped in

to provide credits and technology, with less

concern for the objective of inducing politi-

cal restraint which we had envisaged.

So let us understand the scope and limits

of a realistic policy:

—We cannot prevent the growth of So-

viet power, but we can prevent its use for

unilateral advantage and political expansion.

—We cannot prevent a buildup of Soviet

forces, but we have the capacity, together

with our allies, to maintain an equilibrium.

We cannot neglect this task and then blame
the Soviet Union if the military balance

shifts against us.

—We have the diplomatic, economic, and

military capacity to resist expansionism, but

we cannot engage in a rhetoric of confronta-

tion while depriving ourselves of the means
to confront.

—We must accept that sovereign states,

especially of roughly equal power, cannot im-

pose unacceptable conditions on each other

and must proceed by compromise.

—We must live with the reality of the

nuclear threat, but we have it in our power
to build a new relationship that transcends

the nuclear peril.

So let us end the defeatist rhetoric that

implies that Soviet policy is masterful,

purposeful, and ovez'whelming while Ameri-
can policy is bumbling, uncertain, and weak.
Let us stop pretending that somehow tough
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rhetoric and contrived confrontations show
confidence in America. The opposite is true.

Those who are prepared to base their poHcy

on reahty, those who assert that the Ameri-

can people will support a complex policy of

firmness and conciliation and that this pol-

icy will succeed, show a real faith in our

capacities and our future. We have a design

and the material assets to deal with the

Soviet Union. We will succeed if we move
forward as a united people.

Against this background let me discuss

two current issues that illustrate the two

strands of policy that we are concurrently

pursuing:

—The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks,

ill which we are seeking to shape a more
positive future.

—The Angolan situation, where we are

attempting to curb Soviet expansionism.

Strategic Arms Limitation

There is one central fact that distinguishes

our era from all previous historical periods

:

the existence of enormously destructive

weapons that can span unlimited distances

almost instantaneously. No part of the globe

is beyond reach. No part of the globe would

be spared the effects of a general nuclear

exchange.

For centuries it was axiomatic that in-

creases in military power could be trans-

lated into almost immediate political advan-

tage. It is now clear that new increments of

strategic weaponry do not automatically lead

to either political or military gains. Yet, in

the nature of things, if one side expands its

strategic arsenal, the other side will inevita-

bly match it. The race is maintained partly

because a perceived inequality is considered

by each side as politically unacceptable even

though it has become difficult to define pre-

cisely what purely military purpose is served.

We thus face a paradox: At current and

foreseeable levels of nuclear arms, it be-

comes increasingly dangerous to invoke them.

In no crisis since 1962 have the strategic

weapons of the two sides determined the out-

come. Today these arsenals increasingly find

their purpose primarily in matching and de-

terring the forces of the opponent. For under

virtually no foreseeable circumstance could

the United States—or the Soviet Union

—

avoid 100 million dead in a nuclear exchange.

Yet the race goes on because of the difficulty

of finding a way to get off the treadmill.^

This condition imposes a unique and

heavy responsibility on the leaders of the

two nuclear super-powers. Sustaining the

nuclear competition requires endless invoca-

tions of theoretical scenarios of imminent or

eventual nuclear attack. The attempt to

hedge against all conceivable contingencies,

no matter how fanciful, fuels political ten-

sions and could well lead to a self-fulfilling

prophecy. The fixation on potential strategic

arms imbalances that is inherent in an un-

restrained arms race diverts resources into

strategically unproductive areas—particu-

larly away from forces for local defense,

where shortfalls and imbalances could indeed

be turned rapidly to our disadvantage. If

no restraint is developed, the competition in

strategic arms can have profound conse-

quences for the future of international rela-

tions and indeed of civilization.

The United States therefore has sought

and achieved since 1963 a series of arms
control agreements which build some re-

straint into nuclear rivalry. There was a

significant breakthrough to limit strategic

weapons in 1972. If the 1974 Vladivostok

accord leads to a new agreement, an even

more important advance will have been made.

Yet, at this critical juncture, the Ameri-

can people are subjected to an avalanche of

charges that SALT is a surrender of Ameri-

can interests. There are assertions that the

United States is falling behind in the stra-

- To be sure, there exist scenarios in planning

papers which seek to demonstrate how one side

could use its strategic forces and how in some pre-

sumed circumstance it would prevail. But these

confuse what a technician can calculate with what a

responsible statesman can decide. They are invari-

ably based on assumptions such as that one side

would permit its missile silos to be destroyed with-

out launching its missiles before they are actually

hit—on which no aggressor would rely where forces

such as those possessed by either the United States

or the U.S.S.R. now and in the years ahead are

involved. [Footnote in original.]
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• tegic competition and that SALT has con-

;ltributed to it. There are unsupportable

charges that the Soviets have systemati-

cally violated the SALT agreements.

None of this is accurate. What are the

facts?

First of all, American policy decisions in

the 1960's set the level of our strategic

forces for the 1970's. We then had the

choice between continuing the deployment of

large, heavy-throwweight missiles like the

Titan or Atlas or undertaking development

and deployment of large numbers of smaller,

more flexible ICBM's [intercontinental bal-

listic missiles] or combinations of both types.

The Administration then in office chose to

rely on an arsenal of 1,000 small, sophisti-

cated, and highly accurate ICBM's and 656

submarine-launched missiles on 41 boats,

along with heavy bombers ; we deployed them
rapidly and then stopped our buildup of

launchers unilaterally in the 1960's when
the programs were complete. Only 54 of the

heavy Titans were retained and still re-

main in the force.

The Soviets made the opposite decision

;

they chose larger, heavier missiles ; they

continued to build up their forces through

the 1960*s and 1970's ; they passed our

numerical levels by 1969-70 and continued

to add an average of 200 missiles a year

until stopped by the first SALT agreement.

Thus, as a consequence of decisions made
a decade ago by both sides, Soviet missiles

are superior in throwweight while ours are

superior in reliability, accuracy, diversity,

and sophistication and we possess larger

numbers of warheads. In 1972 when the

SALT agreement was signed, the Soviet

Union was still building at the rate of 90

land-based and 120 sea-based launchers a

year—while we were building none, as a re-

sult of our own repeatedly reaffirmed uni-

lateral decisions of a decade previously.

Since new Amei'ican programs to redress the

balance had only recently been ordered, there

was no way to reduce the numerical gap be-

fore the late seventies when more modern
sea-based missiles and bombers were sched-

uled to become operational.

The interim SALT agreement of 1972

froze overall numbers of launchers on both

sides for five years, thereby limiting the

momentum of Soviet programs without af-

fecting any of ours. It stopped the Soviet

buildup of heavy missile launchers. It forced

the Soviets to agree to dismantle 210 older

land-based missiles to reach permitted ceil-

ings on missile-carrying submarines. The

agreed-upon silo limitations permitted us to

increase the throwweight of our own mis-

siles, if we decided on this avenue of im-

proving our strategic forces. We have so

far chosen not to do so, although, through

research and development, we retain the

option. By any measure, the SALT agree-

ments pi-evented the then-evolving gap in

numbers from widening while enabling us

to retain our advantage in other categories

and easing the problem of redressing the

balance when new programs became opera-

tional. What no negotiation could do is re-

verse by diplomacy the results of our own
longstanding decisions with respect to

weapons design and deployment.

Moreover, the SALT agreements ended for

an indefinite period the prospect of a

dangerous and uncertain competition in

antiballistic missile defense—a competition

that promised no strategic advantage, but

potentially serious instabilities and the ex-

penditure of vast sums of money.

The first SALT agreements were therefore

without question in the American national

interest. In the five-year respite gained by

the 1972 interim agreement, it was our in-

tention to negotiate a long-term pact on of-

fensive weapons that would firmly fix both

sides at an equal level once our new pro-

grams became operational. This is precisely

what President Ford achieved at Vladivostok

in November 1974.

In this accord in principle, both sides

agreed on a ceiling of 2,400 strategic weap-

ons covering strategic systems and heavy

bombers—but not counting any of our for-

ward-based aircraft in Europe, or our allies'

strategic weapons, many of which can reach

Soviet soil. The ceiling of 2,400 is lower than

the level the Soviet Union already has

reached ; it would require the dismantling of

many Soviet weapons, while the planned
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levels and composition of our forces would

not need to be reduced or changed. An equal

ceiling of 1,320 was placed on numbers of

strategic weapons with multiple warheads.

Soviet heavy missile launchers will remain

frozen. These limits would cap the strategic

competition in numbers for a 10-year period,

yet preserve all the programs we need to

assure deterrence and strategic sufficiency.

Obviously no single agreement can solve

every problem. This is not a question of loop-

holes, but of evolving technology, with re-

spect to which we intend to remain vigilant.

We will negotiate carefully to make certain

that the national interest and national secu-

rity are protected. But if we succeed in turn-

ing the Vladivostok accord into a 10-year

agreement, we will have crossed the thresh-

old between total unrestrained competition

and the difficult but promising beginning of

long-term strategic equilibrium at lower

levels of forces. The United States and the

Soviet Union have already agreed to turn

to reductions in strategic forces in the next

phase of the negotiations, starting in 1977.

One would have thought that these ac-

complishments would speak for themselves.

Instead, they have triggered a flood of

charges which mislead the American people

and our friends, give a wrong impression of

irresoluteiiess to our adversaries, and com-
plicate the prospects for a new agreement
that is in the overriding national interest.

No charge is more irresponsible and po-

tentially more dangerous than the allegation

that the United States has knowingly toler-

ated violations of the first SALT agree-

ments.

What are the facts? A Standing Consult-

ative Commission was created by the agree-

ments of 1972 precisely to consider disputes

or ambiguities in implementation. Such inci-

dents were almost certain to arise in a first,

quite limited agreement between longstand-

ing adversaries possessing weapons systems
of great complexity whose growth is verified

not by some neutral policing mechanism but

by each side's own intelligence systems.

Every questionable activity that has arisen

has been systematically analyzed by this

government and considered by the President

and his advisers. Whenever any question re-

mained, it was then promptly raised with the

Soviets. All instructions to the American

representative on the Consultative Commis-

sion reflected the unanimous views of all U.S.

agencies concerned and the data and assess-

ment produced jointly by them. No one had

a bias in favor of absolving the Soviets—an

inherently malicious charge. No one pre-

vented all questionable or suspicious activi-

ties from being raised with the Soviets. And
not all the questioned activities were on the

Soviet side.

All of these issues have been and will con-

tinue to be seriously handled and dealt with

through a process that has proved effective.

Yet irresponsible charges continue to lump

together incidents that have been explained

or are still being considered with wild allega-

tions that have no foundation. They some-

times put foi-ward inaccurate figures and

data which often can be refuted only by

divulging sensitive intelligence information.

Yet with all the recent flurry of allegations,

no recommendations are made of what
countermeasures we should take or how to

assess the significance of any given alleged

violation.

In what way do the alleged violations af-

fect the strategic equation ? In what manner,

if any, have we been foreclosed from pro-

tecting ourselves? Would those who inaccu-

rately allege violations simply throw over al

the agreements regardless of the benefits

they provide the United States? Would they

halt the negotiation of further agreements?

What purpose is served by leading our pub-

lic and the Soviet Union to believe—totally

incorrectly—that the United States is blind

to violations or that its government deliber-

ately deceives its people? Can anyone seri-

ously believe that this Administration which

has strenuously resisted Communist ad-

vances in every part of the world—and is

often strongly criticized for it—would ignore

Soviet violations of a formal agreement?

I can assure you that this Administration

will not tolerate violations. It will continue

to monitor Soviet compliance meticulously.

It will pursue energetically all ambiguities

or signs of noncompliance. But it will not
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be driven by demagoguery to make false or

I
hasty judgments. No department or agency

charged with responsibihty for this problem

I

holds the view that any violations have

occurred.

As we assess SALT we must face squarely

one question: What is the alternative to the

agreement we have and seek? If the SALT
process falters, we must consider what new

or additional strategic programs we would

undertake, their likely cost, and above all,

their strategic purpose.

An accelerated strategic buildup over the

next five years could cost as much as an ad-

ditional $20 billion. Failing a satisfactory

agreement, this will surely be the path we

must travel. It would be a tragically missed

opportunity. For in the process of such a

buildup, and the atmosphere it would en-

gender, it would be difficult to return to

serious negotiations for some time. Tensions

are likely to increase ; a new, higher baseline

will emerge from which future negotiations

would eventually have to begin. And in the

end, neither side will have gained a strategic

advantage. At the least, they will have

wasted resources. At worst, they will have

increased the risks of nuclear war.

Of course the Soviet Union must ponder

these alternatives as well. Their sense of re-

sponsibility must equal ours if there is to

be an equitable and durable agreement based

on strict reciprocity. We consider a SALT
agreement important, but we will take no

chances with our national security.

Let me sum up:

' —We will never stand for the violation

of a solemn treaty or agreement, and we will

remain alert.

—We will never tolerate a shift in the

strategic balance against us—by violations

of agreements, by unsatisfactory agree-

ments, or by neglect of our own programs.

We will spend what is necessary to maintain

strategic sufficiency.

—The President is determined to pursue

the effort to negotiate a saner strategic bal-

ance on equitable terms—because it is in our

interest and because we have an obligation

to our own people and to world peace.

The Soviet Union and Angola

As the United States strives to shape a

more hopeful world, it can never forget that

global stability and security rest upon an

equilibrium between the great powers. If the

Soviet Union is permitted to exploit oppor-

tunities arising out of local conflicts by mil-

itary means, the hopes we have for progress

toward a more peaceful international order

will ultimately be undermined.

This is why the Soviet Union's massive

and unprecedented intervention in the in-

ternal affairs of Africa with nearly 200 mil-

lion dollars' worth of military equipment, its

advisers, and its transport of the large ex-

peditionary force of 11,000 Cuban combat

troops must be a matter of urgent concern.

Angola represents the first time that the

Soviets have moved militarily at long dis-

tance to impose a regime of their choice. It

is the first time that the United States has

failed to respond to Soviet military moves

outside the immediate Soviet orbit. And it

is the first time that Congress has halted

national action in the middle of a crisis.

When one great power tips the balance of

forces decisively in a local conflict through

its military intervention—and meets no

resistance—an ominous precedent is set, of

grave consequence even if the intervention

occurs in a seemingly remote area. Such a

precedent cannot be tolerated if a lasting

easing of tensions is to be achieved. And if

the pattern is not broken now, we will face

harder choices and higher costs in the

future.

The United States seeks no unilateral

goals in Angola. We have proposed a cease-

fire ; withdrawal of all outside forces, Soviet,

Cuban, and South African; cessation of

foreign military involvement, including the

supply of equipment; and negotiations

among all three Angolan factions. This ap-

proach has the support of half the nations

of Africa.

Last summer and fall, to halt a danger-

ously escalating situation, the United States

provided financial support through African

friends to those in Angola—the large major-

ity—who sought to resist Soviet and Cuban
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domination. Using this as leverage, we un-

dertook an active diplomacy to promote an

African solution to an African problem. We
acted quietly, to avoid provoking a major

crisis and raising issues of prestige.

At first it was feared that the Soviet-

backed faction, because of massive Soviet aid

and Cuban mercenaries, would dominate

totally by Independence Day, November 11.

Our assistance prevented that. African de-

termination to oppose Soviet and Cuban
intervention became more and more evident.

On December 9 the President warned Mos-

cow of the consequences of continued med-
dling and offered to cooperate in encouraging

a peaceful outcome that removed foreign

influence. The Soviet Union appeared to have

second thoughts. It halted its airlift from
December 9 until December 24.

At that point, the impact of our domestic

debate overwhelmed the possibilities of di-

plomacy. It was demanded that we explain

publicly why our effort was important—and

then our effort was cut off. After the Senate

vote to block further aid to Angola, Cuba
more than doubled its forces and Soviet mil-

itary aid was resumed on a large scale. The
cooperativeness of Soviet diplomacy declined.

Since then the situation has continued to de-

teriorate.

As our public discussion continues, certain

facts must be understood. The analogy with

Viet-Nam is totally false; this nation must
have the maturity to make elementary dis-

tinctions. The President has pledged that no

American troops or advisers would be sent

to Angola, and we were prepared to accept

legislative restrictions to that effect, in ad-

dition to the War Powers Act which already

exists. What was involved was modest as-

sistance to stabilize the local balance of

forces and make possible a rapid political

settlement in cooperation with African

countries.

It is charged that the Administration

acted covertly, without public acknowledg-

ment. That is correct ; for our purpose was to

avoid an escalated confrontation that would

make it more difficult for the Soviets to back

down, as well as to give the greatest possible

scope for an African solution. Angola was

a case where diplomacy without leverage

was likely to be impotent, yet direct military

confrontation would involve needless risks.

This is precisely one of those gray areas

where unpublicized methods would enable us

to influence events short of direct conflict.

And we complied totally with Congress'

new standard of executive-legislative con-

sultation on secret activities. Beginning in

July, and through December, we discussed

the Angolan situation and what we were do-

ing about it with more than two dozen Sena-

tors, 150 Congressmen, and over 100 staff

members of both Houses. Eight congres-

sional committees were briefed on 24 sepa-

rate occasions. We sought in these briefings

to determine the wishes of Congress, and

there was little sign of active opposition to

our carefully limited operations.

It is said that the Russians will inevitably

be eased out by the Africans themselves

over a period of time. This may or may not

prove true. But such an argument, when

carried to its logical conclusion, implies that

we can abandon the world to interventionist

forces and hope for the best. And reliance on

history is of little solace to those under

attack, whose future is being decided now.

The degree of Soviet and Cuban intervention

is unprecedented; they will have effectively

determined the outcome. There is no evi-

dence to support the claim that they will be

quickly removed or that other nations may
not draw damaging conclusions dangerous

to our long-term interests.

It is maintained that we should meet the

Soviet threat in Angola through escalated

methods of pressure such as altering our

position on SALT or grain sales. But these

arrangements benefit us as well as the

Soviet Union and are part of the long-term

strategy for dealing with the Soviet Union.

History has proved time and again that ex-

pansion can be checked only when there is

a local balance of forces; indirect means

can succeed only if rapid local victories are

foreclosed. As the President has pointed
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out, the Soviet Union has survived for

nearly 60 years without American grain;

it could do so now. Cutting off grain would

still lose Angola. We would duplicate the

experience of the Trade Act, which inter-

rupted the trade relationship with the

U.S.S.R. to insure emigration—and ended up

with neither.

Let us not bemuse ourselves with facile

slogans about not becoming the world's

policeman. We have no desire to play such

a role. But it can never be in our interest to

let the Soviet Union act as the world's

policeman. There are many crises in the

world where the United States cannot and

should not intervene. But here we face a

blatant Soviet and Cuban challenge, which

could have been overcome if we had been

allowed to act prudently with limited means

at the early stage. By forcing this out onto

center stage, our divisions simultaneously

escalated the significance of the crisis and

guaranteed our impotence.

To claim that Angola is not an important

country, or that the United States has no

important interests there, begs the principal

question. If the United States is seen to

waver in the face of massive Soviet and

Cuban intervention, what will be the percep-

tion of leaders around the world as they

make decisions concerning their future

security? And what conclusions will an un-

opposed superpower draw when the next

opportunity for intervention beckons?

Where are we now? The government has a

duty to make clear to the Soviet Union and

Cuba that Angola sets no precedent, that

this type of action will not be tolerated again.

It must reassure adjacent countries they

will not be left exposed to attack or pressure

from the new Soviet-Cuban foothold. Con-

gress and the executive must come together

on this proposition—in the national interest

and in the interest of world peace.

The Administration will continue to make
its case, however unpopular it may be tem-

porarily. Let no nation believe that Ameri-

cans will long remain indifferent to the

dispatch of expeditionary forces and vast

supplies of arms to impose minority govern-

ments—especially when that expeditionary

force comes from a nation in the Western

Hemisphere.

National Strength and the Debate at Home

We live in a world without simple answers.

We hold our values too dear to relinquish

defending them ; we hold human life too dear

to cease the quest for a secure peace. The

first requirement of stability is to maintain

our defenses and the balance of power. But

the highest aim of policy in the nuclear age

must be to create out of the sterile equilib-

rium of force a more positive i-elationship of

peace.

America has the material assets to do

the job. Our military might is unmatched.

Our economic and technological strength

dwarfs any other. Our democratic heritage

is envied by hundreds of millions around the

world.

Our problems therefore are of our own
making—self-doubt, division, irresolution.

We must once again become a confident,

united, and determined people.

Foreign countries must be able to deal

with America as an entity, not as a complex

of divided institutions. If our divisions para-

lyze our international efforts, it is America

as a whole that will suffer. We have no more

urgent task than restoring the partnership

between the American people, the Congress,

and the executive. A new partnership can

enable the President of the United States, in

his constitutionally determined role, to ad-

dress the world with the central authority of

the spokesman of a united and purposeful

America.

Debate is the essence of democracy. But
restraint is the cement of national cohesion.

It is time to end the self-torment and obses-

sion with our guilt which has threatened to

paralyze us for too many years. It is time to

stop dismantling our national institutions

and undermining our national confidence.

Let us learn—even in an election year

—

the self-discipline to shape our domestic de-
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bates into a positive, not a destructive, proc-

ess.

One of the forgotten truths of our history

is that our Founding Fathers were men of

great sophistication in foreign affairs. They

understood the balance of power ; they made

use of the divisions of Europe for the ad-

vantage of our own Revolution. They under-

stood the need for a strong executive to con-

duct the nation's diplomacy. They grasped

that America required economic, political,

and moral links with other nations. They
saw that our ideals were universal, and they

understood and welcomed the impact of the

American experiment on the destinies of all

mankind.

In our age, whose challenges are without

precedent, we need once again the wisdom

of our Founding Fathers. Our ideals must

give us strength—rather than serve as an

excuse for abdication. The American people

want an effective foreign policy. They want

America to continue to help shape the inter-

national order of the coming generation ac-

cording to our ideals. We have done great

things as a united people. We have it in our

power to make our third century a time of

vibrancy and hope and greatness.

Questions and Answers Following the Secretary's Address at San Francisco

Press release 44A dated February 3

John B. Bates, president, Commonwealth
Club: . . . I tvould like to first say that this,

too, is a shared responsibility between the

Commonwealth Club and the Wojid Affairs

Council. We have tried to screen out the many
questions we have received and not duplicate

them and get down to what we believe is

representative of all of the questions that

have been submitted to its.

First of all, Mr. Secretary, quite a few

questions on what has happened to Atnbassa-

dor Moynihan [U.S. Representative to the

U.N. Daniel P. Moynihan']. [Laughter.']

Secretary Kissinger: Well, let me say first

of all that Ambassador Moynihan is a close

friend of mine over many years. Like many
Harvard professors, he has his tempera-

mental side and is unusually sensitive to

criticism. [Laughter.]

But let me say that I recommended Am-
bassador Moynihan for his present position

after reading an article in Commentary
magazine that he had written in which he

outlined the policy that he thought we should

pursue at the United Nations. We therefore

knew exactly what he would do; and he was
sent to New York to carry out the policies

which he, in fact, carried out. Indeed, last

July before he assumed office I made a speech

in Milwaukee in somewhat more pedantic

language than he uses. [Laughter.] I out-

lined essentially the same considerations.

So Ambassador Moynihan carried out with

very great distinction the instructions of

the President and the Secretary of State and

gave them his own inspired cast. [Laughter.]

I think he made a major contribution to

American foreign policy. He has told us that

he wishes to return to Harvard because if

he did not at this time he would lose his

tenure position irrevocably. And with the

most enormous reluctance, the President and

I had to go along with a repeatedly and

insistently made request that we accept his

resignation. There were no policy disagree-

ments, and his successor will be instructed

to carry out the same policies—though, of

course, there's only one Pat Moynihan in the

United States. [Laughter.]

Q. There ivas a recent article in Pravda

somewhat critical of you, Mr. Secretary, and

I have this question. Did the recent Pravda

article lose amjthing in its translation? Why
do you think the article ivas printed at this

time ?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, of course, I

don't think that the editors of Pravda
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understand the policies of my father in clip-

ping newspaper articles or they wouldn't

have written it, because my father has the

rule that any author is given two chances.

The second time they write an unfavorable

article he deletes it from the scrapbooks he

keeps. [Laughter.] So I want to make clear

to Pravda that if they want to stay in my
father's clipping file, they better stop here.

[Laughter.]

I don't know whether the article lost any-

thing in the translation, but I think I got

the message, [aughter.]

There is no complete unanimity of views

between us and the Soviet Union on Angola,

but I can only repeat: The United States is

dedicated to improving its relationship with

the Soviet Union. The United States believes

that it has a historic obligation, even in the

face of domestic pressures here, to construct

a new international set of relationships

which reduces the risk of war. But the

United States will not let this effort be used

by any country to try to achieve unilateral

advantages or to exploit local instabilities by

its military forces. So the Soviet Union will

have to choose. We are prepared for a posi-

tive policy of genuine coexistence, but we
are not prepared to have coexistence used

as a cover for seeking unilateral advantages

in various parts of the globe.

Q. We've spent a lot of your time discussing

Angola, Mr. Secretary, but this may be a

little different twist to it. Is it possible that

the Angola issue is an internal matter? If so,

tvhy not let the Soviets find out, as ive did in

Viet-Nam ?

Secretary Kissinger: There are two big

differences. The first is the United States

would never have got itself engaged even

financially—which is all we have ever done

in Angola, with very modest sums—but we
would not have done even that much in an

internal struggle in Angola.

In Mozambique—another Portuguese col-

ony of a similar evolution—the United

States, immediately after independence, rec-

ognized a government very similar in com-

position to the one the Soviet Union is now
supporting in Angola.

We are prepared to work with any govern-

ment that emerges by African processes.

What concerns us in Angola is the massive

introduction of an amount of Soviet military

equipment larger than all the other African

countries received from all sources in the

last year and the introduction of 11,000

Cuban combat troops who are doing all of

the fighting—the fighting is not done by

Africans; the fighting is done mostly by

Cubans. So what we face is the imposition of

a minority government by a foreign force.

Now, the analogy to Viet-Nam would be

correct if we were permitted to give finan-

cial assistance to those who are resisting

—

which is what the Soviet Union did for the

North Vietnamese. In that case, the Soviet

Union and Cuba might well have found out

in Angola that this kind of action does not

pay. But when massive forces are introduced

and the United States does not even con-

tribute financial support, then the outcome is

inevitable. And the inevitable outcome, we

must now make sure, should not lead to

similar situations in other countries. That

is our overwhelming concern. And the rea-

son I speak so much about Angola is not to

affect decisions which the Congress has

already made but to prevent similar situa-

tions from arising in other parts of the

world.

Q. One more question on Angola, Mr. Sec-

retary, and then we'll leave Angola aside:

Why have the Cubans become involved?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, I do not want

to pretend that I can read the inscrutable

Cuban mind. [Laughter.] I think the

Cubans have become involved in Angola

through revolutionary zeal, through their

belief that they are a pristine revolutionary

force that must support revolutions every-

where. And this is a phenomenon which we
must reflect about very seriously. There are

Cuban forces of much smaller size all over

Africa. There are some Cuban forces in

South Yemen.
These are matters to which we cannot be

indifferent, because it can lead to enormous

instabilities all over the world, especially

when it is done by a small Caribbean coun-
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try backed by revolutionary zeal and Soviet

logistics.

Q. To what extent has the secrecy abroga-

tion in the United States adversely affected

our diplomatic endeavors?

Secretary Kissinger: I believe that every

democracy has to strike a balance between
giving its public enough information so that

they can make meaningful decisions and to

make sure that the public understand the

real reasons for governmental actions but,

on the other hand, retain a capacity for some
secrecy in its diplomacy.

Nobody in this audience who runs a busi-

ness or a law office or any other enterprise

could possibly conduct his affairs if every

memorandum that is written internally, if

every communication with some other or-

ganization, were immediately put on the

public record. And yet this is the condition

we increasingly face in Washington today.

Every memorandum that comes across one's

desk one has to look at not just from the

point of its merit but from the point of view
of how it looks in the newspapers, and the

result of that will be not more openness. The
result will be that no memoranda will be

written [laughter] and that the business

will be conducted largely orally and then

people will put unilateral memoranda in

their files and even more confusion will

result. [Laughter.]

So I believe that other governments must
be able to tell us their candid assessments

without having to worry that every com-
munication to us immediately gets into the

pubhc domain.

Now, how to strike a balance between
necessary secrecy and the temptation of gov-

ernments to cover up their mistakes behind

the cloak of secrecy—which is a legitimate

concern—this is something to which we now
have to address ourself. But an element of

secrecy is absolutely essential.

Q. To what extent do you think that the

KGB has infiltrated the U.S. Congress?
[Laughter.']

Secretary Kissinger: I may be courageous,

but I'm not reckless. [Laughter.]

Q. When all is said and done, isn't your

Near East diplomacy basically a matter of

taking American money and paying both

sides not to fight? [Laughter.]

Secretary Kissinger: We experienced in

1973 that a Middle East war can have the

most di'astic consequences. The Middle East

war in 1973 cost us about $3 billion directly,

about $10-$15 billion indirectly. It increased

our unemployment and contributed to the

deepest recession we have had in the post-

war period. So we know what the cost of a

war is.

Secondly, the aid we are giving to Israel

is not a payment for agreements. In the post-

war period, supporting the survival and se-

curity of Israel has been a fundamental na-

tional policy. And therefore it would have

to be continued whether or not there are

agreements. So the aid to Israel should not

be considered as a payment for agreements

but as a part of a fundamental national

policy.

The only other large recipients in the

Middle East are Egypt and Jordan. We be-

lieve that it is overwhelmingly in our na-

tional interest that Egypt has broken its

longstanding intimate ties with the Soviet

Union and that it has contributed to a mod-
erate and peaceful evolution in the Middle

East. And there again we're not paying

Egypt for this. We're not paying Egypt for

an agreement. We are contributing to the

possibility of Egypt concentrating on a more
moderate course because the alternatives for

the United States would be much more dras-

tic. Every war in the Middle East has in-

volved the risk of a confrontation with the

Soviet Union. Every war in the Middle East
has strained our relations with our allies

and created enormous international turmoil.

Our policy is not to pay people not to

fight; our policy is to construct a more peace-

ful relationship in the Middle East and to

use the sums that we would have to pay
anyway under conditions of tension in a

constructive way to bring about a peaceful

settlement.

Q. What mutual concessions would enable
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Israel and the PLO [Palestine Liberation

Organization^ to establish detente?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, we have taken

the position that until the PLO recognizes

the existence of Israel, we cannot ask Israel

to negotiate with it—nor can we ourselves

participate in a diplomatic process involving

the PLO. So we believe that the minimum
condition is that the PLO accept the exist-

ence of Israel and accept the validity of the

U.N. Security Council resolutions on which
the peace process in the Middle East is

based.

Q. Why does not this country use American
wheat as an instrument of foreign policy?

Secretary Kissinger: We find very often

that we are told abstractly that we should

use American economic power in order to in-

fluence foreign policy decisions of other

countries. But we also find that when we
attempt to do so, we would inevitably inter-

rupt private markets and private arrange-

ments because there is no way of using our

economic power without some degree of

governmental control.

Now, with respect to the wheat deal to

the Soviet Union, it is not generally realized

that there was a voluntary restraint on sales

to the Soviet Union from July through Octo-

ber while we were negotiating a long-term

agreement and that in many parts of the

country and in many sections of the Con-

gress this voluntary restraint is looked upon
with great disfavor. We believe that the long-

term agreement that was made with the

Soviet Union over a five-year period intro-

duces some stability into our markets. It

creates a cutoff point during emergency sit-

uations in which further negotiations would
have to be conducted before we would agree

to the sale of additional wheat.

We believe that the circumstances that

have so far existed have not justified the

cutoff of wheat, because the cutoff would not

have been effective in any time frame rele-

vant to, for example, the issues of Ango-
la.

We believe that—and we have said so re-

peatedly—if the relations with the Soviet

Union deteriorate drastically—which we
would hope strongly to avoid—it will affect

our other relationships. But at the present

time it was an excessive reaction which
would not have helped in relation to the

Angola problem.

Q. I have questions on tvhat is our Latin

American policy—which is a general question

—and then, specifically: Do we continue to

plan to give the Panama Canal away?

Secretary Kissinger: I could make a great

headline by saying "Yes." [Laughter.]

Let me explain what is at issue in the

Panama Canal negotiation. Our concern with

the Panama Canal issue is to avoid a situa-

tion in which the United States is drawn into

a confrontation with all of Latin America, in

which American military force will have to

be used to fight a guerrilla war in the West-

ern Hemisphere, as long as an honoi'able al-

ternative presents itself. What we are nego-

tiating now—and incidentally, with the

agreement of all of the agencies of the U.S.

Government—is an arrangement in which

the defense of the Panama Canal will be

jointly exercised between the United States

and Panama for an extended period of time

—

for a very extended period of time—while

the operation of the canal is turned over

during a shorter period of time.

But the essential American defense inter-

ests can be maintained, in our view, through

this cooperative arrangement while avoid-

ing a situation in which the Panama Canal

becomes a rallying ground of all of Latin

American resentment against the United

States. We will not make an agreement in

which our essential interests in free transit

through the Panama Canal are jeopardized,

but we will make a serious effort to see

whether we can make a stabler arrange-

ment. All of this will have to be put before

the Congress and will be explored in the

greatest detail with the Congress while

we're negotiating it, and the negotiations

are likely to take some period of time.
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Secretary Kissinger's News Conference at San Francisco February 3

Press release 46 dated February 3

Q. Dr. Kissinger, my question is—some
critics of the cause of detente seem, to take

the vieiv in this case that the Soviet Union
may be less strict in its overt relationship

ivith the United States. I take it from your
remarks today that yon do not share this

vietv

?

Secretary Kissinger: I say that it's not a

question to be settled in the abstract. We
have concrete ideas of what is needed to

have an equitable SALT agreement. We
have specific ideas of the restraint that is

needed in the conduct of international affairs.

We will pursue these ideas. If we can

realize them, this will be a test of whether
the Soviet Union is interested in real relaxa-

tion of tension. If not, they are not; but

what we want to avoid is an abstract debate
in this country. We want to keep people's

attention focused on the fact that, beyond
all our internal controversies, we do have an
obligation to build a stabler world and that

we cannot give up on that.

Q. {Inaudible.']

Secretary Kissinger: They have already

gone, and we have always proposed that

South African forces should go. And we
have made it clear that all foreign forces

—

South African, Cuban, and Soviet—should

go. In fact, we have publicly proposed that

we would support a negotiation in which
South African forces would leave first, and
the others follow. It is our understanding
that the South African forces have with-

drawn to their border.

Q. [Inaudible.]

Secretary Kissinger: I don't know what
sources close to Ambassador Moynihan that

could be. I have stated innumerable times

my high regard for Ambassador Moynihan.
I think the Washington press corps knows
what I have said about Ambassador Moyni-
han. I don't believe anybody will be able

to cite one example of my undercutting

Ambassador Moynihan, disagreeing with
Ambassador Moynihan. In fact, I would hap-
pily trade his press for mine. [Laughter.]

And if I could confine the leaking against me
in the State Department to the level of the

leakage against him, I would be in great

shape.

Q. What did you mean when you said he's

overly sensitive?

Secretary Kissinger: I think all of us Har-
vard professors are very sensitive to criti-

cism. We are used to adoring students.

Q. [Inaudible.]

Secretary Kissinger: We hear little about
Peru?

Q. Yes.

Secretary Kissinger: I am going to be visit-

ing Peru in the near future. Their Foreign

Minister, as it happens, is a good personal

friend of mine. He was the first foreign min-

ister, as it happened, whom I saw after I

was sworn in as Secretary of State. I have
high regard for him.

I have respect for the foreign policy of

Peru. And I think that a constructive non-

alignment is one that the United States has

never opposed.

What we oppose is rigid bloc voting in the

United Nations.

Q. Mr. Secretary, in view of the late Rabin
visit to Washington, tvhat's your concept of

the future of peacemaking efforts in the

Middle East? Would it be Geneva or quiet

diplomacy—or ivhat's your concept?
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Secretary Kissinger: I do not know what
our capacities for quiet diplomacy are at

this particular moment. I am going to see

Prime Minisiter Rabin again tonight in Los

Angeles, and we will have a sort of a wrap-

up session.

What forum will be chosen depends of

course on what is possible. The United

States is prepared to go to Geneva. The
United States is also prepared to encourage

other steps that the parties could agree

upon.

After further talks with the Prime Min-

ister and after his return to Israel for an

opportunity to talk to his colleagues, we will

then approach other countries. And only out

of that can we be sure of what process is

going to develop.

Q. Mr. Secretary, considering the strength

of the MPLA [Popular Movement for the

Liberation of Angola] in Angola, do you think

the additional U.S. aid you've asked for ivill

make a significant difference in the new
emerging government of Angola?

Secretary Kissinger: So far we have not

asked for any aid. We have simply indicated

what would be needed. We have not made
any formal request.

Secondly, I think it is technically in-

correct to speak of the strength of the

MPLA. I think it is correct to speak of the

strength of the Cuban forces which do most
of the fighting for the MPLA. But we have

not made a formal request to the Congress.

We do have a concern, however, that what is

happening in Angola not set a precedent in

other parts of the world or in Africa.

Q. Coidd you, Mr. Secretary, amplify those

remarks? Where else could Angola set a

precedent? What area is a trouble spot?

Secretary Kissinger: I do not want to pre-

dict where it could happen. We simply want
to make clear there are many local situa-

tions, there are many places of tensions

where the introduction of outside forces

could tip the balance, or where the introduc-

tion of massive military equipment could.

I do not want to indicate those ahead of

time, but we want to make clear what our

general concern is.

Q. Mr. Secretary, could you attempt to

comment on Rita Hauser as a replacement

for Ambassador Moynihan?

Secretary Kissinger: I have not had a

chance to review the list with the President.

I have had some exchanges with the White

House, but until the President has made a

decision I do not think I should comment on

possibilities.

Q. Mr. Secretary, tomorroiv the Secretary

of Transportation is going to announce a de-

cision on whether the landing rights on the

Concorde are granted. What's your position

on the Concorde? What ivould be the diplo-

matic consequences of the granting of land-

ing rights?

Secretary Kissinger: We were asked by the

Secretary of Transportation to state our

view on the foreign policy implications. He
has the responsibility to make his judgment

on the basis of those, plus environmental

factors, plus all the other considerations for

which he is responsible.

We stated to him that the foreign policy

implications of depriving Britain and France

of access to American aii-ports, on a vehicle

of high technology of which they're rather

proud, would be difficult. But, on the other

hand, the decision is one that Secretary Cole-

man has to make and he has to consider

many considerations—many factors—in ad-

dition to the factors that I am responsible

for.

Q. [Inaudible.]

Secretary Kissinger: I have stated the for-

eign policy considerations. He is the one that

has to make the final decision.

Q. Will the United States have an easier

time of it in the United Nations ivithout

Daniel Patrick Moynihan as our representa-

tive?

Secretary Kissinger: I think that Ambassa-
dor Moynihan did a distinguished job. I think

Ambassador Moynihan carried out what he

was sent there to do. He was sent there on
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the basis of an article In Commentary that

outlined exactly in fact what he did, so no-

body was surprised by his actions.

I think his impact was useful and healthy,

and I think that his successor will carry out

essentially the same policies.

Therefore I think our role in the United

Nations will be no easier than it was when
Ambassador Moynihan was there, except as

the success of the policies with which he was
identified takes hold.

Q. Mr. Secretary, has the United States

any view on the reported conflict between Mr.

Rabin and Peres regarding the military needs

of Israel?

Secretary Kissinger: I am not aware of

any conflict between Prime Minister Rabin

and Defense Minister Peres. I must say we
are so busy in our own internal problems

that we cannot get involved in those of

Israel.

Q. Mr. Secretary, in the course of your fre-

quent contacts ivith your NATO allies, what
is your opinion—to let the Western Euro-

pean governments know that the United

States would be adamantly opposed to any
coalition governments which ivould bring in

any such major parties as the Communist
parties of Italy or France? What makes you

think that the European governments relish

or eveyi adhere to such domestic criteria on

the part of the United States?

Secretary Kissinger: First of all, your

basic premise is wrong. On my return from
Moscow, the issue of the participation of

Communist parties in the governments of

Western Europe did not arise at all. The
meeting with the NATO allies was confined

entirely to a report on my visit to Moscow.

On previous occasions, when we were asked

for our opinion, we have given it—but never

in a governmental context. It is up to the

governments concerned to make those deci-

sions.

If somebody asks our view of what the

consequences will be—we are usually asked
by the press—we give those views. But we
have not done it in the NATO Council.

Q. The State Department reportedly pro-

posed the filing of an antitrust suit against

Bechtel Corporation in relation to the Arab
boycott. The State Department also has pro-

posed amendmeyits that will change the lan-

guage of the export-most-favored act which

makes the boycott against Israel against the

law. Why does the State Department propose

these antiboycott amendments?

Secretary Kissinger: This is not exactly

correct. It is in the nature of things that

when other agencies in the government

undertake steps which they think may have

a foreign policy implication they will ask our

views.

In the case of the Bechtel case, the At-

torney General asked the view of the State

Department as to what the foreign policy

implications would be. We made clear, both

publicly and in our opinion to the Attorney

General, that we did not claim any right to

interfere with the judicial process, or that

our opinion should aff"ect the judicial process.

But being asked what our view was—I think

anybody can tell you that the impact on

Saudi Arabia and Saudi-U.S. relations will

not be all that favorable.

Having stated our opinion, the Attorney

General then proceeded—as was his duty

—

with applying the law as he sees it.

With respect to boycott, I do not know
exactly what specific provisions you are

talking about. We have supported—strongly

supported—the Presidential statement which

sets down the basic guidelines on the boy-

cott. On some specific measures we have the

view that they would have a serious impact

on our relations with the countries concerned

and might interfere and complicate the proc-

ess of a moderate evolution toward peace

in the Middle East.

But, again, the State Department has the

responsibility to express the foreign policy

implications. Others that have other respon-

sibilities can then weigh those in relation to

other priorities.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, what is your estimation

of the independent military strength of the

MPLA without Russian aid? Would the com-

bined forces of the FNLA [National Front

for the Liberation of Angola'] and UNITA
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[National Union for the Total Independence

of Angola] be a defeatable force ivithotit a

unilateral—

Secretary Kissinger: Of course, now that

the Cuban forces have been active, I would

have thought that without the introduction

of Cuban forces—without the introduction

of any outside forces—the most likely result

would have been a stalemate in which each

of these Angolan forces would have domi-

nated the area from which it drew its

strength in terms of the tribal areas.

So in terms of numbers, probably UNITA
—having the largest tribal area—would

probably have had the largest numbers in a

one-man-one-vote situation. The probable out-

come, without foreign intervention, would

have been a coalition between the three

factions and some working out of the domes-

tic processes by African standards, in which

perhaps one or the other might have become
dominant; and this is something we could

have lived with.

We have made no effort in any African

country to prevent the coming into power
by indigenous means of any particular group.

And we immediately established in Mozam-
bique—as I pointed out previously—we im-

mediately established relations with FRE-
LIMO [Front for the Liberation of Mozam-
bique] , which has views not all that different

from the MPLA.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, on Angola, what do you

expect the Soviet reaction to be to the tougher

policy that you outlined today in the speech?

Secretary Kissinger: We hope that the

Soviet Union will consider very seriously the

consequences of actions that may have been

taken for even understandable reasons in

the early phases and to keep in mind that

the two superpowers must restrain their

conduct or else the potentiality for conflict,

misunderstanding, and tension is too great.

And we hope that this is a lesson that the

Soviet Union will learn from Angola.

I cannot stress enough: We believe that

the problem of peace must be solved at some
time. We are prepared to do it now. But we

are not prepared to do it on the basis of one

side gaining unilateral advantages.

Q. What happens if the Cubans are not able

to continue to receive aid to their side?

Secretary Kissinger: I believe that the

Cubans should be removed. I believe that the

Cubans must cease their massive interven-

tions in other parts of the world, and we will

face the problem of what will happen if it

continues when it arises.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, due to the activities of

publications like Counterspy, has the State

Department had to provide new covers or

withdraw some of its agents, or CIA agents,

in Embassies around the ivorld?

Secretary Kissinger: The State Depart-

ment does not have CIA agents.

Q. But would you say that there are no

CIA agents in the Embassies—in certain

Embassies around the tvorld?

Secretary Kissinger: I would not comment
on how cover is provided for CIA agents. I

must say that the conduct of intelligence is

essential for any great power. It is conducted

by every major country, and we will do our

best to continue legitimate intelligence func-

tions.

Q. Mr. Secretary, can you say how you

hope the Soviets ivill recognize detente?

Secretary Kissinger: By showing restraint

in the future and by ending the intervention

in Angola as rapidly as possible.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, what leverage or power
do we have if the Congress is not going to

financially support the anti-Communist fac-

tions there?

Secretary Kissinger: We have played

stronger hands since I have been connected

with foreign policy. You cannot conduct

foreign policy without leverage, and our

leverage has been drastically reduced. But
we have to deal with the situation that we
confront.

Q. Do you mean that before further talks

on SALT proceed, before the next step is
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going to be realized, the Angolan situation

tvill he stabilized—is that what you're saying?

Secretary Kissinger: No. I am saying-

—

have stated previously—that to bring the

strategic arms race under control is not a

favor that we do for the Soviet Union. And I

have attempted to explain why it is not a
favor we do to the Soviet Union.

I have also stated that if relations keep

deteriorating that obviously other relations

will be affected—whether or not they are a

favor to the Soviet Union. We are still pre-

pai-ed to persevere in bringing negotiations

of strategic arms limitations to a conclusion.

And I do not want to discuss in detail what
specific steps will be taken if the restraint is

not exercised by the other side.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, you sounded in your
speech a little bit frustrated with American
policy in Congress. Can you give us an assess-

ment of your own satisfaction with your job,

and are you contemplating anything like Mr.
Moynihan did? [Laughter.]

Secretary Kissinger: I have given up my
position at Harvard [laughter], so I do not

necessarily have that option.

No—I do not sound frustrated with the

job. I believe it is the duty of national leaders

to make clear to the public what the prob-

lems are that we face. The Congress has a

major responsibility in the shaping of for-

eign policy. It has to be done in partnership

between the executive and the legislative.

It is my obligation to explain what the issues

are.

I have no plan to follow Mr. Moynihan to

Harvard or to follow him out of government.

The press: Thank you, Dr. Kissinger.

U.S. and Canada Initial Draft Text

of Transit Pipeline Agreement

Joint Statement '

On January 28, the chief U.S. and Cana-
dian negotiators initialed a draft text of a

general agreement covering transit pipe-

lines. This agreement would provide govern-

ment-to-government assurances on a recip-

I'ocal basis regarding noninterference with

and nondiscriminatory treatment of hydro-

carbons transported in present or future

pipelines which cross the territory of either

country.

The ad referendum agreement will now
be referred to the two Governments for

their review and approval. As part of the

U.S. procedure, consultations within the

executive branch, with the Congress, and
with interested parties will be undertaken

prior to final approval.

' Issued on Jan. 29 (text from press release 41).
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Prime Minister Rabin of Israel Visits the United States

Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin of the State

of Israel made an official visit to the United

States January 26-February 5. He met with

President Ford and other government offi-

cials at Washington January 27-30. Folloiv-

ing are an exchange of greetings between

President Ford and Prime Minister Rabin at

a ivelcoming ceremony on the South Lawn of

the White House on January 27, toasts ex-

changed by Secretary Kissinger and the

Prime Minister at a luncheon at the Depart-

ment of State that day, toasts exchanged by

the President and the Prime Minister at a

dinner at the White House that evening, their

exchange of remarks at a receptiori given by

the Prime Minister on January 29, and an

address made by Prime Minister Rabin be-

fore a joint meeting of the Congress on Jan-

uary 28.

REMARKS AT WELCOMING CEREMONY,

JANUARY 27

Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents dated February 2

President Ford

Mr. Prime Minister and Mrs. Rabin:

Shalom. Mrs. Ford and I are very delighted

to welcome both of you to Washington, our

good friends of many years, and we are de-

lighted to see you on this occasion despite the

weather. We hope your visit here and across

our nation, Mr. Prime Minister, will renew

many happy memories and deepen the rela-

tionship of our two countries. We are proud

to have both of you as our guests.

As in the past, Mr. Prime Minister, we
meet today in a spirit of warm good will.

Your visit gives me the opportunity to re-

affirm on behalf of all of the American peo-

ple the enduring friendship of our two coun-

tries, the traditional commitment of the

United States to Israel's security and sur-

vival, and the dedication of the United States

to seek, with Israel's cooperation, a peaceful,

comprehensive, and just solution to the con-

flict in the Middle East.

The United States and Israel share a very

deep devotion to democratic ideals, a special

affinity as two kindred peoples, and common
moral and political values that flow from the

great Judeo-Christian heritage.

Just as you and I have been friends for

many years, Mr. Prime Minister, our two

nations are friends. For almost 30 years

since and even before your independence, our

two peoples have worked together in many
fields. My strongest desire is that we con-

tinue to work together in the future. Today

our cooperation is more necessary than ever

in the quest for an enduring peace in the

Middle East.

In the agreements we have ah'eady

achieved by working together, we have estab-

lished a sound basis for further movement
toward an ultimate peace settlement. With
statesmanship and courage, Mr. Prime Min-

ister, you have taken the first steps.

The wisdom and determination that you

and your nation have so amply displayed thus

far will be required in even greater degree

in the days ahead. Our tasks remain urgent

and important. I know that the people of

Israel yearn for peace. All of us share a great

responsibility—Israel, its Arab neighbors,

and the United States. Our task is to realize

this goal together, with realism and with

justice. Let us seize this historic opportunity

to help translate hopes into reality.

I welcome your visit, Mr. Prime Minister.

We can in the next several days deepen our

mutual understanding and trust. We can help

to advance the process of peace. We can en-
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hance even further the unique friendship of

our two countries. And if other nations also

do their part, this year will be recorded in

history as another year of steady progress

toward the fulfillment of our common dream
—the peace that is so fervently desired

throughout the Middle East and by the

entire world.

Mr. Prime Minister, I look forward to our

discussions and to the pleasure of your com-
pany. On behalf of all Americans, I extend

our heartiest welcome to you and to Mrs.

Rabin.

Prime Minister Rabin

Mr. President, Mrs. Ford: My wife and 1

appreciate very much your personal wel-

come, especially on such a day. According

to the Jewish tradition, rain means blessing.

It is a pleasure to be back in Washington
and to see around me so many friends. My
thanks go to you, Mr. President, for your in-

vitation that enables me to meet with you to

express to you respect and friendship.

I am looking forward to our talks, for I

know they will advance our common purpose.

The purpose is peace—peace in the world

and, more specifically, peace between Israel

and the Arab countries. Toward that end,

the Government of Israel commits its

energies.

Mr. President, when the history of this

period will be written, your name will be

given a permanent place as the leader of the

free world who led the struggle for a better,

more decent, and more peaceful world for

people to live in. Your personal involvement

in the cause for peace and stability in the

Middle East has been untiring.

Your efforts have not been without re-

sults. Under your guidance, America has
played an indispensable role in helping to

bring about what we all hope will prove to

be the beginning of the peace process. We
know that it is complex. We know that it is

not without risks. But I want to assure you,

Mr. President, that we, Israel, will continue

to do all that can reasonably be done to help

to move that process along.

Your friendship, your wisdom, the energy

you devote for peace, and the efl'orts you
make for the welfare of my own democratic

people move me to express to you our sin-

cere gratitude.

I am told, Mr. President, that by your in-

vitation I am the first head of government to

visit the United States in your Bicentennial

Year. This is a special honor for me. It af-

fords me the opportunity to bring a partic-

ular message of friendship to all commu-
nities across your great country, including

the Jewish community, with whom we have

a profound historic spiritual tie.

The message I carry is "Shalom to Amer-
ica" on the occasion of your Bicentennial

celebration. It is a celebration we are making
in Israel, too. We do so because of the debt

that Israel and the whole free world owes to

this great country. We do so because of the

spirit of liberty, peace, and democracy that

gave birth to free America 200 years ago.

And we do so because it is identical to the

spirit that gave rebirth to my own free Israel

28 years ago.

Mr. President, I am deeply gratified for

your invitation and hospitality which enables

me to deliver this message to you personally.

TOASTS AT LUNCHEON GIVEN BY

SECRETARY KISSINGER, JANUARY 27

Press release 34 dated January 27

Secretary Kissinger

Mr. Prime Minister, Mrs. Rabin, distin-

guished guests: It is a great pleasure to

welcome the Rabins, who are all old friends

of ours, back to Washington. We have worked

together for so long that when an Israeli

party arrives here we meet old friends of

many circumstances. For example, we could

immediately identify all the security officers

that took care of us. [Laughter.] And Nancy
was looking for the security officer who could

open coke bottles with his teeth, which will

show you of the way we get intimidated when
we visit Israel. [Laughter.] And Mrs. Rabin

mumbles to me, "the quahty of the security."
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I haven't been defended by any security of-

ficer with his teeth in Israel yet. [Laughter.]

There are also so many members of the

Israeli press here that I have a real dilemma
—because I have a friend who hates flying,

and he says that when a stewardess comes
out of the pilot's compartment with a serious

face he is convinced they are going to crash

and that she can't even give the impression

that things are going well, but when she

comes out smiling, then he's in a real panic

because then he is absolutely convinced that

things are desperate and that she has been

instructed to cheer them up. [Laughter.]

So what can I say about our meetings?

[Laughter.]

The truth is that the Prime Minister and

his friends here have worked together for a

long time. I spent many hours with the

Prime Minister when he was Ambassador
here in discussing not only the problems of

Israel in the Middle East but the relation-

ship of the international situation to the

prospects of peace. And when our other

Israeli friends are here, it is a different re-

lationship than we have with any other

country because we know each other so well

and we have talked together so much that

we can afford occasionally this or that dis-

agreement. And sometimes because it is a

family quarrel it takes on an intensity that

is exaggerated.

I want to emphasize right away that there

are no quarrels going on at this moment and
that I am talking about the past and not the

present, although having given that assur-

ance, I am positive that I have created many
more doubts. [Laughter.]

But the fact of the matter is that no
people can want peace more desperately than

a country that has never known a state of

peace in its entire history and that has had
to fight wars at almost intervals of five

years. So that the issue of whether there

should be peace doesn't need to be discussed

between us.

How to achieve peace in a situation of

enormous complexity and how to balance the

territorial changes, which are tangible,

against the commitments to peace, which are

intangible—that is a problem that requires

great imagination and great dedication. And
when one looks at the legacy of a genera-

tion of distrust and at the influence of out-

side powers whose intentions are not always

benign, then we know, both of us, that we
have a complex and long-term issue before

us.

Now, our friend the Prime Minister is

here this time when there isn't any immedi-

ate crisis, when there isn't a particular nego-

tiation on which we must achieve a specific

result. He is here to discuss with us how we
imagine the evolution toward peace in the

Middle East, how we can reach an objective

on which we both agree. And we can talk in

a relaxed atmosphere because we have the

capacity for decision.

The United States made clear last night

that it will not accept changes in the frame-

work of negotiations that prejudge the out-

come. We will not participate or encourage a

negotiating process in which as an entrance

price into negotiations the fundamental is-

sues should already be determined by groups

of countries that are not parties to the

negotiation.

Now that we have made clear what we
will not encourage, we can talk in a freer

atmosphere about what can happen in the

years ahead. I think the talks this morning

were conducted in a very friendly atmos-

phere, and I am confident that this visit will

be extremely helpful to both of our countries

and to the long-term prospects for peace in

the Middle East.

The United States is committed to the

security and survival of Israel. The United

States will work with Israel on joint policies

to maintain the security and to achieve a

lasting peace in the Middle East. It is in this

spirit that we welcome the Rabins here, in

the consciousness that for all Americans it

is a question of moral necessity to make cer-

tain that, whatever happens, this democracy

in the Middle East that shares our values

will be secured and maintained.

So I would like to propose a toast to the

Prime Minister and Mrs. Rabin and to the

lasting friendship between Israel and the

United States.

February 23, 1976 223



Prime Minister Rabin

Mr. Secretary, Mrs. Kissinger, distin-

guished guests: I would like to thank the

Secretary and Mrs. Kissinger in the name of

my wife and myself for this pleasant gather-

ing and for the good meal. I have not spent

since I have taken this post as a Prime Minis-

ter so many days in the United States as

the Secretary spent in Israel; therefore I

can't pretend that I know all the details that

come with such a visit. But I would like also

to open my remarks by saying something

personally to the Secretary.

As he said, I believe that we have learned

to know each other. When I served here as

the Israeli Ambassador and after that, even

though from time to time we have had some
differences of opinion—but I believe that we
have no doubt whatsoever in the way that

he conducted the policy of this government
in his capacity at the White House and now
as Secretary of State, in the real efforts that

he has made to bring about more stability,

in the efforts to create better conditions for

peace for all peoples in the area. And for

that I would like to thank you, Mr. Secretary.

As you have said, there is something which

cannot be always explained when it comes

to the relations of the greatest democracy

with the only democracy in the Middle East.

It has started many years ago, and it has

been developed to the kind of relations that

we, as a small country, are very proud of.

And I believe that the cooperation between

our two countries has contributed to the

stability in the area and to the encourage-

ment of the prospects of peace. I believe

that what has been done in the last year was
an outcome of an effort, even though there

were ups and downs through '75 but toward

the end the results proved to be the right

ones.

Still, the Ai'ab-Israeli conflict is a very

complicated one, and it is not so easy to offer

simple formulas how to solve it. Sometimes
it looks simpler than it is. From our point

of view, we, as the Secretary said, have
never entertained one day of peace. We have
experienced many wars. And therefore

please understand our sensitivity when it

comes to our capability to be able to defend

ourselves by ourselves.

Please understand the amount of suspicion

that might seem to people from the outside a

little bit exaggerated when we have to ex-

change words for something tangible, which

is territories—not as real estate but as de-

fensive lines that make our capability to

defend ourselves better. But I can assure

you, Mr. Secretary, and all those who are

here that for the sake of a real peace, Israel

will not shrink from any risks, will take

upon itself many concessions, but one will be

sure that the purpose is a real peace.

I believe that the way that the talks have

been conducted through the years of coopera-

tion between our two countries and espe-

cially today, I believe that this is the way to

conduct talks when the common goal is the

same—to achieve peace. But at the same

time, as long as peace has not been achieved,

to be in a position that those who want to ex-

ploit the tension in the area will not be able

to pursue a policy of war with a hope of

success.

I believe everywhere in the world you

can't achieve peace but from the standpoint

of strength. It is a struggle between total-

itarian concepts and democratic way of life.

And in coping with totalitarian concepts, de-

mocracies have to try their best to reach

agreements and understandings. But it

can't be done from the standpoint of weak-

ness. I don't want to apply to anything ex-

cept when it comes to our problem. And I

know one thing for sure, with a weak Israel

no one will negotiate, and only a strong

Israel is a help for peace.

I would like to pray and hope that there

will be continuation of the present under-

standing, continuation of the common effort

to achieve peace, and continuation of the

effort, as long as peace has not been achieved,

to be able to overcome the differences when-
ever they come up.

And in this spirit I would like to raise my
glass to the Secretary, to Mrs. Kissinger, and

to the friendship between our two countries.

And as we say in Hebrew: "L'chaim."
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OASTS AT WHITE HOUSE DINNER, JANUARY 27

i-ekly Compilation of Presidential Documents dated February 2

resident Ford

Mr. Prime Minister and Mrs. Rabin and

istinguished guests: It is again a pleasure

n- us to say shalom.

Betty and I have, of course, and all of our

uests feel a very special warmth as far as

bu, Mr. Prime Minister, and Mrs. Rabin

re concerned. And our friendship on a

ersonal basis has been one of long stand-

iig and a very enjoyable and very pleasant

ne.

Your five years in Washington as the

listinguished Ambassador of Israel created

'lany and very warm friendships. Betty and

are two of those friends, and we are deeply

irateful for that relationship. And we are

3viously delighted to be your hosts tonight.

We are very proud that you are the first

ead-of-government guest during our Bi-

Mitennial Year. And I think that tells us

)mething. The celebration of our nation's

istory gives Americans a deeper apprecia-

on of basic values that we share with the

tate of Israel—the tribute that your country

id ours pay to these ideals you expressed

1 Philadelphia last night.

Both of our nations have had a very pain-

il birth as well as growth. As havens for

len and women fleeing persecution, both of

jr nations find their vitality as well as their

;rength today in a commitment to freedom

nd a commitment to democracy and the

jirit of free peoples.

Both of our nations, Mr. Prime Minister,

ave tasted the bitter fruits of war and the

truggles that are necessary to preserve

idependence and security. Both of us know
all well in today's world that eternal vigi-

ince is the price of liberty. And we, indi-

idually and collectively, will not fail.

I applaud your statesmanship, Mr. Prime

linister. You have shown it over and over

gain. It has contributed so much that has

een achieved so far. I am gratified that our

ersonal friendship and relationship now
acilitates the closest consultation on the

very complex problems that we face in the

problems ahead.

From the moment of Israel's independence,

all of America's Presidents, as well as the

major political parties, have identified with

your freedom and your progress.

America now completes its second century.

Israel counts its heritage in thousands and

thousands of years and its modern history in

decades. Yet our heritage—your country and

mine—are the same.

I think we must take inspiration from

the Founding Fathers of both our nations

and the principles of justice and freedom

which they have passed down to you as well

as to myself for the survival of those princi-

ples, which is our major responsibility. You
are dedicated to that end, Mr. Prime Minis-

ter, and all of your people are likewise. And
they are an inspiration to all of us.

Israel, Mr. Prime Minister, like the United

States, has stuck to its principles and per-

severed with courage and determination. The

unbreakable spirit of the people of Israel re-

mains its strongest defense. And as we re-

flect on this Bicentennial Year, we are both

mindful of the indispensable role that the

United States has played in the world as a

guardian of stability and defender of free-

dom.

I want to tell you, Mr. Prime Minister,

that I am determined, as I think most Amer-

icans are, that America will remain sti'ong

and America will remain committed to its

allies and to its world responsibilities.

I know that Israel and our other friends

and allies depend upon America's strength

and America's commitment. Our two nations

have been working together for peace in the

Middle East. No peacemaking process, as you

well know, is easy, but important steps have

been taken. And we are proud of the role

that America has played in working with

your country.

I know that all Americans deeply desire to

see the process continued toward its goal of

a just and secure peace.

The United States has demonstrated many,

many times, including yesterday in the

United Nations, that we will oppose measures
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that we consider unrealistic or unworkable or

that make peace harder to achieve. But we
have demonstrated at the same time we are

committed to seek and to support positive

measures, positive moves toward peace.

We will continue the hopeful effort in

which we are jointly engaged.

You and I began our discussions this morn-

ing in a spirit of friendship and a spirit of

common desire for peace. You stated this

morning, and many times otherwise, your na-

tion's views eloquently and persuasively.

Ladies and gentlemen, I ask that you join

me in a toast to the Prime Minister of Israel

and to Mrs. Rabin, to the enduring friend-

ship between Israel and the United States,

and to a just and lasting peace in the Middle

East. In the ancient toast of the Jewish

people: "L'chaim."

Prime Minister Rabin

Mr. President and Mrs. Ford, distin-

guished guests: First allow me in the name
of my wife and myself to thank you, Mr.

President, and you, Mrs. Ford, for your kind

invitation to come over to this country as

your guests.

We also cherish our personal friendship

for the time that I served here as the Israeli

Ambassador. I remember that many times I

used to come to your office as the Minority

Leader in the House to ask for your advice,

to get a better understanding about what
was going on in this country. And I always

came out of your office more encouraged

about America, about the Congress, about

your determination to do what you believed

that should be done here in this country as

well as this country's policies toward the

world, toward securing peace and freedom
wherever and whenever it is possible.

Since you took this office, awesome respon-

sibility of the President of the United States,

this is the third meeting between us here.

And we have discussed through this period

every possibility, everything that can be

done to encourage every option, every avenue

to move from war toward peace, to achie

tranquillity and stability in the area as lo;

as peace has not been achieved. And I c

predated always your attitude that whe
ever there is a confrontation the efforts

bring about peace must be done from t

standpoint of strengths because no tota

tarian regime will tolerate a weak dem(

racy. And only a strong democracy can e

pect to achieve peace with dignity, pea

that is worthwhile.

I am especially glad, as you mentione^

Mr. President, that I am the first head
[

government to be your official guest in t\

Bicentennial Year. I am glad, especially, 1

cause I think I represent even though a ve

small democracy but it is the only one th

exists in the Middle East.

Before we came over, I found that wh
you got your independence 200 years ago, t

total population of then the United Stat

was 3 million, which is exactly [laughtc

the population of Israel today. And I fou

that your growth came as a result of the (

termination of the Founding Fatht

to build a country, but in addition to that,

maintaining the basic principle of open gai

to waves of immigrants. And your count

'

grew up by the waves of immigrants tl

;

came to this great country. We maintain t

same policy. And we have grown throu

immigration and will continue to gr

through immigration.

In the last li/o years we have taken cert;

steps through the good offices of the U
Government under your guidance in the

fort to bring about certain moves towf

peace. I believe that on our part we did c

'

share. We have taken risks in the hope tl

:

a better future might be built not only 1

Israel but for the whole Middle East, for i

countries and for all peoples there.

We are in a country in which war mig

;

be imminent. We have fought four ma;

'

wars in the last 28 years, and between thi i

we have never entertained one day of pea

And after 28 years of war, believe me, I\

.

President, if there is something that •!
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pire to, that we desire, that we are longing

r, it is to achieve a real peace.

Allow me to add that when I stayed in

is country I learned one thing—that the

,guest word in the English dictionary is

leace" because so many interpretations are

ven to this word. And therefore one has

be careful when the word is uttered and

practical and meaningful interpretation is

ven to that.

And, therefore, for us the meaning of

ace that we want to achieve is peace that

ill give us, as well as to our neighbors, a

nse of security to live the way that we pre-

r to live in our own country and they in

eir own.

''We have done something to bring stabili-

,!tion to the area, but still the road to peace

Jifortunately is still long. And it will require

(urage, determination, and skill to navigate

e ship of hope of peace until it will be a

lal one. And in facing all these complex

foblems one has not to lose his hope but at

e same time to have no illusions in coping

• th the difficulties that should be overcome.

After the first talk that I had with you,

r. President, I believed that we realize the

ifficulties. We are determined to do every-

ing to find ways to cope with these diffi-

i Ities. And I can assure you, Mr. President,

at on the part of Israel every effort will

' done to find ways to cooperate with you

the efforts to bring about peace to the

;, ea which has suffered so much from wars

the last years.

Allow me also, Mr. President, to thank you

rsonally in the name of the people of Israel

V your support through the years, to your

ipport to Israel and to the cause of peace in

le area in your capacity as the President

the United States. You mentioned what

ippened yesterday, and I am encouraged
fy what happened today. And I would like to

''lank you very, very much.
''' And allow me to raise my glass to the

' resident of the United States and to the

"•iendship between our two countries.

'chaim.

REMARKS AT RECEPTION GIVEN BY

PRIME MINISTER RABIN, JANUARY 29

Weekly Comiiilation of Presidential Documents dated February 2

Prime Minister Rabin

Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen: I

would like to thank you, Mr. President, for

your kind invitation to come as official guests

of you to this country. I would like to thank

you very much for the time that you have

allotted for the discussion that we have had

in the last three days about the problems

that we face in our region and in the effort

to move toward peace.

I am sure that the talks have helped and

I hope will advance the cause of peace. I

think these kind of relations that you offer

to me on a personal basis as well as in the

relations between our two countries will be

an encouragement to the cause of peace in

the area. And I would like to thank you very,

very much for your personal interest, per-

sonal help, in doing so.

And, Mr. President, toward the end of my
visit in Washington, again thank you very,

very much.

President Ford

Mr. Prime Minister and Mrs. Rabin: I am
delighted to be here and to see so many,

many of your friends. We, of course, are

very pleased that you are in the United

States. I feel, as you do, that the discussions

we have had in the three days have been

very meaningful. I believe they will be very

productive. It has been a fine experience for

me to renew our personal friendship that

existed over a period of years when you were

the Ambassador for Israel. It has been for

you, I am sure, a great experience to renew

your acquaintances with your many, many
friends on Capitol Hill. And I am certain,

from what I have heard from some of my
old friends, your presentation to the Con-

gress yesterday in joint session was out-

standing. In fact, I heard it was so good that
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I am not sure I want to make a state of the

Union up there. [Laughter.]

But let me reiterate what we have said

both privately and publicly. The United

States, at the present time, as it has been

under five previous Presidents, is dedicated

to the survival and the security of Israel. We
mean it. At the same time, we are dedicated

to working with you in moving forward to

real peace in the Middle East.

You have been staunch and steadfast in

your dedication on behalf of your country

and at the same time have shown great

statesmanship and leadership in that very

difficult area of the world. I can't thank you

enough for the opportunity to work with you

in the efforts that involve both your country

and ours aimed at the achievement of the

kind of life that is needed and necessary for

all peoples in the Middle East.

You have done an outstanding job as an

Ambassador, and it is a great pleasure and
privilege for me to work with you on behalf

of what we all have to do in that very diffi-

cult area, the Middle East.

I thank you for the hospitality tonight. I

hope and trust, as I am sure it will be, that

as you travel around the United States in

the next seven days, you will receive as warm
a welcome everywhere as you have received

in our Nation's Capital.

Thank you very much.

ADDRESS BY PRIME MINISTER RABIN

TO THE CONGRESS, JANUARY 28 '

Mr. Vice President, Mr. Speaker, distinguished

Members of Congress: I come to you from Jerusalem

with the greetings of my people in this, your Bi-

centennial Year.

Two days ago, I stood before Independence Hall to

pay tribute in the name of Israel to the Fathers of

the American Revolution. There. I saw the Biblical in-

scription on the Liberty Bell which is so familiar to

me in its original Hebrew

—

Ukratem dror ba'aretz

I'chol yoshveha—"Proclaim Liberty Throughout All

the Land Unto All the Inhabitants Thereof." We,

' Text from the Congressional Record of Jan. 28,

p. H398.

Israel, celebrate with you that great message Ameri

proclaimed 200 years ago.
i

Mr. Vice President, Mr. Speaker, I thank you

for the invitation that has brought me here todf,

and I appreciate your expressions of welcome.

Standing here in this great hall, I am aware th

you are the heirs of a two-century-old tradition

free government by the people. Free people evei

where acknowledge their debt to your Declaration

Independence, which emphasizes the natural right

all peoples to establish governments of their o\

choosing.

Our declaration of independence, building on i\

right, adds to it the principle that the Jewish peoj

shall preserve its integrity and restore its natiot

existence in its own land, despite the holocaust

history.

The first principle reflects the essence of the Ame
can Revolution, the second the essence of the Zion

Revolution.

The war of 1776 and the war of 1948 were bf

battles of liberation. What made them into revo

tions was the human vision that fired them. It w

a vision not only to win freedom but also to constn

new societies in freedom. In our case, it was the rev

of an ancient nation to put an end, once and for all,

homelessness, helplessness, and holocaust. It was 1

assertion of our right to self-determination, to reti

to Zion, to reclaim it of the desolation of 20 centuri

to gather in the oppressed of our scattered sons a

daughters, and to build there a new society inspii

by the values of the old.

This is the Zionist vision.

From the days when John Adams expressed

hope for the return of Jewish independence, from

days when Mark Twain first saw the land of Israel

"a land of ruin," to the present day, the United Sta

has shown sympathy for this vision. Congress as

expression of America, has consistently acted to g
that sympathy substance. For this, I extend to you

gratitude of the people of Israel.

Israel could well say of itself what Thomas Jeff

son said of America:

"... our ancestors . . . possessed a right, wh
nature has given to all men, of departing from

country in which chance, not choice has placed tht

of going in quest of new habitations and of th

establishing new societies. . .
."

When these words were spoken, America was
the midst of its nationbuilding through immigrati

It was to continue for another 150 years. We an

century into ours. Our Statue of Liberty is a refu[

immigrant barge.

For both of our new societies, immigration beca

pioneering. Israel's contemporary folk heroes, 1

yours, are those who mastered wastelands and W'

out to build communities in empty places.

In a society of pioneering, democracy springs fri
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! frontier itself. Our common heritage—founded

i.jn the Biblical ethic—gave the democratic experi-

I e its unique expression. It proclaimed the dignity

I worth of every individual. Though different in

111. our respective institutions share this common
.I'tive.

There are all too few nations in the world that up-

l d these democratic foiTns and objectives. We are a

r her small family. We did not expect to be so a

fsieration ago.

^ generation ago, the world was engulfed in a great

Ar. In the contest between nations, it was perhaps

L'reatest of battles between the forces of good
I

I

list the forces of evil. When it was over, a con-

ns effort was made to extend the principles of

jieriiational justice and decency to all peoples, large

al small. Its concrete expression was the Charter

o.'the United Nations.

\t the generation's end, the United Nations finds

ir in crisis. The words of its charter have been

^licd and devalued. Israel has learned that it can

ei)ect no justice from the United Nations in its

{isent form. Its moral resources have been eroded by

e ortion and appeasement which again intrude upon

tj international scene. None of us in the free world

1^'e fared well in this climate.

^he present combination of circumstances has

peed my own people in the front line. But I believe

t t the consequences extend to the whole democratic

f lily and, ultimately, to the peace and welfare of

nnkind. Given the acute political, economic, and

s ial stresses of our times, never has the interde-

p dence of our democratic community been greater.

ienjamin Franklin might well have been speaking

IS when he said: We must all hang together or we
»'

I all hang separately.

say this as a representative of a small democracy
b the representatives of the biggest and strongest

us all. President Ford's leadership is making a

c cial contribution to the peace of the world and to

t cause of peace in the Middle East. His efforts

h d out the hope for a more secure and stable world

a [ a better place for people to live in.

'here is no freedom, nor shall there be peace in

t ; world, without a United States strong and con-

fi'nt in its purpose. World peace rests upon your
f titude. Upon it rests the hope that honest dialogue

c move forward with societies having other systems
rule. We welcome any form of international dia-

1< ue to reduce the suspicions and tensions between
n ions. For in the end, our common cause as democ-
r ies is a struggle for mankind and not against any
P'tion of it.

ilr. Vice President, Mr. Speaker, from this rostrum
Ileclare that, however difficult the road, however
h'd the challenge, and however complex the process,

lael will strive with all its being to contribute to

t' peace of the world by pressing ahead with its

ejrt for peace with the Arab countries. This is the

ving goal of all our policies.

We know of your concern and national interest in

the stability of our area, and I wish to say to you

that we seek to be sensitive to them. I believe that

certain steps we have pursued have also contributed

to that interest. We see the expression of that interest

—through the advancement of the human and eco-

nomic welfare of the peoples of our region—as a

positive development and as a hope for progress

toward peace itself.

We express our confidence that such developing ties

need not be, and must not be, at the cost of Israel's

vital interest of liberty and security. And if, in

the pursuit of our shared goals, differences do arise

from time to time, then let us recall Jefferson's wis-

dom that "every difference of opinion is not a dif-

ference of principle."

The principle of which I speak is the resolution of

a conflict that has lasted too long. Let me share

with you my thinking on what has, thus far, stood

in the way of a solution to it.

If I were to be asked to state in a word what is

the heart and the core of the Arab-Israeli conflict, I

would say this: It is the refusal of the Arab coun-

tries to reconcile themselves to the right of existence

of one small viable sovereign Jewish state in the

land of our people's birth; by Jewish state I mean an

independent, democratic society, secular in the equal-

ity of all its citizens, Jew and non-Jew alike, before

the law and founded upon historic Jewish values.

By stating this, I am saying that the question of

territory, the matter of boundaries, the issue of

maps, were not, and are not. the true obstacles to

peace.

Twenty-nine years ago, in 1947, we accepted a very

truncated partitioned territory upon which to rebuild

our Jewish statehood. It was not because of its shape

or size that the Arab leaders rejected that United

Nations partition plan. They went to war against us

because they rejected our very right to freedom as

an independent people.

Against great odds and with much sacrifice, we won
our war of independence. The stakes were incredibly

high. Defeat would have meant national holocaust

and the eclipse of the Jewish people in history.

And just as every war reaps its inevitable tragic

crop of refugees, so did the Arab war against Israel

produce two refugee problems of almost equal size

—an Arab one, and a Jewish one from Arab countries.

After our war of independence, in 1949 we signed

armistice agreements with our neighbors. We be-

lieved, naively, that these would soon lead to a

negotiated peace. They did not. We were ready to

settle for the fragile armistice lines as peace bound-

aries. But as a matter of principle, the Arabs would

not negotiate the end of the conflict because they

refused to reconcile themselves to a Jewish inde-

pendent state.

So, in 1956, another war was impo-^ed upon us.

Again we won it. At its end, we agreed to evacuate

the Sinai Peninsula. Did Israel's withdrawal from all
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the territories occupied in tlie war lead to peace ? It

did not even lead to a negotiation.

So, in 1967, Arab ai-mies again massed along those

fragile frontiers that had invited past aggression.

Again we won a victory in a war we did not seek.

Then came 1973. Again we were attacked—this

time a surprise attack. But this time we were not

exposed to those weak amiistice lines which our

neighbors had recognized only as targets of invasion.

Israel now had defensive depth.

Mr. Vice President, Mr. Speaker, until 1967, Israel

did not hold an inch of the Sinai Peninsula, the West
Bank, the Gaza Strip, or the Golan Heights. Israel

held not an acre of what is considered disputed ter-

ritory. And yet we enjoyed no peace. Year after

year Israel called for—pleaded for—a negotiated

peace with the Arab governments. Their answer was
a blank refusal and more war.

The reason was not a conflict over territorial

claims. The reason was, and remains, the fact that a

free Jewish state sits on territory at all.

It is in this context that the Palestinian issue

must be appraised. That issue is not the obstacle to

peace, as some would suggest. Certainly it has to be

solved in the context of the final peace. But to assert

that this is the key to peace, the formula for peace,

or the breakthrough to peace is to misread the

realities. It is to put the legendary cart before the

horse.

The Palestinian issue began with, and is a product

of, the overall Arab posture on the legitimacy of a

Jewish State of Israel. Only when that posture

changes will the Palestinian issue be constructively

and finally tackled.

The clock of history cannot be put back. It was not

Israel that prevented the establishment of a Pales-

tinian state in 1947, as the partition plan had pro-

posed. What did prevent it was the Arab declaration

of war on the plan itself because it called for the

creation of a Jewish state.

For 19 years no Arab government saw fit to

establish a Palestinian state, even though the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip were under Arab control.

Neither was there a Palestinian demand to do so. In

January 1964, the organization that calls itself the

PLO was established by the Arab heads of state.

Yet, even then, statehood in those territories, then

held by Jordan and Egypt, was never the objective.

We know what the objective is. It is written large

into the Palestinian covenant, which is their binding

constitution. Every paragraph of it spits out the

venom calling for Israel's destruction.

These are the truths that lie at the heart and the

core of the Arab-Israel conflict. And since, to date,

the Arab version of peace does not depart from these

truths, no honest being can blame us for refusing to

cooperate in our own national suicide.

Peace will come when the Arab leaders finally cross

the Rubicon from aggressive confrontation to h:

monious reconciliation. Then, there is no problem i,

tween us that cannot be solved in negotiation. Tl,

includes, too, the Palestinian issue, within the g
^

graphic and political context of peace with Jord,
,1

When I say Jordan, I do not discount Palestin

,

representation in the peace delegation of that coi.

try. And when I say geography, I do not discoun

negotiation concerning the future final peace bou

aries of the territories involved.
;

For the genuine peace we seek, Israel is ready
i

give up much and to compromise much on territc.

In a negotiation whose sincere shared goal is fii

reconciliation, we shall go more than halfway
i

assure its success.

Mr. Vice President, Mr. Speaker, a short time :i

,

from this very rostrum. President Sadat wisely

clared: "there is no substitute for direct person

person contacts that go deep into the heart of all

problems which invoke our common concern and c •

ture our imagination."" I wish that he would di t

those words to me as well as to you, the Congrcs. ;

the United States. I would then know that the w ;

of true peacemaking has finally begun.

I today declare: I am ready to meet with any A j

head of government, at any time and at any pi .

for the pui'pose of peace talks.

I do not know when peace will finally come. Bu 1

this I am certain: It will be our future strength I t

will largely determine the resources of peace in r

region. Weakness is no prescription for negotiat i.

If it be perceived that Israel is not weak, so shall r

neighbors perceive the wisdom of mutual comproii '

reconciliation, and peace.

What, therefore, does Israel propose as the '
'

step in the eff'ort for peace? Israel proposes thr

convening of the Geneva Peace Conference in ace >

ance with the letter of invitation from the i i

Secretary General to the parties to the conferenci

The basis for the conference has to be foundei n

two fundamental principles—on Security Coi il

Resolutions 242 and 338 as they were accepte( y

Israel and by the other parties and powers concei i

The second principle is that the parties to the coi 'I

must be the parties to the peacemaking process, le

negotiations for peace must be conducted bet\ n

ourselves—the Government of Israel and the n( v

boring Arab governments.

There are some who tell us that—here and t ?

—a change toward realism is perhaps slowly ei •

ing. I pray there is some truth to this.

Israel is determined to encourage what ?r

- For an address by President Anwar al-Sada of

the Arab Republic of Egypt made before a ;
nt

meeting of the Congress on Nov. 5, 1975, see Bu E-

TIN of Nov. 24, 1975, p. 728.
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•mptoms there may be to move that process along,

^is is why we entered into the interim agreement

•th Egypt. We did so to encourage the trend to-

rd greater realism. Our aim in the agreement is

t promote conditions of stability and trust which,

i) hope, will produce, in time, a climate for genuine

jace negotiations.

[n the light of what I said and under the given

tiditions of regional tension, the pursuit of this

rlicy calls for taking risks. It has required our

kinjT tangible concessions for concessions far less

ii;il)le. We have done so because we believe it is

issary to take measured risks not only in case of

vr but also for the sake of peace.

Thus, in a very few weeks' time, the defense forces

olsrael will carry out a withdrawal in Sinai. We have

aeady handed to Egypt proper the oilfields on the

Clf of Suez and the coastal link to them. With that,

lael has given up its single oil resource. We have

aieed to these measures not in return for peace,

even in return for an end to the state of war. We
what we did in the hope that it will move us

sne steps closer to peace.

Congress, I know, is familiar with these measures,

ley are major elements of the recent Israel-Egypt

Ereement, negotiated through the good offices of

United States. May I say that the limited Ameri-

1 civilian technical presence—requested by both

p ties—and which Congress authorized in the con-

t t of this agreement is a contribution toward the

cise of peace. That presence has no function or re-

Finsibility in case of war. And I wish to add with

€ phasis that if a condition of hostilities does arise,

I vill be the first to call for its removal. This is a

r tter of fundamental doctrine for Israel. We alone

E ' responsible for our ovm defense. This is how it

1 ; been; this is how it must be. I believe it to be the

€ ence of our political relationship.

^r. Vice President, Mr. Speaker, throughout the

3 irs. we have found here, in Congress, a wisdom and

c 'p understanding of our nationbuilding and defense

T 'ds and the economic burdens arising from them.

I I as a people, we turn to ourselves before we turn

'-i others.

I' The Government of Israel is engaged in a tough

I )gram of economic measures.

-.ast year we reduced private consumption by al-

I st 5 percent, and we will reduce it by another 5

I -cent this year. We have put on ourselves a heavy

Irden of taxation. This year the government will

( lect in taxes some 70 percent of all our national

i ome. I am told this is almost twice as much as it

iin America.

( mention these as only a few of the many ex-

-Jiples within a comprehensive economic policy in-

tcing more austerity and higher production. We
rsall continue this policy—difficult though it be

—

i- this is what we require of ourselves to do.

Peace, not war, is our tradition. We see no glory in

battle. I was once a soldier, not by choice but by

necessity. I know the horrors of war, the waste, and

the agony. I know what peace can bring to all the

peoples of our region through open boundaries, pro-

jection of economic cooperation, the conquest of dis-

ease, and the free flow of ideas, people, and products.

Even now. before peace, we declare our readiness

to promote its climate by unilaterally opening our

ports for the free passage of goods to and from our

immediate neighbors.

We open our hospitals to our neighboring sick. We
declare open our institutions of research for all the

countries in the Middle East wishing to share knowl-

edge in the fields of agriculture and water develop-

ment.

We, the people of our region, are destined to live

together for all time, for never again shall there be a

Middle East without a State of Israel.

The going has not been easy, and the challenge

ahead will not be easy. But we are an old people, and

there is no sacrifice too great to protect the freedom

we have won and the new society we have created.

I believe Americans, above all, can understand this

truth.

Three hundred years ago, celebrating their first

years of survival after much suffering, your Pilgrim

Fathers wrote these lines:

"We have made a clearing in the wilderness; and

another year will see a broader clearing, a better

garnering. We have made a good beginning in a

hostile world."

So do we, the first generation of free Israel, descen-

dants of 2,000 years of unhappy wandering, declare

we have made a good beginning in a rather hostile

world.

America has helped us greatly. In loyalty to its

Founding Fathers, this Republic of the United States

has given tangible meaning to human values in the

charting of its policies. By virtue of this, Israel pays

you tribute as you enter into the third century of

independence.

Permit me to express that tribute to the Congress

through the words of an American Jew, a soldier in

the Revolutionary War. Jonas Phillips, in 1787, wrote

this prayer:

"May the almighty God of our fathers Abraham,
Isaac and Jacob, imbue this noble assembly with wis-

dom . . . and may they have the satisfaction to see

that their present toil and labor for the welfare of

the United States be approved throughout all the

world and particularly by the United States of

America."

This is the sincere sentiment of friendship Israel

brings you this day.
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U.S. Sinai Support Mission

Established

AN EXECUTIVE ORDER'
Establishing the United States Sinai Support

Mission

By virtue of the authority vested in me by the

Constitution and statutes of the United States of

America, including the Joint Resolution of October

13, 1975 (Public Law 94-110, 89 Stat. 572, 22 U.S.C.

2441 note), the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as

amended (22 U.S.C. 2151 ct scq.), including but not

limited to Sections 531, 621, 633, 901, and 903 there-

of (22 U.S.C. 2346, 2381, 2.393, 2441, 2443), and

section 301 of title 3 of the United States Code, and

as President of the United States of America, it is

hereby ordered as follows

:

Section 1. (a) In accordance with the Foreign

Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, and notwith-

standing the provisions of Part I of Executive Order

No. 10973, as amended, there is hereby established

the United States Sinai Support Mission, herein-

after referred to as the Mission."

(b) The Mission shall, in accordance with the For-

eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, the Joint

Resolution of October 13, 1975, and the provisions of

this order, carry out the duties and responsibilities

of the United States Government to implement the

"United States Proposal for the Early Warning Sys-

tem in Sinai" in connection with the Basic Agree-

ment between Egypt and Israel, signed on Septem-

ber 4, 1975, and the Annex to the Basic Agreement,

subject to broad policy guidance received through

the Assistant to the President for national security

affairs, and the continuous supervision and general

direction of the Secretary of State pursuant to Sec-

tion 622(c) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,

as amended (22 U.S.C. 2382(c)).

(c) It shall be the duty and responsibility of the

Mission to ensure that the United States role in the

Early Warning System enhances the prospect of

compliance in good faith with the terms of the

Egyptian-Israeli agreement and thereby promotes

the cause of peace.

(d) At the head of the Mission there shall be a

Director, who shall be appointed by the President."

The Director shall be a Special Representative of

the President. There shall also be a Deputy Director,

who shall be appointed by the President. The Deputy
Director shall perform such duties as the Director

may direct, and shall serve as the Director in the

case of a vacancy in the office of the Director, or

during the absence or disability of the Director.

(e) The Director and Deputy Director shall re-

ceive such compensation, as permitted by law, as

the President may specify.

Sec. 2. (a) The Director shall exercise immediate

supervision and direction over the Mission.

(b) The Director may, to the extent permitted by

law, employ such staff as may be necessary

(c) The Director may, to the extent permitted

law and the provisions of this order, enter into

contracts as may be necessary to carry out the

poses of this order.

(d) The Director may procure the temporary

intermittent services of experts or consultants

accordance with the provisions of Section 626 of

Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended

U.S.C. 2386), and section 3109 of title 5 of

United States Code.

(e) As requested by the Director, the agencies

the Executive branch shall, to the extent permi

by law and to the extent practicable, provide

Mission with such administrative services, infon

tion, advice, and facilities as may be necessary

the fulfillment of the Mission's functions under

order.

Sec. 3. (a) In accordance with the provision

Section 633 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
'

as amended (22 U.S.C. 2393), it is hereby de

mined to be in furtherance of the purposes of

Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,

the functions authorized by that act and requ

by this order, may be performed, subject to the

visions of subsection (b) of this Section, by

Director without regard to the following spec

provisions of law and limitations of authority

(1) Section 3648 of the Revised Statutes

amended (31 U.S.C. 529).

(2) Section 3710 of the Revised Statutes

U.S.C. 8).

(3) Section 2 of Title III of the Act of Mar(

1933 (47 Stat. 1520, 41 U.S.C. 10a).

(4) Section 3735 of the Revised Statutes

U.S.C. 13).

(5) Section 3679 of the Revised Statutes

amended (31 U.S.C. 665, Section 3732 of the

vised Statutes, as amended (41 U.S.C. 11), and

tion 9 of the Act of June 30, 1906 (34 Stat. 76

U.S.C. 627), so as to permit the indemnificatic

contractors against unusually hazardous risk:

defined in Mission contracts, consistent, to the

tent practicable, with regulations prescribed bj

Department of Defense pursuant to the provi

of the Act of August 28, 1958, as amended

U.S.C. 1431 et seq.) and Executive Order No. 1

of November 14, 1958, as amended.

(6) Section 302(a) of the Federal Property

Administrative Services Act of 1949, as ame

(41 U.S.C. 252(a)), so as to permit the Sinai

^No. 11896; 41 Fed. Reg. 2067.
= For text of Executive Order No. 10973, Ac

istration of the Foreign Assistance Act and Re

Functions, see Bulletin of Nov. 27, 1961, p. 90

" On Jan. 15 President Ford announced the apfi

ment of C. William Kontos as Director of the U
States Sinai Support Mission and Special Repres-

tive of the President. For biographic data,

Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents

Jan. 19, 1976, p. 39.
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lit Mission to utilize the procurement regulations

jomulgated by the Department of Defense pursu-

it to Section 2202 of Title 10 of the United States

t'de.

(7) Section 304(b) of the Federal Property and

.Iniinistrative Services Act of 1949, as amended

I U.S.C. 254(b)), so as to permit the payment of

s in excess of the prescribed fee limitations but

thing herein contained shall be construed to con-

-tute authorization hereunder for the use of the

<i;t-plus-a-percentage-of-cost system of contracting.

(8) Section 305 of the Federal Property and Ad-

nnistrative Sei^ices Act of 1949, as amended (41

TS.C. 255).

(9) Section 901(a) of the Merchant Marine Act,

H6, as amended (46 U.S.C. 1241(a)).

(b) It is directed that each specific use of the

V ivers of statutes and limitations of authority

athorized by this Section shall be made only when

c.ermined in writing by the Director that such use

ii specifically necessary and in furtherance of the

prposes of this Order and in the interests of the

liited States.

5EC. 4. (a) There is hereby established the Sinai

^eragency Board, hereinafter referred to as the

lard, which shall be composed of the following:

(1) The Secretary of State or his representative.

(2) The Secretary of Defense or his representa-

te.

(3) The Administrator, Agency for International

1 velopment, or his representative.

(4) The Director of the United States Arms Con-

t 1 and Disarmament Agency or his representative.

(5) The Director of Central Intelligence or his

1 )resentative.

(6) The Director of the United States Sinai Sup-

) -.t Mission or his representative.

(b) The Director of the United States Sinai Sup-

J't Mission or his representative shall be Chairman

< the Board.

(c) The President may from time to time desig-

1 te others to serve on, or participate in the activi-

1 s of, the Board. The Board may invite representa-

I es of other departments and agencies to partici-

] te in its activities.

(d) The Board shall meet at the call of the Chair-

iin to assist, coordinate, and advise concerning the

!:ivities of the United States Sinai Support Mis-

n.

Sec. 5. The Secretary of State shall, pursuant to

'; provisions of Executive Order No. 10973, as

i lended, including Part V thereof, and this order,

jovide from funds made available to the President

15 funds necessary for the activities of the United

iates Sinai Support Mission.

Sec. 6. All activities now being undertaken by the

cretary of State to implement the "United States

oposal for the Early Warning System in Sinai"

all be continued until such time as the Mission has

come operational and the Director requests the

transfer of those activities to the Mission. The Sec-

retary of State may exercise any of the authority

or responsibility vested in the Director, by this

order, in order to continue the performance of activ-

ities related to the Early Warning System until

transferred to the Director. All such activities under-

taken by the Secretary of State shall be deemed to

have been taken by the Director.

Gerald R. Ford.

The White House, January 13, 1976.

Congressional Documents

Relating to Foreign Policy

94th Congress, 1st Session

Protocol for the Continuation in Force of the Inter-

national Coffee Agreement of 1968, as extended.

Report of the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-

tions to accompany Ex. B, 94-1. S. Ex. Rept. 94-11.

October 22, 1975. 11 pp.

The 1975 Brazilian Shrimp Agreement. Report of

the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations to ac-

company Ex. D, 94-1. S. Ex. Rept. 94-12. October

22, 1975. 6 pp.

The Amendments to Certain Articles of the Conven-

tion on the Inter-Governmental Maritime Consulta-

tive Organization. Report of the Senate Committee

on Foreign Relations to accompany Ex. F, 94-1.

S. Ex. Rept. 94-13. October 22, 1975. 4 pp.

Indochina Refugee Children Assistance Act of 1975.

Report of the Senate Committee on Labor and

Public Welfare to accompany S. 2145. S. Rept.

94-432. October 22, 1975. 16 pp.

Security Supporting Assistance for Zaire. Hearing

before the Subcommittees on African Affairs and

Foreign Assistance of the Senate Committee on

Foreign Relations. October 24, 1975. 49 pp.

United States Grain and Oil Agreements With the

Soviet Union. Hearing before the House Committee
on International Relations. October 28, 1975. 71 pp.

The United States and China. A report to the Senate

Foreign Relations Committee and the House Inter-

national Relations Committee by the seventh con-

gressional delegation to the People's Republic of

China. October 28, 1975. 68 pp.

Implementing Patent Cooperation Treaty. Report of

the House Committee on the Judiciary to accom-

pany S. 24. H. Rept. 94-592. October 29, 1975.

32 pp.
Two-Hundred-Mile Fishing Zone. Hearing before

the Subcommittee on Oceans and International En-

vironment of the Senate Committee on Foreign

Relations. October 31, 1975. 443 pp.

Resolution Relating to the President's Trip to China

and American MIA's and POW's. Report of the

Senate Committee on Foreign Relations to accom-

pany S. Res. 251. S. Rept. 94-457. November 18,

1975. 2 pp.
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U.S. Responsibilities in a Changing World Economy

Statement by Secretary Kissinger '

I welcome this opportunity to testify be-

fore this distinguished committee which
plays such a critical role in a wide range of

international economic issues. Continuing ex-

change between this committee and the State

Department is essential if our policy is to

reflect the totality of our national interest.

I hope my testimony today will signal the

beginning of a process of more active col-

laboration.

Our foreign economic policies affect vitally

every American: the farmer, the working-

man, the entrepreneur, and the consumer.

They affect our economic prosperity and our

security as a nation.

Our economic policies are a critical ele-

ment in the construction of a stable world

order. The maintenance of peace, historically

a function of our military strength, is in-

creasingly dependent as well on our economic
strength.

The 20th-century revolution in technology,

transportation, communication, and world
economic development has multiplied the

pressure points among nations and the po-

tential for conflict. It has stirred a ground
swell of demands from those nations and
peoples that have not shared fully in the

world's economic progress. It has inspired

growing concern about access to the world's

natural resources and disputes over the dis-

tribution of the economic benefits that come

' Made before the Senate Committee on Finance
on Jan. 30 (text from press release 42). The com-
plete transcript of the hearings will be published
by the committee and will be available from the
Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402.

from these resources. Our economies, insti

tions, and daily lives are vulnerable to

economic policies of others.

At the same time, the United States

the world's most powerful economy. Toget

with our allies among the industrial dem
racies, we are the engine of global prosp

ity, technological innovation, and the b

hope for widening economic opportunity

millions around the globe.

We could withstand an era of internatio

economic warfare better than any. But
heritage and our aspirations demand mi

of us than the mere search for survival

a world of resentment and despair. Inde

such a world could not but ultimately und

mine the stability and peace upon which
else we seek to do in the world is based,

prospect for our children's well-being and
the future of the values we cherish will

dim unless we take the lead in seeking a i

era of international economic cooperatior

Foreign economic policy is thus a crit

element in our overall foreign policy and

the pursuit of our broadest national ob;

tives.

At the present time we face a series'

economic challenges that must be met if

are to have a stable world order:

—Inflation and recession have spr

throughout the world, threatening

world's trading and financial system and
health of our social institutions. Recov
is now underway in much of the indust;

world.

—The stunning increase in the price of
has transferred massive wealth to a s;

group of producer countries. It has inte;
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j world recession, exacerbated world in-

pn, and created serious problems of debt,

^cing, and balance-of-payments adjust-

The premises of the postwar economic

jm are being challenged by the nations

16 Third World in a variety of interna-

il bodies. Their rhetoric is often bitter

accusatory, their tactics confrontational.

'^e must respond to these challenges firm-

ind constructively. The United States

i: play a leading role if our basic national

tj-ests are to be protected. If we fail to

fe the lead, our destiny may be determined

Ijy the drift of events than by con-

is design.

(iiig with pursuit of our broadest foreign

. v goals, we have very important econom-

terests of individual Americans to pro-

Our international energy policies deter-

whether Americans will have regular

'.lies and stable prices for energy re-

i es so vital for our continued economic
' perity.

Our relations abroad can provide the

lican farmer with stable and growing

11 markets and the American consumer
i.i more stability in food prices.

- Our commodity policy can assure us of

;gular supply and reasonable prices for

( critical raw materials that we import

II stable and expanding markets for those

i we export.

Our foreign policies in money, trade,

II investment can give growing opportuni-

i for Americans whose livelihood depends
I xpanding export markets for manufac-

II d and technology-intensive items. Our
•1 ies can provide the American consumer
ide range of goods and services from

Y-h to choose and protection against high

•13S and the monopolistic practices of

I'ial interest groups.

lere may be occasions, however, when
)iific economic interests are in opposition

I 'Ur larger foreign policy goals and eco-

»l ic disputes with a particular country are

itonflict with our larger foreign policy in-

terests in that particular country. This

points up the need for effective coordination

within our government of our specific and

larger policy goals. It is not surprising that

the positions of departments and agencies

may clash. Indeed, it would be strange if

they did not. Each department looks at is-

sues from the perspective of its interests and

goals. What is necessary is to bring these

conflicts to a resolution.

We have various formal and informal

mechanisms for resolution of differences.

The formal mechanisms include the Council

on International Economic Policy, the Eco-

nomic Policy Board, the National Security

Council, and the Trade Policy Committee. In

fact, interagency consultation takes place on

a continuing basis and at all levels. The

agencies try to reach agreement without bur-

dening the President needlessly. But when
serious conflicts cannot be resolved, the

President makes the decision. He does so on

the basis of our total national interest and

objectives.

It has been my experience that the coor-

dination of foreign economic policy in this

Administration has been outstanding, and it

is a misreading of the situation to believe

that occasional differences mean disarray.

Differences lead to compromise and decision.

The end result of the process is a coherent

foreign economic policy.

Our approach to foreign economic policy

has three basic elements

:

—Building stronger economic ties with

our industrial allies;

—Constructing a stable and mutually ben-

eficial economic relationship with the Com-
munist nations; and

—Providing opportunities for the less de-

veloped nations to share in both the benefits

and the responsibilities of the world economic

system.

The meeting of the leaders of six major

industrialized democracies in Rambouillet,

France, last November was a significant

foreign policy event. They agreed to coordi-

nate their economic policies more closely to

assure a stable and durable recovery. They
confirmed their commitment to the OECD
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[Organization for Economic Cooperation and

Development] trade pledge. And they con-

curred in the basic elements of an agreement

on monetary reform that was accepted by

the IMF [International Monetary Fund] In-

terim Committee in Jamaica on January 9.

Our relations with the Communist nations

can be stabilized and more prudent behavior

on the part of the Soviet Union and its allies

can be encouraged by closer economic ties.

The grain agreement that we negotiated

with the Soviet Union was a major step in

building a better relationship. It provides an

assured export market for our farmers. Yet

by putting our grain trade with the Soviet

Union on a more regular basis, it protects

our consumers from the wild swings in grain

prices caused by large and erratic Soviet

purchases. And it puts the Soviet Union on

notice that the economic benefits of our re-

lationship require an atmosphere of accom-

modation and understanding between East

and West.

Unfortunately, the ability of this country

to use the process of normalizing trade with

the Communist countries as a flexible and

constructive element in East-West relation-

ships is reduced by the provisions of title IV
of the Trade Act. These provisions, in estab-

lishing a single issue in East-West relations

as the governing condition for normalizing

trade, close the door on the use of the trade

relationship over a wider range of issues and
interests.

The relations of the industrialized nations

with the developing world is a pi'oblem of

particular concern at the moment, and our

policy deserves a fuller elaboration to this

committee.

Relations With Developing Countries

Over the last few years the industrial

countries have been the object of mounting
criticism by much of the developing world,

which believes that the international eco-

nomic system and the policies of the indus-

trial nations have denied them opportunities

for advancement. The hostility of some Third
World spokesmen and bloc voting have made

constructive discussion in U.N. forumsl

tween the industrial and developing wc

almost impossible.

The developing countries are not a nat

bloc. They comprise more than 100 coun

which differ widely in income, econ(

structure, and level of development. In re

years they have not pursued their real

varied interests in U.N. forums. They 1

combined instead to confront and accuse

developed world of exploiting them.

The radicalization of the Third World

its consolidation into an antagonistic bl(

neither in our political nor our economii

terest. A world of hostile blocs is a worl

tension and disorder. Developing coun

can play a spoiler's role in the world «

omy, attempting to restrict the suppl;

critical materials, subjecting foreign in'

ment to harassment and confiscation, thv

ing our efforts to restructure the world t

and monetary system. Clearly, it is in

national interest—and in the world int(

—that economic relations between the

veloped and developing nations be condi

in a cooperative way and that each ha

realistic appreciation of what can be doi

advance mutual interests.

In addressing this problem, our objec

have been fourfold: to change the at

phere in which discussions between th(

veloped and developing countries are

from confrontation to cooperation ; to ch

the substance of the discussions from
ology to consideration of practical act

to encourage the developing countries to

sue their real and varied interests in a

istic way; and to shift the locus of di;

sions and actions insofar as possible t( 'A

rums in which participants can be expM
to act responsibly.

At the U.N. special session, we se a

agenda for future discussions between li

rich and the poor countries with a b/

range of practical proposals that serve ll

mutual interests of both. Our proposals il

developed in consultation with Membei,!

Congress who met with me during the :n

mer months preceding the special ses )i

I am aware of your concern, Mr. Chair ai
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we did not at that time consult directly

your committee, and I regret that we

lot do so.

ir initiatives were addressed to five

To moderate the instability in the world

)my that impedes the development of

poor countries

;

To accelerate their economic growth by

iding improved access to capital and

»)iology and improvement in the condi-

! of private foreign investment;

-To make the world trading system

t r serve the needs of development;

To improve the conditions of trade and

•;tment in key commodities; and

To address the special needs of the pooi'-

uuntries.

each of these areas we offered concrete

ions to developing-country problems

are consistent with our own economic

sophy and our own economic interests,

tried to make the developing countries

e that the existing economic system can

ler their welfare and that they have a

i in its effectiveness. We were, I believe,

;ructive and forthcoming as is fitting

. great nation and as is necessary if we
encourage the developing countries to

to the real, not the rhetorical, world.

\y view, we achieved our objectives at

U.N. special session,

e special session was an important event

le slow process of encouraging the de-

tiing countries to pursue their varied in-

'ts in a realistic way; but it was only a

ming.

B need to move ahead to give effect to

initiatives, and we need to maintain a

nuing dialogue with the developing

fl. We have begun a new dialogue with

9 countries and with the oil-exporting

tries in the Conference on International

lomic Cooperation (CIEC) which met in

3 last December. We look to the confer-

, with its four commissions on energy,

materials, development, and related

icial issues, to consider seriously many
ar U.N. proposals that have not yet been

lemented.
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Unlike the broad U.N. forums in which

developing nations vastly outnumber the

industrial democracies and vie with each

other to escalate their demands, the com-

missions will be small—15 members in each

—and focused on specific issues. We think

the discussions will be more balanced as a

result.

The CIEC and its commissions are a one-

year experiment. The success of the experi-

ment will depend on the willingness of

member governments to use the commis-

sions for di.scussions of practical solutions to

concrete problems, solutions that take due

account of the interests of all the countries

concerned.

We are pursuing our special session ini-

tiatives and dialogue in many other appropri-

ate forums—among them the International

Monetary Fund, the multilateral trade ne-

gotiations (MTN) , the World Bank, and pro-

ducer-consumer commodity groups—with

some success. Thus, the IMF, with the sup-

port of its developing as well as industrial-

ized members, has already acted favorably

on several of our key initiatives, notably:

—The establishment of a Trust Fund to

provide concessional balance-of-payments

assistance to the poorest countries;

—The substantial liberalization of ar-

rangements to stabilize the export earnings

of developing countries; and

—Increased access to IMF credit (from

100 to 145 percent of quota).

I would like to put some of our other in-

itiatives, especially those in the trade, com-

modity, investment, and energy areas, in

proper context by outlining the general poli-

cies that guide us in these areas.

Trade

The multilateral trade negotiations rep-

resent a major foreign policy initiative.

Their results will affect our relations with

all our trading partners. They will affect our

domestic—and international—prosperity. My
colleagues have already discussed problems

and progress in these negotiations. I would

like to talk about the developing countries.

237



The developing countries have been play-

ing an increasingly important role in our

trade—a fact w^hich I believe we tend to

overlook. They now account for about one-

third of our total trade and, more impor-

tantly, for 90 percent of our total trade sur-

pluses in recent years. While recession has

been depressing our exports of manufactures

to developed countries, our exports of these

items to developing countries have been in-

creasing—supporting employment and in-

come in the United States. Central to the de-

velopment objectives of the developing

countries is expanding markets for their ex-

ports. Without these opportunities to earn

foreign exchange, they will not be able to

continue taking an increasing share of our

exports.

Trade, therefore, forms a vital and two-

way link in our relations with these coun-

tries. The committee, I believe, fully appre-

ciates this point and adopted section 106 of

the Trade Act to stress the interest we have
in mutually beneficial trade agreements with
developing countries. To make this a reality,

however, we must also recognize that the

needs of the developing countries are dif-

ferent, requiring transitional special and dif-

ferential treatment which accords with their

individual development status.

This is the principle underlying the

Congress' action in extending temporary
generalized tariff preferences to these coun-

tries. It is the principle I stated in the U.N.
special session. In both cases account is

taken of the fact that our goal is the develop-

ment of these countries to the point where
they can participate more fully in the world
trading system, sharing both its rights and
obligations. Some are already nearer this

point than others.

The different levels of development among
these countries were taken into account by
Congress in our generalized system of pref-

erences (GSP). In that system, developing

countries cease to enjoy preferential treat-

ment for products they can sell in our market
in substantial volume, as defined in the com-

petitive-need provisions of the Trade »

indicating that they have become com
tive as exporters of these products. W(
tend to see that similar provisions are n

in other forms of special and differe,|

treatment which may be agreed to. I

With regard to our system of genera'"

preferences, we continue to support ame \.

tory legislation, such as that which has %

introduced by Senator Bentsen, which wlj

waive the OPEC-exclusion [Organizatio '

Petroleum Exporting Countries] provi

title V of the Trade Act for those U ;[

members that did not participate in k

1973 oil embargo.

The blanket exclusion of OPEC counij

has had a noticeable adverse effect on ij

relations with important countries sue ij

Indonesia, Venezuela, and Ecuador—c n-

tries that did not participate in the iS

embargo—and has diminished the oval

favorable impact of GSP on our rela oj

with developing countries. The GSP d ?J

has become a major issue between the U; ;£

States and practically all of Latin Am ca

and is by all odds the most divisive fact k

the hemisphere in the trade field; it has 8*

affected United States relations with

bers of ASEAN [Association of Soub
Asian Nations]. Furthermore, it ca> i

shadow on the North-South dialogue tl i

just beginning in the Conference on I a-

national Economic Cooperation. The pr- !i(

provision has led to support and symi i'

among other LDC's [less developed

tries] for the OPEC countries. Ameiu
of the OPEC-exclusion provision is ii t-

United States national interest.

Commodities

The United States has assumed the le ais

ship role in the area of international itt

modity pohcy. The reason is clear: w<lK

the world's largest producer, consumer nl

trader of commodities. We are importir ;ip

increasing amount of our raw material )«

sumption each year. It is thus in our i ei
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to insure that commodity markets func-

efficiently, that they offer incentives

plan and invest for the future and not

ult in shortages and inflationary prices

orrow.

iVe have several specific concerns for

aiich we are continuing to develop policies.

""/rsf, as a major consumer we are con-

lu'd with security of supply at reasonable

(cs. While we are not generally concerned

h the possibility of successful OPEC-type
11 ion in raw materials, we recognize that

. lateral attempts to leverage industrial

iisumers may occur and could, in a few
OS, be economically disruptive. We intend

uv, address this issue through supply access

nirotiations in the MTN, as the Congress has

z1\ir]y legislated.

second, we are concerned that an uncertain

I estment climate in the developing world,

\\ ell as the increasing cost of mineral ex-

I ration and exploitation, will undermine

I iiuate private investment flows for min-

1 development.

)ur response has been on two levels. We
e expressed a willingness to improve the

ii| estment climate in the developing world

bi discussing guidelines for the behavior of

l> h multinationals and governments, by call-

i) for a multilateral investment insurance

t 'iicy, and by using what leverage we have

> settle investment disputes by third-party

a titration. We have also proposed that the

V'rld Bank Group—both the IBRD [Inter-

Q ional Bank for Reconstruction and Devel-

» nent] and the IFC [International Finance

C"poration]—become more involved in min-

e J financing in the LDC's. These institu-

tas would mobilize private resources, act-

ir where necessary as the middleman be-

t';en foreign countries and U.S. companies.

"hird, we must direct attention to those

E'timodities whose prices fluctuate exces-

3 ely with severe inflationary effects on our

&n economy. We are prepared to give con-

3-eration to means of moderating fluctua-

te ns, ranging from a better exchange of in-

fj'mation between producers and consumers

to formal arrangements in specific commodi-

ties, where appropriate.

Fourth, we recognize that for many com-

modities the dominant problem may not be

volatile prices but competition from syn-

thetics, declining or sluggish secular demand,

or overproduction as new suppliers enter the

market. The remedies in such cases would be

measures such as diversification, improved

productivity, or better marketing practices.

Each commodity has its particular charac-

teristics and problems peculiar to it and

must be considered individually. We have

therefore proposed that there be a producer-

consumer forum for each key commodity to

consider what can be done to promote the

efficiency, growth, and stability of its market.

Negotiations have been completed on a

new coffee agreement, which contains sub-

stantial improvements from both consumer

and producer viewpoints. We will submit this

shortly to the President for decision. The new
cocoa agreement contains insufficient protec-

tion for consumers, and its price provisions

are too rigid. We are asking for renegotia-

tion. We will shortly submit the tin agree-

ment, which is a treaty, for advice and con-

sent by the Senate.

International Investment

Transnational enterprises have been im-

portant instruments for growth in both the

industrial and developing countries. They
contribute not only scarce capital but also

scarce technology, management, and market-

ing skills. In recognition of these benefits,

the industrial countries, including the United

States, have maintained an open policy on

international investment.

The developing countries are ambivalent

about private foreign investment. They want
it for the benefits it brings, but they are un-

easy about it—and in particular about the

transnational company, which is the major
instrument for international investment

—

because of its power and global outlook.

Many of the most successful developing
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countries have taken advantage of foreign

private investment. In general the results

have been more rapid modernization and a

strengthened private sector. We remain

convinced that developing countries would be

well served by offering a secure climate

for foreign investment, but the choice re-

mains theirs, as do the costs of forgoing

investment.

The benefits deriving from transnational

enterprises make it important that govern-

ments deal with legitimate concerns about

these companies. One major concern is that

these enterprises may deviate from proper

standards of business behavior. There have

also been serious instances of apparent dis-

regard for national law with respect in par-

ticular to illicit payments. I am aware of

the keen interest of members of this com-

mittee on this issue as reflected in Senate

Resolution 265.

The United States has taken the lead in

dealing with these concerns because of our

commitment to an open international sys-

tem for investment and trade. We are active

in efl!'orts within the OECD to work out

guidelines defining reasonable standards of

business practices for transnational enter-

prises. Our delegation to the multilateral

trade negotiations has also raised this issue

in that forum. Such guidelines can provide

the basis for better understanding between

governments and enterprises and thus assist

in preserving a favorable climate for inter-

national investment.

In my address to the U.N. special session,

I said that the United States is willing to

pursue discussion of international guidelines

for transnational entei'prises within the

United Nations. We are willing to address

the concerns of developing countries, in par-

ticular that transnational enterprises con-

tribute to the development process. At the

same time, we believe that any U.N. guide-

lines should be balanced. In particular they

should include not only the obligations of

enterprises but also those of governments

to treat the enterprises equitably and in ac-

cordance with international law ; they should

apply equally to domestic and international
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enterprises and to private and public firm

wherever appropriate ; they should stress t\

obligation of all parties to carry through (

undertakings freely entered upon.

Energy

Two years have passed since the o:

exporting countries sent shock wav«

through the world economy by the abrui

and enormous increase in the price of oil,

those two years we have:

—Created the International Enerj

Agency, a potentially dynamic center f

energy cooperation;

—Established a comprehensive emergens

program to increase the ability of lEA mer

bers to withstand the economic impact

another embargo;

—Negotiated a Financial Support Fund
meet problems posed by the huge finance

accumulations of the oil-producing countria

and

—Established the long-term lEA progr?

to accelerate the shift in supply and dema
for world energy that will eventually end o

vulnerability to arbitrary OPEC control o\

world prices.

The 18 countries of the Internatioi'

Energy Agency are meeting today in Paris

the establishment of a program for loi

term cooperation in the field of energy. T'

long-term program will tie together and

inforce our respective national efforts to

duce our excessive dependence on import

oil.

The adoption of this long-term progr;

will complete the basic design for consuM

country cooperation in energy which is a c«

tral pillar of U.S. international energy polil

Having completed this framework for

operation among the industrial democracil

we are now ready to begin a dialogue wi

the oil producers and the non-oil-producii

developing countries.

On February 11, the Energy Commissi

of the Conference on International Econo;

Cooperation will meet in Paris under the

chairmanship of Saudi Arabia and the Unit

Department of State Bulk



I
Itates. We approach this dialogue in a spirit

' constructive cooperation, aware of our

,vn vital interests but convinced that our

iterests and those of the oil producers can

:> harmonized.

ext Steps

The attainment of our objective of substi-

iting cooperation for North-South confron-

tion will depend importantly on the ability

the Administration and the Congress,

orking together, to translate our proposals

to concrete policies and action.

We will need authority from the Congress
I replenish the resources of the regional

]nding institutions and to subscribe new
ipital to the International Finance Corpora-

on.

In the commodity area, we will be seeking

le advice and consent of the Senate to

.S. membership in the International Tin

greement and in other international com-

odity agreements that we determine are

insistent with our interests. We will be com-

g to this committee for implementing leg-

iation where such legislation is required.

)ffee is an example.

In the trade area we are acting in full

mpliance with the letter and spirit of the

rade Act of 1974, and our proposals will

ime to the Congress in accordance with the

rms of that legislation. We will be con-

ilting with the Congress and this committee

1 a continuing basis.

Clearly, the success of our efforts in

orth-South diplomacy depends on partner-

lip between the Administration and the

ongress. The role of this important commit-

e is critical.

The success of our efforts in North-South

plomacy depends also on more systematic

forts by us to insure that each developing

tmntry understands that our bilateral rela-

ons with it include that country's behavior

)ward us in international meetings and, in

articular, its votes there on issues of highest

nportance to us. I have asked each of our

Imbassies overseas to make clear to its host

overnment that one of the factors by which

we will measure the value which that govern-

ment attaches to its relations with us will

be its statements and votes on that fairly

limited number of issues which we indicate

are of importance to us in international

forums. In view of the growing importance

to us of certain issues, of both economic and

political significance, now dealt with increas-

ingly in multilateral forums, it must be ex-

pected that the United States will be weigh-

ing this factor more heavily in making new
commitments within bilateral relation-

ships.

Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, we have major economic

interests abroad to promote, interests on

which many American jobs and American

prosperity depend.

Generally speaking, those interests are

best promoted by encouraging among coun-

tries the same freedom of economic exchange

we have within this country. Because we
have by far the greatest economy, only we
can take the lead in moving the international

economy in this direction. We must not fail

to exercise that responsibility.

But our leadership role must not and does

not prevent us from using our economic

power to make sure that American traders

and investors get a fair opportunity.

The developing countries are a special case.

If we want them to join the open economic

system of which the United States is the

center, we have to make it more accessible

to them. This is the key to the proposals I

made at the seventh special session: to use

new trading, investment, and commodity

measures rather than large-scale new aid to

accelerate their development.

These policies can bring important bene-

fits to us : new trading and investment oppor-

tunities for Americans and better protection

against inflation. To developing countries the

impact of these policies can be crucial. But

if it is right for us to adopt these policies, the

developing countries must realize that they

are not unconditional. They, too, must accept

obligations as members of the international
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system that grow as their economies grow.

By this approach I am hopeful that we
can create between developing and industrial

countries a new relationship of confidence

and equality in which expanding investment

and two-way trade will accelerate growth
in both the North and the South.

U.S. Commodities Policy Restated

by State and Treasury Departments

Joiyit State-Treasury Department Statement '

We have been asked for a restatement of

U.S. commodity policy. Our policy, as set

forth in Secretary Kissinger's statement at

the seventh special session of the U.N. Gen-
eral Assembly, is based on the following

main interests:

1. We seek assured supplies at reasonable

prices. This requires not only supply com-
mitments from exporting countries but ade-

quate investment in new production capacity.

2. We are concerned about excessive price

fluctuations since, on the one hand, this can

impede adequate investment and, on the

other hand, can contribute to severe infla-

tionary pressures.

3. We recognize the importance of com-
modity earnings to producing countries and
especially to developing countries who are

significantly dependent on raw material ex-

ports.

For these reasons we have proposed a

number of measures in the commodity field:

1. We have proposed that the World Bank
Group, especially the International Finance
Corporation, take the lead in bringing to-

gether private and public capital as well as

technical, managerial, and financial exper-

tise to finance new minerals development.
2. We are seeking supply access commit-

ments in the multilateral trade negotiations.

3. Because no one formula will apply to all

'Issued on Jan. 16 (text from press release 17).

commodities, we propose to discuss new -

rangements for individual commodities on
case-by-case basis.

,

4. We have expressed our intention J
participate actively in negotiations for r

commodity agreements on tin, cocoa, cofi

and sugar.

—We will sign the new tin agreement, i

it will be submitted to the Senate for adv

and consent.

—^We do not propose to sign the n

International Cocoa Agreement in its pi

ent form. We consider the agreement to

deficient in a number of respects and h;

suggested that certain of its provisions «

renegotiated. We are awaiting the react n

of other countries.

—-We are reviewing the new Internatic il

Coff'ee Agreement, which contains subst •

tial improvements. An analysis of the i v

agreement and a recommendation for e

President is being prepared.

—Negotiations for a new Internatic il

Sugar Agreement will commence in Septi i-

ber of this year.

5. We proposed a substantial improvem t

in the International Monetary Fund's ci i-

pensatory finance facility. At the rec t

IMF meeting in Jamaica a substantial i-

provement was agreed upon to help stabi e

the earnings from commodity trade.

6. We are continuing to examine in the I F

an improvement of its arrangements foi i-

nancing buffer stocks.

As this enumeration of measures den i-

strates, there is no one single approach :o

commodity trade problems. We reject pr ;

fixing arrangements that distort the mar t,

restrict production, and waste resour s.

But this should not be the central issue.

The main point is that we are prepare( o

consider measures that will improve e

functioning of markets and will direi y

meet the problems of raw material produc 's

and consumers. In this regard, we seek e

establishment of consumer-producer fori !S

for each key commodity to promote > i-

ciency, growth, and stability of particir

markets.
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Supports U.N. Resolution on Situation in Namibia

' Ununng are statements made in the U-N.

ritji Council by U.S. Representative

rl P. Moynihan on January 29 and 30,

'hrr ivith the text of a resolution adopted

1 1 Council on January 30.

CEMENTS BY AMBASSADOR MOYNIHAN

HE SECURITY COUNCIL

oment of January 29

I press release 13 dated January 29

:'iie Security Council has before it four

!! questions as it ponders what construc-

V steps it may take regarding the future

:, 'Namibia. These four questions are as

inane and timely today as they were a

year ago—indeed, as they were almost

( cade ago when, as many of my distin-

i hed colleagues have remarked at this

oicil table, the General Assembly de-

asd that South Africa had forfeited its

i; date for Namibia. These four questions

Whether there is a real commitment by

oh Africa to a course of self-determina-

c for the people of Namibia and respect

)i their rights;

The timing of steps toward self-deter-

liition once that principle is accepted by
o;h Africa;

The question of whether all Namibians
f whatever color, political affiliation, or

) al origin would have their voices heard in

ermining the future of their nation;

n

The U.N. role in the process of self-

eirmination.

Over the past year there have been indi-

cations from the South African Government
that it is finally recognizing its international

obligations in Namibia and the need to im-

plement a process of self-determination in

that territory. Statements by the South

African Government suggest that South

Africa may finally be beginning to heed the

international outcry against its continuing

illegal occupation of Namibia. The distin-

guished U.N. Commissioner for Namibia

[Sean McBride] , who is present in this Coun-

cil chamber, has told us that he, too, senses

that diff"erences over Namibia have nar-

rowed, are narrowing, and can continue to

narrow.

For our part the U.S. delegation has every

expectation, given the temper and tone of the

debate we have had so far, and the con-

structive nature of the suggestions that have

been made, that we will emerge in agreement
with a resolution that will indeed constitute

a further narrowing such as the Commis-
sioner has envisaged. I would not like to let

this opportunity pass without expressing the

enormous respect with which the U.S. Gov-

ernment holds the work of Mr. McBride.

Yet, despite these encouraging signs, we
still have no clear answers from the South

African Government on the four major ques-

tions I have posed. South Africa has re-

mained silent or ambiguous in its response

to these questions. There has been no defin-

itive statement by South African authorities

on the timing of steps toward self-determi-

nation—and here I allude to the comment of

my distinguished colleague the Ambassador
of Pakistan as to the uncertainty of the

term "as soon as possible." Many Namibian
groups have been excluded from the steps
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so far taken ; South Africa continues to deny

the United Nations a role in the transition.

This past September, South Africa con-

vened a constitutional conference in Wind-

hoek to decide on the future of the territory.

While representatives of ethnic groups took

an active part in this conference, significant

groups in Namibia were not allowed repre-

sentation. Political groups including SWAPO
[South West Africa People's Organization],

the Namibian National Convention, and

others having support of significant por-

tions of the Namibian population were not

permitted to participate. No U.N. observer

was able to monitor the proceedings of the

conference. For our part, the United States

finds that this conference as presently consti-

tuted cannot be regarded as a definitive ex-

ercise of self-determination. We have told

this to the South African Government in

clear and unmistakable terms.

On the other hand, the constitutional con-

ference at Windhoek was a start. The consti-

tutional history of my own country goes

back some two centuries, and I believe we
have learned from that history to pay re-

spectful attention to any beginning, what-

soever its patronage, howsoever uncertain.

Nor is the United Nations today comprised of

nations whose governments can boast such

an impeccable constitutional pedigree as to

warrant our collective disdain for whatever

has so far occurred in Namibia. There is no

democracy there; there is no democracy in

most places. Yet still, in Namibia, men and

women travel hopefully. This is no small

thing; indeed it is a great thing, and the

United States, for one, looks forward to

welcoming them to the company of free peo-

ple, and devoutly hopes to see their freedom
flourish.

We believe accordingly that it is now more
than ever incumbent on South Africa to an-

nounce a straightforward and unambiguous
plan by which Namibians will be allowed to

make a free choice of their political future.

The United States believes that a single

electoral process should be held throughout

Namibia, with the careful supervision o:

United Nations, to allow the Namibian
pie to decide on the future constitut

structure of their country. Recognizing

wide ethnic and political diversity of

mibia—a condition of that nation whi(

by no means singular, but a condition i

theless—such a decision could come
after a period in which all the peop

Namibia and all political and ethnic gi

were allowed to elaborate their views ai

campaign for their views.

Only through an exchange of views a

discussion of their political future wil

people of Namibia ever be able to ma
genuine choice over their future cons

tional status. Only through careful

supervision will the international commi
be assured that the self-determination

ess has been executed freely without u

pressure or interference by outside fc

The United States believes that this si

vision should be worked out as soon as pof

between the United Nations and the Go'

ment of South Africa and encourages

parties to meet and make the nece:

arrangements.

My government has made this pof

clear to the Government of South Afri

the highest levels. We have tried to im

on the South African Government
urgency of resolving the Namibian que

quickly and peacefully. Most recentl

October 23, my government, in coordin

with the Governments of the United ]

dom and France, outlined such an elec

process to the South African Foreign

ister. While continuing to press South A
in diplomatic channels, we also have

tinued to sustain our present policies to

South Africa. We continue to discourage

investment in Namibia. We continue to '

hold U.S. Government protection of Ai

can investments based on rights acq:

through the South African Governmen
ter 1966—which we have done since the M
resolution of the General Assembly term ati

ing the South African trusteeship. Ii id'
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itj

1, the U.S. Government continues to

bit the shipment of American arms and
iry equipment to South Africa. We con-
to enforce and observe this embargo
ecause we are required to do so by any
lational enactment—we are not. We
lue, however, to invite all nations who
iire to join us in this voluntary policy of
ng arms to the South African Govern-
which is our policy,

so wish to put to rest at this point the
•e suggestion which we have heard with
frequency in the halls—though happily

t this conference table—that the United
s is in some way interested in establish-
lilitary bases in Africa, even in that
of Africa where Namibia is located.

!
are suggestions that invite incredulity
response, but as they continue to be
they arouse not a little suspicion that
is some quality of what psychoanalysts
rejection-which is to say that there
be people who, themselves desiring to
ish bases, assume that everyone else
as well. Well, the United States does

(Conclusion, Mr. President, let me say
the United States believes that this
:il has a serious and unique responsi-
for Namibia and a singular opportu-

ne believe that it is incumbent that the
HI reiterate the shared views of its

•ers on the future of Namibia. It is our
(to foster a peaceful resolution of the
bian problem and to encourage publicly
'ocess of self-determination in the area,
at territory, in that nation. While it is

1 discouraging that South Africa has
loved quickly to bring the people of
bia to self-determination with U.N.
vision, we must not let up pressing
Africa to make just that decision. Let

ft abandon our efforts to make a peace-
llution to the Namibian problem and let
•ive to impress upon the South African
•nment the urgency and the justice of
E the Namibian people decide their own

Statement of January 30

USUN press release 14 dated January 30

Mr. President [Salim A. Salim, of Tan-
zania] : In response to your appeal and to
the superb example of leadership and con-
structive involvement which you have shown
throughout this debate, my delegation lim-
ited our statement yesterday to a discussion
of developments in Namibia and South Afri-
can policies there.

I want to make it clear that it is in the
context of Namibia, and in that context
alone, that the United States has decided to
vote affirmatively on the resolution which the
Council has just adopted. In precisely the
spirit of the statement just made by my dis-
tinguished colleague the Representative of
the United Kingdom, let me say that had
we been discussing Angola, as some of our
distinguished colleagues have sought to do
in spite of your discouragement, it would
have been incumbent upon this Council to
examine all foreign intervention, including
the non-African forces which are currently
fighting there.

The resolution we have adopted reflects the
view long held by my government regai'ding
South African presence in Namibia and the
view that the Namibian people, under
U.N. supervision, must promptly be al-

lowed to exercise freely their right to self-

determination.

The United States believes, Mr. President,
that the correct intei-pretation of operative
paragraphs 7, 8, and 9 concerning the means
of U.N. supervision and control of the free
elections in Namibia must be based on a
reading of these three paragraphs together,
as would be proper. It is clear that the Coun-
cil is leaving open the exact form of U.N.
supervision of these elections, leaving it to
be worked out subsequently by the United
Nations. We believe in this way the Council
wisely avoids prejudging the exact nature
of the U.N. role until this matter can be
specifically considered.

tiry 23, 1976
245



TEXT OF RESOLUTION '

The Security Council,

Having heard the statement by the President of

the United Nations Council for Namibia,

Having considered the statement by Mr. Moses M.
Garoeb, Administrative Secretary of the South West
Africa People's Organization (SWAPO).

Recalling General Assembly resolution 2145
(XXI) of 27 October 1966, which terminated South

Africa's mandate over the Territory of Namibia, and
resolution 2248 (S-V) of 19 May 1967, which estab-

lished a United Nations Council for Namibia, as well

as all other subsequent resolutions on Namibia, in

particular, resolution 3295 (XXIX) of 13 December
1974 and resolution 3399 (XXX) of 26 November
1975,

Recalling Security Council resolutions 245 (1968)

of 25 January and 246 (1968) of 14 March 1968, 264

(1969) of 20 March and 269 (1969) of 12 August
1969, 276 (1970) of 30 January, 282 (1970) of 23

July, 283 (1970) and 284 (1970) of 29 July 1970, 300

(1971) of 12 October and 301 (1971) of 20 October

1971, 310 (1972) of 4 February 1972 and 366 (1974)

of 17 December 1974,

Recalling the advisory opinion of the International

Court of Justice of 21 June 1971 that South Africa

is under obligation to withdraw its presence from the

Territory,

Reaffirming the legal responsibility of the United
Nations over Namibia,

Concerned at South Africa's continued illegal oc-

cupation of Namibia and its persistent refusal to

comply with resolutions and decisions of the General

Assembly and the Security Council, as well as with

the advisory opinion of the International Court of

Justice of 21 June 1971,

Gravely concerned at South Africa's brutal re-

pression of the Namibian people and its persistent

violation of their human rights, as well as its efforts

to destroy the national unity and territorial integrity

of Namibia, and its aggressive military build-up in

the area,

Strongly deploring the militarization of Namibia
by the illegal occupation regime of South Africa,

1. Condemns the continued illegal occupation of

the Territory of Namibia by South Africa;

2. Condemns the illegal and arbitrary application

by South Africa of racially discriminatory and repres-

sive laws and practices in Namibia;
3. Condemns the South African military build-up

in Namibia and any utilization of the Territory as a

base for attacks on neighbouring countries;

4. Demands that South Africa put an end forth-

with to its policy of bantustans and the so-called

homelands aimed at violating the national unity and
the territorial integrity of Namibia;

5. Further condemns South Africa's failure to

'U.N. doc. S/RES/385
mously on Jan. 30.

(1976); adopted unani-

comply with the terms of Security Council res'

366 (1974) of 17 December 1974;

6. Further condemyis all attempts by South
calculated to evade the clear demand of the

Nations for the holding of free elections under
Nations supervision and control in Namibia;

7. Declares that in order that the people of

bia be enabled to freely determine their own
it is imperative that free elections under the

vision and control of the United Nations be h'

the whole of Namibia as one political entity;

8. Further declares that in determining th<

time-table and modalities for the elections in ;

ance with paragraph 7 above, there shall be ad

time to be decided upon by the Security Cour
the purposes of enabling the United Nations to

lish the necessary machinery within Namibia
pervise and control such elections, as well as to

the people of Namibia to organize politically )

purpose of such elections;

9. Demands that South Africa urgently n

solemn declaration accepting the foregoing pro

for the holding of free elections in Namibia
United Nations supervision and control, undei

to comply with the resolutions and decisions

United Nations and with the advisory opinion

International Court of Justice of 21 June 1

regard to Namibia, and recognizing the ter

integrity and unity of Namibia as a nation;

10. Reiterates its demand that South Afric

the necessary steps to effect the withdrawal,

cordance with resolutions 264 (1969), 269 (196

366 (1974), of its illegal administration mainta

Namibia and to transfer power to the pec

Namibia with the assistance of the United N
11. Demands again that South Africa, pend

transfer of powers provided for in the pri

paragraph

:

(a) Comply fully in spirit and in practice w
provisions of the Universal Declaration of

Rights;

(b) Release all Namibian political prisons

eluding all those imprisoned or detained in coi

vidth offences under so-called internal securit;

whether such Namibians have been charged c

or are held without charge and whether held in

bia or South Africa;

(c) Abolish the application in Namibia of

cially discriminatory and politically repressiv

and practices, particularly bantustans and horn

(d) Accord unconditionally to all Namibiai

rently in exile for political reasons full facilit

return to their country without risk of arrest,

tion, intimidation or imprisonment;

12. Decides to remain seized of the matter

meet on or before 31 August 1976 for the purj

reviewing South Africa's compliance with the

of this resolution and, in the event of non-com
by South Africa, for the purpose of consi

the appropriate measures to be taken und
Charter.

I
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MULTILATERAL

Bills of Lading

Protocol to amend the international convention for

the unification of certain rules of law relating to

bills of lading signed at Brussels August 25, 1924

(51 Stat. 233). Done at Brussels February 23, 1968.'

Signature: Denmark, November 20, 1975.

Ratifications deposited: Denmark, November 20,

1975;= Switzerland, December 11, 1975.

Biological Weapons

Convention on the prohibition of the development, pro-

duction and stockpiling of bacteriological (biologi-

cal) and toxin weapons and on their destruction.

Done at Washington, London, and Moscow April 10,

1972. Entered into force March 26, 1975. TIAS 8062.

Ratification deposited: Sweden, February 5, 1976.

Maritime Matters

Amendment of article VII of the convention on facili-

tation of international maritime traffic, 1965 (TIAS
6251). Adopted at London November 19, 1973.'

Acceptance deposited: Switzerland, December 30,

1975.

Ocean Dumping

Convention on the prevention of marine pollution by

dumping of wastes and other matter, with annexes.

Done at London, Mexico City, Moscow, and Wash-
ington December 29, 1972. Entered into force

August 30, 1975. TIAS 8165.

Ratification deposited: Hungary, February 5,

1976.

Accessions deposited: Cuba, December 1, 1975;
Zaire, September 16, 1975.

' Not in force.

' Applicable to Faroe Islands.
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Oil Pollution

International convention on civil liability for oil pollu-

tion damage. Done at Brussels November 29, 1969.

Entered into force June 19, 1975.''

Ratification deposited: Panama, January 7, 1976.

Amendments to the international convention for the

prevention of pollution of the sea by oil, 1954, as

amended (TIAS 4900, 6109). Adopted at London
October 21, 1969."

Acceptances deposited: Netherlands, December 29,

1975; ' Panama, January 7, 1976.

Property—Industrial

Convention of Paris for the protection of industrial

property of March 20, 1883, as revised. Done at

Stockholm July 14, 1967. Articles 1 through 12

entered into force May 19, 1970; for the United
States August 25, 1973. Articles 13 through 30

entered into force April 26, 1970; for the United
States September 5, 1970. TIAS 6923.

Notification from World Intellectual Property
Organization that ratification deposited : Tunisia
(with a reservation), January 12, 1976.

Publications

Convention concerning the international exchange of

publications. Done at Paris December 3, 1958.

Entered into force November 23, 1961; for the

United States June 9, 1968. TIAS 6438.

Acceptance deposited: Netherlands, November 21,

1975."

Safety at Sea

Convention on the international regulations for pre-

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

Ratifications deposited: Belgium, December 22,

1975; Switzerland, December 30, 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.'

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.'

Acceptayices deposited: United States, February 3,

1976.

Satellite Communications System

Agreement relating to the International Telecom-
munications Satellite Organization (Intelsat), with
annexes. Done at Washington August 20, 1971.

Entered into force February 12, 1973. TIAS 7532.

Accession deposited: Qatar, February 2, 1976.

Operating agreement relating to the International

Telecommunications Satellite Organization (Intel-

sat), with annex. Done at Washington August 20,

1971. Entered into force February 12, 1973. T
7532.

Signature: Qatar, February 2, 1976.

BILATERAL

Iran

Agreement extending the agreement of Octobe

1947, as amended and extended (TIAS 1666, 1

2068, 2947, 3112, 3520, 6594. 6886. 7070. 7207, 7

7765), relating to a military mission. Effectec

exchange of notes at Tehran November 13. 1

and January 18. 1976. Entered into force J

ary 18, 1976. effective March 21, 1976.

Romania

Convention with respect to taxes on income. Si)

at Washington December 4, 1973.

Ratifications exchanged: January 26, 1976.

Enters into force: February 26, 1976.

' Not in force.

' Not in force for the United States.
* Extended to the Netherlands Antilles.

"Anplicable to Surinam and the Netherlands
Antilles.
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Press Releases: February 2-8

Press releases may be obtained from tl

Office of Press Relations, Department of Stat
Washington, D.C. 20520.

Mo. Date Subject

t43 2/2 lEA Governing Board adopts loni

term energy policy.

44 2/3 Kissinger: Commonwealth Club
San Francisco and the World A
fairs Council of Northern Califo
nia, San Francisco.

44A 2/3 Kissinger: questionsi and answe
following address.

145 2/2 Kissinger: panel discussion with Bli

Ribbon 400, Los Angeles.
46 2/3 Kissinger: news conference. S:

Francisco.

t47 2/4 Kissinger: University of Wyomin
Laramie, Wyo.

t48 2/4 Kissinger: questions and answe
following address.

*49 2/4 U.S.-Thailand textile agreement.
^SO 2/5 Thomas O. Enders sworn in as Ar

bassador to Canada (biograph
data).

fSl 2/5 Kissinger: Senate Committee <

Government Operations.
*52 2/6 James W. Hargrove sworn in

Ambassador to Australia (hi

graphic data).

t53 2/6 Kissinger: Joint Committee i

Atomic Energy.
*54 2/6 Deane R. Hinton sworn in as U.

Representative to European Cor
munities (biographic data).

*55 2/6 Shipping Coordinating Committe
Subcommittee on Safety of Life :

Sea, working group on radiocon
munication. Mar. 18.

* Not printed.

t Held for a later issue of the Bulletin.
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