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Leaders of Major Industrial Democracies Discuss Economic Issues

President Ford and President Valery Gis-

card d'Estaing of France, Chancellor Helmut

Schmidt of the Federal Republic of Germany,

Prime Minister Aldo Mora of Italy, Prime

Minister Takeo Miki of Japan, and Prime

Minister Harold Wilson of the United King-

dom met at the Chateau de Rambouillet near

Paris November 15-17. Following are re-

marks made by President Ford, at the con-

clusion of the meeting, the text of the

Declaration of Rambouillet issued on Novem-
ber 17, and opening remarks from a news

conference held by Secretary Kissinger and

Secretary of the Treasury Williatn E. Simon
aboard Air Force One on November 17 en

route to Washington.

REMARKS BY PRESIDENT FORD

Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents dated Nov. 24

Mr. President: I wish to express my ap-

preciation for the gracious hospitaUty of

you and the French Government and the

French people. My appreciation also goes to

my colleagues for the spirit of good will, the

spirit of friendship, which they have dem-
onstrated during this meeting.

It has been a highly successful meeting

in every respect.

In our sessions, we have covered the range

of economic issues of concern to the indus-

trialized world and challenging our demo-
cratic societies.

These meetings have been rewarding in

a number of important ways. They have

deepened our understanding and apprecia-

tion of our mutual economic interdepend-

ence. They have enabled us to harmonize

our views on key issues, and they have

strengthened our determination to solve the

problems that we confront. Finally, and most

importantly, they reaffirmed our mutual

confidence in a sustained and full recovery

from the deepest recession since the 1930's.

Perhaps our most important accomplish-

ment over the past several days has been

our recognition that the objective of sus-

tained, stable economic growth will be facili-

tated by our common efforts. As leaders of

major democratic nations, we reached sub-

stantial agreement on a number of issues

concerning monetary policy, trade, energy,

and our relations with the developing world

as outlined in our joint declaration.

Over the past three days, in this beautiful

setting, we have found a new spirit, a spirit

of cooperation and confidence stemming
from a deeper understanding of our common
destirLy and our joint conviction that free

peoples can master their future.

As a result of the work that we have

started, the people of our countries can look

forward to more jobs, less inflation, and a

greater sense of economic security.

We conclude this conference with a sense

of determination to carry forward this work
which has been so promisingly begun.

TEXT OF DECLARATION OF RAMBOUILLET

The Heads of States and Governments of

France, Federal Republic of Germany, Italy,

Japan, the United Kingdom of Great Britain

and Northern Ireland and the United States

of America, met in the Chateau de Ram-
bouillet from 15th to 17th of November
1975, and agreed to declare as follows:

1. In these three days we held a searching

and productive exchange of views on the

world economic situation, on economic prob-

lems common to our countries, on their

human, social and political implications, and
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on plans for resolving them.

2. We came together because of shared

beliefs and shared responsibilities. We are

each responsible for the government of an
open, democratic society, dedicated to indi-

vidual liberty and social advancement. Our
success will strengthen, indeed is essential

to democratic societies everywhere. We are

each responsible for assuring the prosperity

of a major industrial economy. The growth
and stability of our economies will help the

entire industrial world and developing coun-

tries to prosper.

3. To assure in a world of growing inter-

dependence the success of the objectives set

out in this declaration, we intend to play our

own full part and strengthen our efforts for

closer international cooperation and con-

structive dialogue among all countries, tran-

scending differences in stages of economic

development, degrees of resource endow-
ment and political and social systems.

4. The industrial democracies are deter-

mined to overcome high unemployment, con-

tinuing inflation and serious energy prob-

lems. The purpose of our meeting was to

review our progress, identify more clearly

the problems that we must overcome in the

future, and to set a course that we will

follow in the period ahead.

5. The most urgent task is to assure the

recovery of our economies and to reduce the

waste of human resources involved in un-

employment. In consolidating the recovery

it is essential to avoid unleashing additional

inflationary forces which would threaten its

success. The objective must be growth that

is steady and lasting. In this way, consumer
and business confidence will be restored.

6. We are confident that our present poli-

cies are compatible and complementary and
that recovery is under way. Nevertheless,

we recognize the need for vigilance and
adaptability in our policies. We will not

allow the recovery to falter. We will not ac-

cept another outburst of inflation.

7. We also concentrated on the need for

new efforts in the areas of world trade,

monetary matters and raw materials, includ-

ing energy.

8. As domestic recovery and economic ex-

pansion proceed, we must seek to restore

growth in the volume of world trade. Growth
and price stability will be fostered by main-

tenance of an open trading system. In a

period where pressures are developing for a

return to protectionism, it is essential for

the main trading nations to confirm their

commitment to the principles of the OECD
[Organization for Economic Cooperation and

Development] pledge and to avoid resorting

to measures by which they could try to solve

their problems at the expense of others,

with damaging consequences in the eco-

nomic, social and political fields. There is a

responsibility on all countries, especially

those with strong balance of payments posi-

tions and on those with current deficits to

pursue policies which will permit the expan-

sion of world trade to their mutual advan-

tage.

9. We believe that the multilateral trade

negotiations should be accelerated. In ac-

cordance with the principles agreed in the

Tokyo Declaration, they should aim at

achieving substantial tariff cuts, even elimi-

nating tariffs in some areas, at significantly

expanding agricultural trade and at reduc-

ing non-tariff measures. They should seek

to achieve the maximum possible level of

trade liberalization therefrom. We propose

as our goal completion of the negotiations

in 1977.

10. We look to an orderly and fruitful in-

crease in our economic relations with social-

ist countries as an important element in

progress in detente, and in world economic

growth.

11. We will also intensify our efforts to

achieve a prompt conclusion of the negotia-

tions concerning export credits.

12. With regard to monetary problems,

we affirm our intention to work for greater

stability. This involves efforts to restore

greater stability in underlying economic and
financial conditions in the world economy.
At the same time, our monetary authorities

will act to counter disorderly market condi-

tions, or erratic fluctuations, in exchange
rates. We welcome the rapprochement,

reached at the request of many other coun-

tries, between the views of the U.S. and
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France on the need for stability that the

reform of the international monetary sys-

tem must promote. This rapprochement will

facilitate agreement through the IMF [In-

ternational Monetary Fund] at the next

session of the Interim Committee in Jamaica
on the outstanding issues of international

monetary reform.

13. A co-operative relationship and im-

proved understanding between the develop-

ing nations and the industrial world is

fundamental to the prosperity of each. Sus-

tained growth in our economies is necessary

to growth in developing countries: and their

growth contributes significantly to health in

our own economies.

14. The present large deficits in the cur-

rent accounts of the developing countries

represent a critical problem for them and

also for the rest of the world. This must be

dealt with in a number of complementary

ways. Recent proposals in several interna-

tional meetings have already improved the

atmosphere of the discussion between de-

veloped and developing countries. But early

practical action is needed to assist the de-

veloping countries. Accordingly, we will play

our part, through the IMF and other appro-

priate international fora, in making urgent

improvements in international arrangements
for the stabilization of the export earnings

of developing countries and in measures to

assist them in financing their deficits. In this

context, priority should be given to the poor-

est developing countries.

15. World economic growth is clearly

linked to the increasing availability of

energy sources. We are determined to secure

for our economies the energy sources needed

for their growth. Our common interests re-

quire that we continue to cooperate in order

to reduce our dependence on imported

energy through conservation and the de-

velopment of alternative sources. Through
these measures as well as international co-

operation between producer and consumer
countries, responding to the long term inter-

ests of both, we shall spare no effort in order

to ensure more balanced conditions and a

harmonious and steady development in the

world energy market.

16. We welcome the convening of the

Conference on International Economic Co-

operation scheduled for December 16. We
will conduct this dialogue in a positive spirit

to assure that the interests of all concerned

are protected and advanced. We believe that

industrialized and developing countries alike

have a critical stake in the future success

of the world economy and in the co-operative

political relationships on which it must be

based.

17. We intend to intensify our cooperation

on all these problems in the framework of

existing institutions as well as in all the

relevant international organizations.

OPENING REMARKS FROM NEWS CONFERENCE

OF SECRETARIES KISSINGER AND SIMON '

Secretary Kissinger

The overall purpose of the meeting was to

bring together the leaders of the industrial

democracies at a time when their economies

were in various states of recession.

When it was proposed, it was suggested

that these leaders ought to meet to give

confidence to their peoples and to convey to

their peoples the sense that they were in

control of their future and were not simply

waiting for blind forces to play themselves

out.

So we thought it was a matter of great

importance; one, because for two years we
have been maintaining that the political and
economic cohesion of the industrial democ-
racies was central to the structure of the

non-Communist world; secondly, because we
believed that the interdependence of these

economies makes isolated solutions impos-

sible; and thirdly, because we believed that

there were a number of concrete issues on

which work had to begin and in which com-
mon action was important.

We spent a great amount of effort within

our government to prepare for this meeting,

and there are always many stories when
there are disagreements in the government;

' Text from press release 572, which also includes

questions and answers.
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but this has been an unusual occasion, an

unusual way in which all the departments

working together worked out common posi-

tions, common philosophies, and achieved

the basic proposals that were put before the

other leaders.

When this conference was called, I think

it is safe to say that some of our friends

wanted to use it as an occasion to blame us,

or at least to imply that their economic diffi-

culties could be solved primarily by Ameri-

can efforts, and others may have had the

idea that, especially in the monetary field,

it could be used to bring about rapid solu-

tions in which the heads of government

overruled the long negotiations that had

gone on.

But as the preparation developed, I think

a more sober spirit grew also, and one of our

big themes was that economic recovery was
meaningless if it started another spurt of

inflation and that what we had to aim for

was stable growth.

The second theme we had to get across is

that the American economy was doing well

and that therefore the concerns of other

countries that our recovery was too slow

for their own was unjustified.

Thirdly, we had in a number of areas,

specific ideas on how the interdependence of

these countries could be carried out—in the

field of trade, in the field of economic rela-

tions with the Socialist countries, in the

field of monetary affairs, in the field of

energy, and in the field of development.

The discussions took place in a really un-

usually harmonious spirit. The fears which
some of us had that the others would bring

pressure on us to accelerate what we think

is a well-conceived economic program proved

unfounded, and after the President made his

extensive intervention of the first day ex-

plaining our economic program, the other

countries substantially accepted this and,

indeed, seemed to be appreciative of it.

I think this was a very important event

because it meant that they had more con-

fidence that in looking ahead to their own
future they could count on steady growth
in the United States, and since everybody

agreed that a substantial percentage of the

recession was psychological, I had the sense

that a consensus emerged that this confi-

dence that developed in our ability to handle

the economic problems was a very major fac-

tor. In fact, the confidence of the leaders in

this process was shown by the fact that

they would talk about general principles and

then turned over the drafting to either Min-

isters or experts and that the leaders only

spent about an hour on the declaration. At
first we didn't want any declaration because

we were afraid we would spend our whole

time drafting it; and it didn't turn out that

way, and that was important.

In the field of trade, there was an agree-

ment, first, that the negotiations on the

multilateral trade negotiations should be

completed next year; secondly, a commit-

ment by all of the countries there to bring

about a substantial reduction of trade bar-

riers, including in the agricultural field, and

no attempt to hide behind Community man-

dates or other obstacles.

There was also an agreement to accel-

erate or to foster the negotiations concern-

ing export credits. Bill will talk about the

agreements in the monetary field—which put

an end to a debate of years about the na-

ture of the floating system and the relation

between floating and stability, which should

end in January in an agreement that should

at least put the field of international finance

on a more stable basis than it has been in a

long time.

In the field of energy, there has been an

agreement to cooperate closely or actively

on the alternative sources and on conserva-

tion, and I believe this will show up in the

program of the International Energy Agen-

cy, which is in the process of being negoti-

ated and which we hope to conclude by

December 15.

In the field of development, we identified

the balance-of-payments deficits of the de-

veloping countries, or their current account

deficits, as one of the major problems on

which we would work jointly, but we also

pointed out that there is a close relationship

between that and the action that is taken

with respect to oil prices. So we believe that

the consuming countries are in an excellent
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position for the beginning of the talks on

international economic cooperation that are

beginning in the middle of December. And
we agreed to work together in all existing

institutions.

To sum up, this unusual meeting of the

heads of government of the countries that

between them produce 70 percent of the

woi-ld trade represented a commitment to

the conception that our economic problems

were long term, that there were no quick

fixes to them, that they required a steady

cooperative effort, that their political rela-

tionship affected their economic relation-

ship, and that their economic relationship in

turn assisted their political cooperation.

And so the free countries vindicated the

concept of their interdependence and laid

out a program and a method for cooperation

which we hope will accelerate the recovery

of all of the peoples as well as their coopera-

tion with the less developed countries for

the benefit of everybody.

But I think Bill ought to explain the

monetary agreement because that is per-

haps the single most significant thing that

happened there.

Secretary Simon

There is no doubt that it was a significant

agreement reached between the French and

the United States which, I believe and most

everyone believes, is going to pave the way
for agreement at the [IMF] Interim Com-
mittee on overall monetary reform in Janu-

ary. I think that the agreements that we
have reached are a fair and balanced compro-

mise. Neither side won nor neither side lost.

Each has protected its very critical na-

tional interests in a spirit of cooperation.

We have sought to bring a convergence of

views, and this is important. What we are

trying to do is build and expand on these

areas of convergence, and as we succeed in

doing this, the whole world community at

large is going to benefit from this.

Now, I think that the disparity of views

of the past few years between the French

and the United States in particular on vari-

ous amendments to the articles of agreement

[of the IMF] has obscured the deep mutual-

ity of interest to return to stable economic

and financial conditions in the world and

more orderly and stable exchange rates, and

that is very significant because this instabil-

ity that we have had contributed to as well

as resulted from tremendous institutional

financial strains.

Also, the instability created great prob-

lems for many of the countries in the world

in taking care of the erratic price move-

ments and setting economic policies and re-

storing stable growth in their own econo-

mies.

Now, having said this, because one must

look at the fundamental cause of the prob-

lem before we can begin to look for any of

the solutions, which is important, it has been

clear that the French and the United States

share some fundamental agreements on the

monetary system; there is no doubt about

that. We both agree that the diversity of

financial arrangements—the floating system,

if you will—has served us well. Under the

present circumstances, it is actually neces-

sary to take care of the stresses and the

strains that have been brought about by the

severe inflation, recession, and of course the

extraordinary oil increase.

So having identified the causes, we then

must set about in curing the fundamental

problems of this economic instability, and

thei-efore the communique, as it said, dealt

with two aspects of the monetary issue:

one, the operational and, two, the reform of

the system.

On the operational side we have reached

an understanding that to achieve durable

and meaningful stability in the underlying

economic and financial conditions, we have

to provide for mutually cooperative and con-

ciliatory policies among ourselves but that

national domestic economic policies must in-

deed be compatible. The world economy has

suffered from all of the ills that I have
spoken about, and the underlying problem
remains with the severe inflation and of

course the recession which was caused by
this inflation.

On exchange markets, we are going to

deal with eri-atic movements in exchange

December 8, 1975 809



rates, which of course create, again, an in-

stabiUty. Erratic movements can be defined

as movements that have no underlying eco-

nomic reason. Ours is not an attempt to peg
any of the currency rates at artificial levels

;

but there are erratic movements in financial

markets on occasion that are not directly

attributable to fundamental economic events,

and at this point intervention policies will

become mutually cooperative and compatible

to smooth out these unstable periods.

U.S. Welcomes Release by Viet-Nam

of Nine Americans

A group of foreign nationals including

nine Americans arrived in Bangkok from
Viet-Nam on October 30. Following is a

statement read to news correspondents that

day by Robert A7iderso7i, Special Assistant

to the Secretary for Press Relations.

We welcome the return of this group of

Americans and other foreign citizens from
Viet-Nam and look forward to their being

reunited quickly with their families. We ap-

preciate the assistance of the United Na-
tions High Commissioner for Refugees in

this repatriation.

At the same time, we remain concerned

about the approximately 50 other Ameri-
cans who remain in South Viet-Nam. From
news reports and from others who have left

Viet-Nam recently, we understand many of

the remaining Americans would like to leave

but thus far have not been able to do so. We
hope that humanitarian considerations will

also prevail here and enable these people to

be repatriated soon.

U.S. Lauds Mexico's New Campaign

Against Illicit Drugs

Department Statement '

Yesterday, November 13, the Attorney

General of Mexico, Pedro Ojeda Paullada,

after meeting with President Echeverria,

described to the press in Mexico City his

government's strengthened and expanded
campaign to eradicate opium poppy growth
and to control heroin traffic. The Mexican

Attorney General announced that an eradi-

cation campaign will begin November 15,

employing greatly expanded materiel and
manpower resources that are expected to

substantially reduce the heroin traffic to the

United States.

Secretary Kissinger wishes to emphasize

the concern that the U.S. Government places

on the drug abuse problem and the need to

increase efforts to control illicit drugs at

home and abroad. The U.S. Government is

determined to resolve this most serious and
tragic problem, which burdens our nation

with ruined lives and results in violent

crimes against our citizens and costs us up
to $17 billion a year.

On behalf of the U.S. Government, the

Secretary expresses his appreciation to the

Government of Mexico for its efforts to curb

illicit drugs and confirms the commitment
of the United States to work with Mexico

and our other friends abroad to achieve our

common goals of reducing drug abuse and
controlling the traffic in illicit narcotics.

' Read to news correspondents on Nov. 14 by
Robert Anderson, Special Assistant to the Secretary
for Press Relations.
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The Role of Technology Trade in the U.S. Policy of Detente

Address by Deputy Secretary Robert S. Ingersoll

I am pleased to welcome you to the De-

partment of State and to serve, at the invita-

tion of the Department of Commerce, as the

keynote speaker for this symposium.

Over three years ago, we entered a new
stage in our relations with the Soviet Union,

the countries of Eastern Europe, and the

People's Republic of China. This symposium
provides an opportunity to take stock of the

situation in an area of major significance

—

trade involving technology.

It is important that we in government and

those of you in the private sector share the

experience that has been gained, weigh the

difficulties that have been encountered, and

assess together the opportunities—and prob-

lems—that lie ahead. There is a division of

responsibility between the government and

j

the private sector. And we need to be on the

same wavelength.

As keynote speaker, my assignment is to

place in perspective the matters you will be

considering in greater detail later today.

The proper starting point is, I believe, to

recognize that economic issues have come to

form a central focus of the global political

agenda and to recognize also that our politi-

cal, economic, and security interests are

intimately related.

The economic summit, just concluded, re-

flected a determined effort to achieve greater

cohesion in the economic policies of the

major industrialized democracies. Such co-

hesion is imperative if our political and se-

curity ties with our allies are to be safe-

' Made before the Symposium on East-West Tech-
nological Trade on Nov. 19 (text from press release

573).
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guarded against strains caused by domestic

and global economic conditions.

We have initiated also a wide-ranging dia-

logue on economic issues with the developing

countries. The next step will be the Confer-

ence on International Economic Cooperation

to be held in December. The outcome of this

dialogue will determine whether the inter-

national community will move toward co-

operation and progress or toward confronta-

tion and decline. Here, too, our long-term

political, economic, and security interests are

deeply involved.

Viewed in this context, efforts to improve

our relations with the Soviet Union, the East

European countries, and the People's Repub-

lic of China form part of a major reshaping

of our international relationships on many
fronts. Our purpose in all of these undertak-

ings is to advance our national interest in

encouraging the growth of a peaceful and

stable international order in the face of

continuing political divisions and pressing

global problems. This objective can be ac-

complished only if we proceed in a manner
consistent with the realities of the world as

it exists today.

And among these realities is the basic fact

that the character of our relations with the

Communist countries will in large measure
determine whether a peaceful world order

can be constructed. Therefore, we have

sought to move away from the confrontation

and isolation that characterized the past and
toward a normalization of our relationships.

You know that this is not an easy task.

Neither the United States nor our allies are

prepared to relinquish basic interests or fun-

damental principles. This is true also of the
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Communist countries. So the search for

common ground is being pursued with great

caution by all concerned. But it is proceeding.

Increased Trade and the National Interest

When we started down this road, we did

not assume that longstanding differences

would suddenly disappear, that new issues

would not arise, or that a durable relaxation

of tensions would emerge overnight. No time-

table was set and none can be set today.

What is involved is an evolutionary process,

not a rapid about-face.

But we have moved over the past several

years from a stage where new openings were

created to the stage where we expect that

continued exploration of the contours of our

changing relationships with the East can be

accompanied by consolidation of the improved

relationships thus far achieved.

It was envisaged at the outset that as

progress in political relationships advanced,

economic relationships would also move
ahead. This is the pattern we have followed.

We did not seek political openings to ex-

pand commercial opportunities. But it would

have been contradictory to pursue, on the

one hand, a policy of political normalization

of relationships and broadening cooperation

while, on the other, seeking to maintain a

policy of economic isolation of the East.

Moreover, most if not all of the other indus-

trialized countries had, over time, become
involved in trade with the East. Any U.S.

policy which had sought to reverse this trend

would have foundered. We would have lost

economically without gaining politically.

And over the longer term, if progress on

both fronts can be sustained, there may oc-

cur a reduction in the autarkic tendencies of

Communist countries, a broader interaction

between their economies and the global econ-

omy, and the growth of additional incentives

to exercise restraint and cooperate in the

search for peaceful solutions to outstanding

issues.

From the standpoint of our own national

interests, it is clearly preferable to continue

moving in this direction than to generate
again the hostile atmosphere of the past.

Trading relationships between East and

West have in fact expanded. Although this

symposium is concerned with a special aspect

of trade, it is well to recognize that total

trade between the OECD [Organization of

Economic Cooperation and Development]

countries and the nonmarket Communist

countries has grown from $16.5 billion in

1970 to some $49 billion in 1974. In 1970, the

U.S. share was $580 million. In 1974 this in-

creased to $3.2 billion. This represents a re-

spectable advance over where matters stood

several years ago. At the same time, the

fact that our share of the total remains mod-

est suggests that there may be opportunities

our private sector should explore.

Problems Inherent in Technological Trade

There are inherent difficulties in measur-

ing with any exactness the "technological"

component of this trade. Moreover, some

technology moves through other routes as

well as through trade; for example, through

governmental cooperative agreements and

exchanges.

Sales of machinery and equipment embody-

ing technology have risen substantially. Im-

ports by the Communist countries amounted

to some $7 billion in 1974, with the U.S.

share being $533 million.

This element of trade should be consid-

ered as trade in the products of technology

rather than trade in technology as such, al-

though the two cannot be wholly divorced.

Sales of technical data offer a closer

measure. In 1974, the United States issued

156 licenses for the export of technical data

to the Communist countries. About one-third

were for exports to the Soviet Union. How-
ever, based on previous experiences, a large

percentage of such licenses will not be fol-

lowed by actual sales.

Although overall quantitative measures

are lacking, it remains important to con-

sider the implications of the movement of

technology. In doing so, we should bear in

mind two considerations which affect the

perspective in which this matter should be

viewed.

The first is that the desire for technology
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developed by the industrialized democracies

is a recurring theme in our dialogue with
countries throughout the world. It is not sur-

prising that the Communist countries also

desire our machinery, our equipment, and our
know-how. We should be worried if they did

not.

The second consideration is that the man-
agerial skills of American industrial firms, as

well as our technology, account for much of

the diflFerence between our strong position in

the global economy and that of many other

countries, including the Communist coun-

tries. This difference will persist even as

trade in technology and technologically ad-

vanced goods expands.

Technological Trade and National Security

Although trade has expanded, it continues

to be subject to controls. These affect in par-

ticular advanced products, equipment, and
technical data which fall within the area of

our continuing security concerns.

Protection of our security interests has

long been a basic objective of our export con-

trol legislation. The most recent amend-
ments of the Export Administration Act re-

quire a determination whether exports of

goods and technology will significantly in-

crease the military capabilities of our

adversaries.

The responsible agencies of the executive

branch are fully committed to the effective

implementation of this requirement.

There is, to be sure, a grey area where

products and technology have potential appli-

cations both for the civilian economy and for

military purposes. The most difficult cases

are considered by the Export Administration

Review Board, chaired by the Secretary of

Commerce.

For example, a number of cases involving

sales of computers have come before the

board. Each is weighed in the light of the

risk that the computer might be diverted to

strategic or other purposes which we do not

wish to assist. Where there is adequate as-

surance against such diversion—as in the

case of a major installation for the Soviet

Union's Kama River truck factory—all of the

interested departments of the government
have agi-eed that the sale could proceed. On
the other hand, all of the interested depart-

ments have agreed that certain other in-

stallations in various Communist countries

could not be approved.

Changes in our political relations with the

Communist countries have had the effect of

insuring that major cases are considered at

a high level. But political considerations are

only one factor—and not the decisive factor

—

in determining the outcome.

The Department of Commerce, in consul-

tation with its various advisory bodies, is

seeking ways to expedite this process, which,

I am sure, seems unduly prolonged to many
American firms. But we must continue to

weigh each case with care and to give our

security interests the benefit of any doubt.

In developing and administering export

control guidelines, we recognize that tech-

nology is not static, that it changes over

time and in its availability. In setting the

limits, we draw on the technical expertise of

industry as well as the government. This is

obtained through the Technical Advisory
Committee of the Department of Commerce.
But we would be also glad to receive your
views directly.

The process of setting guidelines and con-

sidering exceptions entails coordination

—

through COCOM—with countries of Western
Europe and Japan. Maintaining a common
approach is important to the security of all

concerned. And it is important to your inter-

ests as well that your competitors abroad ob-

serve ground rules similar to those which
affect your own transactions.

We do not invariably see eye-to-eye with

other participants in COCOM. However, all

participants continue to accept the basic need

for collective consideration of these matters.

And I am sure that some of you may also

not see eye-to-eye with us when we consider

it necessary to disapprove a proposed trans-

action or when guidelines are set which you
consider too restrictive.

We are always prepared to listen to your

views. However, the burden of decision rests

with the government. This is a protection to

you. Any criticism of exports that are ap-
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proved should be directed at us, not at you.

A balanced view of trade in advanced

goods and technology must take into account

the needs of the Communist countries. They
have recognized that they can move ahead

faster with their economic development plans

if they import a wide range of machinery

and equipment—and sometimes know-how

—

from the industrialized democracies. Their

purchases are directed toward improving

their agricultural production, developing

their natural resources, modernizing their

transportation and communications systems,

expanding their production of consumer
goods.

Much of the trade in these areas is not of

concern from the standpoint of our security

interests.: And where our security interests

do not require the intervention of the gov-

ernment, the main burden of decision rests

with you. You should be guided by sound
business practices, not by political considera-

tions.

Surely few if any of you would be tempted
to enter into one-sided deals—that is, favor-

ing the other side—as a "contribution to

improving East-West relations." Durable
improvements cannot be based on one-sided

commercial bargains any more than on one-

sided political concessions.

We should, however, consider three ques-

tions:

—Whether an adequate framework exists

for conducting business with the East;

—Whether the commercial bargaining

leverage is tilted in favor of the large state

trading organizations with which we are now
dealing; and

—Whether, overall, the results are, in fact,

mutuallv beneficial.

Framework for Trading With the East

As to the adequacy of the framework, you
will recall that in the fall of 1972 we con-

cluded a trade agreement with the Soviet

Union. It had been recognized that differ-

ences between our philosophies, our economic
systems, and our ways of doing business pre-

sented substantial hurdles to normalization
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of trading relationships.

Since not all problems could be foreseen,

we sought a framework within which prob-

lems might be resolved. And after much
hard bargaining on both sides, agreement was
reached. As a collateral step, agreement was
reached on settling the 25-year-old lend-lease

debt., These arrangements were aimed at

providing safeguards against the possible dis-

ruption of our markets, at facilitating the

conduct of business, and at insuring the

availability of credit.

I am sure you are familiar with the sub-

sequent chain of events which led the Soviet

Union to conclude that it could not proceed

with the implementation of the agreement.

Congressional action linking most-favored-

nation treatment and the extension of U.S.

Government credits with increased emigra-

tion was viewed by the Soviet Union as an

effort to intervene in its internal affairs. The
Soviet Union also considered that it was
being subjected to unequal treatment—treat-

ment inconsistent with the direction in which
we were seeking to move.

We understand the humanitarian concerns

which led the Congress to take such actions.

We were, indeed, proceeding to deal with the

emigration issues through other means. But
to treat this difficult problem as if it could be
resolved through our own domestic legisla-

tion offered no prospect of success. Emigi-a-

tion has dropped, and U.'S.-Soviet trade has
not expanded to the extent that might have
been the case had the trade agreement come
into eflfect and credit been available.

We continue, of course, to try to work out
specific commercial problems with the Soviet

Union as they arise, but an agi'eed frame-
work for doing so is still needed.

In the case of Romania, we have been able

to proceed with a trade agreement which pro-

vides safeguards against disruptive imports
and provides U.S. companies with extensive

rights and assurances. The agreement marks
a significant step in establishing a workable
relationship between Romania's nonmarket
economy and the trading system of the West.

In addition to Romania, Poland, Hungary,
and Czechoslovakia are also moving into a

closer economic relationship with the West
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through adherence to the General Agree-

ment on Tariffs and Trade. Surely this is a

trend that should be encouraged.

In the case of the People's Republic of

China, the Shanghai communique of 1972

envisaged the progressive development of

trade. A broad understanding of how our

trading relationships should be conducted is

not attainable at this stage of our relation-

ship. However, specific problems are explored

as they arise.

Efforts to establish a basic framework for

trading with the East have therefore not pro-

ceeded very far. But it is clear that the rea-

sons are not all on the Eastern side of tlie

ledger.

It would be helpful to us to have your

thoughts on special problems affecting com-

mercial aspects of technology trade with the

countries of the East which need to be ironed

out. And both the Department of Commerce
and the commercial and science offices in our

Embassies, consulates, and missions in the

area are ready to assist U.S. firms.

Bargaining Factors in Trade Negotiations

The question of the leverage exerted by

the state trading organizations starts with

the assumption that such organizations have

all the bargaining power on their side and

that this can lead U.S. firms to enter into

disadvantageous arrangements. This in turn

generates suggestions for more direct gov-

ernment intervention in commercial trans-

actions or for modifying our antitrust

legislation.

Some of these so-called remedies call for

government intervention in particular com-

mercial transactions. I would think that you

in the private sector would have serious res-

ervations about such proposals. And for my
own part, I question whether the government

could conceivably be in a better position than

the private sector to pass on such matters as

the profit involved in a specific transaction.

Like other buyers, state trading organiza-

tions, which have monopoly buying power for

their countries, will certainly seek to stir

competition among suppliers. You do it in all

the rest of your purchases. However, while

the market they represent may be attrac-

tive—as is any new market—it is also lim-

ited in comparison with other markets.

In the technology area, U.S. firms should

themselves have significant bargaining

power., They have a strong position in many
technological fields and this, in turn, supports

a strong position in the world market. Cer-

tainly no firm should accept terms in dealings

with a state trading organization that are

less desirable than those obtainable from
other customers abroad.

Many U.S. firms are indeed confronted

with competitors here, in Western Europe,

or Japan. But I question whether eagerness

to make a particular sale to a state trading

organization is suflficiently strong to lead

many American fiiTns into arrangements they

would not otherwise accept.

I certainly am not aware of evidence that

U.S.—or foreign—firms regard profit as less

important in transactions with the countries

of the East than in the case of other trans-

actions. Should disadvantages result from

transactions with state trading organizations,

U.S. fiiTns will not continue to be interested

in such business. But our desire, of course, is

that disadvantageous arrangements simply

be rejected.

There are certainly some risks. It is clear

that by stirring competition among suppliers,

state trading organizations may hope to ex-

tract proprietary data for which they may
not, in the final analysis, pay. They may ask

for detailed proposals, and after receiving

data, fail to buy from anyone. The need for

being on guard against such tactics is evi-

dent. You are used to it in your commercial

transactions, I am sure.

But even where exports of technology may
bring short-term gains, what about the

longer run? The possibility exists that what

may be advantageous for a single firm may
not be advantageous on an industrywide

basis. But this possibility exists in the course

of transactions with other industrialized

countries and developing countries. It is cer-

tainly not unique in our dealings with

Communist countries.

In addition, concern is sometimes voiced

that the Communist countries may engage in
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commercial competition with us. There is

probably no way of ruling out this as a pos-

sibility, but neither should we exaggerate

the threat. If and when such competition

emerges, our own products should have

reached a still more advanced stage.

The basic answer to many of the concerns

that have been expressed is, therefore, to be

sure that our own industry continues to hold

the track record for technological innovation.

The sale of existing nonstrategic technology

can assist us to accomplish this, since the

revenues can be turned, at least in part, to

increased support of research and develop-

ment. Those of us in the government trust

that you in the pi'ivate sector will, indeed,

deploy a substantial part of your revenues

to maintain a technologically innovative

position.

There also exist possibilities for obtaining

some reverse flow of technology. We are

aware of some 21 agreements involving the

import of Soviet technology by U.S. firms.

And promising areas have been identified in

a number of our governmental cooperative

agreements; for example, cooperation with
the Soviet Union in fusion research holds

great promise.

Future Areas of Trade Agreement

Both for industrial firms and for the gov-

ernment, it is important to press ahead with
efforts to identify additional areas where a
useful reverse flow of technology can be
achieved.

And it is important to find effective ways
of dealing with disruptions which may occur.

Trade in one area—that is, grains—has

been characterized by disruptive Soviet buy-

ing practices. We have recently reached

agreement with the Soviet Union to estab-

lish a sounder basis for conducting these

transactions.

And negotiations for an agreement under

which the Soviet Union would sell us oil are

continuing. We see an opportunity to diver-

sify somewhat our sources of supply. The
Soviet Union sees an opportunity to earn

foreign exchange to pay for grain and other

imports, including technology. We both know

that for this potentially beneficial trade to

develop, price incentives will be essential.

Should it be possible to conclude this agree-

ment, the way would be opened to explore

imaginative new ways of energy cooperation

which would be mutually beneficial over the

long-term.

Monitoring the overall evolution of our

trading relationships with the East—includ-

ing trade in technology—is the responsibil-

ity of the East-West Foreign Trade Board,

chaired by the Secretary of the Treasury.

The feedback from this monitoring process

—

and from your own experience—will provide

a firmer basis for insuring a mutuality of

benefit.

But even though we gain economically

from trade, including trade in technology,

sometimes the argument is advanced that,

in return for our willingness to trade with

the Communist countries, we should receive

not only commercial concessions but political

or security concessions as well.

I have made clear that our approach has

been to facilitate trade as our political rela-

tions have improved. But there are clearly

limits to the extent to which ti'ade can be

used to advance other objectives. And where

trade in technology is concerned, the needs

of the Communist countries—which might

prefer to be self-reliant—do not appear to us

so fundamental that these countries would

be prepared, in order to obtain technology, to

trade political or security interests which

they consider essential. Why would anyone

expect them to do so?

In the three years since the political open-

ings were made in our relations with the

Communist countries, progress has been

made on a number of fronts.

In the case of the Soviet Union, our politi-

cal dialogue has broadened. This does not,

to be sure, always lead to agreement. But

greater insights into the reasons for our

differences, where they occur, also have

value. Mutually beneficial practical coopera-

tion is now proceeding in a number of tech-

nical fields. The agreements to limit strategic

arms contribute to our own security and to

the prospect for maintaining world peace.

Present difficulties in negotiations on this

816 Department of State Bulletin

i.



front can be resolved, and we will continue to

pursue a balanced and reciprocal agreement.

This period has also brought broader con-

tacts and cooperation with the countries of

Eastern Europe.

In the case of the People's Republic of

China, the discussion of fundamental issues

and international events has helped in de-

termining where a certain parallelism in our

pohcies exists as well as in defining differ-

ences.

In the case of all of these countries, trade

has progressed.

The overall score is, we believe, one of

mutual benefit. And sustaining improved

relations will be possible through continued

endeavors of mutual benefit—but only on

that basis. We will work closely with you to

insure that such benefits flow from trade in

technology as we continue the normalization

of relations with the East on other fronts

as well.

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND CONFERENCES

U.S. ReafRrms Call for Negotiations by All Parties in Korea

Folloiving are statements made by U.S.

Representative Daniel P. Moijnihan in Com-
mittee I (Political and Security) of the U.N.

General Assembly on October 23 and 28 and
by U.S. Representative W. Tapley Bennett,

Jr., in plenary on November 18, together

ivith the texts of opposing resolutions

adopted by the committee on October 29 and

by the Assembly on November 18.

STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR MOYNIHAN,
COMMITTEE I, OCTOBER 23

USUN press release 128 (corr. 1) dated October 23

The central issue of this debate is the

peace and security of the Korean Peninsula.

It is an issue which has required the atten-

tion of the United Nations—both the Gen-

eral Assembly and the Security Council

—

for 27 years. I remind the committee that

this organization has sought during the last

few years to contribute to the reduction of

tensions on the peninsula by encouraging

discussion and contacts between the two
Korean Governments.

My government has been particularly

interested in this effort of the United Na-
tions because we recognize that any renewal

of hostilities on the peninsula could have
immediate and serious consequences for the

peace of the entire world. We recognize that

the role which our organization can and
should play changes with the passage of

time and the rise of new circumstances. We
are therefore prepared to examine sugges-

tions which members believe can contribute

to a peaceful resolution of this issue.

Any meaningful discussion of the Korean
problem must begin with the consensus reso-

lution adopted by the General Assembly in

1973.' This resolution contains the princi-

ples which the two parts of Korea decided

should govern their relationship and con-

tains the goal which this General Assembly
decided should govern its own relationship

with the South and the North of Korea. For
its part the General Assembly stated the

hope that the South and the North of Korea
would be urged to continue their dialogue

and widen their many-sided exchanges and
cooperation so as to expedite the independ-
ent peaceful unification of the country.

Last year, in the spirit of the consensus
I have described, the United States sup-

ported a resolution which endorsed the con-

' For text, see Bulletin of Dec. 24, 1973, p. 775.
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sensus call for dialogue and moved to the

logical next step: an examination of those

aspects of the Korean question which in-

volve the peace and security of the penin-

sula, including the future of the U.N. Com-

mand. The resolution which was adopted

properly points out that the United Nations

has a continuing responsibility in accordance

with the principles and purposes of the

charter regarding the maintenance of inter-

national peace and security. The resolution

made clear the willingness of my govern-

ment, which has responsibility for the U.N.

Command in accordance with the U.N. Se-

curity Council resolution of July 7, 1950, to

consider alternatives to the U.N. Command,
provided the armistice agreement was main-

tained.

In the intervening period there was no

response from the other parties concerned

which would permit consideration of the

proposals set forth in that resolution. My
government therefore, in consultation with

the Government of the Republic of Koi'ea

and with other interested governments,

joined in sponsoring the resolution sub-

mitted on June 27, 1975, which is now
before this committee. That resolution ex-

plicitly reaffirms our willingness to termi-

nate the U.N. Command, provided the armis-

tice agreement is maintained.

The U.N. Command today is comprised of

those military personnel directly involved in

the performance by the U.N. Command of

its armistice agreement responsibilities and

includes less than 300 non-Korean person-

nel. Most of these are U.S. military person-

nel assigned as staff personnel to the com-

mand itself and the remainder are part of

the ceremonial honor guard of the command.
American forces serving in Korea in accoi'd-

ance with the U.S.-Republic of Korea mu-
tual security treaty of 1954 are not part of

the U.N. Command.
In order to help make the distinction

between the U.N. Command and these Amer-
ican forces, the use of the U.N.'s flag in

Korea has been limited to those military

installations in the Republic of Korea di-

rectly associated with maintaining the

armistice agreement. My government for-
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mally notified the President of the Security

Council of this in my letter of September 22.-

Mr. Chairman, in considering the question

of termination of the U.N. Command, the

chief concern of my government is that the

armistice agreement, which has been the

basis for peace and security in the Korean

Peninsula for over 20 years, be maintained

in the absence of alternate lasting arrange-

ments between the South and the North. I

wish to emphasize that the armistice agree-

ment is not merely a cease-fire, but a care-

fully designed structure for monitoring and

policing the armistice itself. It remains the

only legal basis for the present cessation of

hostilities on the Korean Peninsula.

The Military Armistice Commission,

which is composed of all parties associated

with the armistice agreement, is the only

accepted forum for regular meetings of all

the parties to the agreement. It would be a

mistake to consider the armistice either a

relic of little consequence or a fragile in-

strument of little authority. Whatever may
be its shortcomings, it continues to be ob-

served and to function.

The opposing resolution calls for termi-

nation of the U.N. Command and replace-

ment of the armistice agreement by a peace

agreement. Nothing is said of how the

mechanisms of the peace agreement are to

function and what is to act as a restraint

on the parties in the interval while the peace

agreement is being discussed.

This could take a good long time, when
one considers that the other resolution calls

for a "peace agreement" with the United

States rather than with the Republic of

Korea. The United States would not con-

sider sitting down to such a negotiation

without the Republic of Korea present. Who-
ever is familiar with the Korean problem
knows that a situation in which the armis-

tice agreement machinery is not functioning

and where there is no assurance that any
other agreement would take its place is a

highly unstable one.

We cannot accept the view that the termi-

nation of the U.N. Command without pro-

' U.N. doc. S/11830.
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vision for the continuation of the armistice

would have little consequence for the peace

and security of the peninsula. To the con-

trary, the armistice provides an agreed

starting point for any discussion of a more
lasting settlement of the Korean issue.

Our resolution, A/C.l/L.708/Rev.l, reflects

the helpful amendments offered by the dele-

gation of France in conjunction with delega-

tions of Belgium, Ireland, Italy, Liberia, The
Gambia, and Luxembourg and now proposes

negotiations with the other side on the issue

of the U.N. Command, reduction of tensions,

and assurance of lasting peace in the Korean
Peninsula.

Secretary Kissinger, in his address on

September 22, called specifically for the con-

vening of a conference of the parties di-

rectly concerned: the two Korean Govern-

ments, the United States, and China. He
made clear that he was proposing a confer-

ence which would not only discuss means for

preserving the armistice agreement while

terminating the U.N. Command but which

also could explore "other measures to re-

duce tension on the Korean Peninsula, in-

cluding the possibility of a larger conference

to negotiate a more fundamental arrange-

ment."

If there were to be a broader conference

on more permanent arrangements, our view

is that the composition of such a broader

conference should be the topic of discussion

of the smaller conference proposed by the

Secretary of State to involve the four

parties concerned with the armistice. We
ourselves would have an open mind as to

who might participate in any such broader

conference.

Thus the conference of the four parties

concerned with the armistice should be

viewed not as an endpoint, but as the begin-

ning of a process which can lead to a more
lasting settlement. It would be in accordance

with the responsibilities of this oi'ganization

and the views it has expressed on the

Korean question. The negotiations called for

by our resolution are, I might add, the only

proposal now before this body that recog-

nizes that in matters relating to the future

of Korea and to security in the peninsula

both Korean Governments should be in-

cluded.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that this resolu-

tion, by calling for negotiations of this kind,

provides a basis for discussion and action

which will enhance the prospects for peace

and security on the Korean Peninsula while

preserving the present armistice arrange-

ment, which remains so important.

It may appear that the other resolution

before us has some similar provisions, but

this appearance is not borne out on exami-

nation. The other resolution is not in ac-

cordance with past resolutions adopted by

the General Assembly, since it does not en-

courage discussions by all the parties con-

cerned with the problem of peace and secu-

rity in the peninsula.

Indeed, it has the clear intention to ex-

clude one of the principal parties, the Re-

public of Korea, from any such discussions.

For our part, we will not accept any such

exclusion of the Republic of Korea, which

represents over two-thirds of the Korean

people. Indeed, I wonder how many members
of this committee would support a resolution

which denied them the right to participate

in the determination of their own future.

Mr. Chairman, let me turn now to a third

question—one which is not dealt with in our

resolution and should not be before this body

—the question of U.S. troops in the Repub-

lic of Korea pursuant to the U.S.-Republic

of Korea Mutual Defense Treaty of 1954 and

at the invitation of the Government of the

Republic of Korea. The other resolution and

the letter which introduces it make clear

that these forces are the forces which it

wishes withdrawn from Korea. It presumes

to make this a matter of U.N. business by

referring to them as forces under the U.N.

flag. The fact is, as I have already stated,

that with the exception of those less-than-

300 personnel in the U.N. Command, these

troops are not under the U.N. flag and are

not a matter of U.N. business.

The presence of U.S. troops in the Republic

of Korea will continue to be a matter be-

tween the U.S. Government and the Govern-

ment of the Republic of Korea under our

Mutual Defense Treaty. They will remain
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there as long as they are needed and as long

as their presence is mutually desired by the

Republic of Korea and the United States.

My government considers our Mutual De-

fense Treaty with the Republic of Korea a

stabilizing influence in the peninsula. We
and the Republic of Korea have periodically

reaffirmed our commitment to those princi-

ples. We assume that North Korea takes a

similar view of its security arrangements

with the Soviet Union and the People's Re-

public of China, although these were not

mentioned by the North Koreans in their

speech to the First Committee.

Mr. Chairman, I have spoken at some

length on the matter before this committee.

I have done this both to emphasize the im-

portance my government attaches to the

peace and security of the Korean peninsula

and to make absolutely clear our views on

the armistice agreement.

I turn finally to the prospects for a last-

ing peace on the Korean Peninsula. Funda-

mental to all I have said and to all that this

oi'ganization has recommended is the essen-

tial requirement that the dialogue between

South and North Korea be encouraged to

resume. It is only in that context that step-

by-step progress in dealing with the major

issues dividing the two sides can be made.

No one who is familiar with these prob-

lems can realistically expect that they can

be solved quickly or easily. There is a need

for caution, but there is need to break con-

tinued stalemate.

It appears to my government that the

United Nations can contribute to an atmos-

phere conducive to reinitiation of meaning-

ful discussions by insuring that no action is

taken which would call into doubt the con-

tinuing commitment of the General Assem-
bly to the maintenance of peace and security

in the Korean Peninsula.

There are positive steps which can be

taken. Secretary of State Kissinger said in

his September 22 address that, if North

Korea and its allies would move to improve

their relations with the Republic of Korea,

we would be prepared to take similar recip-

rocal actions.

My government is willing to enter into dis-

cussion with all the parties concerned to

terminate the U.N. Command while preserv-

ing the armistice and to discuss other steps to

ease tensions. We believe that this construc-

tive approach will enjoy the support and un-

derstanding of most members of this As-

sembly.

However, we will not place in jeopardy the

future stability of the peninsula by agreeing

to actions which have as their inevitable con-

sequence an increase in military tensions and

uncertainty. That would be irresponsible and

dangerous to the objectives which we all

espouse. I therefore ask that each member

of this committee carefully consider the con-

sequences of its vote on the Korean item.

STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR MOYNIHAN,

COMMITTEE I, OCTOBER 29

USUN press release 133 (corr. 1) dated October 30

I rise to speak briefly to a single point

which was raised by my distinguished col-

league from the Soviet Union with respect to

the fact that there are indeed American

troops in the Republic of Korea. These troops

are there under a mutual defense agreement

signed between the Republic of Korea and the

United States. There are also, and this is the

subject of our discussion, some 300 troops,

300 men, there under the U.N. Command.
It has been the intention of the United

States and now, hopefully, of the General

Assembly in a resolution we have just passed

that the U.N. Command will now be dis-

solved. This is our desire. It is evidently the

desire also of the General Assembly, and we
welcome that. I believe the Republic of

Korea does the same, as do those states that

voted with us on this occasion.

I would simply, however, wish to remind

this room, and the members here repre-

sented, of the facts which led to the pres-

ence of the U.N. Command in the Republic

of Korea and of the American forces which

are also there. It is the case that almost two-

thirds of the members here tonight were

not members of the United Nations when
those events occurred, so that it may not

be altogether inappropriate for me to remind
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or recall to those who may have forgotten,

to inform those who may not now even

know, how this happened.

The U.N. Command, of which the United

States was part, of which 16 member states

of the United Nations contributed forces

altogether, that command arose in the after-

math of a sudden, brutal, calculated invasion

of the Republic of Korea by its neighbor to

the north, an act of aggression—plain, un-

mistaken, unchallenged by world opinion at

the time. The forces of one country brutally

invaded another nation; and the General

Assembly—in one of the genuinely honor-

able acts in defense of the charter and in

pursuit of the responsibilities each nation

undertakes when it becomes a member of

the United Nations—the General Assembly
called this "aggression" and called upon the

nations of the world to come to support the

Republic of Korea, which had been invaded.

Sixteen nations responded, the invaders

were thrown back, the status quo ante was

restored—a fact clear to history. In the long

history of the world rarely has an aggression

been so naked, so unambiguous, so clear for

all the opinion of the world to see. And it

was—to the honor of the United Nations

—

rebuffed. It failed.

In order that this should not recur, a com-

mand was established on the armistice line.

That command continues almost a quarter

century later. It was not the desire of the

United States to be in South Korea. It is

not the desire of the United States to be in

South Korea. But let no one suppose we are

embarrassed by our presence or apologetic

about it. We were there in defense of the

principles of independence and the territorial

integrity of a state, the protection of which

is the fundamental purpose of this body.

STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR BENNETT,

PLENARY, NOVEMBER 18

USUN press release 151 dated November 18

Unfortunately, as we all know, this house

is deeply divided on the issue before us. I

regret that this is the fact. With your per-

mission, I would like to review briefly some

of the facts and developments which have

brought us to this point.

As recorded in document A/10142, which

was the document accompanying the sub-

mission of the resolution that my govern-

ment and others cosponsored, a number of

member states including the United States

have sought to implement fully the con-

sensus of the 28th session of the General

Assembly and to encourage discussions

which would lead to the dissolution of the

U.N. Command in conjunction with appro-

priate arrangements to maintain the armis-

tice agreement. Thus, on June 27, 1975,

these states requested inclusion in the

agenda of the 30th session of the General

Assembly of an item entitled: "Urgent need

to implement fully the consensus of the

twenty-eighth session of the General Assem-

bly on the Korean question and to maintain

peace and security on the Korean peninsula."

The member states requesting inclusion of

this item urged that it be treated as a matter

of high priority and addressed early in the

30th session.

Document A/10327 of November 3, 1975

conveyed the report of the First Committee's

consideration of the question of Korea at

this 30th session of the General Assembly.

Now, Mr. President, as we take up this re-

port in plenary, permit me to address myself

to the draft resolution cosponsored by 28

member states which was recommended to

the General Assembly for adoption as draft

resolution A in section IV of the First Com-
mittee report.

This resolution, first tabled on June 27,

was later modified by several helpful amend-

ments. It takes note of the letter of June 27,

1975 (document S/11737), addressed to the

President of the Security Council by the

Government of the United States, offering

to terminate the U.N. Command on January

1, 1976, provided that the other parties di-

rectly concerned reach agreement on alter-

native arrangements mutually acceptable to

them for maintaining the armistice agree-

ment. The resolution also takes due note of

the statement of June 27, 1975, of the Gov-

ernment of the Republic of Korea affirming

its willingness to enter into arrangements
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for maintaining the armistice agi'eement.

Turning to the operative paragraphs of

this resolution, allow me to underline, Mr.

President, that each of these four para-

graphs stresses dialogue and discussion be-

tween the parties directly concerned. Such

dialogue and discussion would be directed at

new arrangements designed to i-eplace the

aiTnistice agreement, dissolution of the U.N.
Command, reduction of tensions, and in-

surance of lasting peace on the Korean
Peninsula.

Let me recall that Secretary Kissinger, in

his address to this Assembly on September

22, called specifically for the convening of

a conference of the parties directly con-

cerned: the two Korean Governments, the

United States, and China. Secretary Kissin-

ger made clear that he was proposing a con-

ference which would not only discuss means
for preserving the armistice agreement while

terminating the U.N. Command but which
also could explore "other measures to reduce
tension on the Korean Peninsula, including

the possibility of a larger conference to ne-

gotiate a more fundamental arrangement."
Mr. President, the draft resolution of

which my government is proud to have been

one of the 28 cosponsors is one looking ob-

jectively and responsibly to the future. It

leaves open all avenues to dialogue and dis-

cussion. Our side, Mr. President, has at all

times been prepared for dialogue and discus-

sion. Indeed, it is the objective of the reso-

lution which we cosponsored.

It is the other side, I regret to say, which
has been unwilling to engage in dialogue and
discussion, which has sought to impose its

arbitrary will on this Assembly. The con-

trast between the two sides is clear for all

those willing to see.

In looking toward attainment of the goal

of peaceful reunification of Korea on the

basis of the freely expressed will of the

Korean people, this resolution is based

squarely on principles of sovereignty and
independence which are fundamental to the

Charter of the United Nations.

While draft resolution B in section IV of

the First Committee's report may appear to

have some similar provisions, permit me to

repeat here in the plenary that it is not in

accord with past resolutions adopted by the

General Assembly. It does not encourage

discussions by all the parties concerned with

peace and security on the peninsula. Indeed,

as has been made clear in public statements,

it has the intention to exclude one of the

principal parties, the Republic of Korea, from

any such discussions.

How many members of this General Assem-

bly would support a resolution which denied

them the right to participate in the deter-

mination of their own future? Since most
members of this body believe firmly in the

right of all people, any people, to self-deter-

mination—certainly my government does

so—it is surprising that some here are argu-

ing that two-thirds of the population of the

Korean Peninsula should be denied a say in

their own future. I would ask that all those

who believe in self-detei'mination would

ponder seriously this grave omission in

resolution B. Are we to assume that those

who support resolution B in the committee

report subscribe to a doctrine of limited sov-

ereignty for the sovereign state of the Repub-
lic of Korea? This doctrine of limited sov-

ereignty is, I believe, not unfamiliar to a

number of the member states who cospon-

sored resolution B.

Mr. President, there is also the question

of U.S. troops in the Republic of Korea pur-

suant to a bilateral arrangement between

the United States and the Republic of

Korea—our Mutual Defense Treaty of 1954.

These U^S. troops are there at the invitation

of the Government of the Republic of Korea.

Many member states have similar bilateral

arrangements between them concerning the

stationing of military forces. However, the

other resolution and the letter which intro-

duced it make clear that it is these U.S.

forces in Korea under a bilateral agreement

which are the forces it wants withdrawn

from Korea.

It seeks to make this a matter of U.N.

business by referring to them as forces

under the U.N. flag. As my delegation stated

in the First Committee, the fact is that, with

the exception of less than 300 personnel in

the U.N. Command, the American troops in
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Korea are not under the U.N. flag. These

U.S. troops, I repeat, serve in the Republic

of Korea under a bilateral agreement.

Many of those who cosponsored the otlier

resolution have bilateral security arrange-

ments which either permit the stationing of

their military forces on the territory of an-

other state or which cover the stationing of

foreign military forces on their own terri-

tory. Are they now saying that such bilateral

arrangements are illegal or improper?

I reemphasize that my government will

not place in jeopardy the future stability of

the peninsula by agreeing to actions which

would have as their consequence an increase

in military tensions and uncertainty. As we
stressed in the First Committee, this would

be irresponsible and dangerous to the objec-

tives we all espouse. Again may I ask that

each member carefully consider its vote on

the Korean item.

TEXTS OF RESOLUTIONS

Resolution 3390 A ^

The General Assembly,

Mindful of the hope expressed by it in resolution

3333 (XXIX) of 17 December 1974,

Desiring that progress be made towards the at-

tainment of the goal of peaceful reunification of

Korea on the basis of the freely expressed will of

the Korean people,

Recalling its satisfaction with the issuance of the

joint communique at Seoul and Pyongyang on 4 July

1972 and the declared intention of both the South

and the North of Korea to continue the dialogue be-

tween them,

Further recalling that by its resolution 711 A
(VII), adopted on 28 Auugst 1953, the General As-

sembly noted with approval the Armistice Agreement
of 27 July 1953, and that, in its resolution 811 (IX)

of 11 December 1954, it expressly took note of the

provision of the Armistice Agreement which re-

quires that the Agreement shall remain in effect

until expressly superseded either by mutually ac-

ceptable amendments and additions or by provision

in an appropriate agreement for a peaceful settle-

ment at a political level between both sides,

Aware, however, that tension in Korea has not

been totally eliminated and that the Armistice Agree-

ment remains indispensable to the maintenance of

peace and security in the area,

Noting the letter of 27 June 1975, addressed to

the President of the Security Council by the Govern-

ment of the United States of America, affirming that

it is prepared to tei-minate the United Nations Com-
mand on 1 January 1976, provided that the other

parties directly concerned reach agreement on alter-

native arrangements mutually acceptable to them

for maintaining the Armistice Agreement,

Noting the statement of 27 June 1975 by the Gov-

ernment of the Republic of Korea affirming its will-

ingness to enter into arrangements for maintaining

the Armistice Agreement,

Recognizing that, in accordance with the purposes

and principles of the Charter of the United Nations

regarding the maintenance of international peace and

security, the United Nations has a continuing re-

sponsibility to ensure the attainment of this goal on

the Korean peninsula,

1. Reaffirms the wishes of its members, as ex-

pressed in the consensus statement adopted by the

(Jeneral Assembly on 28 November 1973, and urges

both the South and the North of Korea to continue

their dialogue to expedite the peaceful reunification

of Korea;

2. Expresses the hope that all parties directly

concerned will enter into negotiations on new ar-

rangements designed to replace the Armistice Agree-

ment, reduce tensions and ensure lasting peace in

the Korean peninsula;

3. Urges all the parties directly concerned, as a

first step, bearing in mind the need to ensure con-

tinued observation of the Armistice Agreement and

the full maintenance of peace and security in the

region, to embark on talks as soon as possible so that

the United Nations Command may be dissolved con-

currently with arrangements for maintaining the

Armistice Agreement;

4. Expresses the further hope that these discus-

sions will be completed and alternative arrangements

for the maintenance of the Armistice Agreement will

be made in order that the United Nations Command
may be dissolved on 1 January 1976 so that by that

date no armed forces under the United Nations flag

will remain in the South of Korea.

Resolution 3390 B^

The General Assembly,

Noting that the reunification of Korea has not yet

been achieved although 30 years have elapsed since

* A/RES/3390 A (XXX) (text from U.N. doc. A/
10327, report of the First Committee on agenda item

119, Question of Korea); adopted by the committee

on Oct. 29 by a vote of 59 (U.S.) to 51, with 29 ab-

stentions; adopted by the Assembly on Nov. 18 by a

vote of 59 (U.S.) to 51, with 29 abstentions.

= A/RES/3390 B (XXX) (text from A/10327);
adopted by the Committee on Nov. 3 by a vote of 51

to 38 (U.S.), with 50 abstentions; adopted by the

Assembly on Nov. 18 by a vote of 54 to 43 (U.S.),

with 42 abstentions.
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Korea was divided into the North and the South and
22 years since the establishment of the armistice in

Korea,

Recalling the obligations assumed by States in

accordance with the Charter of the United Nations

on respect for the principle of equality and self-deter-

mination of peoples and on refraining from interven-

ing in matters which are within the domestic juris-

diction of any State,

Considering that it conforms with the principles

of the Charter to encourage the Korean people to

achieve the independent and peaceful reunification of

their country at the earliest possible date on the basis

of the three principles of independence, peaceful re-

unification and great national unity and to create

favourable conditions for it,

Hoping that the North and the South of Korea
will promote their dialogue to accelerate the reunifi-

cation of the country in accordance with the spirit

of the joint statement of 4 July 1972 and with the

decision adopted by the General Assembly at its

twenty-eighth session, on 28 November 1973, which
welcomed the joint statement.

Considering that a durable peace cannot be ex-

pected so long as the present state of armistice is

kept as it is in Korea,

Considering that, in order to guarantee a durable

peace in Korea and accelerate its independent and
peaceful reunification, it is urgently necessary to take

new decisive measures for terminating foreign inter-

ference in its internal affairs, removing tension and
preventing armed conflicts in that region,

1. Considers that it is necessary to dissolve the

"United Nations Command" and withdraw all the

foreign troops stationed in South Korea under the

flag of the United Nations;

2. Calls upon the real parties to the Armistice

Agreement to replace the Korean Military Armistice

Agreement with a peace agreement as a measure to

ease tension and maintain and consolidate peace in

Korea in the context of the dissolution of the "United
Nations Command" and the withdrawal of all the

foreign troops stationed in South Korea under the

flag of the United Nations;

3. Urges the North and the South of Korea to

observe the principles of the North-South joint state-

ment and take practical measures for ceasing arms
reinforcement, reducing the armed forces of both

sides drastically to an equal level, preventing armed
conflicts and guaranteeing against the use of force

against the other side, and thereby remove the mili-

tary confrontation and maintain a durable peace in

Korea, conducive to accelerating the independent and
peaceful reunification of the country.

United States Discusses Major Arms Control Issues

Before U.N. General Assembly

Folloiving is a statement 7nade in Com-
mittee I (Political and Security) of the U.N.

General Assembly on October 30 by U.S.

Representative Joseph Martin, Jr., who is

head of the U.S. delegation to the Conference

of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD).

USUN press release 132 dated October 30

We begin the disarmament debate this

year with the most extensive agenda in the

First Committee's history. This heavy work-

load reflects the importance of the General

Assembly as a focal point for disarmament
efforts worldwide. It also reflects the increas-

ing activity at smaller and more specialized

disarmament forums in recent years.

In particular, there was a pronounced up-

turn in the activity of the Conference of the

Committee on Disarmament in Geneva. The

1975 CCD session, while continuing work on

the important items already on its agenda,

considered a number of other disarmament

issues that had not previously received close

scrutiny. The committee made extensive use

of technical experts to explore these topics.

It held useful discussions leading to decisions

on its future scheduling and organization of

work. In all of these activities, the committee

benefited from the infusion of the talents

and fresh perspectives of five new members.

Among the new items considered by the

CCD in 1975 was the question of environ-

mental warfare. As members of this commit-

tee know, the United States and the Soviet
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Union tabled at the CCD, as a basis for

negotiation, identical drafts of a convention

on the prohibition of military or any other

hostile use of environmental modification

techniques.' In introducing the draft for the

United States, I pointed out that, while en-

vironmental warfare is not at present prac-

tical on a militarily significant scale, under-

standing and technology in the field are

advancing. For that reason, the United

States believes action should be taken now
to adopt effective restraints—before tech-

niques are perfected and their potential

threat materializes.

The draft convention tabled in Geneva
would prohibit military or any other hostile

use of environmental modification techniques

having widespread, long-lasting, or severe

effects as a means of causing destruction,

damage, or injury to any other state party.

The draft contains an illustrative list of

effects of environmental modification. In-

cluded in this list are earthquakes and
tsunamis; an upset in the ecological balance

of a region; and changes in weather pat-

terns, in the state of the ozone layer or

ionosphere, in climate patterns, and in ocean
currents.

The framing of restraints on environ-

mental warfare presented several conceptual

challenges. We believe the draft convention

deals successfully with each of these:

—First, it uses general criteria to describe

prohibited activities. We believe this is es-

sential in a field that is still largely hypo-
thetical and where any specific, exhaustive
listing of proscribed actions could be made
irrelevant by technological developments.

—Second, the draft convention focuses on
the use of techniques which would have
widespread, long-lasting, or severe effects.

The draft accordingly deals with activities

that are the source of the most serious con-

cern, and it recognizes that the ability to

verify compliance with treaty constraints is

related to the scale of the activity prohibited.

' For a U.S. statement made in the CCD on Aug.
21 and text of the draft convention, see Bulletin
of Sept. 15, 1975, p. 417.

—Third, the draft deals with the deliber-

ate manipulation of natural environmental

processes as the means of causing damage,

destruction, or injury. Thus it distinguishes

between the use of environmental modifica-

tion techniques as weapons, which is covered

by the draft, and the incidental environ-

mental effects of other weapons, an issue

that is being dealt with by the Diplomatic

Conference on Humanitarian Law in Armed
Conflict.

—Fourth, the prohibition against "mili-

tary or any other hostile use" covers not

only the use of environmental modification

techniques to supplement other means of

waging war but also the use of such tech-

niques with hostile intent even when no

other weapons are being used.

—Finally, the prohibitions would not im-

pede the full realization of any peaceful

benefits that may result from environmental

modification. Because much research and de-

velopment on environmental modification

could have both peaceful and hostile appli-

cations, it is not possible to insure that such

research and development for peaceful pur-

poses will not have military implications. For
this reason, the draft does not attempt to

prohibit research and development.

We look forward to hearing the views of

others on the question of environmental

modification and to negotiations at the CCD
next spring on the draft texts now before

the committee. We hope that the General

Assembly will encourage this process by
adopting a generally acceptable resolution.

Limitations on Military Expenditures

Another new item discussed at the CCD
this year was the question of agreed limita-

tions on military expenditures. There is a

long history of proposals to limit armaments
through such agreements, but conceptual

and practical difficulties have so far pre-

vented serious consideration of this ap-

proach. As a result, arms control and dis-

armament negotiations have concentrated on

measures to limit military forces and activi-

ties rather than expenditures.
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Recently, however, useful work has been

done on identifying the problems that must
be solved if agreed military expenditure lim-

itations are to become a possibility, either

as an independent arms control measure or

as a complement to force limitations. I refer

to the experts' study of the question of the

reduction of military budgets pursuant to a
1973 General Assembly resolution. The As-
sembly last year recognized the significance

of that study and asked the Secretary Gen-
eral to request the views of states on the

issues it raised.

In replying to the Secretary General,

my government pointed out that the con-

sultant experts' study provided a sound
basis for further efforts to solve the prob-

lems of agreed expenditure limitations. At
the CCD this summer, we gave our views
on what we consider to be the most promis-
ing course for such efforts.- We suggested
that the CCD organize a study of the ques-

tions that must be answered to determine
the feasibility of agreed military expenditure
limitations. These questions are:

—First, how can one measure the military

spending of different countries, with their

different currencies, different fiscal and fi-

nancial practices, and different kinds of
armed forces, so as to permit effective com-
parisons?

—Second, how can limitations be formu-
lated and applied so that no country will feel

that its security could be endangered by an
agi-eement ?

—And third, how can compliance with a

limitation agreement be assured?

We further suggested that a study begin

with the first of those three questions : the

definition and comparative measurement of

military expenditures. Such a study, we be-

lieve, should be carried out by a small group
of highly qualified government specialists,

preferably economists or budget experts. We
believe the General Assembly could give

valuable impetus and direction to this effort

- For a U.S. statement made in the CCD on July 24,
see Bulletin of Aug. 25, 1975, p. 282.

by adopting an appropriate resolution re-

questing the CCD to organize such a study

and authorizing the Secretary General to

provide necessary services to the experts.

Biological and Chemical Weapons

Last year Resolution 3256 invited all

states that had not yet done so to sign and
ratify the Biological Weapons Convention

and to accede to or ratify the 1925 Geneva
Protocol. The resolution further called on the

CCD to continue its work on effective meas-
ures for the prohibition of chemical weap-
ons (CW).
The Biological Weapons Convention has

now entered into force, following ratification

by the United States, the United Kingdom,
and the U.S.S.R. as depositaries; and the

United States last spring completed its rati-

fication of the Geneva Protocol.

As for the third element of the Assem-
bly's recommendation, it is no secret that

the negotiation of a ban on chemical weap-

ons has proved more complex and difficult

than many of us anticipated. Because pro-

duction and stockpiling of chemical weapons
can be concealed more easily than many
other military activities, particularly in

countries with large chemical industries,

verifying compliance with a treaty can

present great difliiculties. Nevertheless, the

goal of finding effective solutions has been

pursued in good faith, and without mini-

mizing the diflSculties ahead, I think it is fair

to say that there has been some progress.

Following their summit commitment to

consider a joint initiative on chemical weap-

ons at the CCD, the Governments of the

United States and the Soviet Union made
contacts during 1975 with a view to finding

an appropriate means of carrying out such

an initiative. In addition, as I reported to

the CCD last August, the United States has

concluded that an initial CW measure should

deal with all lethal chemical weapons. In the

months ahead, my government will continue

its efforts in this field, with the hope that

they will point to promising approaches to a

possible joint initiative at the CCD during

1976.
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Reducing the Threat of Nuclear War

The United States attaches the utmost
imiwrtance to reducing the threat of nuclear

war—both by limiting and reducing nuclear

arsenals and by preventing the spread of

nuclear weapons capabilities to additional

states.

The 29th U.N. General Assembly identified

these two related issues as being of greatest

concej'n to the world community and made
several constructive recommendations for

action. Since then important steps have been

taken in various specialized forums. None-

theless we must again make these vital

issues the center of the General Assembly's

attention and the object of our most deter-

mined efforts in the years ahead.

My government places particular impor-

tance on the talks between the United States

and the Soviet Union on the limitation of

strategic arms (SALT). We fully recognize

that all members of this body have an impor-

tant stake in the outcome of these negotia-

tions, which affect both the strategic balance

between two countries and the security of

the world at large. We intend to keep the

General Assembly fully informed of the re-

sults of these negotiations.

The United States hopes to conclude in the

near future the negotiation of a SALT Two
agreement based on principles set out in the

summit meeting at Vladivostok a year ago.

By imposing equal limits on the aggregate

number of strategic delivery vehicles on each

side, the new agreement will eliminate many
of the uncertainties that have driven the

competition for nuclear arms.

But curbing this competition will not be

enough. We must work vigorously to reduce

the nuclear arsenals that have already been

assembled. Therefore my government intends

to proceed as soon as possible to follow-on

negotiations aimed at achieving further lim-

itations and reductions.

Last year Resolution 3261 D expressed the

General Assembly's concern that six states

had engaged in nuclear testing and called on

the COD to consider the arms control impli-

cations of nuclear explosions for peaceful

purposes in the context of its report on the

elaboration of a treaty designed to achieve a

comprehensive test ban (GTB). Thus, the

closely related issues of nonproliferation,

nuclear weapons testing restraints, and
peaceful nuclear explosions (PNE's) were
brought into a single focus.

The U.S. Government fully recognizes the

importance of restraints on nuclear-weapons

testing for curbing the nuclear arms race.

We remain committed to the objective of an
adequately verified comprehensive test ban
treaty. In view of the longstanding deadlock

on means of achieving that objective, we
agreed with the Soviet Union in July 1974
to take a practical step forward by signing

the Threshold Test Ban Treaty.

The U.S.S.R. recently submitted to the

Assembly a draft treaty on the complete

prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. While
we can agree that a complete halt to all

nuclear-weapons testing by all countries

must certainly be our objective, the Soviet

draft does not appear to solve problems that

must be solved if we are to achieve that

objective.

In particular, reliance on national means
of verification is not, in our view, an ade-

quate basis for clearing up uncertainties as

to whether ambiguous seismic signals are

caused by an earthquake or by a nuclear

explosion.

Moreover, the draft does not specify veri-

fication measures for PNE's but merely

states that such explosions would be gov-

erned by a separate agreement. This ap-

proach leaves unresolved the critical question

whether, under a comprehensive test ban,

an adequately verifiable accommodation for

PNE's can be worked out. At the CCD this

summer the U.S. delegation pointed out that

if PNE's were to be accommodated under a

CTB, a verification system would have to be

devised that, at a minimum, could provide

adequate assurance that PNE's did not in-

volve the testing of a new weapon concept,

the use of a stockpiled weapon to verify its

performance, or the carrying out of nuclear-

weapons-effects studies. No solution to this

problem has yet been found.

Further consideration of this complex and
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difficult problem could provide a better un-

derstanding of how it might be possible to

achieve adequate assurance that nuclear-

weajwns-related benefits would not be ob-

tained if PNE's were permitted under a com-
prehensive weapons test ban. We look for-

ward to the meeting of test ban experts at

the CCD next spring, which we expect will

consider CTB verification problems.

A second aspect of the PNE problem was
examined last summer at the CCD; namely,

the implications of PNE's for nonprolifera-

tion. As can be seen in the special section on

PNE's in the CCD annual report, there was
a very wide measure of agreement in the

committee based on evidence presented by

technical experts, that acquisition by a non-

nuclear-weapon state of a capability to con-

duct PNE's is incompatible with the objec-

tive of preventing the spread of nuclear

weapons. Consequently, there was wide sup-

port for the idea that, if PNE's were to be

pursued, they should be conducted in a man-
ner consistent with article V of the Nonpro-
liferation Treaty.

An important step was taken recently

when the Board of Governors of the IAEA
established an ad hoc advisory group on
PNE's. My government is participating ac-

tively in that group. In our view it should

not only achieve a fuller understanding of

the economic, technical, legal and treaty, and
health and safety aspects of PNE's but
should also make substantial headway in lay-

ing the legal and procedural foundation for

the international service that would be re-

quired if the remaining questions concerning
the feasibility and utihty of PNE's should
be resolved.

Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones

The possibility of creating nuclear-weap-
on-free zones in various regions of the world
has recently attracted much interest. It is

the view of many governments, including

my own, that nuclear-weapon-free zones
could contribute to regional and global se-

curity and that such zones could also make
a significant regional contribution to non-
proliferation. Depending on the specific ar-

rangements, a nuclear-weapon-free zone

could effectively complement the Nonpro-

liferation Treaty.

At the request of the 29th General As-

sembly, a comprehensive study of the ques-

tion of nuclear-weapon-free zones was car-

ried out under the auspices of the CCD. We
believe that the study, prepared under the

able leadership of Professor Keijo Korhonen,

of Finland, merits serious consideration by
governments and particularly by those ac-

tively considering nuclear-weapon-free-zone

projects.

The experts carrying out the study out-

lined areas of disagreement as well as agree-

ment, reflecting their national positions. This

made it possible to explore problems that

otherwise would not have been considered.

As a result, we believe this study provides

a more realistic and complete assessment

than heretofore existed of the prospects for

and potential value of nuclear-weapon-free

zones. My delegation would favor a resolution

commending the study to the attention of

U.N. members and requesting their com-

ments on it, with a view to further discus-

sion of the issues at the 31st session of the

General Assembly.

I will reserve comments on specific nu-

clear-weapon-free-zone proposals for the dis-

cussion of those individual items later in our

committee's schedule. However, I would like

to make the general observation that, while

nuclear-weapon-free-zone projects can be

given an initial impetus by General As-

sembly resolutions, there is no substitute

for the development of concrete zone ar-

rangements by the states concerned. The
Treaty of Tlatelolco [Treaty for the Prohibi-

tion of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America]

would never have prospered by relying on

resolutions rather than on the persevering

efli'orts of its founders. Therefore, while my
delegation will follow the debate here with

interest, we will also look at followup actions

in the months ahead in measuring the pros-

pects of particular projects.

Regional Nuclear Fuel Cycle Centers

Among the foremost challenges of our

time is the need for nuclear power to help

meet expanding energy requirements in a
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safe, environmentally sound, and economic
manner. This challenge becomes acute, par-

ticularly insofar as nonproliferation is con-

cerned, in the stages of the nuclear fuel

cycle that involve storage, transportation,

and reprocessing of spent fuel.

One of the most critical steps in the final

stage of the fuel cycle is reprocessing, which
involves the recovery by chemical means of

Plutonium from spent reactor fuel. Although
it is evident that nuclear power can be gen-

erated without reprocessing—and indeed,

advanced and large-scale nuclear power pro-

grams currently exist without it—the po-

tential value of reprocessing derives from
the possibility of recycling plutonium as re-

actor fuel.

However, many uncertainties remain. Dif-

ficulties have been encountered in construct-

ing plants that can be operated on a sound
commercial basis. More generally, the eco-

nomic benefits, as well as the feasibility and
public acceptability, of plutonium recycling

are yet to be proven on a commercial scale.

It is impossible to project with confidence

the impact of plutonium recycling on the

cost of generating electrical power since

several unpredictable variables are involved,

such as the costs of uranium, enrichment,

reprocessing, and fuel fabrication. We do
know, however, that nuclear fuel costs rep-

resent only a small portion of total nuclear

electricity costs and recycled plutonium will

satisfy only about 20 percent of total reactor

fuel requirements. Therefore the impact on
total nuclear electricity-generating costs is

likely to be extremely small.

These uncertainties have clearly affected

the development of reprocessing capabilities

in the United States. Although there are

about 55 nuclear power reactors on line in

the United States, no commercial reprocess-

ing facilities are in operation.

If the recovery and i-ecycling of plutonium
does eventually prove to be economically ad-

vantageous, it will almost certainly be for

large reprocessing plants which will service

many reactors. It has been estimated that

more than forty 1000-megawatt light water
reactors would be required before reprocess-

ing could be an economically viable opera-
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tion. For smaller nuclear power programs,

the construction of small, inefficient re-

processing plants would be a costly enter-

prise. Nor is it likely that such plants would
make an appreciable contribution to a coun-

try's independence from outside sources of

fuel.

In addition, the construction of many
small plants, however legitimate the motiva-

tions, can only accentuate widespread con-

cerns over the growing availability of pluto-

nium throughout the world.

Therefore, in the interest of promoting
the most economical use of nuclear energy
resources as well as in the interest of assur-

ing that future developments do not detract

from our nonproliferation objectives, a better

approach should be found than building many
small national reprocessing plans. One ap-

proach—which the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency considers promising and is

studying in depth—is the establishment of

multinational regional nuclear fuel cycle

centers. Secretary Kissinger, speaking to the

General Assembly on September 22, ex-

pressed strong U.S. support for this idea.

The multinational approach appears to be

economically preferable to constructing

small national facilities, since it would pool

the talents and interests of several nations

and take advantage of economies of scale. It

would also reduce the risks of theft and di-

version of nuclear material and facilitate the

application of international safeguards.

The possible economic benefits as well as

the environmental and safety advantages of

multinational fuel centers merit serious con-

sideration by all states. Certainly no less im-

portant to the world community—and of

particular concern to this committee—are
the implications for nonproliferation and
international security.

As Secretary Kissinger pointed out in his

statement to the General Assembly:

The greatest single danger of unrestrained nuclear
proliferation resides in the spread under national

control of reprocessing facilities for the atomic mate-
rials in nuclear power plants.

The United States therefore strongly

urges all states in a position to do so to assist

the IAEA in a thorough and expeditious
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analysis of the multinational regional fuel

cycle center concept, and we also encourage

states to explore the possibilities for such

fuel cycle cooperation in their own regions.

U.S. Pledges Continued Efforts

in Drug Abuse Control

Following is a statement by Congressman

Donald M. Eraser, U.S. Representative to

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

mittee III (Social, Humanitarian and Cul-

tural) on October 28.

USUN press release 130 dated October 28

We meet this year with increased aware-

ness of the gravity and widening extent of

the problem of drug abuse. It is indeed un-

fortunate that each year such awareness is

purchased with the lives and futures of

those thousands more people who have died

from drugs or who have become slaves to

them. Drug abuse continues to cloud the

lives of millions of the world's inhabitants,

of every nationality, every ideology, and

every economic condition.

Experience has shown that no nation act-

ing in isolation can successfully combat drug

abuse within its national frontiers. The in-

ternational narcotics control conventions,

starting with the 1912 Hague Convention,

testify to the international community's

realization of this fact. So, too, international

participation in the Commission on Narcotic

Drugs, and in discussions here in a commit-

tee of the General Assembly, represents the

latest links in a chain forged by the concern

of the people of the world with the menace

of drug abuse and its attendant social ills.

This past year has seen the nations of the

world take significant steps toward achiev-

ing closer cooperation in the struggle against

the illicit drug traffic. The entry into force

of the Protocol Amending the Single Con-

vention on Narcotic Drugs is an encourag-

ing development; but for the protocol to

realize its full potential as an instrument

for narcotics control, it must, like the single

convention it amends, be universally ac-
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cepted. The United States is a party to the

pi'otocol and urges all countries not yet

parties to adhere to it as promptly as pos-

sible.

As noted in the statement of the Inter-

national Narcotics Control Board, the proto-

col expands the authority of the Board, a

body charged with critical responsibilities

under the 1961 single convention and other,

earlier, treaties. The protocol also gives the

Board new tools with which to work. It

stresses the need for the Board to maintain

a continuing dialogue with governments and

with the specialized agencies, with the objec-

tive of promoting the most effective compli-

ance with the provisions of the conventions.

The Board may now recommend that finan-

cial assistance be accorded governments en-

countering difficulties as they attempt in

good faith to meet their treaty obligations.

As the Board's statement observes, the in-

novations are in addition to more stringent

alternative courses open to the Board under

the single convention.

The United States believes that the Board

must be independent to perform its treaty-

mandated functions. An independent Board

with quasi-judicial responsibilities requires

a distinct secretariat separate from the Di-

vision of Narcotic Drugs, which services a

political organ, the Commission on Narcotic

Drugs.

As important as the international control

instruments are, they rely on, and can only

serve to supplement, the efforts of each

national administration within its own bor-

ders. The U.N. Fund for Drug Abuse Control

is now assisting many countries to increase

the effectiveness of their national drug con-

trols. I would like to take this opportunity,

Mr. Chairman, to congratulate the Fund's

new Executive Director, Ambassador de

Beus [J. G. de Beus, former Representative

of the Netherlands to the U.N.], on his ap-

pointment and to wish him every success.

At the same time, let us express our ap-

preciation to the retiring Acting Executive

Director, Dr. Sten Martens, for his dedica-

tion and leadership during a critical period

in the development of the Fund.

The United States is pleased to note the
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Fund's activity in support of the Govern-

ment of Turkey in carrying out that govern-

ment's decision to harvest unincised poppy
capsules rather than opium and thus reduce

the risk of diversion into illicit channels. It

appears encouragingly clear that the Gov-

ernment of Turkey, with U.N. assistance,

has successfully controlled the cultivation

and harvest of this year's poppy crop. We
commend the Government of Turkey's very

considerable efforts to control this produc-

tion and the determination of the govern-

ment, expressed here by its representative,

to control future crops.

Now that the Fund has come of age and
is proving itself an effective instrument for

promoting narcotics control and treatment,

we hope that more nations will perceive it

in their interest to contribute or contribute

more generously to it. The United States is

proud of its past support of the Fund ; we
consider our contributions money well spent,

and we will continue to support its activities.

But as more countries seek assistance from
the Fund—that is to say, as the Fund be-

comes steadily more effective—its financial

resources stretch thinner and thinnei-. Al-

ready the Fund has had to pare down its

early ambitious plans, and it is not yet five

years old.

Drug abuse will not disappear of its own
accord, nor will fervent hopes keep it at bay.

Action, both national and international, is

required; and the U.N. Fund provides a

vehicle for action. Those countries with drug
problems know that they have good reason
to support the Fund: for they have seen
what drug abuse does to the individual, his

family, and his community. Countries, like

individuals, can learn from the experience

of others. A generous annual contribution

to the U.N. Fund, inasmuch as it may help

keep drug abuse from spreading, represents

but a small fraction of the cost of coping

with drug abuse after it has gained a foot-

hold in a society.

The United States echoes the recent call

of the President of Bolivia before the Gen-

eral Assembly for international cooperation

against the illicit drug traffic. We commend
Bolivia for joining action to its words, as

demonstrated by its recent accession to the

single convention and the amending protocol.

We wish to take this occasion to single out

for expressions of our admiration the actions

being taken by the Governments of Mexico
and of Burma to cope with the major amounts
of opium and its derivatives illicitly pro-

duced in those countries. Their plans to

intensify their efforts are to be warmly com-
mended. Many governments are active in the

worldwide struggle to bring drug abuse un-

der more effective control, but time does

not permit us to cite them all here.

Before concluding these remarks I would
like to stress the importance the United

States attaches to the earliest possible entry

into force of the 1971 Convention on Psycho-

tropic Substances.

I wish to reaffirm my government's pledge

to continue its efforts—bilateral, multilat-

eral, and national—to reduce the demand for

illicit drugs through treatment and preven-

tion programs and to reduce the traffic in

illicit drugs which feeds this demand.
The United States has cosponsored the

four draft resolutions before this committee.

Taken together, they propose a course of

action designed to maintain the momentum
developed in recent years by nations com-
mitted to the struggle against drug abuse.*

' On Oct. 28 the committee, without a negative
vote, recommended to the General Assembly the
adoption of resolutions on the 1971 Convention on
Psychotropic Substances, the 1972 Protocol Amend-
ing the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, ade-
quate priority for narcotics control, and the U.N.
Fund for Drug Abuse Control.
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THE CONGRESS

Department Discusses Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy

and Non proliferation of Weapons

Folloiving is a statement by Myron B.

Kratzer, Acting Assistant Secretary for

Oceans and International Environmental

and Scientific Affairs, made before the Sub-

committee on International Security and

Scientific Affairs of the House Committee on

International Relations on November 5.'

It is a privilege to appear before your

committee today on behalf of the Depart-

ment of State to offer testimony on the im-

portant subject of nuclear proliferation and,

specifically, on House Concurrent Resolution

371.

At the outset, I should like to reaffirm the

strong commitment of the Department of

State to the policy of avoiding the prolifer-

ation of nuclear weapons. Secretary Kis-

singer has expressed personally, on a number
of occasions, the importance of this goal and

has proposed for international consideration

several important measures designed to re-

duce the risks of further proliferation.

While House Concurrent Resolution 371

deals with several aspects of the control of

nuclear weapons, I should like to concentrate

my testimony today on the problem of nu-

clear proliferation as that term is generally

used; that is, the acquisition by additional

nations of a nuclear-weapons or nuclear ex-

plosive capability. In particular, I will deal

with the question of the proliferation risks

arising out of the application of nuclear

energy to peaceful purposes.

Before commenting on the specific features

of House Concurrent Resolution 371, I be-

' The complete transcript of the hearings will be
published by the committee and will be available

from the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402.

lieve it may be useful to review the historical

background of the proliferation issue, as

well as some of the technical considerations

which bear on it.

Since the dawn of the nuclear age, U.S.

policy has been to avoid the spread of nu-

clear weapons. The Baruch plan, put forward

by the United States at the United Nations

in the days immediately after World War II,

foreshadowed the efforts we have made for

the past 30 years to lessen the likelihood of

proliferation. This plan proposed the pro-

hibition of nuclear weapons and the place-

ment of sensitive peaceful nuclear activities

under international ownership and control.

When the plan was rejected by the Soviet

Union, we moved to a policy of strict secrecy

as a means of containing proliferation. In

less than a decade, it became evident that

this approach would not succeed.

By 1953, both the Soviet Union and the

United Kingdom had developed nuclear

weapons. Major peaceful nuclear programs
had been established by Canada and France

and were beginning in many other countries.

These facts made it clear that, like all scien-

tific knowledge, nuclear science, which in-

deed had its origins in Europe, could not

remain an American monopoly.

Late that year. President Eisenhower, in

a speech before the United Nations, laid the

foundation for the approach that has gov-

erned our nonproliferation policy ever since.

In brief, he proposed worldwide cooperation

in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. This

was to be accomplished under effective con-

trols so as to insure that other countries

could receive the peaceful benefits of the

atom without establishing independent pro-

grams which could lead to the development

of nuclear weapons.
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The Congress endorsed this approach in

1954 by fundamentally amending the Atomic

Energy Act to permit our engaging in nu-

clear cooperation under strict procedural and

substantive controls, including congressional

review and oversight.

The revised act provided that certain

forms of nuclear cooperation should take

place under agreements for cooperation be-

tween the United States and each cooperat-

ing country or group of countries. Each
agreement, including any amendments, must
be personally approved by the President in

writing on the basis of a determination that

the agreement will promote, and not consti-

tute an unreasonable risk to, the common
defense and security. Subsequently, each

agreement is submitted to the Congress and

referred to the Joint Committee on Atomic

Energy, which must report on it to the

Congress. The Congress may prevent the

agreement from coming into force by adopt-

ing a concurrent resolution to that effect

within a 30-day period thereafter.

Application of International Safeguards

I noted earlier that the approach we have

followed since the early 1950's has been

nuclear cooperation under "effective con-

trols." These controls consist, basically, of

assurances by other governments with

whom we have agreements that materials

and equipment provided by the United States

will not be used for the production of nuclear

weapons or for other military purposes, with

these assurances being independently veri-

fied by measures which we designate "safe-

guards."

Thus, this much-misunderstood term re-

fers to the mechanism which has been de-

veloped to assure and demonstrate the

observance of governmental guarantees

against the diversion of nuclear materials and

equipment to military purposes. They rely

upon independent and objective measures,

including onsite inspection, applied by per-

sonnel from outside the inspected country

and designed to detect any diversion of nu-

clear material to unauthorized purposes.

This concept of independent verification
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of sovereign undertakings through such

measures as inspection by foreign personnel

was a novel one at the time; and the rights

to make these inspections were achieved

with considerable difficulty through vigorous

use of the bargaining power the United

States could exert as a provider of nuclear

assistance

In the early days, and indeed up until the

mid-1960's, safeguards were applied by U.S.

personnel. For the past decade the responsi-

bility for the application of safeguards was

assumed largely by the International Atomic

Energy Agency, located in Vienna. The need

for such an international safeguards system

was accentuated by the growing number of

nuclear supplier countries. Today more than

50 IAEA inspectors are applying safeguards,

including onsite inspection, to more than 60

major facilities in some 50 countries.

One of the common misconceptions con-

cerning safeguards is that they involve only

a system of materials accountability, or

"bookkeeping." In fact, the safeguards sys-

tem of the IAEA includes three basic ele-

ments: materials accountability, contain-

ment, and surveillance.

All three elements are necessary for an

effective safeguards system; and each of

them depends upon the actual physical pres-

ence of safeguards inspectors, supplemented

in many instances by instruments, seals,

and other technical measures. As an ex-

ample, at nuclear power reactors, not only

are discharged fuel rods accounted for

through physical inventories by visiting in-

spectors, but seals may be installed on re-

actors (containment) to insure that there

has been no unauthorized fuel removal be-

tween inspection visits and cameras may be

employed (surveillance) to detect any un-

authorized fuel movements in the spent-fuel

storage area.

National Physical Security Systems

It is important to recognize that inter-

national safeguards have a different and

more difficult task to perform than do domes-

tic control systems. The former cannot rely

on the presumption that no massive con-
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spiracy directed by the government itself

exists. At the same time international sys-

tems can and do rely on the fact that a

government itself has an overwhelming
self-interest in insuring that nuclear ma-
terial in its possession is not diverted by un-

authorized persons. The two systems there-

fore complement each other.

Safeguards, as I have attempted to make
clear, are designed to verify the faithful

observance by governments of their assur-

ances against diversion of materials to un-

authorized uses. However, the objective

measures which they employ for this pur-

pose are equally effective in detecting diver-

sion arising from any source—national or

subnational. However, safeguards do not

possess the capability of preventing theft,

seizures, or diversions of nuclear material

by unauthorized groups or individuals, in

contrast to detecting such actions. This is

the role of physical security systems employ-

ing guard forces, physical barriers, and re-

lated measures applied by national author-

ities.

The United States is engaged in an active

and extensive program of consultation with

nations which receive U.S. nuclear material

to strengthen physical security measures.

We have found that our partners are well

aware that their own interests in preventing

the theft or seizure of materials within their

borders is at least as strong as our own and
they are cooperating fully in this endeavor.

The International Atomic Energy Agency
is also assisting in this effort by developing

authoritative advice on the establishment of

effective national physical security regimes.

Effectiveness of Nonproliferation Measures

How effective have our measures been

against proliferation resulting from peaceful

cooperation in nuclear energy? Today, more
than 30 years after the commencement of

large-scale production of fissionable ma-
terials by the United States, five additional

countries have developed and tested nuclear

devices. Only one country, India, has deto-

nated a nuclear explosion making use of

834

material produced under a program which

was substantially assisted by outside sources

under arrangements for cooperation in the

peaceful uses of nuclear energy. In the

Indian case, the plutonium utilized was pro-

duced in a research reactor and was sepa-

rated in a reprocessing plant built by India.

These facilities were supplied under peaceful

uses assurances that were not sufficiently

clear to rule out the use of material for a

nuclear explosion which was described as

being for peaceful purposes. While there

were provisions for inspection and reports,

these did not have the effectiveness of cur-

rent safeguards.

While the diversion of materials produced

in the nuclear power fuel cycle is one pos-

sible route to proliferation, the facts I have

cited indicate that the way employed so far

has been the construction of simple facilities

specifically designed for the production of

fissionable materials. It was partly in re-

cognition of this problem that the United

States formulated, proposed, and actively

supported the Nonproliferation Treaty

(NPT), which requires non-nuclear-weapon

states which are parties to the treaty not

to acquire nuclear weapons from any sources

and to subject even their independent and

indigenous nuclear programs to peaceful use

undertakings verified by safeguards.

We can conclude from the experience of

the past that peaceful nuclear cooperation

undertaken under sufficiently strong assur-

ances and safeguards need not lead to pro-

liferation. The one case where such coopera-

tion contributed to the development of a

peaceful explosive device, as I have indi-

cated, involved arrangements made at a very

early stage of international nuclear coopera-

tion which have not been duplicated in later

arrangements.

Nevertheless, we cannot afford to be com-
placent about a risk of the magnitude en-

tailed by possible further proliferation. Ac-

cordingly, we and other leading nuclear na-

tions have been engaged in a thorough and
fundamental review of policies relating to

'

international cooperation in the peaceful

uses of nuclear energy.
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Technologies for Reprocessing and Enrichment

Much of the concern in this respect has

centered on the acquisition of facilities for

reprocessing or enrichment of nuclear fuel,

since it is these steps in the fuel cycle which

allow the production of material of immedi-

ate usability in nuclear explosives.

Because there has been so much current

discussion of the proliferation risks involved

in the international transfer of facilities or

technology for reprocessing and enrichment

of nuclear fuel, I believe we should clearly

understand the differences between them.

Reprocessing technology has long been un-

classified, and there is much general infor-

mation about it available. Our ability, there-

fore, is not unlimited as to how effectively

we can restrain the spread of reprocessing

capabilities.

On the other hand, the technology of

uranium enrichment has remained for the

most part classified and is not generally

available. Furthermore, unlike reprocessing,

the processes and equipment employed in

uranium enrichment are far from conven-

tional. Thus there is no readily available

basis for undertaking uranium enrichment

in most countries.

There are also significant differences

among various enrichment processes and re-

processing as to the readiness with which

weapons-usable material is obtainable. One
of the purposes of reprocessing is to recover

Plutonium in usable form. An enrichment

plant for producing light water power re-

actor fuel, however, need not produce highly

enriched uranium. The conversion of enrich-

ment plants designed to produce low-en-

riched uranium to the production of highly

enriched material is not impossible ; but it

is, for some processes, very difficult and

probably quite detectable.

Reducing Proliferation Risks of Reprocessing

Much of our current effort in the field of

nonproliferation is directed toward restrain-

ing the spread of reprocessing facilities un-

der national control, while seeking concur-

rently to develop arrangements under which
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this step of the nuclear fuel cycle can take

place with a minimum risk of proliferation.

Toward this end, in his U.N. speech of

September 22 of this year. Secretary Kis-

singer called for the establishment of multi-

national regional nuclear fuel cycle centers,

which would reduce the incentive for small

and inefliicient reprocessing facilities, limit

the possibility of diverting peaceful nuclear

materials to national military use, and create

a better framework for applying effective

international safeguards.

The IAEA is currently studying this con-

cept, including the economic and technical

factors related to such regional centers. The
establishment of such centers involves diffi-

cult technical, economic, and political issues

which cannot be resolved quickly. Neverthe-

less, their potential advantages, not only to

the achievement of nonproliferation but to

the economic development of nuclear power,

clearly justify the most determined possible

effort.

Another important and constructive de-

velopment in reducing the proliferation risks

of reprocessing is the proviso in recent agree-

ments the French and Germans have negoti-

ated with their nuclear customers that ap-

plies safeguards to the transfer of nuclear

technology. Under this approach, the recipi-

ents of sensitive nuclear technology are re-

quired to place under safeguards not only

the facilities which they receive from a nu-

clear supplier but any future facilities, in-

cluding those built entirely on their own,

which incorporate any of the sensitive tech-

nology originally supplied to them. This ap-

proach thus could bring under safeguards

sensitive fuel cycle facilities which might

otherwise come into existence without out-

side assistance.

The United States strongly favors this

restraint on the export of any technology in

sensitive areas, when such export takes

place. At the same time, we believe addi-

tional restraint which will avoid the spread

of sensitive fuel cycle facilities under nation-

al control is called for at the present time.

It is for this reason that Secretary Kis-

singer, in his address to the U.N. General
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Assembly, made the proposal for the estab-

lishment of multinational regional nuclear

fuel cycle centers, a concept which, of course,

is explicitly endorsed in House Concurrent

Resolution 371.

Another area of importance is the evolu-

tion of international safeguards. The Inter-

national Atomic Energy Agency has done

an impressive job in establishing and imple-

menting an effective safeguards system

—

the first of its kind in the world. As addi-

tional facilities and materials become sub-

ject to IAEA safeguards and especially as

the more complex and sensitive facilities

such as I'eprocessing plants are brought

under safeguards, vigorous efforts will be

required on the part of the Agency and its

members to insure that effective safeguards

are devised and applied. While the safe-

guarding of reprocessing plants and similar

fuel cycle facilities is a technically difficult

task, we believe there is no reason in prin-

ciple why safeguards of a practical nature

cannot provide a high degree of assurance

that significant diversion will be detected.

While our policy of nuclear cooperation

has as its primary goal the avoidance of nu-

clear proliferation, nuclear cooperation has

other important goals. The economic and
technical interdependence which results

from the supply of U.S. reactors and nuclear

fuel to other nations can strengthen political

ties and can have an important stabilizing

influence on international relations. Addi-

tionally, the sale of nuclear equipment and
services is of substantial economic benefit

to the United States, with sales to date esti-

mated at more than $2 billion and cumula-

tive sales through 1990 estimated at over

$40 billion.

House Concurrent Resolution 371

Let me turn now to House Concurrent
Resolution 371, introduced by you, Mr.

Chairman [Clement J. Zablocki], (and the

similar Senate Concurrent Resolution 69).

First of all, I would like to reaffirm the com-
mitment of the Department of State to the

principles underlying both these resolutions.
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With specific reference to the House reso-

lution, operative paragraph 1 urges that

after the provisos of the Vladivostok accord

of November 1974 are embodied in a treaty,

immediate negotiations take place looking

toward a further verifiable 20 percent re-

duction in the number of strategic nuclear

delivery vehicles and in the number of stra-

tegic missile launchers equipped with multi-

ple independently targetable reentry vehicles.

The Department of State does not believe

it desirable or prudent to specify in advance

a particular degree of reduction, since the

size of the reduction would itself be one of

the principal subjects of negotiation. The
Department of State suggests the resolution

be amended to urge a "substantial" reduc-

tion rather than specify a particular per-

centage to be achieved. (This same reserva-

tion applies to operative paragraph 1 of the

Senate resolution.)

Operative paragraph 2 urges an adequate-

ly verifiable comprehensive agreement end-

ing underground nuclear explosions, provid-

ed all nuclear-weapon states enter into such

an agreement. The relevant paragraph in

the Senate resolution omits the adherence

question.

As you know, the United States is com-
mitted to the goal of a comprehensive nu-

clear test ban treaty provided adequate veri-

fication measures can be achieved. The ex-

ecutive branch, however, has not determined

that the adherence of all nuclear-weapon

states is a prerequisite for the conclusion of

such an agreement. The Department of State

therefore would prefer that the resolution

note the U.S. commitment to an adequately

verifiable comprehensive test ban but leave

open the adherence issue in order to avoid

prejudging our position.

Operative paragraph 3 of House Con-

current Resolution 371 urges a halt on
further transfers of nuclear fuel, technology,

,

and equipment to any country which has not

accepted IAEA safeguards on all its nuclear

programs or which by January 1976 has not

become a party to the Nonproliferation

Treaty if all other major nuclear suppliers

agree to a similar halt on such transfers.
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(The language of the comparable paragraph

in Senate Concurrent Resolution 69 is virtu-

tcori
^IJy identical.)

The Department of State fully subscribes

okinjlto the objective of universal NPT adherence

and/or acceptance of IAEA safeguards and

will continue to strive for this objective. As
the resolution implicitly notes in the final

;lause of this paragraph, this objective is

not currently shared by all consumers and

suppliers. Hence, we welcome the resolu-

tion's recognition that an essential element

is agreement among all other major nuclear

suppliers on this question. In the absence

of such agreement, the United States, by

adopting such a policy unilaterally, would

not only be relinquishing a major part of the

international nuclear market to other sup-

pliers, but also it would be seriously weaken-

ing its influence on the policies both of sup-

pliers and recipient nations. Accordingly,

we regard it as essential that we not unilat-

erally withdraw from nuclear supply to coun-

tries who are prepared, as the NPT requires

of us, to accept safeguards on our assistance.

By so doing, I think we are better able to

Bxert influence toward the achievement of

our nonproliferation objectives in countries

that are non-NPT parties.

Operative paragraph 4 of House Concur-

rent Resolution 371 urges an agreement pro-

viding that the reprocessing of plutonium

resulting from any transfer between coun-

tries of nuclear fuel, technology, or equip-

ment be performed in regional facilities

which are heavily protected and guarded

under the strictest possible multinational

safeguards. (The comparable paragraph in

Senate Concurrent Resolution 69, while dif-

fering in language, is not substantively dif-

ferent.)

As I noted earlier in this statement, the

establishment of such multinational centers

is a U.S. objective; and we are working

actively with the IAEA in studying their

economic and technical feasibility. We must
recognize, however, that there is no una-

nimity as yet on the desirability of multi-

national centers, and there may be formi-

dable economic, technical, and political prob-
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lems which are as yet not well or widely

understood. I believe that we should con-

tinue to work toward their establishment in

a diligent way but would not immediately

go so far as to require their use on a manda-
tory basis for all plutonium reprocessing.

We also need to take into account that with-

out general acceptance of the multinational

concept, such a requirement could drive

nations to develop indigenous and unsafe-

guarded reprocessing plants, thereby defeat-

ing our objectives. I would also note that

paragraph 4 as written exempts from its

provisions countries which could develop in-

digenous reactors utilizing indigenous fuel.

I hope these comments on the resolution

will be helpful to the committee.

To return to the more general purpose of

this hearing, I wish to emphasize my strong

personal view that the proliferation of nu-

clear weapons is not inevitable. But to avoid

such proliferation will require diligent pur-

suit of a variety of complex political and

technical measures which minimize the pres-

sures for proliferation and at the same
time erect effective controls against it.

We in the Department of State, along

with our sister agencies in the executive

branch, have been and will remain committed

to such a course. I look foi"ward to close qnd
continuing cooperation with the Congress in

this most important endeavor.

Congressional Documents

Relating to Foreign Policy

94th Congress, 1st Session

Authorization Legislation for and the Operations of

the Council on International Economic Policy.

Hearing before the Subcommittee on International

Economic Policy of the House Committee on Inter-

national Relations. April 15, 1975. 81 pp.

U.S. Citizens Imprisoned in Mexico. Hearings before

the Subcommittee on International Political and
Military Affairs of the House Committee on Inter-

national Relations. Part I. April 29-30, 1975. 100

pp.

Peace Corps Authorization for Fiscal Year 1976 and
Transition Quarter. Hearings before the House
Committee on International Relations. May 13-15,

1975. 87 pp.
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Temporary Suspension of Duty on Natural Graphite.

Report of the House Committee on Ways and

Means to accompany H.R. 7706; H. Kept. 94-296;

June 16, 1975; 4 pp. Report of the Senate Commit-

tee on Finance to accompany H.R. 7706; S. Rept.

94-343; July 30, 197.5; 3 pp.

Extension of Existing Duty Suspension on Certain

Istle Report of the House Committee on Ways and

Means to accompany H.R. 7709. H. Rept. 94-297.

June 16, 1975. 3 pp. .

Allocation of Resources in the Soviet Union and

China—1975. Hearings before the Subcommittee

on Priorities and Economy in Government of the

Joint Economic Committee. Executive sessions,

June 18 and July 21, 1975. Part 1. 177 pp.

Amending the Board for International Broadcastmg

Act of 1973. Report of the House Committee on

International Relations, together with additional

views, to accompany H.R. 4699. H. Rept. 94-329.

June 26, 1975. 20 pp.

China- One Step Further Toward Normahzation. A
report by Carl Albert, Speaker, U.S. House of

Representatives, and John Rhodes, Minority

Leader, U.S. House of Representatives. H. Doc.

94-255. July 1975. 10 pp.

East-West Foreign Trade Board First Quarterly Re-

port; communication from the Chairman of the

Board transmitting the Board's first quarterly

report on trade between the United States and

nonmarket economy countries, pursuant to sec-

tion 411(c) of the Trade Act of 1974; H. Doc.

94-210- July 8, 1975; 29 pp. Second Quarterly Re-

port- H. Doc. 94-270; October 1, 1975; 26 pp.

Suspension of Prohibitions Against Military Assist-

ance to Turkey. Hearing before the House Com-

mittee on International Relations. July 10, 1975.

158 pp.

International Development and Food Assistance Act

of 1975. Hearings and markup of the House Com-

mittee on International Relations on proposed

legislation to amend Foreign Assistance Act of

1961, and for other purposes; July 14-30, 1975;

753 pp. Report of the committee, together with

additional and supplemental views, to accompany

H.R. 9005; H. Rept. 94-442; August 1, 1975; 98 pp.

Amending the United Nations Participation Act of

1945. Report of the House Committee on Inter-

national Relations, together with minority views,

to accompany H.R. 1287; H. Rept. 94-363, part I;

July 15, 1975; 22 pp. Adverse report of the Com-

mittee on Armed Services, together with dissenting

views, to accompany H.R. 1287; H. Rept. 94-363,

part II; July 26, 1975; 14 pp.

Partial Revision of the Radio Regulations (Geneva

1959) with Final Protocol. Message from the Presi-

dent of the United States transmitting the partial

revision of the radio regulations (Geneva 1959),

with a final protocol containing one U.S. reserva-

tion signed on behalf of the United States at

Geneva on June 8, 1974. S. Ex. G. July 16, 1975.

542 pp.
, ,, ,

Proposed Sales to Jordan of the Hawk and Vulcan

Air Defense Systems. Hearings before the Sub-

committee on International Political and Military

Affairs of the House Committee on International

Relations. July 16-17, 1975. 134 pp.
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Middle East Agreements and the Early-Warnmg

System in Sinai; hearings before the House Com-

mittee on International Relations; September 8-25,

1975; 77 pp. To Implement the United States Pro-

posal for the Early-Warning System in Sinai; re-

port of the committee, together with supplemental

and additional views, to accompany H.J. Res. 683;

H. Rept. 94-352; October 6, 1975; 41 pp.

TREATY INFORMATION

Current Actions

MULTILATERAL

Coffee

Protocol for the continuation in force of the inter-

national coffee agreement 1968, as amended and

extended, with annex. Approved by the Interna-

tional Coffee Council at London September 26, 1974

Entered into force October 1, 1975.

Acceptance deposited: Peru, November 11, 1975.

Copyright

Universal copyright convention, as revised. Done at

Paris July 24, 1971. Entered into force July 10

1974. TIAS 7868.
.

Protocol 1 annexed to the universal copyright con-

vention, as revised, concerning the application ol

that convention to works of stateless persons an(

refugees. Done at Paris July 24, 1971. Entered int(

force July 10, 1974. TIAS 7868.

Protocol 2 annexed to the universal copyright con

vention, as revised, concerning the application o:

that convention to the works of certain interna

tional organizations. Done at Paris July 24, 1971

Entered into force July 10, 1974. TIAS 7868.

Ratification deposited: Brazil, September 11, 1975]

Cultural Property

Statutes of the International Centre for the Study o

the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Prop

erty. Adopted at New Delhi November-Decembe

1956 Entered into force May 10, 1958; for th

United States January 20, 1971. TIAS 7038.

Accessio7i deposited: Guatemala, September li

1975.

Customs

Customs convention on the international transport o

goods under cover of TIR carnets, with annexe

and protocol of signature. Done at Geneva Januar

15, 1959. Entered into force January 7, 1960; fc

the United States March 3, 1969.

Accession deposited: Morocco, October 10, 1975.
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'f* Customs convention on containers, 1972, with annexes
"; and protocol. Done at Geneva December 2, 1972.

t"' Entered into force December G, 1975.

,* Accession deposited: Australia, November 10, 1975.

Mtal Energy

5M; Agreement on an international energy program. Done

at Paris November 18, 1974.'

Notification of consent to be bound deposited:

United Kingdom, October 30, 1975.

Maritime Matters

Amendments to the convention of March 6, 1948, as

amended, on the Intergovernmental Maritime Con-

sultative Organization (TIAS 4044, 6285, 6490).

Adopted at London October 17, 1974."

Acceptance deposited: Netherlands, November 10,

1975.

Marriage

Convention on consent to marriage, minimum age for

marriage and registration of marriages. Signed at

New York on December 10, 1962. Entered into force

December 9, 1964."

Accession deposited: Hungary, November 6, 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.

Ratification deposited: United Kingdom, Novem-
ber 17, 1975.=

Seabed Disarmament

Treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of

nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass de-

struction on the seabed and the ocean floor and in

the subsoil thereof. Done at Washington, London,

and Moscow February 11, 1971. Entered into force

May 18, 1972. TIAS 7337.

Ratificatioyi deposited: Germany, Federal Republic

of, November 18, 1975.'

Space

Convention on registration of objects launched into

outer space. Opened for signature at New York
January 14, 1975.'

Signature: Hungary, October 13, 1975.

Tourism

Statutes of the World Tourism Organization. Done
at Mexico City September 27, 1970. Ent^-red into

force January 2, 1975.'

Declarations of adoption deposited: Bolivia, May
21, 1975; Ethiopia, May 22, 1975; Gambia, May
6, 1975; Kuwait, August 27, 1975; Malagasy
Republic, May 22, 1975; Rwanda, June 6, 1975;

Upper Volta, May 16, 1975.

Associate member: Gibraltar, October 17, 1975.

Treaties

Vienna convention on the law of treaties, with annex.

Done at Vienna May 23, 1969.'

Accession deposited : Kuwait, November 11, 1975.

Wills

Convention providing a uniform law on the form of

an international will, with annex. Done at Wash-
ington October 26, 1973."

Accession deposited: Portugal, November 19, 1975.

World Heritage

Convention concerning the protection of the world

cultural and natural heritage. Done at Paris

November 16, 1972.

Acceptances deposited: Cyprus, August 14, 1975;

Syria (with reservations), August 13, 1975.

Ratification deposited: Switzerland, September 17,

1975.

Entry into force: December 17, 1975.

BILATERAL

Dominican Republic

Loan agreement to assist in financing a health sector

program in the Dominican Republic. Signed at

Santo Domingo October 1, 1975. Entered into force

October 1, 1975.

Finland

Agreement amending the agreement of July 2, 1952,

as amended (TIAS 2555, 3704, 4241, 4614), for

financing certain educational exchange programs.

Effected by exchange of notes at Helsinki October

29, 1975. Entered into force October 29, 1975.

Haiti

Agreement relating to the limitation of imports

from Haiti of fresh, chilled, or frozen meat of

cattle, goats, and sheep, except lambs, during cal-

endar year 1975. Effected by exchange of notes at

Port-au-Prince June 24 and October 10, 1975.

Entered into force October 10, 1975.

Iceland

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

taxes on income and capital. Signed at Reykjavik

May 7, 1975.'

Senate advice and consent to ratification: Novem-
ber 18, 1975.

Israel

Convention with respect to taxes on income. Signed

at Washington November 20, 1975. Enters into

force 30 days after the exchange of ratifications.

^Ileli
December 8, 1975

' Not in force.
" Not in force for the United States.

Applicable to the Bailiwick of Guernsey, the Isle

of Man, Belize, Bermuda, British Indian Ocean Terri-

tory, British Virgin Islands, Cayman Islands, Falk-

land Islands and Dependencies, Gilbert Islands, Hong
Kong, Montserrat, Pitcairn, Henderson, Ducie and
Oneo Islands, Saint Helena and Dependencies, Sey-
chelles, Solomon Islands, Turks and Caicos Islands,

Tuvalu, United Kingdom Sovereign Base Areas of

Akrotiri and Dhekelia in the island of Cyprus.
'Applicable to Berlin (West).

839



Poland

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

taxes on income, with related notes. Signed at

Washington October 8, 1974.'

Senate advice and consent to ratification: Novem-
ber 18, 1975.

Romania
Convention with respect to taxes on income. Signed

at Washington December 4, 1973.'

Senate advice and consent to ratification: Novem-
ber 18, 197.5.

PUBLICATIONS

GPO Sales Publications

Publications may be ordered by catalog or stock

number from the Superintendent of Documents, U.S.

Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20i02.

A 25-percent discount is made on orders for 100 or

more copies of any one publication mailed to the

same address. Remittances, payable to the Superin-

tendent of Documents, must accompany orders.

Prices shown below, ivhich include domestic postage,

are subject to change.

Background Notes: Short, factual summaries which
describe the people, history, government, economy,
and foreign relations of each country. Each contains

a map, a list of principal government officials and
U.S. diplomatic and consular officers, and a reading

list. (A complete set of all Background Notes cur-

rently in stock—at least 140—$21.80; 1-year sub-

scription service for approximately 77 updated or

new Notes—$23.10; plastic binder—$1.50.) Single

copies of those listed below are available at 30(? each.

Dominican Republic

Egypt

Luxembourg . . .

Malagasy Republic

New Zealand . . .

Singapore ....

Trinidad and Tobago

Uruguay ....

Cat. No. S1.123:D71

Pub. 7759 5 pp
Cat. No. S1.123:EG9
Pub. 8152 8 pp
Cat. No. S1.123:L97

Pub. 7856 4 pp
Cat. No. S1.123:M29/3
Pub. 8015 4 pp
Cat. No. S1.123:N42Z
Pub. 8251 6 pp
Cat. No. S1.123:SI6

Pub. 8240 6 pp
Cat. No. S1.123:T73
Pub. 8306 4 pp
Cat. No. S1.123:UR8
Pub. 7857 4 pp

' Not in force.
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Direct Communications Link. Agreement with the

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics amending the

agreement of September 30, 1971. TIAS 8059. 3 pp.

25^. (Cat. No. S9.10:8059).

Nonseheduled Air Services. Agreement with Canada
terminating reservations relating to the agreement
of May 8, 1974. TIAS 8060. 3 pp. 25<t. (Cat. No.

S9.10:8060).

Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating,

Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological

Methods of Warfare. Protocol with other govern-

ments. TIAS 8061. 12 pp. 30^ (Cat. No. 89.10:8061).

Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons.
Convention with other governments. TIAS 8062. 83

pp. 95^. (Cat. No. S9.10:8062).

Claims—Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

Agreement with Japan extending the time period in

article I, paragraph 2, of the agreement of April 18,

1969. TIAS 8063. 5 pp. 25^. (Cat. No. S9.10:8063).

Claims—Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

Agreement with Japan relating to the agreement of

April 18, 1969. TIAS 8064. 7 pp. 30^. (Cat. No.

S9.10:8064).

Agricultural Commodities. Agreement with Pakistan

amending the agreement of November 23, 1974, as

amended. TIAS 8065. 4 pp. 25<t. (Cat. No.

S9.10:8065).

Provision of Defense Articles and Services and
Establishment of Liaison Office. Agreement with

Kuwait. TIAS 8066. 4 pp. 25«'. (Cat. No. 89.10:8066).

Intervention on the High Seas in Cases of Oil Pollu-

tion Casualties. Convention with Other Governments.
TIAS 8068. 75 pp. 90«'. (Cat. No. 89.10:8068).

Cooperation in Environmental Affairs. Agreement
with the Federal Republic of Germany. TIAS 8069.

23 pp. m. (Cat. No. 89.10:8069).

Agricultural Commodities. Agreements with Egypt
amending the agreement of June 7, 1974, as amended.
TIAS 8070. 6 pp. 25?'. (Cat. No. 89.10:8070).

Trade in Cotton Textiles. Agreement with Pakistan.

TIAS 8071. 11 pp. .30(?. (Cat. No. 89.10:8071).

Technical Cooperation. Agreement with Saudi Arabia.
TIAS 8072. 13 pp. 30(^. (Cat. No. 89.10:8072).

Reimbursement of Income Taxes. Agreement with

the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cul-

tural Organization. TIAS 8075. 2 pp. 25^ (Cat. No.
-S9.10:8075).

Reimbursement of Income Taxes. Agreement with

the International Telecommunication Union. TIAS
8076. 3 pp. 25«'. (Cat. No. 89.10:8076).

Reimbursement of Income Taxes. Agreement with

the International Cotton Advisory Committee. TIAS
8077. 2 pp. 25<t. (Cat. No. 89.10:8077).

Refugee Relief in the Republic of Viet-Nam, Laos >

and the Khmer Republic. Agreement with the Inter-

national Committee of the Red Cross amending the

agreement of February 20 and March 16 and 17,

1975. TIAS 8078. 2 pp. 25(i'. (Cat. No. 89.10:8078).
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Checklist of Department of State

Press Releases: November 17-23

Press releases may be obtained from the

Office of Press Relations, Department of State,

Washington, D.C. 20520.

No. Date Subject

*571 11/17 Kissinger: presentation of Gren-
ville Clark Award to Jean Mon-
net, Paris, Nov. 15.

572 11/17 Kissinger, Simon: news confer-

ence aboard Air Force One.

573 11/19 Ingersoll: Symposium on East-
West Technological Trade.

*574 11/19 Kissinger: Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee; security as-

sistance program.
t575 11/20 Kissinger: death of Franco.
*576 11/20 Kissinger: Senate Appropriations

Committee; security assistance
program.

* Not printed.

t Held for a later issue of the Bulletin.


