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Secretary Kissinger Meets With NATO Parliamentarians

Following are informal remarks by Secre-

\tary Kissinger and the transcript of his

\question-and-answer session with members of

\the North Atlantic Assembly at their 22d

\annual session held at Williamsburg, Va., on

\November 16. 1

I
Press release 560 dated November 16

Now, distinguished delegates, when I

i accepted this invitation it was at the advice

of our Policy Planning Staff, which felt that

iit was safe to use this occasion to articulate

jthe policies of the new Ford Administra-

tion. [Laughter.] But you have to remem-
jber that not even our Policy Planning Staff

jean be right 100 percent of the time. So I

think there are one or two Congressmen
here who, even if I attempted to bluff,

would be eager to tell you that I cannot

fully speak for the policies of the forth-

coming Carter Administration.

Nevertheless, the policy of the United

I States toward NATO, the basic foreign

I policy objectives of the United States, have

always been treated as nonpartisan issues

in the United States. When a Republican

: Administration was in office, the main lines

I of our foreign policy have been supported

by leading Democrats. And now that a

Democratic Administration is about to as-

sume office, the main lines of our policy,

you can be certain, will be supported by

! leading Republicans. We will not treat

j

foreign policy as an issue between the

I parties in any event. The relationship be-

tween the United States and its allies in the

Western alliance goes back over the whole

1 Congressman Jack Brooks' introduction of Secre-

tary Kissinger and the opening paragraphs of Secre-

tary Kissinger's remarks are not printed here.

postwar period. It has been pushed for-

ward by every President, of both of our

parties; and it reflects enduring realities.

The United States will always stand for

peace. It will always uphold the security

of its friends and of free people, and it will

always strive for bringing about a world

that is better than the one in which we
may find ourselves at any moment.

It is fashionable in discussions of the

NATO alliance to emphasize the difficulties,

and sometimes the shortcomings, of the

alliance. But we should keep in mind that

one can think of few alliances in history

that have lasted such a long time while

gaining in strength and cohesiveness.

What started out as an attempt to deal

with a military danger has expanded in

significance to encompass economic and
political cooperation, which is turning our

alliance more and more into a cooperative,

creative partnership.

I thought that the most useful thing I

could do today is to make a few observa-

tions about the basic problems that any
American Administration faces in the con-

duct of foreign policy and then to answer
your questions.

Inevitably, the NATO alliance faces the

need to adjust itself to new realities.

Weapons technology has changed enor-

mously since the early days of NATO. At
that time the United States had a nuclear

monopoly. Today, as a result of unavoid-

able industrial and technological changes,

there exists an effective parity.

We can discuss forever which side has a

marginal advantage in what category of

strategic weapons. The basic fact remains
that the predominance of strategic weap-
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ons which characterized the 1950's and

the greater part of the 1960's is no longer

the case and cannot be recaptured at any

level of American effort. Therefore NATO
inevitably faces the necessity of adjusting

its defense to these new conditions.

That challenge is being met now. Major

efforts have been made in recent years to

improve the defensive capability of NATO ;

and this challenge must continue to be met,

and I am confident will continue to be met,

in the years ahead.

The second problem we face is the politi-

cal and economic cooperation between the

nations of the North Atlantic. Whether
this is done within the framework of the

NATO organization or through ad hoc ar-

rangements adopted to specific circum-

stances is less important than for us to re-

member that military defense without a

political and economic consensus will, over

a period of time, prove empty. The nations

of the North Atlantic have to have some
common vision of the future and a parallel

approach to some of the crucial issues of

our period.

I believe that in recent years the degree

of consultation among the allies has ex-

panded enormously in all fields and that

very great progress has been made in de-

veloping this consensus in the field of eco-

nomic cooperation.

I remember when in 1973 I pointed out

the need for the nations of the North Atlan-

tic to cooperate in the field of economics,

there were some who pointed out that this

was not necessarily part of the NATO char-

ter. And that was true. But the events of

subsequent years have left no doubt that

our nations are interdependent, that we are

the engines of the world economy, that

none of us can achieve economic prosperity

in isolation, and that none of us can master

the problems either of East-West economic

relations or North-South economic relations

by separate policies.

And finally, there is the problem of rela-

tions with the Communist world, the prob-

lem that brought us together in the first

place. We face adversaries that are gain-

ing in military strength, and we there-

fore have the necessity of building up our

own military strength. But we also must
remember that we have an obligation to

the future and an obligation to our peoples

to demonstrate that military power is a

means and not an end, that we must spare

no effort to bring about a more peaceful

world and one less fraught with risks.

We must avoid, on the one hand, the

danger of illusionism and of wishful think-

ing that substitutes the desire for peace

for the reality. But we also have to avoid

the danger of excessive truculence and of

thinking that tough rhetoric is the same as

substantive policy.

But we face these problems, I believe, in

an atmosphere of increasing confidence

between the allies. In the two political

campaigns in NATO countries that took

place this year, the debate between the

parties was as to who would do a better

job in strengthening the alliance. And
while the incumbents, of course, always be-

lieved that the criticism that was made of

them was unjust, unfair, and a few other

words I would not wish to use here, never-

theless the fact of the criticism is healthy

for the alliance because it shows that in

this country there is no dispute about the

importance of NATO. There is no dispute

about the central role the Atlantic relation-

ship plays in our foreign policy. There is

only a dispute as to who can most effective-

ly realize the objectives all Americans

share.

And now, in any event, that the cam-

paign is over, all Americans will without

doubt support the strengthening of NATO,
the fostering of the partnership between

Western Europe and the United States, and

the common achievement of peace, of prog-

ress, and of security.

Now I will be glad to answer your

questions.

Rear Adm. Morgan Morgan-Giles, British

House of Commons: Mr. Secretary of State,

in your very interesting remarks, you spoke
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wbbout the broadening of the original NATO
jjalliance into political and economic fields. But
W am, as an old military man, concerned ivith

the processes within the alliance for taking

military decisions for military crisis manage-

ment below the threshold of any shooting war.

And could you say ivhether during your time

ms Secretary of State you have been satisfied

with the arrangements and the procedures

and, in particular, the communications for

taking military decisions ivithin our alliance

,in conditions below a shooting tvar?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, during my
term of office we did not have a major
European crisis, and therefore the military

arrangements of NATO were never tested

as far as I was concerned in a crisis

situation.

I have the feeling, based on no very

hard evidence, that an improvement in the

communications would be helpful. I have

had more experience with political con-

sultation, but again not under crisis condi-

tions. There the relationship between the

NATO Council and consultations in capi-

tals does not always work as smoothly as

one would expect. And in very acute crises,

the tendency has been to consult more
immediately in the capitals than in the

NATO Council.

Greek-Turkish Disputes

Constantin Koniotakis, Greek Parliament:

I am a retired Air Force general who has

served with SHAPE [Supreme Headquarters

Allied Powers Europe'] for three years under

Gen. [Lawns'] Norstad as military represen-

tative of Greece.

I am, sir, very much concerned, as I am
sure all of us here are, about the weakness in

the effectiveness of the southern flank of the

alliance, which, as all of us know, is due to

the existing state of tension in our relations

with Turkey.

But Greece is asking nothing that belongs

I to any of her allies. The Turks, after 20 years

of smooth cooperation in the alliance, are

claiming today rights that belong to us ac-

cording to existing international treaties.

So I ask on which side lies the bulk of re-

sponsibility for creating such problems ivhich

produce generally this tension. I know, sir,

that is a very delicate question to answer, but

I am certain that as long as NATO's attitude

toivard such problems in the alliance is to be,

or seems to be, influenced not so much by ob-

jectiveness but by other considerations, I am
afraid that the cohesion of the alliance will

continue to suffer.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, I am reckless,

but I am not suicidal. [Laughter.]

In my limited but intense exposure to

the Greek-Turkish problem, it has become
apparent to me that in the history in

which Greece and Turkey have impacted
on each other over the centuries, there

has developed a legacy of distrust in which
an outsider would better not attempt to

apportion the responsibility.

The major problem we face today is that

the disputes between Greece and Turkey,

and the attempt to settle these disputes by
military means, are a disaster for both

countries and a disaster for the alliance.

These issues have, moreover, become en-

meshed in our own domestic affairs, and I

think that the most useful role that the

United States can play is to seek to bring

about a resolution of these conflicts by act-

ing as an honest broker between the par-

ties, using its influence, because there can

be no victory for either side between

Greece and Turkey. Everybody will lose.

I think the major role in this will have to

be played by the new Administration. But
again, all concerned Americans will sup-

port any serious effort to bring an end to

these disputes.

Angola and Portugal

Amaro da Costa, Portuguese Assembly of

the Republic: Mr. Secretary of State, I would
like to put to you two questions concerning

Angolan affairs and one question concerning

Portuguese affairs.
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As you know, and all of us know, two for-

mer liberation movements in Angola are now

conducting or leading or initiating a new guer-

rilla war aiming, according to their own dec-

larations and statements, to put an end to the

presence and domination of Cuban and So-

viet military forces in Angola. I ivould like

to have your reaction on that issue, on those

new events, and on the possible consequences

of this new state of affairs in the interests of

the alliance.

A second question, sir, it will be concerning

the recent reports indicating that the Cuban

military forces in Angola are responsible for

genocide in the south of the country, and I

ivould like to have your comments on such

reports.

The third question, sir, concerns Portugal.

The United States and other countries have

been giving a positive response to the finan-

cial and monetary needs of their own coun-

try, and I ivould like to know if you think

that the present level of cooperation is

enough to overcome the present economic

difficulties of my country.

Secretary Kissinger: With respect to the

first question, we are aware that a guer-

rilla war is going on in some parts of

Angola. We are not supporting it. And to

the extent that it occurs, it seems to reflect

the inability of the authorities in Luanda to

establish their control, even with the pres-

ence of 12,000-13,000 Cuban troops.

We have strongly opposed the presence

of these Cuban troops. We think that their

introduction was incompatible with the

spirit of detente or with the practice of

detente. And we believe that any future

efforts like this would raise very serious

questions about Soviet long-range inten-

tions.

But we are not ourselves participating

directly or indirectly in any of these

actions.

With respect to genocide in the southern

part of Angola, we have seen no confirmed

reports, and our information is probably no

different from yours. It comes from stories

from various surrounding countries. But we
have had no independent confirmation.

With respect to the economic problems

of Portugal, the United States has strongly

supported the democratic government that

is now in office in Portugal and the demo-

cratic system that has been established.

We have under consideration now a pro-

gram for substantially increased economic

aid, and I think that within the next week
a decision on this will be communicated to

the Portuguese Government and, I think,

in a constructive sense.

Rhodesia Negotiations

Sir Geoffrey de Freitas, British House of

Commons: Like the last question, mine goes

far beyond NATO, but it concerns Africa.

May I ask the Secretary of State to say some-

thing about the Administration's policy on

Rhodesia ?

Secretary Kissinger: The United States

has supported the principle of majority

rule in Rhodesia with respect for minority

rights and was instrumental in bringing

about the acceptance by Mr. [Ian D.] Smith

of the principle of majority rule within

two years and of the establishment imme-
diately of a transitional government be-

fore full majority rule comes into being.

There is now in Geneva a negotiation

under British chairmanship that is enor-

mously complex because it brings together

four nationalist groups of different persua-

sions, the Rhodesian authorities, various

African observers—and therefore the nego-

tiations have a very complex character.

Nevertheless I think both the British

Government and we are cautiously opti-

mistic that the negotiations are going for-

ward. Each of the parties, of course, has

the necessity of making public statements

for its own constituents, but we hope that

progress—well, we believe that some prog-

ress has already been made, and we believe

that the negotiations to establish a transi-

tional government can be pushed forward.
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European Unification; NATO Standardization

Arne Christiansen, Danish Folketing: Mr.

Secretary, you mentioned among other things

the economic interdependence. One of your

former Ambassadors to the European Com-
munity recently published a book called "The
Unhinged Alliance." I think it was Ambas-
sador [J. Robert] Schaetzel. In this book he

indicates some reluctance from the Ameri-

cans in recognizing the efforts and endeavors

of the Europe of the Nine.

As a European, I would like to hear your

comment on that point of view and, in the

same connection, also your opinion with a

view to the standardization and rationaliza-

tion within NATO, your view on the Euro-

pean program group.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, of course, you

have to remember I am leaving public

office as an illiterate. I don't read any non-

classified document [laughter], and I

don't know whether I am still capable of

reading a sentence that doesn't have five

dependent clauses [laughter].

So I have not read the book of Mr.

Schaetzel, but I assume, from a general

acquaintance with his views, that he is not

in complete agreement with the policies of

this Administration.

Now, I don't know what is meant by rec-

ognizing the efforts of the Nine. Our view

has been that in the fifties—and maybe in

the early sixties—it may have been appro-

priate for the United States to be the chief

engine of European unification. But at

some point in that process, the process of

European unification had to develop its

own momentum. We have believed that

Europe could not be unified by the United

States and that frantic efforts by the United

States to bring about what has to be an or-

ganic evolution would not advance the

prospects.

We welcome European unification. We
believe it is in the interests of the West,

in the interests of the Atlantic alliance. We
will cooperate with European unification.

But I think that the chief impetus for

European unification must come from the

Europeans, and the United States cannot
adopt a patronizing attitude in which we
tell the Nine how they should organize

their own internal affairs.

Now, in that sense, we may not have
been as active as our predecessors. But it

is also an imperative, if Europe is ever to

be an independent force, that at some point

it take over responsibility for its own evolu-

tion. We welcome that evolution. We will

support it. We are willing and eager to deal

with it.

On the issue of standardization, in prin-

ciple we support it. It is, in fact, highly de-

sirable. In practice, when the issue arises

there are very often conflicting pressures

in which theory and practice do not always

mesh. But certainly the standardization of

weapons in NATO is a highly important

and desirable objective.

Normalization of Relations With P.R.C.

Roderick MacFarquhar, British House of

Commons: Mr. Secretary, after an initial

breakthrough, the Administration of Mr.

Nixon and Mr. Ford did not succeed in nor-

malizing relations with the People's Republic

of China. I wonder if you could explain why
that was and whether you would recommend,

if asked, that the new Administration should

and could proceed rapidly in that direction.

Secretary Kissinger: I have done my ut-

most to curb my propensity of telling

others how to conduct their affairs, and I

don't think it would be appropriate for me
to give advice to an Administration that

hasn't even taken office yet and especially

somebody who was not short of advice

while I was in office. I will try to be some-

what more sparing than was the case when
I was here.

But, basically, I would point out that our

relationship with China has at least two
components—the component of normaliza-

tion and the component where two great

nations have parallel objectives even in the

absence of normalization of relations.

The parallel interest has been expressed
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repeatedly in public statements by both

sides in our concern with preventing world

hegemony by any country. And we believe

that we can cooperate, and have in fact on

occasion developed parallel views, whether
or not normalization has in fact been

completed.

The United States has committed itself

to work toward normalization. I would as-

sume that the new Administration will con-

tinue this process; but I don't want to

make cooperation on one of these categories

dependent on full completion of the other,

nor do I want to tell the new Administra-

tion with what speed it should proceed.

Peaceful Alternative in Southern Africa

Claude Roux, French National Assembly

[in French] : Mr. Secretary, our colleague

Chairman [Michel] Boscher very clearly ex-

pressed the views of the French delegation

regarding your action at the service of

peace.

We especially appreciate your successful

efforts for the safeguarding of peace in the

Near East and for the strengthening of alli-

ances. Perhaps this has not been brought out

sufficiently, but I would like to tell you that

public opinion and the opinion of our col-

leagues as well is that, as regards Africa, we
have the feeling that there is a certain pas-

siveness on the part of the American Gov-

ernment.

Our Portuguese colleague raised a ques-

tion a moment ago regarding the develop-

ment of guerrilla warfare in Angola. There

are Cuban troops who cross the Atlantic, and
we ivoidd like to have some clarifications on

the attitude of the U.S. Government at this

point and regarding the future developments

of the situation in the whole of southern

Africa.

Secretary Kissinger: Of course now we
will have to see whether my French is

adequate to my self-confidence. But since

my answers are usually sufficiently opaque,
you may not know. [Laughter.] You may
never know whether I understood your
question.

With respect to southern Africa, first of

all, we believe that the decision that was
taken by our Congress last year with re-

spect to Angola had extremely unfortunate

consequences and set in motion a series of

events which we are now attempting to

master. But I think this has to be under-

stood as a background to the current

situation.

Our attempt in Africa is to demonstrate
that there is a peaceful alternative—to

strengthen the moderate elements, to pre-

vent further incursions of military forces

from outside of Africa, and at the same
time, to encourage an evolution in the di-

rection that is compatible with the aspira-

tions of the African peoples.

Now, under the circumstances which we
have faced, this is a very difficult and com-
plicated operation. And the fact is that the

Soviet Union had at first actively opposed

it and it is now certainly not cooperating

with it. Still, I believe it is an attainable

objective.

The alternative is the radicalization of

all of Africa, with impact on Europe that

this group knows better than I do, and per-

haps even on the Middle East. And there-

fore the stakes in a peaceful evolution and

a strengthening of moderate forces in

Africa cannot be underestimated.

Middle East Issues in the United Nations

Philip Goodhart, British House of Com-
mons: Mr. Secretary of State, I wonder if

you could say a few words about the signifi-

cance of America's last vote at the United

Nations on the Middle East [in the Security

Council on November 11], particularly in

view of the widespread, if cynical, belief that

that vote might have been different if it had

come before rather than after the last elec-

tions.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, that belief is

totally incorrect. We have confronted in

the United Nations a series of resolutions,

of which we have vetoed seven in this year

alone. We have before us this month the

renewal of UNDOF [United Nations Dis-
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engagement Observer Force]. We have

before us a general debate on the Pales-

tinian question in the General Assembly.

And we also have the necessity that if we
are going to contribute to peace in the Mid-

dle East we must be prepared to take into

account the views of all of the parties.

In this case, we faced a resolution

drawn from statements the United States

had made over a period of four years.

In May we had abstained from a similar

resolution because it contained two offend-

ing clauses. Both of these clauses were
eliminated from the resolution that was
put before the Security Council. Therefore
the resolution that went through the Se-

curity Council was specifically adapted to

meet American concerns and would have
been infinitely stronger but for this.

Secondly, it was passed as a consensus

statement by the chairman, which, as you
know, has in itself no legal force; it simply

reflects a view.

And, thirdly, it was based on statements

which the United States itself had made
over the period of a decade.

Given our overall responsibilities, given

the fact that peace in the Middle East is of

profound concern to all of the parties, we
felt that we had an obligation to go along

with the consensus, and especially if we
have to keep in mind the positions we may
have to take in the months ahead. It did

not reflect a change of American policy. It

reflected our convictions that had been ex-

pressed over many months, over many
years, and I would like to think that had
that same resolution come up earlier, we
would have voted for it, though one can

never know that now.
But the fact is that in May we had in-

dicated we would vote for this resolution if

it eliminated two offending sentences. At
that time the Arabs refused to delete the

sentences. This time they did delete them;

and therefore we felt, particularly at this

period of great uncertainty in the Middle

East, that it was in the national interest, it

was in the interest of peace in the Middle

East, that we voted as we did.

December 13, 1976

Middle East Peace Process

Erik Blumenfeld, Federal German Bundes-

tag: Mr. Chairman, allow me to put a ques-

tion to the Secretary of State in his capacity

as the main architect of peace in the Middle

East so far.

I should like to know whether his expe-

rience goes in the direction we could say that

future development will best be served if in

the near future the Geneva Conference could

be reconvened as the Egyptian President

seems to have suggested—or whether, prior

to that, between Israel, Egypt, the Syrian

Government, the Jordan Government, pre-

negotiations should take place under the

guidance of the United States.

Second question: Does the Secretary of

State see a more important role for the Euro-

pean partners in our alliance, with a view to

a future peace solution in the Middle East?

If so, in which direction does he see that?

Secretary Kissinger: With respect to the

first question, we have indicated our will-

ingness to reassemble the Geneva Confer-

ence. We also on other occasions pointed

out that a preparatory conference might
be a good way to insure the success of the

Geneva Conference.

Our approach to this issue has been
pragmatic; that is, to encourage those

negotiations that have the greatest hope
for success.

We believe that the objective conditions

for progress toward peace in the Middle
East are better now than they have been
perhaps at any time since the creation of the

State of Israel. We believe that the coun-

tries of the Middle East, through the ex-

periences of the last few years, have
learned that nobody can impose its pro-

gram on the other and that the easing of

the tensions between Syria and Egypt may
create conditions in which progress can
again be started toward peace negotia-

tions.

Since these are tactical questions of great

complexity, I don't want to prescribe how
to do this except to say that we should be
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flexible about whichever approach seems

to offer the greatest prospects.

Now, with respect to European partici-

pation in this process, it depends on the

degree to which European actions can be

coordinated with those of the United States.

I think if Europe and the United States

began to diverge in significant respects as

to a peace settlement in the Middle East,

then I think it would have a very un-

fortunate and unsettling effect.

If our policies can be coordinated, then

there are several European countries, or

the European Community, that could play

a useful role. So, my answer to your ques-

tion would depend on whether we can

achieve a coordinated position.

Mme. Antoinette Spaak-Danis, Belgian

Chamber of Representatives : Mr. Secretary,

I asked the same question this morning of

Mr. Sonnenfeldt [Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Coun-

selor of the Department of State]. I think it

must be feminine curiosity on my part, but I

ivould like to hear you answer this question

now in the same direction as the question

raised by my Danish colleague a moment ago.

The integration of Europe is the subject.

I ivould like to ask you—and you said very

forcefully that you thought that the Euro-

peans should draw up this policy themselves,

without the intervention of the United States,

and I certainly agree with you on that. We
are very zealous and jealous of our own
independence, and you are quite right. But 1

think, under certain circumstances, the

United States could shoiv their encourage-

ment perhaps to the more European of the

Europeans, showing by verbal encourage-

ment their appreciation of this policy, or

these policies, and I am thinking especially

of the Puerto Rico conference [June 27-28],

where you didn't invite the European Com-
mission as such to participate.

I think that this ivould have been very

important for us as Europeans, and I ivould

like to say, as the more European of us, it

would have been important for us to have
support which was other than just oral or

verbal. It would have been a great step for-

ward for us.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, I hope that my
friend and colleague Sonnenfeldt did not

announce any doctrines while he was here

this week. [Laughter.]

On the question of the participation at

the Puerto Rico conference, the question of

membership was developed by consensus,

and it was one of those cases where the

United States did not believe that it could

be more European than the Europeans. But
it is a rather delicate issue.

Senator Pierre Giraud, French Senate: Mr.

Secretary of State, a French automobile

builder said that he wanted to make them in

any color provided they were black.

We have the impression that when the

United States talks about cooperation in the

area of arms and military materiel manufac-

ture, you want any kind of equipment pro-

vided it is American equipment. And I think

that this is your view of affairs, is it not?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, you will have a

representative of the Defense Department
here who can give you the technical expla-

nations for our undoubtedly correct views.

[Laughter.]

As I understand it though, we have

made efforts to find means of standardiz-

ing on tanks and other equipment, but I

would prefer to let experts answer this

question.

Cooperation on Energy

Patrick Wall, British House of Commons:
The Arab oil boycott struck a considerable

blow against many of the nations represented

in this room. The threat is dor'mant, but it is

still there. Could the Secretary of State say

something about the future of energy sup-

plies to the West?

Secretary Kissinger: We have always be-

lieved that the West should use this period

—or the industrial democracies should use
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this period—to put themselves into the

strongest possible position to resist the sort

of pressures that we faced in 1973.

In some categories, considerable progress

has been made. The formation of the Inter-

national Energy Agency led to a stockpil-

ing program in which I think all of the par-

ticipating countries now have reserves of

between three and six months. There is a

program for emergency sharing in case of

another embargo. And those are useful and
important steps.

However, the fundamental step—that is,

the conservation of energy and the develop-

ment of alternative sources of energy—has

not been pursued with equal intensity, and
I have to say that our country is as much to

blame in this as anybody.

I think the measures to deal with a pos-

sible embargo should be looked at from the

point of view of emergency measures. The
fundamental program has to be in the field

of conservation and of the development of

alternative sources of energy. And I hope
that in the near future this will be a pro-

gram that all the industrial democracies

will jointly pursue.

Dimmede Psilos, Greek Parliament: Mr.

Secretary, I would like to ask you a question,

very shoH, very straightforward, concerning

your past, recent past. Since the United Na-

tions General Assembly consists of repre-

sentatives of governments, why did your

delegation vote in favor of reconsidering the

existing ruling according to which the rep-

resentative of the Turkish Cypriot commu-
nity should address a committee only?

Secretary Kissinger: This vote concerned

a procedural position that the United

States has consistently taken in which va-

rious liberation movements of several coun-

tries have addressed either the committees
or the Security Council. It implied no rec-

ognition. In fact, we have always taken the

position that interested parties, even if they

were not governments, could address com-

mittees and the Security Council. And we

have simply applied in that case votes we
took in connection with many so-called lib-

eration movements that have addressed

various committees of the General Assem-
bly. It was in no sense a new decision by
the United States.

Alan Lee Williams, British House of Com-
mons: Mr. Secretary of State, I understand

that this weekend you are going to Plains,

Georgia. I am not quite sure where that is,

but I am just wondering whether you could

say something about the discussions that you

might be having ivith Mr. Carter. [Laugh-

ter.']

Secretary Kissinger: Would you repeat the

last part of the question? I was so over-

whelmed by the first part of it. [Laughter.]

Well, I have spent so much of my time

finding Plains on the map [laughter] that

I have not yet had time to address what I

might discuss, but the discussion depends
primarily on the President-elect, and I am
going there to answer fully his questions

and to cooperate to the fullest extent in

bringing about a smooth transition and to

enable the President-elect to take over

under the best possible circumstances.

Communist Parties in NATO Governments

Aristide Gunella, Italian Chamber of Depu-
ties: Mr. Kissinger, as Secretary of State, as

a historian, in your view what would be the

implications of the participation of the Com-
munist Party in a government of a great

NATO country in Europe, the effect of this

on Europe and on NATO? Here I am talking

about Italy or even France.

Secretary Kissinger: I hope that the rec-

ord shows that I was provoked [laughter]

—that I did not, in the closing days of my
incumbency, volunteer comments on so con-

troversial a topic.

I have stated our view repeatedly that

the participation of Communist parties in

the government of a NATO ally would
raise serious questions about the kind of
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military cooperation that would be possible,

the kind of policies that such a government

could pursue, the degree of consultation

within the alliance that might be feasible,

and indeed the ultimate impact even on the

European Community.
So, we have held the view, and we con-

tinue to hold the view, that participation

would have serious consequences for the

alliance—and this independent of whether

this party takes its orders from Moscow or

is a relatively autonomous party, which you

cannot judge in any event from their dec-

larations. I would be more convinced about

the autonomy if the votes by which it is

established in the central committees were

not so totally unanimous.

Control of Strategic and Nonstrategic Weapons

Kurt Mattick, Federal German Bundestag:

Mr. Secretary of State, since 1968, when we
had in Europe student demonstrations and

popular movements against the war in Viet-

nam, and demonstrations have also taken

place against armaments—since then there

have not been any serious objections against

this development in the public opinion of

Europe, even I would say a dreamlike accept-

ance of everything.

I ivould ask you now: How do you estimate

the possibilities of disarmament ? How do you

see the role of the Soviet Union? And, if I

may ask, does the U.S. Administration have

certain reservations as far as SALT Tivo is

concerned?

The third question, if there are opportu-

nities for success in disarmament, would

there not be time for all European govern-

ments to talk with the population of the

countries concerned, why there has not been

any progress, and should we not also under-

line that this is perhaps the fault of the

Soviet Union and Eastern European govern-

ments? Otherwise, we might expect demon-

strations against future armament.

Secretary Kissinger: We have believed

that the control of arms is an imperative of

our period.

With respect to strategic nuclear weap-

ons, we do not believe that either side can

gain a decisive advantage unless the other

totally fails to meet its obligations over an

extended period of time. And since one

can expect that both sides will make the

necessary efforts, it only insures a continu-

ously rising level of expenditures and of

arms that in the final analysis will not be

relevant to most of the crises that occur.

Secondly, I believe that our governments
have an obligation to their peoples not to

accept a constant accumulation of nuclear

weapons without having made a serious

effort to limit them.

We will of course accept no unequal

agreement. Of course an agreement must
be balanced and reciprocal. We believe

that such an agreement is achievable at

levels somewhat lower than those that now
exist and could lead from there to more
substantial reductions.

That is the field of strategic weapons.
In the field of nonstrategic weapons, the

issue is more complicated because there the

West is not in a position of parity as we
are in the field of strategic weapons; in cer-

tain areas, our opponents have a numerical

superiority.

So therefore negotiations such as those

in Vienna [on mutual and balanced force

reductions] are more complex, because in

order to establish parity the Eastern bloc

would have to make disproportionately

larger cuts than NATO.
But I believe that if parity is the proper

course in strategic weapons, it must also

be the proper course in nonstrategic

weapons.

I agree with your comment that our gov-

ernments must demonstrate to their public

that they are making every effort to con-

trol arms. But the art of leadership now is

to demonstrate this in such a way as not to

undermine the readiness to maintain ade-

quate defenses in the absence of an agree-

ment.

So, we have to do both things: to main-

tain adequate defenses and to maintain our

readiness to negotiate seriously about lim-

itation of arms.

710 Department of State Bulletin



Sino-Soviet Relationship

U.S. Senator Robert Morgan, of North

!
Carolina: Mr. Secretary, would you comment
on what you think the effect might be on

NATO in the event of a possible Sino-Soviet

I

rapprochement?

Secretary Kissinger: I do not believe that

it is in the interest of the West to give the

impression that we are panicked about a

possible rapprochement between the Soviet

Union and the People's Republic of China.

The Soviet Union and the People's Re-
public of China quarrel for their own rea-

sons, and they are going to make their rap-

prochement for their own reasons. They
will certainly not be prevented from any
rapprochement by any concern that might

be expressed by either Europeans or

Americans.

Whatever concerns the People's Repub-
lic of China has, however justified they

might be, about its neighbor—those con-

cerns will continue to exist. And therefore

I would judge that there is a limit beyond
which rapprochement is unlikely to go.

But I think our best course in the rela-

tionship between the Soviet Union and the

People's Republic of China is to let those

two Communist powers handle their own
relationship and not give the impression

that we can manipulate it for our own ends.

Impact of Increase in Oil Prices

Lothar Krall, Federal German Bundestag

:

Mr. Secretary of State, in your speech to us.

you pointed out the need for economic co-

operation in the alliance, and rightly so; and
the energy policy, I think, is part of it. You
have already commented on this.

During these days, the representatives of

the OPEC countries [Organization of Petro-

leum Exporting Countries] meet in Vienna

in order to discuss the increase in oil prices.

Now, do you know whether the industrialized

states or partners in our alliance intend con-

sulting with each other in order to develop

a joint attitude in that case where such an
increase were agreed?

And a second question, what tvill be the

implications for the North-South dialogue of

such increases?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, the United

States has made its view very clear. We
believe that an increase in prices will slow
down economic recovery in the industrial

states, will compound inflationary pres-

sures, and will in fact not solve the prob-
lems of the OPEC nations that led to the

demand for a price increase to begin with.

We have called our views to the attention

of the OPEC nations. We are discussing

this problem also with industrial democra-
cies. We are also approaching some of the

less developed countries, whose deficits will

rise if the prices increase and whose deficits

ultimately will then come back to us. So,

we are paying for the increase not only out

of our gross national product but eventu-

ally in some form in the less developed
countries.

So, what the impact of all these consulta-

tions will be it is too early to foretell, but

it is certainly a matter we take very seri-

ously and in which the actions of the coun-

tries concerned cannot be ignored or taken

lightly by the United States.

Helsinki Conference on European Security

Victor Goodhew, British House of Com-
mons: Mr. Secretary of State, since the U.S.

Government and other Western governments

recognize the right to self-determination of

the peoples of the continent of Africa, ivhy

did they all go to Helsinki to decide upon the

permanent denial of that same right of self-

determination to the peoples of Eastern

Europe?

Secretary Kissinger: First of all. there are

a number of myths that have developed
about Helsinki. It is clear that the United

States was not exactly pushing its European
allies on the issue of the European Security

Conference. In fact, as I look back over the

last eight years, the opposite might be said.

But leaving aside the question of who
took the major role, what is it in the docu-
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ment on European security that denies

people in Eastern Europe the right to self-

determination? The document says that

frontiers should not be changed by force

but that they could be changed by peaceful

means, according to international law.

I do not know any NATO country that

has had the principle that frontiers in Eu-

rope should be changed by force. There is

nothing in the document that legitimizes

Soviet domination of any outside country.

And it is precisely those countries that are

most concerned in Eastern Europe about
getting greater freedom of maneuver that

were the most active proponents of the

European Security Conference.

So, I have failed to understand why it is

that it is in the West that the most extreme
and the most pro-Soviet interpretation of

the Helsinki document should be taking

hold and why we in the West should be
making arguments on behalf of the Soviet

Union that they don't make for themselves.

Mine. Annemarie Griesinger, Federal Ger-

man Bundestag: Mr. Secretary of State, in

Western Europe—not only in Western Eu-
rope, in fact, but also in South America and

Africa—we find again and again that the

strategy of Communists is directed toward
ideological struggle.

This takes two sides. First of all, the feel-

ing of dissatisfaction of the population vis-a-

vis environmental pollution, et cetera, is en-

couraged. We have some examples in the

south of Germany recently. A number of nu-

clear power stations were to be built, and ive

had to make use of the full power of the police

to make sure that these nuclear power sta-

tions could be built. And ive know fully well

that agitators here are not only German Com-
munists but that there are other strategies

at play.

Secondly, ive see that Communists are ac-

tive where people are dissatisfied with mili-

tary governments and with racial govern-

ments in southern Africa and in South Amer-
ica.

I have had a very interesting discussion

with the Secretary General of the Economical
Assembly (sic), and there we saw it very

clearly that everyone only bases his own
judgment on his own experience.

And I am very worried about this in the

United Nations. We can see that those who
have lived under military governments are

?iot able to judge that Communist govern-

ments in fact offer less freedom and liberty.

This is an important problem. This is why
I would like to go into the details of this. I

would like to have an answer from the Sec-

retary of State what America can do here,

what more America can do. Because what is

tragic is that even the Christian churches at

the moment are very much of the opinion

that suppression comes from the West only

and exclusively and not from the East.

The Secretary of State gave us such a

marvelous speech, but recently—where was
this, New York it was—during the 50th an-

niversary of the Council of Synagogues of

America, and there he speaks about these

problems and these values, et cetera. And
this is why I would ask for a very short an-

swer to this very long question.

I am fully convinced that the Secretary of

State will be able to do this, brilliantly he

will be able to do this. But I did not want to

miss the occasion in order to ask this ques-

tion.

Secretary Kissinger: Among my many abil-

ities, giving a short answer isn't one of

them. In fact, my country of origin puts me
into the position that it usually takes me 10

minutes before I can place a verb. But I

think you have called attention to an im-

portant problem. [Laughter and applause.]

John Arentoft, Danish Folketing: Mr. Sec-

retary, I fully agree if you do not answer my
question [laughter], but I am sure that if

you do, your answer will interest very many.

What are your plans to serve your country

and the world after the 20th of January,

1977?
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Secretary Kissinger: I do not have any

plans. But I wish the new Administration

well. And as I pointed out, I consider for-

eign policy a nonpartisan effort, and I will

continue to support the principles for which
I have stood outside the government on a

nonpartisan basis. And if that helps us to

have a more effective foreign policy, I

would be delighted.

Letters of Credence

Bahrain

The newly appointed Ambassador of the

State of Bahrain, Abdulaziz Abdulrahman
Buali, presented his credentials to President

Ford on November 18. !

Fiji

The newly appointed Ambassador of Fiji,

Berenado Vunibobo, presented his creden-

tials to President Ford on November 18. 1

Niger

The newly appointed Ambassador of the

Republic of Niger, Andre J. Wright, pre-

sented his credentials to President Ford on

November 18. 1

Rwanda

The newly appointed Ambassador of the

Republic of Rwanda, Bonaventure Ubali-

joro, presented his credentials to President

Ford on November 18.

*

Sudan

The newly appointed Ambassador of the

Democratic Republic of the Sudan, Omer
Salih Eisa, presented his credentials to

President Ford on November 18.

'

1 For texts of the Ambassador's remarks and the

President's reply, see Department of State press

release dated November 18.

Meeting of U.S.-Egypt Working Group

on Education and Culture

Press release 562 dated November 18

A series of new cooperative programs to

be carried out between the two countries

was announced by the Egyptian-American
Joint Working Group on Education and
Culture upon conclusion of a three-day

meeting at the Belmont Conference Center
at Elkridge, Maryland, November 16.

These range from proposals of assistance to

the Egyptian primary and secondary school

systems to upgrade teacher skills to the re-

cording and preservation of Egyptian folk-

life and the strengthening of various Egyp-
tian Information Agency activities.

The Joint Working Group was estab-

lished 2 J
/2 years ago to stimulate and facili-

tate the development of mutually benefi-

cial educational and cultural relations

between Egypt and the United States. Dr.

Hassan Ismail, president emeritus of Cairo

University, headed the Egyptian delega-

tion, and William K. Hitchcock, Deputy As-

sistant Secretary for Educational and Cul-

tural Affairs of the U.S. Department of

State, headed the American delegation.

The recently appointed Egyptian Minister

of Health, Dr. Ibrahim Badran, who rep-

resented Egypt at the opening of the Treas-

ures of Tutankhamun exhibition at the

National Gallery on November 15, was in

the 10-member Egyptian delegation.

At this meeting, the group reviewed

progress achieved since its last meeting in

January. This included arrangements to as-

sure the availability of American textbooks

and periodicals in Egypt, efforts to resolve

the issue of U.S. and Egyptian academic
degree equivalencies, university-to-univer-

sity exchanges between the two countries,

the establishment of a Center for the Train-

ing of Teachers of English in Cairo, and
broader exchange-of-persons programs.
The group will hold its next annual meet-

ing in Egypt.
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The United Nations: Can It Serve the Common Interest?

Address by Samuel W. Lewis

Assistant Secretary for International Organization Affairs J

I am grateful for this opportunity to ex-

plore with you a basic question of American
foreign policy: Can the United Nations

serve the interests of both the United

States and the Third World?
I can give you a clear response—and my

answer is yes. The United Nations can

serve the interests of both the United

States and the Third World. It clearly has

the potential to do so. The tougher question

is: Will it? Or that more difficult question

can be stated this way: In the decades

ahead, is the United Nations likely to be

more successful than not in fulfilling its

basic purposes? The answer, of course, de-

pends upon all the imponderables of future

events, the play of forces in world affairs,

and the behavior of governments and in-

dividuals. And these are things about

which no one can speak with certainty.

But both of these questions—about the

U.N.'s capacity and about its future—de-

serve serious analysis. And the answers to

both depend, in turn, upon other related

questions. For example:

—Can the work of the United Nations

and its family of institutions be a force

for harmonizing the efforts of diverse gov-

ernments, or will the U.N. system function

in ways which promote deepening conflict

and harden lines of division?

—Will it be possible increasingly to

identify mutual benefits from common ac-

1 Made before the American Association of Univer-

sity Women's United Nations Seminar at New York,

N.Y. on Nov. 18.

tion, or will the existing political divisions

persist so tenaciously that the work of the

United Nations will be perceived only as a

scoreboard for posting victories and
defeats?

The relevance of these questions is

surely clear to Americans. As achievers, as

"can-do" people, we know that enterprises

move forward and are successful only if all

the participants feel they achieve some
benefit.

Beyond this pragmatic approach, it may
be helpful to look at much more funda-

mental issues. I would like to try to think

through with you today the underlying

purposes of the United Nations in the light

of our present experience. If we analyze

those purposes, and some basic challenges

to them, I believe we will acquire a much
sounder basis for seeing how the organiza-

tion can serve the interests of all nations.

The Challenge of the United Nations

The United Nations presents us, and all

other nations, with a fundamental chal-

lenge. It is not merely a test of our tech-

nical capacity to manage an international

institution efficiently. Nor is it related

solely to what happens within the U.N.'s

walls. It is, rather, a challenge of enormous

breadth—concerning the basic nature, the

purpose, and the quality of relationships

among sovereign states in a world where

national sovereignty remains paramount.

This challenge was first posed after the
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First World War with the creation of the

League of Nations. Although its motivating

force was the idealism of an American
President, the United States was not then

ready to take up the challenge. And a

few decades later it became clear that the

entire world had been equally unready.

Now the challenge of the United Nations

still remains before us. It has two dimen-
sions:

—First, to help reconcile individual na-

tional interests with the broader interests

of the community of nations; and
—Second, to facilitate changes in the

international system which reflect the ever-

changing power and prosperity of individ-

ual nations—and to do so peacefully, with-

out destructive violence.

Whether the United Nations meets
these two challenges will determine

whether it serves the interests of both the

United States and the Third World, indeed

the entire community of nations.

Reconciling National and International

Interests

The problem of reconciling national and
international interests underlies nearly all

foreign policy disputes. But in a global in-

ternational organization like the United

Nations it is central.

In dealing with the great global issues

—

the environment, the oceans, energy, food

—the interests of all nations are now more
clearly entangled. Many governments are

beginning to perceive that their own in-

terests are best served by resisting pres-

sures for immediate gains and by joining in

a broader consensus in support of long-

range goals. If every nation were to pur-

sue courses of action aimed at bringing the

largest and most immediate benefits, there

could be no consequence other than per-

petual chaos and conflict in every inter-

national organization.

If the United Nations is to work, nations

must forgo pressing for some advantages

now to gain lasting benefits in the future.
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Achieving Change Through Peaceful

Processes

The problem of achieving change
through peaceful processes will be with us

for as long as there are nations. Since

Heraclitus, the world has known that

"Nothing endures so much as change."
And a world of independent and compet-
ing sovereignties will continue to generate
tensions created by desire for, or resistance

to, change.

We must never be content with a world
in which satisfaction with the status quo
stultifies change and progress. But neither

can we permit untrammeled forces of

change to destroy progress already made.
And we should never accept the idea that

change must be brought about by one so-

ciety's imposing its system upon others.

These efforts have come in many guises

—

colonialism, imperialism, hegemony, ideo-

logical militancy. They are all inconsist-

ent with the U.N. Charter. They must all

be left behind.

Throughout most of history, important

international changes all too often have
come by force. The League of Nations, and
then the United Nations, were rooted, how-
ever, in a new concept: that mankind has

the rational capacity to find the means of

managing change through peaceful proc-

esses of negotiation. The realities of power
will remain an inherent ingredient of all

international relations. International or-

ganizations cannot abolish power—but

they can assist in constraining and channel-

ing its use to positive ends; they can be of

vital assistance in the unending task of

substituting reason and compromise for

force and domination.

Difficulties Confronting the United Nations

It would be difficult enough under any

circumstances to realize these two broad

purposes of the United Nations: reconcil-

ing national and international interests and
achieving change through peaceful proc-

esses. But there are special circumstances
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in contemporary history which add new di-

mensions to the task: the virtual explosion

in the number of independent nations com-

prising the international community and

the emergence of pervasive political and
ideological conflict. Indeed, it is the magni-

tude of precisely these developments

which leads us to ask ourselves whether a

world body can serve the interests of both

the old and the new nations.

The New Nations and the United Nations

I said earlier that if international insti-

tutions are to achieve their purposes, all

of the participants—new nations and old

—must be prepared to give up something

to achieve something else.

Since the Second World War, our coun-

try has been among the strongest support-

ers of international institutions and the

rule of law. This undoubtedly results

partly from our idealistic traditions. I hope

it will not be taken amiss, however, if I

add that our ability to pursue such a course

has been enhanced by our enormous
wealth. More than most other countries,

we can afford to give something up in the

present to gain something in the future.

But most nations are not so fortunate.

Many are extremely poor. It is understand-

ably more difficult for them to exhibit pa-

tience in the pursuit of long-range goals

when their immediate needs are so desper-

ately pressing.

Moreover, national independence is a

relatively new experience for many coun-

tries. Our country had been independent
for about 140 years when it rejected the

concept of the League of Nations. Many
U.N. members are barely 15 years old. Yet
already they confront the need to submerge
some attributes of national sovereignty in

the interests of global community. And
many are reluctant to do so.

We can sympathize with the dilemma
posed for the new nations. But today there

are fundamental truths that no nation can

escape. In our interdependent world, it will

be impossible for most nations to progress

toward their goals of development, of pro-

viding opportunity and dignity for their

citizens, unless there is broad international

cooperation founded upon a mutual effort

to realize common gains.

Political Conflict and the United Nations

Ironically, while it is the very purpose

of the United Nations to channel political

conflict toward accommodation, to facili-

tate peaceful change, it is also true that in-

ternational organizations can readily be

misused as theaters for waging political

warfare.

And unfortunately, the public diplomatic

stage at the United Nations can provide

great temptations to indulge in posturing

instead of sober recognition of hard truths,

to search for scapegoats instead of solu-

tions, and to substitute voting majorities for

genuine consensus.

It is a commonplace that our century has

witnessed global ideological struggle per-

haps unprecedented in history. That strug-

gle, between East and West following the

Second World War, dominated the United

Nations for many years.

Now we have seen the possibility emerge
of a new ideological struggle between
North and South, the rich and the poor,

with the United Nations again serving as

a battlefield. And certain regional conflicts,

like the Arab-Israeli dispute, seem at times

to hold the potential of tearing the United

Nations apart.

Clearly we must bend every effort to

avoid these results. For, should they occur,

there would in the long run be no winners

—only losers.

Where We Stand

The difficulties facing us may seem enor-

mous. However, if we look back toward

the past, not just over the last year or two,

but over decades and longer, the picture is

less bleak. From such a vantage point we
can see some fundamental grounds for en-

couragement. I would like to describe

briefly three areas in which the process of
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change has involved a broad advance for

all nations: the strengthening of law, world
economic cooperation, and human rights. In

all of these areas, I believe it should be pos-

sible for the international community to

continue to build upon underlying common
interests.

The Role of Laiv

Despite some fearsome assaults, in our

century the role of law in international af-

fairs has gathered some strength. In prior

centuries, there was little question that

every state arrogated unto itself the right

to use force to accomplish almost any goal

which its leaders thought worth the cost

—

even to invade and conquer for the mere
sake of glory. But today the principle em-
bodied in the Charter of the United Nations

that law and justice, not force, should guide

relations among states is applicable univer-

sally.

This does not, of course, mean that there

are no longer serious tensions which can
lead to war or that countries will not dis-

agree on who is at fault when violence

erupts or that it is no longer essential to

maintain a strong defense to deter aggres-

sion. Obviously, all these things are true,

and they will remain true so long as na-

tions accept no ultimate direction save that

of their own leaders.

But, still, there has been a change. There
is today an abhorrence of aggression—be-

yond rhetoric—that extends across the

globe. That is something surely which can

be built upon, provided we and others re-

main steadfast in maintaining our strength.

Today it is more important than ever to

marshal all possible efforts for extending

the role of law. And this is an interest

which indisputably is shared by all nations,

new and old, weak and strong.

The point warrants some elaboration be-

cause it is sometimes argued that interna-

tional law is a creation of the older West-
ern countries designed to serve them and
to keep the new nations in their place.

But nothing could be further from the

truth. In a world without law, every nation

December 13, 1976

would play by its own rules. And in such a

world, without question the weak would
suffer the most. Yet there would be scant

consolation for the strong. In a world with-

out respect for law, a world of the jungle,

the strong would find no peace. And over-

hanging all conflict would be the ever-

widening threat that someday, in some dis-

pute, uncontrollable forces would unleash

the ultimate nightmare: nuclear holocaust.

Yet the role of law cannot be extended
save by negotiation—negotiation in which
the interests of all states are reflected ulti-

mately in consensus.

We are right now engaged in some criti-

cal diplomatic enterprises to extend the role

of law among nations in just this fashion.

The most striking example is the Law of

the Sea Conference, an ambitious effort to

devise comprehensive rules to govern the

entire domain of the oceans. No interna-

tional negotiation in this generation has
been more vital for the long-term stability

and prosperity of our globe. Unless com-
petitive practices and claims are soon har-

monized, the world faces the prospect of

mounting conflict. But if we succeed, the

sense of community which has been so elu-

sive on land could be realized for some 70

percent of the world's surface. And the

United Nations will have met this test—to

reconcile the interests of individual nation-

states with those of the world community.

Economic Cooperation

It was not so long ago that problems of

economic cooperation between rich and
poor nations simply did not exist on any
diplomatic agenda. That may have been a

less complex world. But it was not a better

world for most of its inhabitants. For cen-

turies the vast majority of the Earth's pop-

ulation lived in mute suffering.

We face today a new and more promis-

ing situation, a challenge to frame a more
equitable and productive world economic
system. In historical terms, we have really

only just begun to take up this challenge.

Whatever the difficulties, there can be great

opportunities ahead.
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Today we know that our interdepend-

ence inescapably imposes on all nations a

need for new forms of cooperation. For

this reason, the United States has increas-

ingly taken the lead in drawing world at-

tention to new diplomatic imperatives in

this age of interdependence and in propos-

ing concrete solutions to its challenges. Our
preoccupation with interdependence has

not been a matter of mere rhetoric. It is a

matter of grappling with the fundamental

elements of our survival, of preserving the

capability of independent sovereign nations

to advance the welfare of their peoples, in-

cluding our own.
Some assert that our proposals are really

intended to make others more dependent on

us. That is utterly false.

There exist today varying degrees of de-

pendence, or vulnerability, in all relation-

ships among states. These differences are

politically exploitable by more powerful

nations. The very notion of cooperative so-

lutions based on the facts of interdepend-

ence is this: New economic arrangements,

freely negotiated and satisfactory to all the

parties, can insure that differing degrees of

vulnerability can less easily be exploited.

Thus, only if the realities of interdepend-

ence are honestly faced will nations have

the freedom to pursue their independent

courses free from the specter of abrupt dis-

ruptions in their national development

plans. This is the essential meaning of the

U.S. proposal to establish a system of global

food reserves, a system that could enhance

the basic security of many societies—if we
can bring it to fruition.

But a global economic system based on

equity can evolve only from negotiation, not

confrontation. And its creation requires all

nations to accept mutual responsibilities.

The process of cooperative change cannot

be sustained if there are destructive as-

saults on those successful economies whose
dynamism is crucial to any effort to create a

more just and productive global economy.

Boycotts, arbitrary price hikes, confisca-

tions, and other forms of economic intimi-

dation would only tear apart the fabric of

cooperation. Indeed, we have seen recently

that when the economies of the industrial

nations suffer the poorer nations suffer even

more.

The most prosperous nations, the United

States and the other great industrial de-

mocracies, do have major responsibilities.

Our experience, wealth, and technological

capacity are indispensable for any lasting

solutions to the problems of interdepend-

ence. I hope the American people are pre-

pared to support long-range efforts to solve

these problems. If we are to elicit the co-

operation of the developing nations toward
such long-term goals, we must help them
now to surmount their current economic

woes, which, for them, are of overwhelming
proportions. We must be prepared to ac-

company our advice on development strat-

egy with concrete deeds of assistance.

And we should keep in mind that assist-

ance for development is not charity. Nor is

it some form of debt owed to the poorer

countries to make up for past exploitation,

real or perceived. Instead, assistance from

the developed countries is an investment in

a future world of growing prosperity, ex-

panding opportunity for everyone—our-

selves included.

Human Rights

Even in the field of human rights there

has been progress, when viewed over a long

perspective. Not many decades ago vast

numbers of human beings were virtually

bereft of all rights. Slavery and slave labor

were not even recognized universally as in-

tolerable. The present situation in many
parts of the world is, without question, un-

satisfactory ; and in recent years there has

been some serious retrogression. But for the

first time in history there are now basic

documents, the U.N. Charter and the Uni-

versal Declaration of Human Rights, which

have a global reach and which set enlight-

ened standards for advancing the dignity
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of all human beings. And for the first time

there is a beginning, weak as it may now
be, of worldwide and regional procedures

to protect against human rights abuse.

But do the Western democracies and the

Third World truly share a common interest

in advancing the cause of individual

rights? Some have argued that we and the

Third World are in fundamental opposition

—that the human rights standards of the

charter, established before the emergence

of many newer member states, basically

have little importance for many of them in

relation to their overriding goals: economic

development and the fullest preservation of

their newly won independence.

I do not believe this is true. I believe that

there is a fundamental community of inter-

est between us and the Third World in ad-

vancing the protection of individual rights.

My convictions stem from the inherent

nature of human rights issues. When we
speak about the protection of personal

rights, we allude to many things; but at

the core, we have in mind the protection of

the individual from arbitrary control by

the state—which too often finds its ulti-

mate expression in such abhorrent prac-

tices as incarceration without legal process

and brutal torture, whether officially sanc-

tioned or tacitly condoned.

The need to protect the individual from
such abuses cannot be a discretionary mat-

ter dependent upon debate and intellectual

argumentation. It is inherent in the human
condition. There are no human beings in

any society, new or old, who want to see

members of their families tortured or im-

prisoned for daring to disagree with the

current political orthodoxy.

This drive for individual human freedom

is simply not extinguishable. Many of the

leaders of the newer nation-states were

responding to it when they fought and

sacrificed to achieve their independence.

Many of the new nations, drawing on

Western European and American tradi-

tions, created institutions intended to pro-

tect basic human freedoms. In some cases,

these institutions remain in place. In others,

they have been cast aside, at least for now.

But it is important that we not confuse

ups and downs in an endless struggle with

long-range and fundamental considera-

tions. If we are to be true to our own beliefs

as Americans, we will know, and we must

not be timid in asserting, that there are

courageous men and women in every na-

tion who yearn for freedom and fulfillment

of the human personality, even when con-

ditions of tyranny keep them silent. Gov-

ernments will come and go—while the

longing for humane relations between peo-

ple and government is permanent and
universal.

What can our government do to re-

spond? I think a valid approach for us can

include three elements:

—First, we and the other Western de-

mocracies must speak up vigorously in in-

ternational forums in behalf of the ideals

of the U.N. Charter—which we know to be

right. The United Nations is a particularly

appropriate forum for holding up before all

nations the standards which are fundamen-

tal for decent human existence.

—Second, at the same time we should

show more understanding for the problems

faced by many of the newer nations, and
we should keep our priorities straight. It

has not been easy even for some older na-

tions to preserve parliamentary democracy
or the civil, political, and human rights of

their citizens. The history of this century

abounds in examples of tyranny imposed at

least temporarily on nations already well

advanced in the arts of self-government.

But for many newer nations, the problems

are compounded when there is no network

of modern communications, no established

and assertive free press, when there is a

very low level of education and literacy.

When some new nations fail in trying to

sustain democratic political systems along

Western lines, we naturally lament this as
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a setback to the cause of representative gov-

ernment. But that is not necessarily the

same thing as the imposition of a brutal

tyranny. Without ever condoning any dep-

rivation of personal freedoms, we must con-

centrate on the first priority: to promote

observance of those standards of human
rights which are accepted universally and

which touch all human beings, like the

elimination of officially sanctioned torture.

—Finally, it is in our interest and the in-

terest of all countries to work as hard as

we can to make the international proce-

dures of the United Nations, now in embryo

form, as fair and effective as possible. I

must say that there has been serious misuse

of these procedures. They have too often

been platforms for concentrating on the

shortcomings of a few while denying the

massive transgressions of others. But for us

the fight to improve international proce-

dures remains of central importance. Obvi-

ously no nation, no matter how strongly it

believes in the human rights cause, can

take on the task of cajoling, or coercing, all

others. We can, however, have more hope

of achieving gradual improvement if the

application of accepted human rights

standards can be entrusted to genuinely

fair and capable international bodies.

Patient and Persistent Efforts Required

At the outset, I said that the United Na-

tions does have the potential to serve the

interests of both the old nations and the

new. In short, I believe that we and the new
nations do share fundamental interests: in

strengthening the role of law, in building a

system of global economic cooperation, and

in advancing the cause of human rights.

And of course we share the overarching

purpose for which the United Nations was
created : the preservation of peace. I be-

lieve, despite the controversies which some-

times rage when we come to grips with spe-

cific issues, that our work within the United

Nations can promote the realization of

these large common interests.

But it is equally clear to me that no one

can safely predict whether, over time, the

U.N.'s basic purposes will actually be real-

ized. This will require, first, that we im-

prove our ability to reconcile individual na-

tional interests with the broader interests of

the international community; and second,

that we gradually master the techniques for

managing change through peaceful proc-

esses. Both of these are supremely difficult

tasks, requiring qualities of statesmanship

not often demonstrated throughout his-

tory.

Let me stress here that it is not the United

Nations, as a corporate entity, which will

make the decisions that spell progress or

regression. Instead, the crucial decisions

will be taken by governments, and that

means responsibility will rest with individ-

ual national leaders supported by, or driven

by, their publics.

So, in the last analysis, whether we and
other governments enable the United Na-
tions to achieve its purposes will depend
upon qualities of courage, determination,

and vision that we exhibit. These will all be

needed to resist ever-present temptations to

seek immediate advantage and to disregard

the constraints of law.

And above all, we Americans will need

vision and tenacity. Creative, persistent

leadership from the United States is indis-

pensable if the United Nations is to achieve

the purposes for which we helped found it.

We need to keep our sights firmly fixed on

our long-range goals, for there are bound to

be many periods of discouragement along

our way. The problems which preoccupy us

at the United Nations will not be suscep-

tible to quick solutions but at best will only

gradually succumb to patient and persistent

efforts of accommodation.
In closing, let me recall the words of Dag

Hammarskjold, who understood well the

need for vision and who left us these words

of advice: "Never look down to test the

ground before taking your next step: only

he who keeps his eye fixed on the far

horizon will find his right road."
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United States Urges Resumption

of Cyprus Talks

Following is a statement by Senator

George McGovern, U.S. Representative to the

U.N. General Assembly, made in plenary

on November 11.

USUN press release 145 dated November 11

The question of Cyprus is again before

the General Assembly. Despite the concern
of the international community and the

efforts of the Secretary General, there has
been no real progress toward a lasting

settlement during the past year. The goal

of peace and justice for Cyprus—a goal

which my government shares with the peo-

ple of Cyprus and with all members of the

United Nations—is yet to be achieved.

My government has repeatedly expressed

its deep concern over the continuing lack

of progress toward a Cyprus settlement.

As Secretary of State Kissinger empha-
sized in his speech before this Assembly
this September, the passage of time has

served only to diminish possibilities for con-

structive conciliation. There has been
ample help available, most notably through
the good offices of the Secretary General,

but for such assistance to be effective, an
essential condition is the willingness of both

sides to commit themselves to sustained

negotiations. Such a commitment is not yet

evident.

Since the tragic events of 1974, the

United Nations has provided an important

forum for encouraging progress toward a

settlement. Through their resolutions the

General Assembly and the Security Coun-

cil have expressed the continuing concern

which all members of the international

community share over the situation in

Cyprus. The Secretary General has worked
tirelessly, under the "good offices" mandate
provided for by these resolutions, to en-

courage negotiations between the Cyprus

communities. My government again wishes

to express its appreciation for the patience
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and skill with which Secretary General

Waldheim has pursued this mission. He and
his associates have worked diligently—but

thus far to little avail.

The United States has sought and will

continue to seek to assist the Secretary

General in every way possible. We have

consulted closely with him and with other

member states intimately involved with the

Cyprus question. In September, Secretary

Kissinger put forward several ideas aimed

at serving as a point of departure for the

parties' discussion of their most serious

problems.

In recent weeks we have consulted inten-

sively with members of the European Com-
munity in an effort to refine and improve

this framework. We are still engaged in

this endeavor. Our hope is that shortly

after the General Assembly concludes its

consideration of Cyprus, the two parties

will come together again under the aus-

pices of the Secretary General and con-

sider this set of ideas which many of

Cyprus' friends believe can provide a path

through the procedural barriers which

have impeded progress.

In sum, my government believes that a

rapid and equitable solution is essential

and that enhancing the prospects for a

negotiated settlement should be the fore-

most consideration in the General Assem-

bly's current debate. We believe the cause

of peace on Cyprus is less well served by

continued public dispute than by serious,

quiet discussion of the real issues.

This year's session of the General Assem-

bly, through calm and reasoned considera-

tion of the issues, can make a meaningful

contribution to the search for peace on

Cyprus. What is needed is a moderate and

balanced resolution which encourages both

sides to embark once again on a productive

negotiating course. 1

1 The Assembly on Nov. 12 adopted by a vote of

94 to 1 (Turkey), with 27 abstentions (U.S.), Reso-

lution A/RES/31/12 concerning the question of

Cyprus.
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U.S. Announces 1977 Contributions

to UNDP, U.N. Natural Resources Fund

Folloiving is a statement made in the 1976

United Nations Pledging Conference on the

United Nations Development Program and
the United Nations Capital Development

Fund by U.S. Representative Jacob M. Myer-
son on November 2.

USUN press release 137 dated November 2

On the occasion of the annual pledging

conference for the United Nations Develop-

ment Program, I am pleased to announce
that the U.S. contribution for the coming
year will be $100 million. This represents

a further tangible indication of the impor-

tance which my government—the execu-

tive branch and the Congress—attributes

to the Program and to the crucial work
that it performs in the cause of economic
development and international cooperation.

Our contribution underscores both our faith

in the Program and our commitment to its

future.

The past year has not been an easy one
for the United Nations Development Pro-

gram or for its Administrator, Mr. Bradford
Morse, in whom we have great confidence.

He has been confronted with administra-

tive and financial problems of immense dif-

ficulty and complexity. We all share in the

responsibility to render to UNDP the nec-

essary assistance, cooperation, understand-

ing, and advice required to set things

aright. A good beginning has been made
over the past 10 months. We look forward
to further significant progress in the com-
ing year.

The UNDP is now embarking upon its

second cycle with an ambitious program de-

signed better to meet the needs of the least

well-off nations. We hope for mounting fi-

nancial support from all sources, including

those relatively wealthier nations which
have UNDP programs. Naturally, to the

extent feasible, UNDP should have freely

usable, convertible currencies available.

These are the most useful contributions.

My delegation believes that special

thanks are due to those countries, devel-

oped and developing, which have made ex-

traordinary contributions to UNDP during
the current year. We wish also to applaud
those nations which, after reviewing their

own situations, have announced their inten-

tion to forgo part or all of their indicative

planning figures for the second cycle. In

this spirit of mutual cooperation, the UNDP
can face the future determined to carry out

its vital role in meeting the problems of

insufficient food, disease, unemployment,
and poverty in general.

Mr. President, it is also my great pleas-

ure on this occasion to announce the first

U.S. contribution to the United Nations Re-

volving Fund for Natural Resources. Devel-

oping mineral resources anywhere is a far

from simple matter, one involving consider-

able risk. Many developing countries are

not in a position to finance exploration on

their own even though their development

objectives would be served thereby. The
Fund, with its unique replenishment fea-

ture, will permit UNDP programs of coun-

tries concerned to be supplemented in an

area which can provide substantial eco-

nomic benefits to them. It can also expand

the global base for many natural resources.

In light of these considerations, the United

States wishes to announce a contribution to

the Fund of $2.5 million for 1977.

Congressional Documents

Relating to Foreign Policy

94th Congress, 2d Session .

Nuclear Reduction, Testing, and Non-Proliferation.

Hearing before the Subcommittee on Arms Con-

trol, International Organizations, and Security

Agreements of the Senate Committee on Foreign

Relations on S. Con. Res. 69. March 18, 1976. 57 pp.

United States-Cuba Trade Promotion. Hearing be-

fore the Subcommittee on International Trade and

Commerce of the House Committee on Interna-

tional Relations. July 22, 1976. 63 pp.

Admission of Foreign Nationals to the Coast Guard
Academy. Report of the Senate Committee on Com-
merce to accompany H.R. 11407. S. Rept. 94-1187.

August 27, 1976. 4 pp.
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TREATY INFORMATION

Current Actions

MULTILATERAL

Coffee

International coffee agreement 1976, with annexes.

Done at London December 3, 1975. Entered into

force provisionally October 1, 1976.

Notifications of provisional application deposited:

Haiti, Netherlands, September 16, 1976; Costa

Rica, September 17, 1976; Panama, September

20, 1976; Portugal, Venezuela, September 21,

1976; Ivory Coast, September 27, 1976; Bolivia,

Honduras, September 30, 1976.

Ratifications deposited: Canada, September 17,

1976; India, September 20, 1976; Uganda, Sep-

tember 21, 1976; New Zealand, Switzerland,

September 27, 1976; Nigeria, November 11, 1976.

Judicial Procedure—Documents

Convention on the service abroad of judicial and

extrajudicial documents in civil or commercial mat-

ters. Done at The Hague November 15, 1965. En-

tered into force February 10, 1969. TIAS 6638.

Signature: Spain, October 21, 1976.

Judicial Procedure—Evidence

Convention on the taking of evidence abroad in civil

or commercial matters. Done at The Hague March

18, 1970. Entered into force October 7, 1972. TIAS
7444.

Signature: Spain, October 21, 1976.

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. 1

Acceptance deposited: Republic of Korea, Novem-
ber 8, 1976.

Terrorism

Convention to prevent and punish the acts of terror-

ism taking the form of crimes against persons and

related extortion that are of international signifi-

cance. Done at Washington February 2, 1971. En-

tered into force October 16, 1973; for the United

States October 20, 1976.

Proclaimed by the President: November 16, 1976.

Trade

Declaration on the provisional accession of Tunisia

to the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.

Done at Tokyo November 12, 1959. Entered into

force May 21, 1960; for the United States June 15,

1960. TIAS 4498.

Acceptance deposited: Romania, November 4,

1976.

Tenth proces-verbal extending the declaration on the
provisional accession of Tunisia to the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. Done at Geneva
November 21, 1975. Entered into force January 8,

1976; for the United States January 19, 1976.

TIAS 8320.

Acceptances deposited: Finland, October 29, 1976;
Romania, November 4, 1976.

Wheat

Protocol modifying and further extending the wheat
trade convention (part of the international wheat
agreement) 1971. Done at Washington March 17,

1976. Entered into force June 19, 1976, with re-

spect to certain provisions, and July 1, 1976, with

respect to other provisions.

Ratifications deposited: Egypt, November 23,

1976; Iraq, November 22, 1976.2

BILATERAL

Bangladesh

Project agreement relating to the grant of funds for

feasibility studies of development projects, with

annexes and related letter. Signed at Dacca Sep-

tember 29, 1976. Entered into force September 29,

1976.

Egypt

Loan agreement relating to the modernization and

improvement of the Misr Spinning and Weaving
Company facilities, with annex. Signed at Cairo

September 4, 1976. Entered into force September 4,

1976.

Agreement amending the grant agreement of May
30, 1976, as amended, relating to technical and
feasibility studies. Signed at Cairo September 30,

1976. Entered into force September 30, 1976.

Guatemala

Loan agreement for municipal earthquake recovery,

with annex. Signed at Guatemala September 20,

1976. Entered into force September 20, 1976.

Peru

Loan agreement relating to a program for improved

water and land use in the Sierra, with annex.

Signed at Lima September 29, 1976. Entered into

force September 29, 1976.

Loan agreement relating to agricultural cooperative

federations development, with annex. Signed at

Lima September 29, 1976. Entered into force Sep-

tember 29, 1976.

Portugal

Agreement for sales of agricultural commodities, re-

lating to the agreement of March 18, 1976 (TIAS

1 Not in force.
2 With statement.
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8264). Signed at Lisbon October 22, 1976. Entered
into force October 22, 1976.

United Kingdom

Extradition treaty, with schedule, protocol of signa-

ture, and exchange of notes. Signed at London
June 8, 1972. Enters into force January 21, 1977.

Proclaimed by the President: November 17, 1976.

World Meteorological Organization

Agreement relating to a procedure for United States

income tax reimbursement. Effected by exchange

of letters at Geneva May 11 and September 24,

1976. Enters into force January 1, 1977.

Zaire

Project agreement relating to the improvement of

small farmer production and income, with annexes.

Signed at Kinshasa September 30, 1976. Entered

into force September 30, 1976.

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. 20402.

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, which 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 350 each.

Cape Verde . . .

Czechoslovakia . .

Cat. No. S1.123:C17v

Pub. 8874 4 pp.

Cat. No. S1.123:C99

Pub. 7758 7 pp.

The Twelfth Report, U.S. Advisory Commission on

International Educational and Cultural Affairs. This

annual report summarizes the principal activities of

the Commission during the past year and makes
specific recommendations on funding of the U.S.

Government's international educational and cultural

exchange activities, U.S. implementation of the

"Final Act" of the Helsinki Conference (CSCE),
utilization of exchange to improve understanding
between the United States and Latin America and
Canada, and the U.S. role in UNESCO and the U.N.
University. 82 pp. $1.50. (Stock No. 044-000-01622-
2).

Narcotic Drugs—Additional Cooperative Arrange-
ments to Curb Illegal Traffic. Agreement with Mex-
ico. TIAS 8297. 6 pp. 350. (Cat. No. S9.10:8297).

Narcotic Drugs—Drug Enforcement Administration
Representative. Understandings with Indonesia.

TIAS 8299. 5 pp. 350. (Cat. No. S9.10:8299).

Criminal Investigations. Agreement with Greece.

TIAS 8300. 6 pp. 350. (Cat. No. S9.10:8300).

Air Charter Services. Understanding with the United

Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.

TIAS 8303. 9 pp. 350. (Cat. No. S9.10:8303).

Air Transport Services. Agreement with Lebanon ex-

tending the agreement of September 1, 1972. TIAS
8304. 3 pp. 350. (Cat. No. S9.10:8304).

Scheduled and Nonscheduled Air Service. Agreement
with the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia

amending the agreement of September 27, 1973.

TIAS 8305. 13 pp. 350. (Cat. No. S9.10:8305).

Air Charter Services. Agreement with Ireland. TIAS
8306. 7 pp. 350. (Cat. No. S9.10:8306).

Statutes of the World Tourism Organization (WTO).
Agreement with other governments. TIAS 8307.

68 pp. 850. (Cat. No. S9.10:8307).

Agricultural Commodities. Agreement with Indonesia.

TIAS 8308. 22 pp. 350. (Cat. No. S9.10:8308).

Agricultural Commodities. Agreement with Morocco.

TIAS 8309. 13 pp. 350. (Cat. No. S9.10:8309).

Agricultural Commodities. Agreement with Tanzania.

TIAS 8310. 15 pp. 350. (Cat. No. S9.10:8310).

Agricultural Commodities. Agreement with Sri Lanka
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