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THE PRESIDENT

SDI: Progress and Promise
PresidentReagan'sremarks at a
White House briefing on August 6, 1986.1
I'm grateful to have this opportunity to
speak with you and to thank you for all
you're doing to keep America in the
forefront of scientific and technological
change. Our country's security today
relies as much on the genius and
creativity of scientists as it does on the
courage and dedication of those in the
military services. It also relies on those
with the wisdom to recognize innovation
when they see it and to shepherd change
over the obstacles and through the maze.
It takes a special person, endowed with
vision and tenacity, to overcome political
and bureaucratic inertia; and many of
you here today are just this kind of
special people, and I want you to know
that your President and your country
are grateful. And, if I'm not being too
presumptuous, I think history will
remember you, too.
There are three stages of reaction to
any new idea, as Arthur C. Clarke, a
brilliant writer with a fine scientific
mind, once noted. First, "It's crazy;
don't waste my time." Second, "It's
possible, but it's not worth doing." And,
finally, "I always said it was a good
idea."
When I notice how much support tax
simplification seems to have attracted as
of late, I can't help but think of Clarke's
observation. Well, one sometimes has to
live with opposition to proposals such as
changing the tax code, but when the
same kind of skepticism stands in the
way of the national security of our country, it can be perilous.
Clearly, intelligent and well-meaning
individuals can be trapped by a mindset,
a way of thinking that prevents them
from seeing beyond what has already
been done and makes them uncomfortable with what is unfamiliar. And this
mindset is perhaps our greatest obstacle
in regard to SDI.
We're at a critical point now on
national security issues, and we need
your help. Many of our citizens are still
unaware that today we are absolutely
defenseless against the fastest, most
destructive weapons man has ever
created-ballistic missiles. Yet, there are
still those who want to cut off, or
severely cut back, our ability to investigate the feasibility of such defenses.
Congressional action on the defense
authorization bill is coinciding with
increasing diplomatic activity with the
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Soviet Union. Yet, at the same time,
we're in the midst of a budget fight
which could take away the very leverage
we need to deal with the Soviets
successfully.
Back in 1983, I challenged America's
scientific community to develop an alternative to our total reliance on the threat
of nuclear retaliation, an alternative
based on protecting innocent people
rather than avenging them; an alternative that would be judged effective by
how many lives it could save, rather than
how many lives it could destroy.
All of you know that during the past
three decades deterrence has been based
on our ability to use offensive weapons
to retaliate against any attack. Once an
American President even had to make
the excruciating decision to use such
weapons in our defense. Isn't it time
that we took steps that will permit us to
do something about nuclear weapons,
rather than simply continue to live with
them in fear? And this is what our SDI
research is all about, and there can be no
better time than today, the 41st anniversary of Hiroshima, to rededicate
ourselves to finding a safer way to keep
the peace.
Many people believe the answer lies
not in SDI but only in reaching arms
control agreements. Trust and
understanding alone, it is said, will lead
to arms control. But let's not kid
ourselves; it's realism, not just trust,
that is going to make it possible for
adversaries, like the Soviet Union and
the United States, to reach effective
arms reduction agreements. Our SDI
program has provided a historic opportunity; one that enhances the prospects
for reducing the number of nuclear
weapons. Technology can make it possible for both sides, realistically, without
compromising their own security, to
reduce their arsenals. And the fear that
one side might cheat-might have a
number of missiles above the agreed
upon limit-could be offset by effective
defenses. Clearly, by making offensive
nuclear missiles less reliable, we make
agreements to reduce their number more
attainable. Particularly is that true
where one side now is an economic
basket case because of the massive arms
buildup that it's been conducting over
the last few decades-the Soviet Union.
There has been progress. There's a
serious prospect today for arms reductions, not just arms control; and that by
itself is a great change, and it can be
traced to our Strategic Defense Initiative. SDI can take the profit out of the

Soviet buildup of offensive weapons and,
in time, open new opportunities by
building on today's and tomorrow's
technologies.
I say this fully aware of the Soviet
campaign to convince the world that terminating our SDI program is a prerequisite to any arms agreement. This
clamoring is nothing new. It also has
preceded steps we've taken to modernize
our strategic forces. It was especially
loud, for example, as we moved to offset
the unprovoked and unacceptable Soviet
buildup of intermediate-range missiles
aimed at our allies by deploying our
Pershing IIs and cruise missiles.
When I made it clear that we would
no longer base our strategic force decisions on the flawed SALT [strategic
arms limitation talks] Treaties-and, let
me add, that action was taken when
there was ample evidence that the Soviet
Union was already in clear violation of
key SALT provisions-the cry went up
that it was the death knell of arms control and the beginning of a new, even
more destructive nuclear arms race.
Well, let me just point out, in case no
one noticed, the naysayers' predictions
have been about as accurate as the time
my old boss, Harry Warner of Warner
Brothers' film company, said when
sound films first came in: "Who the hell
wants to hear an actor talk?"
Today, we continue to negotiate with
the Soviets, and they are negotiating
with us. In fact, their recent proposalsin stark contrast to those gloomy
predictions-are somewhat more forthcoming than those of the past. We are
giving serious consideration to what the
Soviets have recently laid upon the table
in response to our own concrete reduction proposals. Also, we are looking
toward the next summit between
General Secretary Gorbachev and me, as
we agreed upon last November, where
nuclear arms reduction will be one of
several significant issues to be discussed.
Forecasting is not useful, but, let me
just say again, I am optimistic. It is
demonstrably in the interest of both our
countries to reduce the resources that
we commit to weapons. If the Soviet
Union wants arms reduction-strategic,
chemical, or conventional-the United
States stands ready to commit itself to a
fair and verifiable agreement.
As for SDI, let me again affirm, we
are willing to explore how to share its
benefits with the Soviet Union, which
itself has long been involved in strategic
defense programs. This will help to
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demonstrate what I have been emphasizing all along-that we seek no unilateral
advantage through the SDI.
There's been some speculation that
in my recent letter to General Secretary
Gorbachev, I decided to seek some sort
of "grand compromise" to trade away
SDI in exchange for getting the Soviets
to join with us in the offensive reductions. Now, to those who have been
publicizing what is supposed to be in that
letter, I hope they aren't offended to
find out that they don't know what's in
that letter because no one's really told
them. I know. Let me reassure you right
here and now that our response to
demands that we cut off or delay
research and testing and close shop is:
no way. SDI is no bargaining chip; it is
the path to a safer and more secure
future. And the research is not, and
never has been, negotiable. As I've said
before, it's the number of offensive
missiles that needs to be reduced, not
efforts to find a way to defend mankind
against these deadly weapons.
Many of the vocal opponents of SDI,
some of them with impressive scientific
credentials, claim our goal is impossible;
it can't be done, they say. Well, I think
it's becoming increasingly apparent to
everyone that those claiming it can't be
done have clouded vision. Sometimes
smoke gets in your eyes. And sometimes
politics gets in your eyes. If this project
is as big a waste of time and money as
some have claimed, why have the Soviets
been involved in strategic defense
themselves for so long, and why are they
so anxious that we stop?
I understand that General Abrahamson
[Director of the Strategic Defense
Initiative Organization] has already
briefed you on the progress we've made.
I want to take this opportunity to congratulate the General and his team.
They're all first string and doing a terrific job.
I'm more than happy with the
strides made in our ability to track and
intercept missiles before they reach their
targets. The goal we seek is a system
that can intercept deadly ballistic
missiles in all phases of their flight,
including and, in particular, the boost
phase-right where they're coming out
of the silos. Our research is aimed at
finding a way of protecting people, not
missiles. And that's my highest priority
and will remain so.
And to accomplish this, we're proceeding as fast as we can toward
developing a full range of promising
technologies. I know there are those who
are getting a bit antsy, but to deploy
systems of limited effectiveness now
would divert limited funds and delay our

main research. It could well erode support for the program before it's permitted to reach its potential.
Jack Swigert, an astronaut, an
American hero of the first order, once
said: "I was privileged to be one of the
few who viewed our earth from the
moon, and that vision taught me that
technology and commitment can overcome any challenge." Well, Jack
tragically died of cancer and was cut
short from the great contributions he
would have made to his country and to
mankind. He was the kind of individual
who made this the great land of freedom
and enterprise that it is. His can-do
spirit is alive and well in America today.
We and the other free people of the
world are on the edge of a giant leap
into the next century. That turning point
in 131/2 years will not only mark the end
of a century but the beginning of a new
millennium. And the free people of the
world are ready for it. Our research on
effective defenses helps to point the way
to a safer future. The best minds from
some allied countries are already working with us in this noble endeavor, and
we believe others will join this effort
before too long. In SDI, as elsewhere,
we've put technology that almost boggles the mind to work-increasing our
productivity and expanding the limits of
human potential. The relationship
between freedom and human progress
has never been more apparent.
But our freedom and security, as we
are sorely aware, depend on more than
technology. Both diplomacy and our
internal debate are at a critical juncture,
and your active support is imperative.

Together, we must make it plain that
this is the worst time to undermine vital
defense programs and take away
America's needed negotiating leverage.
If we cut back on our own forces
unilaterally, we will leave our adversaries no incentive to reduce their own
weapons. And we will leave the next
generations not a safer, more stable
world but a far more dangerous one. The
future is literally in our hands. And it is
SDI that is helping us to regain control
over our own destiny.
Just one last little incident, if you
aren't aware of it already, that might be
helpful to you and some people that you
might be discussing this subject with.
Back when Fulton was inventing the
steamboat and it came into reality, there
was an effort made to sell it to Napoleon
in France. And that great general, with
all his wisdom, said: "Are you trying to
tell me that you can have a boat that will
sail against the tide and the currents and
the winds without any sails?" He said:
"Don't bother me with such foolishness." Well, we know where the foolishness lay, and let's not make the same
mistakes.
I want to thank you all again for all
you are doing to keep our country out in
front, to keep her secure and free. Don't
let up. God bless you.
I'll just leave you with this thought
once again. When the time has come and
the research is complete, yes, we're
going to deploy.
'Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Aug. 11, 1986. N

News Conference of August 12
Excerptsfrom PresidentReagan's
news conference held in Chicago on
August 12, 1986.1

Tomorrow the Senate will cast a crucial
vote. The question is that of assistance
to the freedomfighters who are trying to
bring democracy to Nicaragua, where a
communist regime, a client state of the
Soviet Union, has taken over. The question before the Senate is: Will it vote for
democracy in Central America and the
security of our own borders, or will it
vote to passively sit by while the Soviets
make permanent their military beachhead on the mainland of North America?
Q. Soviet and American
negotiators just completed 2 days of
top-level talks in Moscow. Did they

narrow any differences on arms control, perhaps paving the way for a
summit later this year? And how did
the Soviets react to your offer to delay
the deployment of a Strategic Defense
Initiative in return for an agreement
to deploy it later?
A. That isn't exactly what we've
proposed to the Soviet Union about
delaying our Strategic Defense Initiative. And I'm not going to discuss what
was in my letter, and no one who has
been guessing at it has guessed right
yet. But the General Secretary did not
reveal his letter to me, and I'm not
going to reveal mine to him. But we
don't have an answer or a reply yet from
our negotiators over there, and I'm
waiting for their report to see where we
stand. But we have no word as yet.
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their belief that they could then rise out
of all of that disruption and seize control.
And this has been transmitted to me
personally by some of these other
leaders, like Buthelezi of the largest
tribal group in all of South Africa, the
Zulus. And there are others. There are
religious leaders. Another one, another
Bishop-you never hear of him-I don't
know whether I pronounce his name
right, but it's, I think, Moreno or
Marnarama. I'm going to have to find
out what sounds they attach to some of
their combination of letters. But he's the
leader of 41/2 million Christians there.

And all of them are deathly opposed to
sanctions. So, I just think that up on the
Hill there, well-intentioned though they
may be, they're asking for something
that would not be helpful.
On the other hand, I think there are
evidences that maybe ourselves and
some of our allies could be invited to
meet with their government representatives and see if we couldn't bring about
some coming together of these responsible leaders of the black community.

President Reagan at news conference of August 12.

Q. Are you more or less optimistic
about the prospects for a summit in
November?
A. Yes, I am optimistic. And I'm
optimistic that we're going to make
more progress than probably has been
made in a number of years because of
some of the problems that are concerning the General Secretary at this time.
Q. Your recent speech on South
Africa met with what one account
called "a bipartisan chorus of boos on
Capitol Hill." It neither silenced your
critics nor satisfied members of your
own party who are pressing for a more
forceful U.S. approach to that problem. At this point, are you willing to
ignore those calls for firmer U.S.
action and possibly see Congress seize
the initiative in setting policy toward
South Africa?
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A. I don't think that it's a case of
whether it's firm action or not. I think
the simple case is that punitive sanctions
that would affect the economy there
would not only be disruptive to
surrounding states that are virtually
linked to South Africa's economy but
would also be very punitive to the people
that we want to help. And whether the
Members of the Congress were ready to
accept what I said in that speech-I can
tell you that in communication with
some of the most prominent of the black
leaders, individuals who are leaders of
groups of several million, 41/2 million in
one religious group, and are all solidly
opposed to the sanctions. And the one
group that is in support of them in South
Africa is a group that very definitely has
been the most radical and wants the
disruption that would come from
massive unemployment and hunger and
desperation of the people; because it is

Q. If you're unwilling at this point
to define what a reasonable timetable
is for the abolition of apartheid, does
the situation, in fact, reach a point at
some stage where the United States is
pushed to go beyond friendly persuasion to prod the South Africans for
change?
A. I think that's something that you
face if and when that time comes. Yes,
we're impatient. And, yes, we feel as
strongly about apartheid as anyone does,
and it should be done away with. On the
other hand, President Botha himself has
said the same thing and that his goal is
to eliminate apartheid.
Q. After you announced your decision to subsidize grain sales to the
Soviet Union, Secretary of State
Shultz was extremely critical. And I'd
like you to reply to his criticism. He
said the Soviet Union must be chortling at having sales to them subsidized and scratching their heads about
a system that says we're going to fix it
up so that American taxpayers make it
possible for Soviet housewives to buy
American-produced food at a price
lower than an American housewife.
Now, that's Secretary Shultz; what do
you have to say about that?
A. You fellows all caught Secretary
Shultz-he'd been away, and you caught
him before he'd had a chance to talk to
us and find out what it was we really had
done.
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Now, we're not out, as a matter of
policy, to continue subsidizing the Soviet
Union. The Soviet Union has a long-term
grain agreement with us, and it calls for
a purchase of 4 million metric tons of
grain this year. They have not yet
bought that.
This measure that I employed was in
the bill that the Congress passed. And
what we did was say for this one crop,
and for this one season, that we would
offer this subsidy to the farmers. We
didn't do it for the Soviet Union. We did
it for our farmers, who are, as you
know-and we hope temporarily-but in
a real bind, a very severe one. This
amounted to a subsidy for them, but
allowed the Soviet Union to buy that
4 million. If they came in and wanted to
buy 5, the other million would be back at
the regular price. And I think George
has mellowed considerably since he
found out what it is that we did.
Q. A lot of people just simply
think you were trying to buy votes in
the fall elections, because the
American taxpayer is going to pay
about 20¢ a bushel for this subsidy.
A. No, we're trying to help in a
situation that I believe was originally
created by the Federal Government,
when the Federal Government, back in
the days of the Depression, started
invading the farm community. And with
all its various programs, it has brought
on most of the problems that bother the
farmers today.
Q. Yesterday you offered strong
words of encouragement to those who
would like to see the Berlin Wall torn
down. I am wondering if at some point
in the future you might be willing to
go beyond rhetoric and perhaps put it
on a future agenda for negotiation
with the Soviet Union?
A. I would have no hesitation, whatsoever, in a summit meeting to discuss
this with the General Secretary. I think
it's a wall that never should have been
built. And I happen to believe that at the
time that they started to put it up-and
they started with wire, barbed wire,
instead of a wall-that if the United
States had taken the action it should
have-because that was a total violation
of the Four Powers agreement for
Berlin-that if we'd gone in there and
knocked down that wire then, I don't
think there'd be a wall today. Because I
don't think they wanted to start a war
over that.
Q. How realistic is it, though?
Some critics have suggested that it
raises false hopes for those beyond the
wall.

A. I don't think anyone is intending
to do anything of that kind. But we
know that they've done a kind of
lucrative business in letting people come
through that wall, if the price was right,
and rejoin their families and friends in
West Germany. And isn't it strange that
all of these situations where other people
build walls to keep an enemy out, and
there's only one part of the world and
one philosophy where they have to build
walls to keep their people in? Maybe
they're going to recognize that there is
something wrong with that soon.
Q. I'd like to go back to your first
answer on South Africa. You said that
the only blacks who want sanctions
are the radical blacks, the ones who
want upheaval. One of the blacks who
very much is in favor of sanctions and
is very critical of your policy is Desmond Tutu, who is a bishop of the
church and the Nobel Peace Prize winner. Are you saying that he's one of
those radical blacks who wants
upheaval?
A. No, but I don't think he's right in
what he's advocating now. But, I guess
that was careless of me. I was talking in
terms of the various groupings, political
alliances and so forth, of the people in
the black community there. Of course
there are individuals that may be all
over, individuals that think that's the
thing to do, that there's no other answer
now except just punish, never mind trying to find a solution to the problem.
And so, I agree that was careless of me.
No, I was not linking him in with the
particular group that I had in mind.
Q. You also, in your first answer,
talked about a possible meetingWestern governments invited to talk
to the South African Government and
to blacks. Could you tell us a little bit
more about where that stands now, the
question of your appointing an ambassador to South Africa and also the
possibility of a special envoy?
A. We have made no decision yet on
the ambassador, nor have we made up
our minds whether we want to send an
envoy or not. But at the risk of violating
something that I said, or I thought that I
wouldn't do, I am going to say one thing
about Mr. Botha's speech today. Now,
I'm not going to comment generally or
take questions on that because I haven't
heard it, and I'm not going to comment
until I hear the whole thing. But I did,
thanks to the media, hear at least one
line of his. And this line-he spoke of the
idea of having the leaders of West
Germany, France, United Kingdom, and
the United States to some meetings.

This is what we ourselves have been
talking about, and among ourselves,
these same leaders-is if we could be of
help. This is a sovereign nation. You
can't go in and dictate to them and tell
them how they must run their country.
But if we could be of help in bringing
together various groupings there to
discuss with the government as to how
something could be planned to bring
along an end to apartheid earlier, this
we would be pleased to do.
As I say, I can't comment because I
haven't heard or read, and I will get his
transcript and read his speech. But he
did-and that was quoted on the air-he
did say that he was thinking of such a
meeting.
Q. Would you go to that kind of a
summit meeting?
A. I don't know whether it would
require us or whether it could be done
with foreign ministers or not. We'd have
to see the details.
Q. When you spoke earlier of that
one group that you said wants disorder
and is radical-just to clear up the
point-you seemed to be referring to
the African National Congress, the
very group that Secretary of State
Shultz says should be negotiated with,
that the Commonwealths feel should
be part of the solution. Are you saying
that they should not be among the
groups that ought to be included in
some sort of dialogue, even though
they seem to be very representative of
a large number of people in South
Africa?
A. The African National Congress
started out some years ago, and there
was no question about it being a solid
organization. But in 1921, in South
Africa, the Communist Party was
formed. And some years later the Communist Party of South Africa joined
with, and just moved into, the African
National Congress. And it is that element; I don't say the entire ANC, no.
And George Shultz has talked with
them. We know that there are still sound
people. We've had enough experience in
our own country with so-called communist fronts to know that you can have
an organization with some well-meaning
and fine people, but you have an element
in there that has its own agenda. And
this is what's happened with the ANC.
And right now, the ANC in exile, the
ones we're hearing from, that are making the statements, are the members of
that African Communist Party. So, no, if
you could do business with and separate
out and get the solid citizens in the ANC
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to come forward on their own, that's just
fine.
Q. Let me understand, also, the
logic of what you said tonight about
sanctions. The front-line states, the
neighboring states, have said that
they, even though hurt by sanctions,
would welcome it if it came from
Western countries. Yet President
Botha has imposed sanctions upon
them. You've not criticized him for
that, you personally, and at the same
time this country has imposed sanctions on Nicaragua and Poland. Are
you saying that what those regimes do
to their people is worse than what the
South African regime has done to the
residents of that country?
A. No, with regard to Poland, if you
would check the sanctions that we finally
felt had to be applied there, we applied
sanctions that we were sure-and we
sought Polish advice on this-that would
not harm the citizens of Poland, that
there would be restrictions on the
government that was at that time denying Lech Walesa and the union and so
forth, the Solidarity movement, its
rights. With regard to Nicaragua, there
is no comparison between South Africa
and Nicaragua. In South Africa you're
talking about a country-yes, we
disagree and find repugnant some of the
practices of their government, but
they're not seeking to impose their
government on other surrounding countries. Nicaragua is a totalitarian, communist state. It is a sort of a vassal of
the Soviet Union. And it has made plain
in utterance after utterance, even since
the Somoza revolution, that their revolution is not going to be confined to their
borders, that they intend to spread that
revolution throughout Latin America.
So, what we're talking about is helping the people of Nicaragua. Just
recently, the last newspaper, La Prensa,
was silenced; two religious leaders were
ejected from the country for criticizing
some facets of the government. And we
simply feel that the revolution against
Somoza, which declared in writing to the
Organization of American States what
their goals were: a pluralistic society, a
democracy, free speech, freedom of
press, free labor unions, and all of thisthey pledged what they were trying to
achieve. Then one element in the revolution threw out the others that had
fought beside them, and who largely
make up the contras, took over, seized
power at the point of a gun. And we
simply believe that the people of
Nicaragua have got a right to try for
their original goals.
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Q. After Reverend Lawrence Martin Jenco was released by his captors
in Beirut a few weeks ago, he met
with you and said he delivered a
message from his captors. What was
in that message, specifically, and how
have you been using that to obtain the
release of the other Americans held in
Lebanon?
A. Contrary to what the tone of
some people is, we've been trying relentlessly to get those hostages back from
the first day of their captivity. First, we
had to try and find out where they were.
We still don't really know that. They're
moved frequently. And we're going to
keep on trying. We have had some
broken hearts. Many times that we
thought we were on the track and that
we were almost going to be able to set a
day when they would be free, and then it
would disappear into the sand and we'd
have to start on another path. We're
going to continue until we get them
back.
But he did bring some oral messages-well, I say messages because I
didn't hear the one that was for the
Pope-but he did to us. And I feel that it
was told to me in confidence, and I have
a feeling that if I should go public with
some of the things in that, I might do
harm to our efforts to try and get them
back. So, I'm not going to comment on
that.
Q. Can you say tonight that we are
any closer to seeing the other Americans held there being freed as Father
Jenco was?
A. My hesitance about that-it's just
what I've said before: that there have
been times when, if you'd asked me that
question, I would have been tempted to
say, yes, it's imminent. And then, as I
say, it disappeared, and we had to find
another track and start over. And we've
known encouragement and discouragement. And I can't comment. We must
get them back, and we're going to keep
on doing everything we can and trying
to get them back. But I don't want to
say anything that will endanger them.
Q. The comparison you discussed
before between Nicaragua and South
Africa seems to agitate many of your
critics who note the eloquence with
which you address the issue of
freedom fighting in Nicaragua but
seem to lose that eloquence in South
Africa. Do you honestly believe that
the South African Government treats
its black majority worse than the
Sandinista regime, Marxist though it
may be, treats Nicaraguan citizens
inside Nicaragua, keeping in mind the

number of black South Africans who
have died over the past year alone, the
amount of the cross-border incursions
the South African Government has
conducted against the neighboring
states, et cetera, et al?
A. I think that I have condemned
publicly all of those things that you're
talking about. On the other hand, I also
realize the complexity of the South
Africa problem, because much of that
death that you spoke of is being inflicted
by blacks on blacks because of their own
tribal separations. And all of this must
be taken into account in finding a system
of government.
But also I am quoting now one of
those black leaders who wrote a most
statesmanlike and eloquent letter to me
just recently, and he pointed out that
while, yes, they were impatient, and,
yes, we hope that we can make progress
faster, he pointed out he did not disapprove of Botha. He pointed out what he
has accomplished and the things that he
has done. And he also made a point
about what would happen if those in our
country who want us to have the
American companies that are over there
doing business withdraw. And he
pointed out that those companies-some
200 of them-following the Sullivan principles, in which there is the kind of treatment that we would recognize as being
decent in this country with regard to
their employees and outside the actual
employment, the things they've tried to
do to improve life for the families on the
outside, that this would all be lost if
some people had their way with sanctions and so forth and with forcing us to
withdraw.
But then he also pointed out that
because of the Sullivan principles that
were used by these American companies,
a great many South African companies
had taken the cue from that and adopted
on their own principles that were similar
to that-having to do with promotion,
having to do with hiring, having to do
with ignoring racial difference with
regard to promotion to supervisory positions and all.
Now, this is all going on. Nothing
like that is going on in Nicaragua, not
when a priest stands up and speaks to
his congregation and because he says
some things that-well, for example,
protesting the fact that the government
has shut down on the church's newspaper and shut down on the church's
radio station, seized their printing
presses so that they can't even have
church bulletins anymore-and then he's
thrown out of the country for having
said that.

THE PRESIDENT
That's a little different than what
was going on in South Africa.
Q. Twice now, black candidates to
become your new Ambassador to
South Africa seemed, for one reason or
another, to have fallen by the wayside.
Are you having difficulty in finding a
black Ambassador to South Africa

because you can find no qualified black
who agrees with your policy now?
A. No, [it] has nothing to do with
that. And the one that fell by the
wayside-let me tell you that I regret
that more than anything. I have the
greatest respect and admiration for that
man. And what happened was some
possible connection with a legal action
involving some institutions-he's in a

public relations field at this moment-

abroad, thus helping to create more
American jobs. Instead of erecting
destructionist import barriers, we're
tearing down foreign barriers to make
trade freer and fairer for all. Because,
believe me, when Americans are competing on a level playing field, they can
outproduce and outsell anyone, anywhere in the world.
We've been tough with those nations
who've been unfair in their trading practices, and that toughness has produced
results. And with hard-pressed industries like textiles and apparel that have
gone through difficult times, we've
taken strong action to help. We renegotiated agreements with Taiwan and
Hong Kong over a year early to expand
product coverage and tighten controls of
imports from those countries. We are
pursuing negotiations with Korea to
tighten restraints on their exports to us
and improve opportunities for our producers in their market. And just this
week we completed a tough, new multifiber arrangement with our trading partners that will include products not
previously covered and which gives us
tools to prevent damaging import
surges. This is result-oriented action.
What doesn't bring results is the
sort of destructionist legislation now
before the House of Representatives.
Next week the House will vote on
whether to override my veto of a textile
trade bill, and I'm hopeful this won't
happen.
My council of economic advisers
estimates this bill would cost you, the
consumer, $44 billion over the next 5
years: $70,000 for every job saved, jobs
that pay about $13,000 on average. Even
worse, these temporarily protected jobs
would be more than offset by the loss of
thousands of other jobs-jobs in retail,

marketing, and finance, and jobs directly
related to importing, such as dockworkers and transportation workers.
And then there are all those who would
be thrown out of work as we began to
feel the effects of foreign retaliation,
and you can bet there would be retaliation. I'm thinking, especially, of our
struggling agricultural sector and its
many connected industries. At a time
when we're trying to increase agricultural exports, let's remember that some
of the first victims of retaliation would
be our farmers-kicking them when
they're already down.
So, our trade policy remains a
positive one that will not play off one
region against another or one American
worker against another, doing grievous
damage to the industries involved. In
trying to help workers in ailing industries, we must be careful that the cure is
not worse than the disease, like the
infamous Smoot-Hawley tariffs that
deepened and prolonged the Great
Depression. The best way to help is with
the pro-growth policies of free and fair
trade that have created more than 10

and that he, for one thing, he very probably would not be able to leave and have
the time to go there as this comes to a
head.

'Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Aug. 18, 1986. M

International Trade
PresidentReagan's radio address to
the nation of August 2, 1986.1
It's sometimes said that if you put three
economists together in a room and ask
them a question, you're liable to get
more than three answers. It's true,
economists don't often agree; but there
is one issue on which almost all responsible economists, whatever their political
persuasion, are unanimous. They agree
that free and fair trade brings growth
and opportunity and creates jobs. And
they all warn that high trade barriers,
what is often called protectionism,
undermines economic growth and
destroys jobs. I don't call it protectionism; I call it destructionism.
That's why our motto is: free and
fair trade with free and fair traders.
Now, we've seen that governments
sometimes don't play by the rules. They
keep exports out of subsidy-or subsidize, I should say, industries, giving
them an unfair advantage. Well, our
patience with unfair trade isn't endless,
and we're taking action to bring other
nations back in line to ensure that free
trade remains fair trade. We're aggressively using existing trade laws to pry
open foreign markets and force others to
play by the rules.
This week, for instance, we signed a
breakthrough trade agreement that'll
open up Japanese markets to U.S.
semiconductors and prevent the
Japanese from dumping semiconductors
in our markets. And last month, after
intensive negotiations in response to a
deadline I set, the European Community
agreed to keep its market open to U.S.
farm exports.
These agreements are examples of
positive, result-oriented trade action.
Instead of closing markets at home,
we've opened markets to U.S. products

million new jobs in the last 31/2 years. In

the last 7 months 1,650,000 people have
found jobs in the United States. That's
more than Europe and Japan combined
in the last 10 years. And by the way,
recently released figures show the
leading economic indicators are up and
unemployment has dropped to 6.8%.
You know, the Europeans talk about
the "American miracle" of economic
growth and job creation. Well, I'm going
to do everything I can to keep that
miracle of hope alive, creating jobs and
opportunities for all Americans.
'Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Aug. 11, 1986. U
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Arms Control:
Turning the Corner?
by Kenneth L. Adelman
Address before the American Bar
Association's annual meeting in New
York City on August 12, 1986. Mr.
Adelman is Directorof the U.S. Arms
Control and DisarmamentAgency.
This summer has been an intensely busy
period for arms control. It began with
the President's decision on interim
restraint and SALT [strategic arms
limitation talks]. Then there was the new
Soviet proposal, General Secretary Gorbachev's subsequent letter to the President, a series of meetings with the President and his response to Gorbachev-as
well as a special session of the Standing
Consultative Commission and new talks
on nuclear testing issues. In roughly a
month, the sixth round of the Geneva
talks will resume.
As the President said at Glassboro,
we may be at a turning point in arms
control. There are signs of hope in
Gorbachev's letter and in Soviet moves
in Geneva. The President's response
seeks to bridge the remaining differences in our positions.
To get this far has taken an enormous amount of perseverance on his
part. Having worked with him for 5-plus
years now, I am most struck by his deep
commitment to building a safer world, to
reversing the nuclear arms buildup, and
to providing an alternative strategy that
does not hinge so dreadfully on the
threat of mutual annihilation.
That said, I suspect the question in
your minds and many others is: "Will
there be an arms agreement during this
Administration?"
To answer that question, we must
first address two others.
Question One: What have we
learned in the arms control process?
Question Two: What exactly is the
United States trying to accomplish in
arms control today?
What We Have Learned
First, what have we learned? Several
things:
For one, we've learned the lesson
that arms control negotiations with
the Soviet Union are not necessarily a
progressive or cumulative enterprise.
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The assumption in 1972, remember, was
that SALT I would be a "first step" to
more ambitious agreements-agreements which actually reduced and
restricted the arms competition. You
would move step by step to more comprehensive and ambitious treaties. That
was the theory. The reality turned out
otherwise. By 1979 when SALT II failed
to get Senate approval, it was clear that
our hope had not materialized.
What happened, and who was to
blame? In 1979 1 think there was a
widespread feeling in this country that
we had kept our side of the bargain.
Americans from the President on down
plainly saw the SALT agreements and
negotiations as an opportunity to limit
and stabilize the arms competition. In
the wake of SALT I, our defense effort
genuinely slackened, at least in part
because of our faith in the arms control
process. In the 1970s U.S. defense
spending actually dropped in real
terms-the most significant decline
since the Korean war-with procurement
of new strategic systems declining the
most.
I am not saying that we stood still.
We continued to modernize our forces.
But we did so at a far slower rate than
we had pursued during the previous
decade. We converted our missiles to
multiple warheads and thus increased
our total warheads, as did the Soviet
Union.
But we did not field a new set of
strategic weapons systems-and many of
the new systems that were scheduled to
come on in the late 1970s were stretched
out or postponed. There was no new
U.S. intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM) after we began deploying
Minuteman III in 1970 until the MX. We
built no new ballistic missile submarines
between 1966 and 1981.
Believing, as many people did in the
1970s, that both sides were now prepared to accept "mutual vulnerability"
and "mutual assured destruction," Congress also slashed funds for strategic
defense research in the mid-1970s and
voted to dismantle our one permitted
ABM [antiballistic missile] site.
Meanwhile, on the Soviet side, we
saw basically the opposite pattern.
Instead of slowing down, the Soviets
accelerated their building effort, using
the breathing spell provided by SALT as
an opportunity to move ahead.

Working largely-but not entirelywithin the treaty limits, the Soviets
essentially quadrupled their arsenal of
ballistic missile warheads. They amassed
a large force of first-strike-capable
weapons-the SS-18 missiles, weapons
apparently designed to reduce our ability
to retaliate and to undermine mutual
deterrence. In a period of roughly 15
years-during which both sides were
supposedly restrained by SALT-the
Soviets deployed four new types of
ICBMs, five new classes of ballistic
missile submarines, and five new types
of submarine-launched ballistic missiles,
to name only the most conspicuous
things.
They never accepted the theory of
"mutual vulnerability." They poured
roughly an equal amount of money and
energy into defensive systems as they
did into offensive ones. They upgraded
their Moscow ABM system and vigorously pursued their own strategic
defense program. (And, let me tell you,
the Soviets were vigorously engaged in
"star wars" long before anybody had
heard of Luke Skywalker.)
We see similar problems in the
negotiating process itself. With the
Soviets, discussions do not normally proceed step by step to bigger and better
things. More often than not, we found
ourselves in the position of Sisyphus having to push the rock up the hill only to
have it roll right back down again.
To take one example: when the
SALT I negotiations began, the Soviets
insisted on a completely lopsided definition of strategic systems. They proposed
to include systems with which we defend
our European and Asian allies, while
excluding the comparable Soviet systems
that threaten our allies. Eventually, the
Soviets dropped this requirement, so
that we could conclude SALT I. When
negotiations resumed on SALT II, it
reemerged. Eventually, they dropped it
again so that we could conclude SALT
II. When negotiations resumed on the
strategic arms reduction talks (START),
it reemerged. The rock kept rolling
down the hill.
Negotiating with the Soviets is really
an extraordinary experience, quite
unlike anything even the most experienced negotiator-as many of you areis likely to come across in the West.
Throughout the past 15 years, we
have witnessed a process in which the
United States has frequently carried the
ball for both sides. In the SALT negotiations, the United States supplied not
only the figures on U.S. forces but, relying on our intelligence, the figures on
Soviet forces as well. The Soviets did not
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volunteer facts and figures on their
forces, but merely said they did not
dispute our estimates. They wouldn't tell
us the number, the types, or even the
names of the systems on which we were
negotiating.
On one occasion, when we gave them
our figures on their weapons, the Soviet
military representative asked us to
refrain. He was agitated that such highly
secret information would be revealed to
the civilian members on his delegation.
The United States and the Soviet
Union viewed negotiations very differently. We crafted proposals designed to
be balanced and fair to both sides. The
Soviets crafted proposals to give
themselves advantages. The game was
being played, so to speak, on our half of
the field. To put it another way: while
we played to tie, they played to win.
In the second place, we've learned
that the Soviets use arms control
negotiations to advance their broader
aims of splitting the United States
from its allies and having the United
States unilaterally stop major
strategic programs.
This approach was clear even in
1917. When Trotsky went to negotiate
the peace of Brest-Litovsk with the Germans, Lenin told him to remember that
what happens outside the negotiating
room may be more important than what
happens within.
So, there has always been a large
political purpose to Soviet negotiating
strategy. Frequently, in arms control it
is the driving factor. During the negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear
forces in 1981-83, for example, it was
extremely unlikely that the West could
have achieved an agreement. It's clear
now that the Soviets were not seriously
interested in any arms control agreement. Their main effort was outside the
negotiating room to divide the NATO
alliance. Similarly, for the past 3 years,
their main effort was outside the
negotiating room-to stop the Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI).
The problems in arms control
negotiations are, of course, not all on the
Soviet side. There is, to put it gingerly, a
great deal of "pluralism" on our side.
President Reagan wants to hear all
points of view on an issue before
deciding a course. Believe me, he is
never disappointed in this regard when
it comes to arms control. While this
diversity can be constructive in the decisionmaking process, it can get carried
away at times.
Imagine that you were representing
a corporation negotiating with another

corporation-as I am sure many of you
do-and that the other corporation
simply refused to reveal any financial
information relevant to the deal and
repeatedly reraised issues you thought
were settled. And then imagine that
your opposites maintained an absolutely
solid front-while your senior management, your board of directors, and your
employees all staked out separate positions publicly that weakened your
negotiating hand.
But these are precisely the conditions under which the United States
tends to go into an arms negotiation,
when you consider activities in the
media, Congress, and among o6ur allies
and others.
The Congress has been particularly
prone over the years to conduct its own,
independent arms control policy based
largely on the discredited idea that
unilateral concessions by us will inspire
matching concessions on the Soviet side.
There is not a single instance when this
has occurred. On the contrary, the
Soviets read these gestures not as a sign
of good will but as a sign we lack will.
Unilateral concessions on our part just
mean unilateral advantages on theirs.
All too often a weapons system that
gets the Soviets' attention, that actually
prompts the Soviet Union to bargain
seriously, becomes fair game for Congress to gut or kill in the name of arms
control.
The $5.3 billion proposed for SDI,
which got the Soviets back to the table
for talks, is trimmed to less than $4
billion by a Senate committee. A
$300-million program for an antisatellite
(ASAT) weapon is gutted. The fact that
the Soviets already have an ASAT
weapon and an extensive strategic
defense program in progress somehow
does not weigh heavily in the arcane
calculus by which Congress arrives at
such decisions.
Two hundred years ago Congress
was debating the creation of the Federal
army. One member introduced a resolution that would limit the army to 3,000
soldiers. General Washington responded
by suggesting his own resolution-to
provide that any enemy invading the
country would be limited to 2,000
soldiers. The first resolution was
drowned in laughter. I wish George
Washington were around to make the
same point today.
The third major lesson is that the
Soviets violate agreements. This says
something about the Soviets and about
the need for effective verification.
Look, for example, at the 1972 convention banning biological and toxin

weapons. According to Arkady
Shevchenko, the former senior Soviet
official at the United Nations who
defected to the United States, the
Politburo decided to continue activities
which violated the convention in the
same time period that the Soviet Union
signed it.
The Soviet violation of the 1972
ABM Treaty is a similar story. They
decided to build the Krasnoyarsk radar
in the early to mid-1970s. They knew we
would eventually detect it, since it was
over three football fields large. They
must have known it could not be
explained except as a violation of the
treaty.
Hours upon hours of the ABM
Treaty negotiations were spent
negotiating the provisions governing
such large radars. Why? Because these
radars are a key to complying with the
treaty: they are the large, long-lead-time
item in any effort to deploy a nationwide
ABM system. This is an issue we have to
come to terms with. Soviet violations are
undermining the basis for future
agreements.
Finally, we've also learned the
lesson that arms control negotiations
and agreements by themselves are no
guarantee of overall peace or stability.
This lesson, too, went against the conventional wisdom.
After SALT I, the expectation was
for a steady improvement of relations
between the United States and the
Soviet Union. But the period between
SALT I and SALT II was, in fact, a
period of deteriorating global stability.
Regional conflicts were multiplying
around the globe. Between 1975 and
1980-the height of the SALT processvirtually a nation a year fell to communist forces: South Vietnam in 1975,
Angola in 1975-76, Ethiopia in 1977,
Cambodia in 1978, and Afghanistan in
1979.
The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
occurred in the same year as the signing
of the major arms control agreementSALT II-and just 6 months after a summit meeting between the American
President and the Soviet leader. Arms
control agreements can play a useful
role, but it takes much more than a
treaty to keep the peace.
What We Are Trying
to Accomplish
Now to my second question: what are we
trying to accomplish in arms control
today?
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The answer is simple: we want an
arms agreement that will accomplish
something of substance; one that will
measurably decrease the risk of war and
enhance stability; one that will reverse
the upward nuclear spiral. President
Reagan wants real reductions.
Arms agreements need to
accomplish something in the real world.
They have to be worth more than the
paper they're printed on. They must
express our hope, but they must be more
than mere expressions of hope. That has
been, and continues to be, the principle
that governs the arms control policy of
this Administration.
So, how far have we succeeded?
Much more than our critics concede.
First, we have succeeded in getting
the Soviets back to the table. They
played politics and walked out. Now we
finally discern what the President has
said may be a turning point toward real
and detailed bargaining on the substantive issues that divide us. If this is true,
it is good news. Staying the course on
one's overall goals is the watchword of
sincerity on arms control. Shifting from
goal to goal is to treat arms control
primarily as a public relations enterprise, an activity more appropriate for
Madison Avenue than Pennsylvania
Avenue.
Second, we have succeeded in getting the Soviets to talk about reductions
in nuclear weapons. This was no small
feat. In 1977, you may remember, President Carter sent Secretary of State
Vance to Moscow with a plan for deep
reductions in nuclear weapons. Brezhnev
turned the proposal down flat.
When President Reagan first proposed deep cuts in nuclear arsenals in
1982, he was criticized for seeking too
much. A major criticism of this
Administration's arms control policy
during the first term was that our proposals were too ambitious and thus, as
the saying goes, insufficiently
"negotiable" with the Soviets. Over the
past 5 years, we have redefined what is
negotiable by insisting on negotiating
about what is most important.
Third, we have succeeded in getting
the talks to focus on the more critical
measures of strategic power. While the
flawed and obsolete SALT structure
dealt almost entirely with strategic
nuclear delivery vehicles, our proposals
now talk about warheads and destructive
capabilities directly. The Soviets have
begun to move in this direction as well.
If they accepted this approach with deep
reductions, we would finally get an
agreement that would mitigate Soviet
first-strike capabilities, really reduce the
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risk of war, and thus realize the primary
goal of strategic arms control.
Finally, we have succeeded in
launching an effort to see whether we
can devise a means to effectively counter
such nuclear missiles. Such defenses, if
they prove feasible, could improve our
security by strengthening deterrence
and reducing the likelihood of any
nuclear attack. President Reagan has
simply asked whether we can find a
better way to maintain the peace than
the threat of mutual annihilation and
total vulnerability. It may not be possible
to find one. But we must continue to try.
Even with these successes we have a
long way to go. Major bargains are not
struck easily, especially with an adversary like the Soviet Union.
Proposing good arms control is one
thing; attaining good arms control is
another. As Glendower boasts in Henry
IV, "I can call spirits from the vasty
deep," to which Hotspur replies, "Why,
so can I, or so can any man. But will
they come when you do call for them?"
That brings us back to the question
we began with: will there be an arms
control agreement in this Administration?

Yes, there will be an agreement if
the Soviets decide they want an agreement. Yes, there will be an agreement if
the Soviets move off some unacceptable
positions and, yes, if the Soviets are as
ready to bargain as seriously as we are.
I personally am hopeful about the
prospects for an agreement. We are
ready to move. But we don't know
whether the Soviets are ready to move
seriously with us.
But even if we do not achieve an
agreement, that does not mean we will
be less secure. In the past 5 years, we
have had no new agreements. But the
goals that arms control is meant to
advance-security, peace, a world safe
for free nations-have been advanced.
The 1980s have not witnessed those
kinds of crises that brought the world to
the brink-the Korean war in the 1950s,
the Berlin and Cuban missile crises in
the 1960s, and the Yom Kippur war in
the 1970s (when we went on strategic
alert to prevent Soviet forces from moving into the Middle East).
From 1975-80, when arms control
negotiations were occupying center
stage, freedom was on the run around
the world-from our embassy in Tehran,
to the valleys of Afghanistan, to the

CDE Opens Final Session
WHITE HOUSE STATEMENT,
AUG. 18, 19861
After 21/2 years of negotiations, the

Stockholm Conference on Confidenceand Security-Building Measures and
Disarmament in Europe (CDE) begins its
12th and final session on August 19. It
will adjourn on September 19, and its
work must be complete by then.
The United States places great
importance on reaching a militarily
significant result in Stockholm. Success
in CDE would contribute directly to a
clearer and more predictable military
situation in Europe. More broadly it
would give an important impulse to the
Helsinki process, of which CDE is an
integral part, and thus contribute to promotion of all the aims of the Helsinki
Final Act.
The United States was pleased with
the progress that was made in the final
days of the last round of negotiations. If
the East adopts a constructive posture,
we believe we can fulfill the conference's
mandate to negotiate concrete, verifiable
measures that increase the openness of

all military activities in Europe. To meet
this objective, we believe the Stockholm
conference must adopt measures to
create a comprehensive, verifiable
confidence-building regime requiring the
exchange of military information and the
forecasting, notification, and observation
of military activities. We believe that
effective verification of these measures
by all participating states can only come
from inspection of activities which cast
doubt on compliance.
Because so little time remains in
which to reach agreement, the President
has instructed the U.S. delegation to
return to Stockholm early to take part in
informal consultation aimed at resolving
some outstanding issues. Ambassador
Robert L. Barry, head of the U.S.
delegation to CDE, has the full support
of the President in seeking a concluding
document which meets the objectives we
have pursued since negotiations began
and which will contribute to the security
of all participating states.
1
Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Aug. 25, 1986. E
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charnel houses of Cambodia. The communist insurgencies of the 1970s-those
seedbeds of tyranny-have given way to
a new generation of popular movements
against Marxist regimes-in Afghanistan, Nicaragua, Angola, Ethiopia, and
Cambodia.
In the 1980s we have restored
stability by rebuilding our military

strength and restoring our national
pride. We have intensified our dialogue
with the Soviet Union on human rights
and regional issues-as well as arms control. We have drawn the line against
tyranny and terrorism, and the faith and
free economies of the world are prospering. Democracy is burgeoning around
the globe. Freedom is no longer on the
run. Freedom is now on the march. E

Interim Restraint:
U.S. and Soviet Force Projections
LETTER TO THE CONGRESS,
AUG. 5, 19861
Enclosed in an unclassified version of a

classified report which I provided on June 19
in response to related Congressional requests,
including a request for projections and comparisions of U.S. and Soviet strategic force
dismantlements, inventories, etc., in terms of
adherence to existing arms control
agreements.
As I noted in my letter of June 19
transmitting the classified report, it is clear
that SALT II and I codified a very major
arms buildup including a quadrupling of
Soviet strategic weapons (warheads and
bombs) since SALT I was signed in 1972 and
near doubling of Soviet ballistic missile
warheads from about 5,000 to more than
9,000 since SALT II was signed in 1979.
The report further found that the SALT I
and II agreements, even if fully complied
with, would not prevent a very substantial
further expansion of Soviet capabilities. We

believe that, absent SALT II, the Soviets
would not necessarily expand their forces
significantly beyond the increases already

projected with SALT II since the Soviet
forces are very large and would appear, in
our judgment, more than enough to meet
reasonable military requirements.
In my letter of June 19, I noted that in
view of the adverse implications of Soviet
noncompliance for our security and for the
arms control process, I had determined on
May 27 that, in the future, the United States
must base decisions regarding its strategic
force structure on the nature and magnitude
of the threat posed by Soviet strategic forces,
and not on standards contained in the SALT
structure which has been undermined by
Soviet noncompliance, and especially in a
flawed SALT II treaty which was never
ratified, would have expired if it had been
ratified, and has been violated by the Soviet

Union.
I have also noted that the full implementation of the Strategic Modernization Program is critical both to meeting our future
national security needs and to appropriately

responding to Soviet noncompliance. However, we will exercise utmost restraint. As we
modernize, we will continue to retire older
forces as national security requirements permit. We do not anticipate any appreciable
growth in the size of U.S. strategic forces.
Assuming no significant change in the threat,
we will not deploy more strategic nuclear
delivery vehicles or more strategic ballistic
missile warheads than does the Soviet Union.
I want again to emphasize that no policy
of interim restraint is a substitute for an
agreement on deep and equitable reductions
in offensive nuclear arms, provided that we
can be confident of Soviet compliance with
it. Achieving such reductions continues to
receive my highest priority. This is the most
direct path to achieving greater stablity and a
safer world.
Sincerely,
RONALD REAGAN

UNCLASSIFIED REPORT
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS ON U.S.
INTERIM RESTRAINT POLICY AND
REPRESENTATIVE SOVIET AND U.S.
DISMANTLEMENT AND STRATEGIC FORCE
PROJECTIONS WITH AND WITHOUT

SALT I AND II
I. Introduction: U.S. Interim
Restraint Policy and U.S. Responses
to Soviet Noncompliance
This report is an unclassified version of a
report forwarded to the Congress on
June 19, 1986, in response to the
requirements of the fiscal year 1986
Department of Defense Authorization
Act (Title X, Section 1001 (b)) for a
report on certain data and assessments
related to U.S. and Soviet strategic
offensive forces and on possible Soviet
political, military, and negotiating
responses to changes in the U.S. policy

of interim restraint. As requested by this
legislation, the report covers a 5-year
period. It is provided in conjunction with
material including the President's statement of May 27 and a White House fact
sheet of the same date on "U.S. Interim
Restraint Policy: Responding to Soviet
Arms Control Violations."
The U.S. policy of interim restraint
as first announced by the President in
1982 has been that, in spite of the flaws
inherent in the SALT [strategic arms
limitation talks] agreements and in an
effort to foster an atmosphere of mutual
restraint conducive to serious negotiations on arms reductions, the United
States would not undercut the expired
SALT I Interim Offensive Agreement of
1972 or the unratified SALT II Treaty of
1979 so long as the Soviet Union exercised equal restraint.
In three detailed Administration
reports to the Congress on Soviet noncompliance, and through diplomatic
channels including the U.S.-Soviet
Standing Consultative Commission, the
President has consistently made clear
that this U.S. policy required Soviet
reciprocity and that it must not
adversely affect our national security
interests in the face of the continuing
Soviet military buildup and uncorrected
Soviet noncompliance.
In accordance with U.S. interim
restraint policy and our efforts to build a
framework of truly mutual restraint, the
United States has not taken any actions
that would undercut existing agreements. We have continued scrupulously
to live within all arms control agreements, including the SALT I and II
strategic arms agreements. Unfortunately, while the United States has been
attempting to hold to the structure of
SALT through our policy of interim
restraint, the Soviet Union has undercut
the very foundation of that structure
through its continued violations.
In June of 1985, the President went
the extra mile. He decided to dismantle a
U.S. Poseidon submarine, in order to
give the Soviet Union adequate time to
correct its noncompliance, reverse its
unwarranted military buildup, and
seriously pursue equitable and verifiable
arms reduction agreements in the
Geneva negotiations. Regrettably, the
Soviet Union has so far failed to move
constructively in these three areas.
In spite of our expressed concerns
and our diplomatic efforts for corrective
Soviet actions, the Soviet Union has not
corrected its noncompliance. Concerning
SALT II, the President's most recent
report, of December 23, 1985, to the
Congress cited as Soviet violations:
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(1) the development of the SS-25
missile, a prohibited second new type of
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM);
(2) extensive encryption of telemetry on
ICBM missile flight tests, which impedes
verification; (3) concealment of the
association between the SS-25 missile
and its launcher during testing; and
(4) exceeding the SALT II numerical cap
of 2,504 strategic nuclear delivery
vehicles (SNDVs). In addition, the President's report cited three areas of
ambiguous Soviet behavior as involving
possible violations or other problems
with regard to SALT II: (1) SS-16 ICBM
activity, (2) the Backfire bomber's intercontinental operating capability, and
(3) the Backfire bomber's production
rate. Concerning SALT I, the President's report cited a violation in the
Soviet use of former SS-7 ICBM
facilities in support of the deployment
and operation of the SS-25 mobile
ICBMs. These SALT II and SALT I
violations and other ambiguous situations involving these treaties remain
matters of serious concern, as does
Soviet violation of the Anti-Ballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972 and of
other major arms control agreements.
The Administration has now concluded a comprehensive review, and
extensive consultations with our allies
and friends abroad and with Members of
the Congress on the continuing Soviet
pattern of noncompliance, the Soviet
strategic arms buildup, and the lack of
progress by the Soviets at the Geneva
negotiations. The President announced
on May 27 that in the future the United
States would base decisions regarding its
strategic force structure on the nature
and magnitude of the threat posed by
Soviet strategic forces, not on standards
contained in the flawed SALT structure,
which has been seriously undermined by
Soviet noncompliance.
In his May 27 announcement on U.S.
interim restraint policy and on the U.S.
response to continued Soviet noncompliance, the President pointed out
the inappropriateness of continuing with
the SALT II agreement. SALT II
codified continuing major arms buildups.
It was considered by a broad range of
critics, including the Senate Armed
Services Committee, to be unequal and
unverifiable in important provisions. It
was never ratified by the U.S. Senate
and was clearly headed for defeat before
the President's predecessor asked the
Senate not to act on it. With SALT II
the Soviets have nearly doubled their
strategic ballistic missile warheads from
about 5,000 to 9,000, and with SALT II
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they could legally undertake a further
significant increase. Even if SALT II
had been ratified, it would have expired
on December 31, 1985.
Finally, continued Soviet violations
have seriously undercut the agreement
for several years in spite of repeated
U.S. requests for corrective Soviet
action. (Concerning SALT I, this agreement expired in 1977, and since it was
signed in 1972, the Soviet Union has
quadrupled the number of its strategic
nuclear warheads. As for the United
States, even if we did not retire older
systems, the United States would, under
current plans, remain in technical
observance of the SALT I numerical
limits until mid-1989.)
The President made clear in his
May 27 announcement that the United
States would continue to exercise utmost
restraint in the future, seeking to meet
U.S. strategic needs, given the Soviet
buildup, by means that minimize incentives for continuing Soviet offensive
force growth. The President stated that,
as we modernize, we will continue to
retire older forces as our national security requirements permit and that we do
not anticipate any appreciable numerical
growth in U.S. strategic forces. He also
indicated that, assuming no significant
change in the threat we face as we
implement the strategic modernization
program, the United States will not
deploy more strategic nuclear delivery
vehicles or more strategic ballistic
missile warheads than does the Soviet
Union.
The President also noted that, as a
result of his decision to dismantle two
older Poseidon submarines, the United
States will remain technically in observance of the terms of the SALT II Treaty
for some months. He continues to hope
that the Soviet Union will use this additional time to take the constructive steps
necessary to alter the current situation.
Should they do so, the President has
stated that this would be taken into
account.
Needless to say, the most essential
near-term response to Soviet noncompliance remains the implementation
of our full strategic modernization program, to underwrite deterrence today,
and the continued pursuit of the
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)
research program, to see if it is possible
to provide a safer and more stable basis
for our future security and that of our
allies. The strategic modernization program, including the deployment of the
second 50 Peacekeeper missiles, is the
foundation for all future U.S. offensive
force options. It provides a solid basis

that can and will be adjusted over time
to respond most efficiently to continued
Soviet noncompliance. The SDI program
represents our best hope for a future in
which our security can rest on the
increasing contribution of defensive
systems that threaten no one.
In his May 27 statement, the President emphasized that no policy of
interim restraint is a substitute for an
agreement on deep and equitable reductions in offensive nuclear arms, provided
that we can be confident of Soviet compliance with it. Achieving such reductions has received, and will continue to
receive, his highest priority. We hope
the Soviet Union will act to give
substance to the agreement reached by
the President and General Secretary
Gorbachev at the summit meeting last
November to achieve early progress in
the Geneva negotiations. It was agreed
to focus, in particular, on areas where
there is common ground, including the
principle of 50% reductions, appropriately applied, in the strategic nuclear
arms of both countries, as well as an
interim agreement on intermediaterange nuclear forces. If the Soviet Union
carries out this agreement, we can move
now to achieve greater stability and a
safer world.
The classified report transmitted to
the Congress on June 19 provided a comparison of representative U.S. and
Soviet strategic weapons dismantlement
that would be required over the next 5
years if both countries were actually to
observe all of the quantitative limits of
the SALT I and SALT II agreements. It
then presented representative projections of the strategic offensive forces of
the two sides, assuming that the SALT I
and SALT II limits no longer apply.
Finally, it provided an assessment of
possible Soviet political and negotiating
responses, insofar as these are understood and anticipated at present. For
security reasons, the present, unclassified version provides the information
concerning U.S. and Soviet forces in
substantially abbreviated form.
At the outset, it must be noted that
there are important uncertainties in the
assessments presented herein. With
respect to the data on Soviet forces, the
projections represent broad trendsbased on both evidence and assumptions
-and are not intended to be precise
forecasts. On the basis of U.S. experience, it is unlikely that Soviet strategic
forces 5 years from now will be identical
(or necessarily even extremely close) to
these force projections. Nevertheless, we
believe that Soviet strategic forces in the
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next 3-5 years can be reasonably characterized, based on evidence of ongoing
programs that would be difficult to alter
radically in this timeframe.
By contrast, the size and complexion
of future U.S. strategic forces are
relatively easier for the Soviets to determine. We must contend with potential
increasesin Soviet strategic programs
and capabilities. However, the principal
source of uncertainty for Soviet planners
about the scope and size of future U.S.
strategic programs is, in all likelihood,
the extent to which future U.S. programs may be reduced by congressional
or executive branch action.
The data presented here assume full
implementation of the Administration's
strategic modernization program. It is
absolutely essential that we maintain full
support for these programs. To fail to do
so would be the worst response to Soviet
noncompliance. It would immediately
and seriously undercut our negotiators
in Geneva by removing the leverage that
they must have to negotiate equitable
reductions in both U.S. and Soviet
forces. It would send precisely the
wrong signal to the leadership of the
Soviet Union about the seriousness of
our resolve concerning their noncompliance. And, it would significantly
increase the risk to our security for
years to come. Therefore, our highest
priority must remain the full implementation of these programs.

If SALT I and II limits were to be
complied with, these actions would
necessitate dismantling some older
This section of the report provides
systems in the Soviet inventory, as well
representative projections on dismantlas some more modern systems. The
ing that would result if SALT limitations
older systems include SS-11 and SS-13
were extended. They should be conICBMs, SS-N-6 SLBMs [submarinesidered to be approximations and would
launched
ballistic missiles] on Y-class
be subject to alteration by policy deciSSBNs, and Bison and Bear aircraft.
sions or programmatic adjustments by
either side. It should be pointed out that, Because the Soviets already are very
close to the SALT II sublimit of 820
as documented in the President's
MIRVed [multiple independently
December 23, 1985, report to the Contargetable reentry vehicle] ICBM launchgress on "Soviet Noncompliance With
ers, deployment of the MIRVed
Arms Control Agreements," the Soviet
SS-X-24 would require dismantling of
Union's SALT-accountable strategic
existing MIRVed ICBMs-most likely
nuclear delivery vehicle level is above
SS-17s and possibly some SS-19s-to
the SALT II cap of 2,504, in violation of
stay within the ceiling. Similarly, with
the Soviets' political commitment not to
the continued deployment of SS-N-20
undercut the treaty.
and SS-N-23 SLBMs, their total of
Representative Soviet DismantleMIRVed missile launchers would exceed
ments. The Soviet Union has several
the ceiling of 1,200 in a year or two;
programs underway to introduce new
then they would need to dismantle more
MIRVed ICBMs or some SS-N-18
strategic delivery systems that would
launchers on relatively new D-III-class
necessitate dismantling of older systems
if the Soviets were to restrict their
SSBNs to continue observing the
cumulative sublimit of 1,200 MIRVed
overall force to SALT levels. Under a
representative projection of such proICBM and SLBM launchers. They have,
for some time, been at the limit of 62
grams, consistent with SALT limits over
the next 5 years the Soviets would
modern SSBNs established by SALT I;
thus deployment of new SSBNs would
deploy significant numbers of new
require continued dismantling of older
delivery vehicles, including SS-25 and
SS-X-24 ICBMs, Typhoon- and Deltasubmarines.
type SSBNs, and Backfire bombers and
The dismantlements that would
ALCM [air-launched cruise missile]
derive from these actions probably would
total over the next 5 years slightly more
carriers.
than 600 strategic nuclear delivery
vehicles, with some 1,000-1,200
associated ballistic missile warheads.
(The SNDV figure also includes heavy
Presidential Response
bombers judged to have a capacity for
to Soviet Arms Control Proposals
some 300 nuclear weapons.) Some dismantling of older systems would occur
eventually in any case, with or without
WHITE HOUSE STATEMENT,
It is our policy to eliminate, where possi- SALT limits. These projected dismantling actions do not take into account the
JULY 25, 19861
ble, these sources of tension.
The United States remains committed Soviet potential for additionalcheating,
President Reagan on July 25, 1986,
while nominally observing SALT
to the objective of significant reductions
responded to recent Soviet arms control
numerical limits. This might be intended
on offensive nuclear weapons, longproposals in a private letter to General
to avoid compensatory dismantlement of
range strategic missiles, and interSecretary Gorbachev. The President is
other ICBMs, including MIRVed ICBMs.
mediate nuclear forces. We look upon
hopeful that the ideas he has put forthe energetic research effort of our
Representative U.S. Dismantleward in this letter will continue the proc- government toward finding a defense
ments. With respect to U.S. programs
ess of building a firm basis for progress
against these weapons of mass destrucand dismantlements, full implementation
in a number of critical areas.
tion to be an essential part of the task of
of the strategic modernization program
The President finds his exchange of
reducing the effectiveness and the very
would require continued dismantlements
correspondence with General Secretary
need for these offensive weapons.
under SALT of U.S. older strategic proGorbachev to be of great value in the
The prospects for progress on the
gram
systems, most of which are nearsearch for understanding between our
array of U.S. Soviet issues are enhanced
ing the end of their useful life based on
two countries. We hope that our efforts
by conducting a confidential dialogue;
both military and economic
will produce agreement not only in arms
therefore, we will not comment on the
considerations.
control but in the other important
content of the President's letter.
regional and bilateral issues that too
often are sources of tensions between
'Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of July 28, 1986. N
the United States and the Soviet Union.
II. Projected Soviet and U.S.
Dismantlements
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III. Projected Soviet and U.S.
Strategic Forces
Projected Soviet Forces. In projecting
Soviet strategic offensive force deployments, assuming SALT limits no
longer apply, the caveats discussed
above regarding assumptions and uncertainties underlying such projections are
relevant.
To place these figures in historical
perspective, since 1972 when SALT I
was signed, there has been a fourfold
increase in the number of Soviet
strategic nuclear weapons (missile
warheads and bombs) and nearly a
doubling of Soviet ballistic missile throwweight. Indeed, since the signing of
SALT II in 1979, the number of Soviet
strategic ballistic missile warheads has
nearly doubled from about 5,000 to more
than 9,000. This great expansion of
Soviet strategic forces has been possible
for the most part with SALT. (The
agreements limited launchers and only
indirectly affected deployed weapons.)
As noted, however, the Soviet Union has
also violated the arms control limitations
imposed by these agreements.
The Soviet Union now has about
10,000 strategic nuclear weapons
(missile warheads and bombs). The
SALT I and II Treaties, even if fully
complied with, would not prevent a very
substantial further expansion of Soviet
capabilities. Even assuming future
Soviet compliance with SALT II-other
than the continuation of current Soviet
violations-deployed Soviet weapons are
projected to increase to over 12,000 in
the next 5 years. Moreover, by further
violating the agreements, the Soviets
could plausibly add in the same time
period a relatively modest increase of
even more weapons to their forces.
It is difficult to predict precisely
what the Soviets might do absent SALT
constraints. They would not necessarily
expand their forces significantly beyond
the increases discussed above, which are
very large and would appear, in our
judgment, more than enough to meet
reasonable military requirements. Thus
there might well be little appreciable difference, in terms of total weapons,
between the forces that the Soviets
might deploy with and without SALT
constraints. It is reasonable to expect
that in the absence of SALT, the Soviets
would not dismantle all their older
systems as rapidly as under SALT.
Some classes of weapons (e.g., SSBNs)
might not be dismantled at all during the
next 5 years without SALT constraints.
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Given the great extent of the Soviet
strategic modernization program,
however, many of these older systems
would have relatively little impact on the
overall threat to U.S. security.
The Soviets have the potential to
expand their forces somewhat further,
should they decide to do so for either
military or political reasons. If a
deliberate effort were made by the
Soviet Union to expand its strategic
forces beyond SALT II levels, they
might increase their forces somewhat
further, to about 15,000 weapons by
1991.
However, the costs associated with
such an expansion of capability, on top
of an already very aggressive and expensive modernization program, would be a
disincentive against any such Soviet
effort.
With or without SALT, the Soviets
are, in any case, likely to modernize
their intercontinental nuclear attack
forces further by replacing most of their
currently deployed land- and sea-based
ballistic missiles and heavy bombers by
the mid-1990s. This impressive Soviet
modernization program, which will
result in significantly improved survivability, flexibility, and hard-target
capability, has been in train for a long
time.
Projected U.S. Forces. The United
States could achieve roughly 14,000
weapons by fiscal year 1991 in a
no-SALT environment by introducing
the full strategic modernization program
without undertaking the dismantlements
that would otherwise be required by
SALT.
IV. Soviet Political and
Negotiating Reponses
It is difficult to predict specific moves
the Soviets might decide to take
politically or in the negotiations to try to
increase criticism of, and build pressure
against, the President's May 27 decision.
They have already leveled a propaganda
campaign against the decision. Ironically, in light of ongoing Soviet violations of SALT II, including violation of
the strategic nuclear delivery vehicles
numerical limit, they have warned that
they will go beyond the SALT limits if
the United States does. While they have
stated that they would take the
"necessary practical" steps, e.g.,
increasing missiles and warheads, it is
not at all clear that they would further
expand their forces beyond the increases
already planned, as discussed above.

However, they are likely to portray any
expansion, including that already
planned, as a response to U.S. actions.
The Soviets may decide to make
political or negotiating moves as a matter of tactics that seek to discredit the
U.S. decision. However, the May 27 decision is not likely permanently to alter
their basic, overall objectives for
negotiations or for a summit. These
objectives include increasing opposition
to the U.S. modernization program, particularly the Strategic Defense Initiative,
and weakening the Western alliance.
We hope that the Soviet Union will
join us in a framework of truly mutual
restraint. For its part, the United States
will continue to exercise utmost restraint
in the future, seeking to meet U.S.
strategic needs, given the Soviet continuing buildup, by means that minimize
incentives for continuing Soviet offensive force growth. As we modernize, we
will continue to retire older forces as our
national security requirements permit.
Assuming no significant change in the
threat we face as we implement the
strategic modernization program, the
United States will not deploy more
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles or
more strategic ballistic missile warheads
than does the Soviet Union.
No policy of interim restraint is a
substitute for an agreement on deep and
equitable reductions in offensive nuclear
arms, provided that we can be confident
of Soviet compliance with it. We hope
the Soviet Union will act to give
substance to the agreement reached by
the President and General Secretary
Gorbachev at the summit meeting last
November to achieve early progress in
the Geneva negotiations.
Our objectives in Geneva remain the
same as stated at the summit: to seek
common ground in negotiating deep,
equitable, and verifiable reductions in
strategic and intermediate-range offensive nuclear arsenals and to discuss with
the Soviet Union how we could enhance
deterrence and stability by moving
toward a world in which we would no
longer rely exclusively on the threat of
nuclear retaliation to preserve the peace.
We hope the Soviets will negotiate
seriously with us toward these important
goals.
'Identical letters addressed to Thomas P.
O'Neill, Jr., Speaker of the House of
Representatives; George Bush, President of
the Senate; Barry Goldwater, chairman of
the Senate Armed Services Committee; and
Les Aspin, chairman of the House Armed
Services Committee (text from Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents of
Aug. 11, 1986.) N

ARMS CONTROL

U.S. Policy Regarding Limitations
on Nuclear Testing
The United States is committed to a
national security policy which includes
both a strong deterrent to aggression
and an active pursuit of deep, equitable,
and verifiable reductions in Soviet and
American nuclear arms as well as
effective verification arrangementsfor
existing limitations on nuclear testing.
Under existing conditions, neither a
comprehensive ban nor a moratorium
on nuclear testing would enhance the
cause of security, stability, or peace.
This special report setsforth the
principlesunderlying U.S. policy
toward limitations on nuclear testing.
Recent Developments
Shortly before this special report went
to press, the White House announced
that the United States and the Soviet
Union agreed to have experts meet,
without preconditions, to discuss issues
related to nuclear testing. An initial
meeting of experts was held in late
July 1986 at Geneva.
As this report details, the United
States has long sought a meeting with
the Soviets to present our concerns
about the verification provisions of the
Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) and
the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty
(PNET). This meeting of experts allows
the United States to present its ideas
and concerns to the Soviets-and to hear
Soviet concerns. The United States is
ready to present and discuss our views
on verification improvements in existing
agreements which we believe are
needed and achievable at this time. If
we are successful in addressing these
verification concerns, we could move
forward on ratification of these two
treaties.
A Collective Security Issue
The maintenance of a strong nuclear
deterrent has for four decades ensured
the security of the United States and
the freedom of our allies and friends.
Therefore, while a comprehensive test
ban remains a long-term objective of the
United States and while we are actively
investigating technologies that could one
day reduce and ultimately eliminate our
dependence on offensive nuclear arms
for our security, nuclear weapons will
remain the key element of deterrence
for the foreseeable future. During such

a period, where both the United States
and our friends and allies must rely
upon nuclear weapons to deter aggression, nuclear testing will continue to be
required.
A carefully structured nuclear testing
program is necessary to ensure that our
weapons are safe, effective, reliable, and
survivable. The directors of both the
Los Alamos and Livermore national
weapon laboratories have stated that,
while non-nuclear tests sometimes
detect problems with the nuclear component of warheads, the most serious
problems with the nuclear weapons
stockpile are only revealed and solved
by actual nuclear testing. Even a seemingly minor modification in a weapon
design could seriously undermine confidence in the weapon's effectiveness
unless the modified design can be tested
with a nuclear yield. Testing also allows
us to take necessary steps to modernize
our forces to counter the continuing
Soviet military buildup, particularly in
offensive nuclear capabilities.
The United States has long sought
to achieve agreement with the Soviet
Union on nuclear testing limitations that
could strengthen security for all nations.
In 1963, both sides ratified the Limited
Test Ban Treaty (LTBT), which prohibits
nuclear explosions in the atmosphere,
outer space, and under water. The
LTBT also prohibits the release of
radioactive debris outside the boundaries of the state conducting a nuclear
explosion. In 1974 and 1976, respectively, the United States and Soviet
Union signed the Threshold Test Ban
Treaty and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions
Treaty. These treaties prohibit underground nuclear explosions having a yield
that exceeds 150 kilotons. Neither side
has ratified the TTBT or PNET, but
each has stated that it would respect
the 150 kiloton limit.
Verification Problems
and Soviet Violations
The United States is not currently
seeking ratification of the TTBT and
PNET because we cannot effectively
verify Soviet compliance with the
150-kiloton threshold on underground
nuclear explosions. The remote seismic
techniques we must rely on today to
monitor Soviet nuclear tests do not
provide yield estimates with the accuracy required for effective verification of

compliance. Nor will the treaties'
verification provisions solve this
problem. The TTBT itself provides only
for an exchange of data. This data
would be of limited value in verification
and, in any event, cannot be independently validated by the U.S. Government.
This means, for example, that we would
have no way of knowing whether the
Soviets were providing data for all
geophysically distinct testing areas. Yet
if the Soviets withheld such knowledge
from us, they could conduct high-yield
tests in excess of 150 kilotons that, from
the perspective of a seismic observer
outside Soviet boundaries, could appear
to fall within the 150 kiloton limit.
The verification provisions of the
PNET Protocol would not resolve the
problem of TTBT verification because
they are not applicable to weapons
tests. They would permit mandatory onsite inspection only of peaceful nuclear
explosions-and then only in very restrictive circumstances. Specifically, onsite inspection is mandatory only for a
group of explosions whose aggregate
yield exceeds 150 kilotons. In fact, since
1976 the Soviets have not conducted any
group nuclear explosions of the size
which would have required them to permit such inspection. Thus, even if we
were to ratify the treaties and implement their verification provisions today,
our concerns regarding Soviet compliance with the TTBT would not be
resolved.
These verification deficiencies have
become a matter of great concern in
light of the pattern of Soviet noncompliance with existing arms control agreements including existing limitations on
nuclear testing. As stated in the President's December 1985 "Report to Congress on Soviet Noncompliance With
Arms Control Agreements," the Soviet
Union's testing practices have resulted
in the release of radioactive debris and
caused radioactive matter to be present
outside the Soviet Union's territorial
limits in violation of its legal obligation
under the LTBT. The report notes that
Soviet venting has occurred on numerous occasions. In his 1984 report, the
President concluded that "while the
available evidence is ambiguous, in view
of ambiguities in the pattern of Soviet
testing and in view of verification uncertainties, and [while] we have been unable to reach a definitive conclusion, this
evidence indicates that Soviet nuclear
activities for a number of tests constitute a likely violation of legal obligations
under the TTBT." In his 1985 reports
the President reiterated this concern,
finding "that Soviet nuclear testing
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activities for a number of tests constitute a likely violation of legal obligations
under the TTBT of 1974.... "
U.S. Presidential Initiatives
President Reagan has long advocated a
dialogue with the Soviet Union to arrive
at the required improvements in monitoring procedures for effective verification of the TTBT and PNET, which are
the necessary first steps if there is to
be progress in the area of nuclear testing limitations. The United States has
taken the following initiatives:
* On several occasions in 1983, the
United States unsuccessfully sought to
engage the Soviet Union in discussions
on verification improvements to these
treaties.
* In September 1984, the President
proposed, in an address to the UN
General Assembly, that the United
States and the Soviet Union find a way
for Soviet experts to come to the U.S.
nuclear test site and for our experts to
go to the Soviet test site to measure
directly the yields of nuclear weapons
tests.
* In July 1985, the President invited
Soviet experts to come to the U.S. test
site to measure the yield of a U.S. test
with any instrumentation devices they
deemed necessary for measuring yield.
There were no conditions or requirements for a reciprocal visit. The President's purpose was to begin a process to
build confidence and cooperation
between our nations regarding limitations on nuclear weapons testing.
9 In December 1985, the President
proposed to General Secretary
Gorbachev that U.S. and Soviet experts
on nuclear testing limitations meet in
February to discuss our respective
verification approaches and to address
initial tangible steps to resolve this
issue.
The President's Proposal
of March 1986
In his most recent initiative, on March
14, 1986, the President urged the Soviet
Union to begin bilateral discussions to
find ways to reach agreement on essential verification improvements of the
TTBT and PNET. The President provided General Secretary Gorbachev with
a technical description of a specific
method known as CORRTEX, which is
an accurate method for measuring the
yield of a nuclear explosion (see Appendix 1). The President also proposed, on
a unilateral basis, that Soviet experts
visit our Nevada test site in April to
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discuss verification methods, examine
the CORRTEX system more closely,
and monitor a planned U.S. nuclear
weapon test. The President stated that
if the United States and the Soviet
Union could reach agreement on the use
of an effective verification system incorporating CORRTEX, the United States
would be prepared to move forward
with the ratification of the TTBT and
PNET.
The President's proposal offers an
opportunity for the Soviets to demonstrate that they take testing limitations
seriously and recognize that compliance
with such agreements is necessary. The
United States must stand by its standard of effective verification with respect
to the TTBT. Anything less would harm
U.S. security interests, undermine our
ability to demand effective verification
in other arms control areas, and undercut the objectives of the TTBT.
Comprehensive Test Ban
A Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB)
remains a long-term objective of the
United States. As long as the United
States and our friends and allies must
rely upon nuclear weapons to deter aggression, however, some level of nuclear
testing will continue to be required. We
believe such a ban must be viewed in
the context of a time when we do not
need to depend on nuclear deterrence to
ensure international security and stability and when we have achieved broad,
deep, and verifiable arms reductions,
substantially improved verification capabilities, expanded confidence-building
measures, and greater balance in conventional forces. For our part, the
United States is energetically pursuing
negotiations and discussions with the
Soviet Union on concrete steps in all of
these areas. We have made clear our
strong and continuing view that Soviet
calls for an immediate and unverifiable
nuclear testing moratorium are not a basis for meaningful progress to this end.
At the same time, the United States
has supported international discussion of
verification and compliance problems
related to nuclear testing limitations.
Discussions have taken place in past
years at the multilateral Conference on
Disarmament (CD) in Geneva, in both a
technical-level ad hoc group of scientific
experts and in the Nuclear Test Ban
Working Group. We continue to support
consideration of scope, verification, and
compliance issues related to a CTB in
these two groups at the CD.

Appendix 1

CORRTEX System of
Direct Yield Measurement
CORRTEX (Continuous Reflectometry
for Radius versus Time Experiment) is
a hydrodynamic yield measurement
technique that measures the propagation
of the underground shock wave from an
explosion. This technique uses a coaxial
cable which can be emplaced in a hole
parallel to the device emplacement hole.
Precise measurements are made of the
length of the cable by timing the return
of low energy electrical pulses sent
down to, and reflected from, the cable
end. When the nuclear device is detonated, a shock wave emanates through
the ground, crushing and shortening the
cable. The rate by which the cable
length changes is recorded via measurements of the changing pulse transit
times. This rate is a measure of the
propagation rate of the explosive shock
wave through the ground which is, in
turn, a measure of the yield of the
nuclear explosion.
CORRTEX has been shown to be
accurate to within 15% of the more
accurate, radio-chemical yield measurements for tests of yield greater than 50
kilotons and in the geologic media of the
U.S. test site in Nevada. Use of
CORRTEX-measured yields at the
Soviet Shagan River test site should
provide accuracies to within 30%. The
U.S. estimate is based on its use in over
100 tests with the sensing cable in the
device emplacement hole and four tests
with cables in a satellite hole. The accuracy of the technique is believed to be
relatively, but not wholly, independent
of the geologic medium, provided the
satellite hole measurements are made in
the "strong shock" region near the
nuclear device explosion. At greater
separation distances, the properties of
the medium become much more important factors. A satellite hole separation
distance of 14 meters (46 feet) is appropriate for a test near 105 kilotons.
The electronic device that provides
the timing signals is a battery-powered,
suitcase-sized unit that may be remotely
controlled. All equipment for power,
recording, and data reduction can be
contained in a small trailer.
Appendix 2
Lessons of the 1958-61 Moratorium
The United States does not believe that
a testing moratorium is a prudent, effective, or constructive step along the path
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toward our goal of a safer world. A look
back at the 1958-61 testing moratorium
demonstrates why the United States
believes that moratoria are never
acceptable substitutes for negotiated,
equitable, and effectively verifiable arms
control agreements.
There were three unilateral, voluntary pledges to suspend testing in the
late 1950s: the United States and the

Moving shock wave from
nuclear detonation
crushes and shortens cable

United Kingdom acted in 1958, followed
by the Soviet Union in 1959 (although
the Soviets suspended testing in
November 1958). These suspensions
amounted to a de facto moratorium.
There was, however, no joint formal
agreement. Thus, given a de facto
moratorium by the United States, the
United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union
beginning in late 1958, the question is:

who was the first to resume testing?
The verdict of history is clear: it was
the Soviet Union.
The following is a chronology of key
statements and actions related to the
1958-61 moratorium:
1958
March 31. The Soviet Union
unilaterally suspends testing after a

Department of State Bulletin

ARMS CONTROL
major test series but just prior to an
announced U.S. test series. The United
States and the United Kingdom reject
the Soviet call to suspend testing, but
President Eisenhower proposes a meeting of technical experts to study the
practical problems regarding international control of an agreed disarmament
program.
July 1. An exchange of letters
between Eisenhower and Soviet leader
Khrushchev results in the convening of
a Conference of Experts in Geneva to
study the problems of verifying a test
ban.
August 21. The Conference of
Experts reports that it is technically
feasible to establish a workable and
effective system, using available capabilities, to monitor compliance with a
worldwide suspension of nuclear testing.
August 22. Based on the experts'
report, Eisenhower proposes trilateral
negotiations on a verifiable test ban. He
also expresses willingness to suspend
testing for 1 year (on a renewable basis)
beginning October 31, 1958, the date of
the opening of the Geneva Conference
on Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons
Tests. The United Kingdom follows suit.
September 23. The United Kingdom
ends testing series begun in May 1958.
September 30. The Soviet Union
resumes testing.
October 30. As promised in August,
the United States ends testing. The
Geneva Conference on Discontinuance of
Nuclear Testing convenes the following
day.
November 3. The Soviet Union ends
testing.
November 7. Eisenhower states
that, in light of Soviet tests after the
opening of the Geneva conference, the
United States considers itself free from
its pledge. He adds that the United
States, nevertheless, would continue the
testing suspension and hopes the Soviet
Union will do the same.
1959
January 5. The United States
reopens the verification issue based on
the finding by U.S. seismic experts that
earlier assessments by the Geneva
experts regarding verification of underground tests were too optimistic. The
Soviets refuse to consider the new U.S.
data.
August 26. Eisenhower extends U.S.
moratorium until the end of the year.
Two days later, the Soviets pledge "not
to resume nuclear tests... if the
Western Powers do not resume the testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons.
Only in the case of resumption by them
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of nuclear weapons tests will the Soviet
Union be free from this pledge." It
should be noted that given the Soviet
emphasis on "resumption," the term
"Western Powers" can only refer to
the United States and the United
Kingdom-the only Western Powers
to have tested at that time.
December 29. Eisenhower
denounces the intransigence of Soviet
technical experts in Geneva, who refuse
to address deficiencies in seismic
monitoring of underground nuclear
explosions. He announces that "the
voluntary moratorium on testing will
expire on December 31. Although we
consider ourselves free to resume
nuclear testing, we shall not resume
nuclear weapons tests without announcing our intention in advance of any
resumption. During the period of voluntary suspension of nuclear weapons
tests the United States will continue its
active program of weapon research, development and laboratory-type experimentation."
December 30. Khrushchev states
that the Soviet Union would not resume
testing until the "Western Powers"
resume.
1960
February 13. France, which had
indicated its intention to become a
nuclear power as early as March 1957,
conducts its first test.
April 1. France conducts a second
test.

December 27. France conducts a
third test.
1961
April 25. France conducts a fourth
test.
May 15. The Soviet Union states
that "if France continues" testing, the
Soviet Union would be compelled to
test.
August 30. Although the French
have not conducted another test, the
Soviet Union announces it would resume
testing-contrary to its statements of
August 28, 1959, and May 15, 1961.
August 31. Khrushchev tells visiting
British parliamentarians that he decided
to resume testing with a bomb of
unprecedented proportions to shock the
Western Powers into negotiations on
Germany on his terms, and into accepting his demand that Geneva test-ban
negotiations be merged with those on
general and complete disarmament.
September 1. The Soviet Union
resumes atmospheric testing.
September 5. President Kennedy
authorizes underground testing, which
resumes on September 15.
November 4. The Soviet Union concludes its test series, of over 40 tests,
including the largest single explosion in
history.
November 7. Seven months after
the Soviet warning against continued
testing, France conducts a fifth nuclear
test.

U.S.-U.S.S.R. Discussions on Nuclear Testing
WHITE HOUSE STATEMENT,
JULY 16, 19861
The United States and the Soviet Union
have agreed to have experts meet
shortly to discuss issues related to
nuclear testing. We have further agreed
to begin these discussions without
preconditions.
The United States has long sought a
meeting with the Soviets to present our
concerns about the verification provisions of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty
and the Peaceful Nuclear Explosions
Treaty. These treaties were signed in
the 1970s, but they have not been
ratified. The United States determined
in the early 1980s that U.S. ratification
could not be considered until verification
improvements were made and U.S. com-

pliance concerns were answered. We
have made repeated offers to the Soviet
Government to present our ideas for
improvements that would allow us to
move forward on ratification of these
treaties.
This upcoming meeting of experts
will allow the United States to present
its ideas and concerns to the Soviets and
to hear Soviet concerns. The United
States will be ready to present and
discuss our views on verification
improvements in existing agreements,
which we believe are needed and
achievable at this time. We hope the
Soviets will be prepared to join in a constructive dialogue.
'Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of July 21, 1986. U
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The preceding chronology clearly
demonstrates that the Soviets broke
their own pledges as well as the moratorium then still being observed by the
United States and the United Kingdom.
In addition, Khrushchev's candid admission of August 1961, and the size of the
ensuing test series, undercuts arguments that French testing or Eisenhower's December 1959 statement in
any way "justified" the Soviets' breaking of the moratorium. Indeed, Soviet
evidence of bad faith was so clear that,
in an address to the American people in
March 1962, Kennedy summed up the
experience as follows:
[Oin September 1st of last year, while
the United States and the United Kingdom
were negotiating in good faith at Geneva, the
Soviet Union callously broke its moratorium

SCC Meets in Geneva
WHITE HOUSE STATEMENT,
JULY 16, 19861
The United States has informed the
Soviet Union through diplomatic channels that it is prepared to convene a
special session of the U.S.-U.S.S.R.
Standing Consultative Commission
(SCC) beginning on or about July 22 in
Geneva.
The United States will be prepared
to respond to questions or concerns the
Soviet Union has with respect to the
President's May 27th decision on interim
restraint. We would expect that in the
context of such a discussion the Soviet
Union will also be prepared to address
U.S. concerns about Soviet noncompliance with arms control agreements.
Since the President came into office,
he has done everything he could to try to
persuade the Soviet Union to meet its
arms control obligations and to achieve
agreement on significant reductions in
U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals. In
1982 he said the United States would
continue not to undercut the SALT I
[strategic arms limitation talks] interim
agreement, which had already expired,
and the SALT II Treaty, which was
stillborn, so long as the Soviets exercised
equal restraint. Regrettably, the Soviets
did not. In June 1985 the President once
again called attention to the record of
Soviet noncompliance and called upon
the Soviet Union to join us in building an
interim framework of truly mutual
restraint until a new strategic arms
reduction treaty (START) replaced the
SALT structure. The SALT II Treaty,

with a 2-month series of more than 40
nuclear tests. Preparations for these tests
had been secretly underway for many
months. Accompanied by new threats and
new tactics of terror, these tests-conducted
mostly in the atmosphere-represented a
major Soviet effort to put nuclear weapons
back into the arms race....
Some may urge us to try it [a moratorium] again, keeping our preparations to test
in a constant state of readiness. But in actual
practice, particularly in a society of free
choice, we cannot keep topflight scientists
concentrating on the preparation of an
experiment which may or may not take place
on an uncertain date in the future. Nor can
large technical laboratories be kept fully alert
on a standby basis waiting for some other nation to break an agreement. This is not merely difficult or inconvenient-we have explored
this alternative thoroughly, and found it
impossible of execution. U

even in its own terms, expired on
December 31, 1985.
In the absence of an adequate Soviet
response, the President announced on
May 27 of this year that henceforth the
United States would base decisions
regarding its strategic forces on the
nature and magnitude of the threat
posed by the Soviet Union rather than
on standards contained in SALT agreements that had expired, were unratified,
and were being violated by the Soviet
Union.
On May 27th the President also
decided to retire two older Poseidon submarines as the eighth Trident submarine
began sea trials. This means the United
States will remain in technical observance of the terms of the SALT agreements for some months. Time remains
for the Soviet Union to alter the
situation which led the President to his
May 27 decision. If the Soviet Union
does, the President will take this into
account.
As the President said when he
announced his decision on May 27, we
must now look to the future, not to the
past. The primary task now facing both
the United States and the Soviet Union
is to build a new structure of arms control, one based on significant, equitable,
and verifiable reductions in the size of
existing U.S. and Soviet nuclear
arsenals. This is what we are proposing
in the Geneva negotiations.
Until this is achieved, the United
States will continue to exercise the
utmost restraint. Assuming no significant change in the threat we face, as we
implement the strategic modernization
program, the United States will not
deploy more strategic nuclear delivery

vehicles or strategic ballistic missile
warheads than the Soviet Union.
This special session of the Standing
Consultative Commission offers us the
opportunity to renew the President's
request that the Soviet Union join us in
establishing an interim framework of
truly mutual restraint.
U.S. STATEMENT,
JULY 22, 1986
The 31st session of the U.S.-U.S.S.R.
Standing Consultative Commission-the
second session of 1986-began today
with two meetings between the two
sides. The commission was established
by the Treaty on the Limitation of AntiBallistic Missile Systems concluded by
the United States and the U.S.S.R. on
May 26, 1972.
This session was requested by the
Soviet side. Agreement by the United
States to convene this special session
stands in contrast to the position taken
by the Soviet Union in 1983, when the
United States asked for a special session
to discuss compliance matters relating to
the SALT II Treaty. The Soviet Union
denied that request. However, the
United States has agreed to this session
as a sign of our desire that the Soviet
Union join us in establishing an interim
framework of truly mutual restraint.
U.S. STATEMENT,
JULY 30, 1986
The U.S.-U.S.S.R. Standing Consultative Commission met in Geneva
today, completing a special session of the
commission, the second session of 1986
and the 31st since its establishment. The
U.S. and Soviet commissioners reaffirmed that the next session of the commission would begin in the fall of this
year in Geneva. The commission was
established by the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems
concluded by the United States and the
U.S.S.R. on May 26, 1972.
At this session, the Soviet Union
rejected President Reagan's May 27,
1986, call for the Soviet Union to join
the United States in establishing an
interim framework of truly mutual
restraint pending conclusion of a
verifiable agreement on deep and
equitable reductions in offensive nuclear
arms. The Soviet Union was informed
that the call remains open.
'Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of July 21, 1986. U
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The Foreign Affairs Budget
by John C. Whitehead
Statement at a press briefing on
August 11, 1986. Mr. Whitehead is
Deputy Secretary of State.1
We face a national security crisis. Proposed congressional cuts in the international affairs budget will seriously
jeopardize our national security interests
and global foreign policy objectives. The
ability of the United States to maintain
its leadership role in the world; to provide for its national security; and to support the cause of freedom, democracy,
and economic development is at stake.
In January the Administration submitted to the Congress a bare bones
international affairs budget for fiscal
year 1987 of $22.6 billion-only 2% of
the total Federal budget. This budget
includes funds for all of our foreign
affairs functions: for the State Department and USIA [United States Information Agency] operating budgets, which
include the operations of our 260 embassies and consulates around the world;
funds for economic development,
military security, and humanitarian
assistance programs; funds for our contributions to multilateral development
banks and international organizations;
and funds for combatting the inflow of
narcotics, the battle against terrorism,
aid to refugees, the Peace Corps, and
the security of American personnel
abroad. I came to government a year
ago after four decades in the private sector as a banker and a businessman. I
know how important it is to reduce
costs, to keep budgets lean, and to maximize efficiency. I participated actively in
the review of this budget. It is a
minimum, bare bones budget. With the
help of the Office of Management and
Budget, and with my own input as a
hard-nosed businessman and taxpayer,
all the fat has been squeezed out. In the
last few months, I have been actively
involved with my colleagues in the
foreign affairs community in a review
and reduction of almost 1,500 foreign
affairs positions overseas. That review
was designed to trim overseas costs
without jeopardizing our ability to project and implement our foreign policy
objectives.
Yet the current congressional budget
resolution reduces this minimal and
carefully considered request by 27%.
Recent congressional actions would
reduce and restrict the remaining
amount even further. Such cuts will cost
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Americans more in national security and
foreign policy terms than we can afford
to pay.
Take, for example, foreign assistance. Of the Administration's foreign
economic and military assistance
request, 34% is for Israel and Egypt to
sustain and nurture the search for peace
in the Middle East; 26% is for our allies
where we have important military bases,
such as the Philippines, Greece, and
Turkey, and for Pakistan which faces
cross-border threats from the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan; 11% is for programs to assist our neighbors in Central
America and the Caribbean; 17% is for
those who share our democratic ideals,
such as Colombia and India, or those
where democracy has only recently
emerged and is still fragile, such as
Bolivia and Uruguay, and those where
fundamental economic reform programs
are underway, such as Senegal and
Ecuador. Which of these would the Congress have us eliminate? Which of these
are unimportant to our national
interests?
Congressional reductions of over $3
billion in these accounts, and the earmarking of aid levels in several key
countries, will mean a cut of 50%-60%
for our foreign assistance programs in
the remaining countries. I cannot
emphasize enough how seriously these
actions inhibit our ability to achieve our
foreign policy objectives worldwide.
Over the last several weeks, I have been
working on how we would implement
these congressional mandates. Let me
tell you what these cuts will mean in the
real world.
* It will mean a severe cut, maybe
even a complete elimination in some
cases, in our humanitarian programs in
sub-Saharan Africa.
* It will mean a two-thirds reduction
in our assistance programs for the key
Caribbean countries of Jamaica, Haiti,
and the Dominican Republic.
- It will mean severe limitations on
programs for Central America and the
Philippines and other countries where
we have military facilities. In some
cases, negotiations in upcoming base
talks would be undermined.
* It will mean a reduction in fulltime employment of up to 1,000 State
Department employees and the closing
of perhaps more than a dozen overseas
embassies and consulates in addition to
the seven posts already being closed.
e It will mean a one-third cut in
funding for the multilateral development

banks, which are crucial to development
efforts in the Third World and the implementation of the Baker initiative on
international debt.
* It will mean the reduction of
embassy security programs in posts
where the danger and threat to the lives
of our people is higher than ever.
e It will mean that our efforts to
halt the production and illegal export of
narcotics from the Andean region will be
seriously stymied just as they are gaining momentum.
- It will mean a reduction of broadcasts by the Voice of America, Radio
Liberty, and Radio Free Europe and the
closing of American libraries and
cultural centers overseas.
These are but illustrations of the
price Congress is asking Americans to
pay.
The cumulative impact of these cuts
will be devastating to our foreign relations. America's responsibilities and
commitments around the world are
many. They are important to Americans,
to our neighbors, and to those who seek
freedom and economic well-being. These
programs represent our first line of
defense in protecting American freedoms. A penny-wise but pound-foolish
budgetary approach to foreign affairs
and security will only confuse our friends
and encourage our adversaries.
Even during times of financial constraint, the devotion of two cents out of
each budget dollar is a small price to pay
for the liberties and ideals we as
Americans and other freedom-loving
peoples hold dear. The values for which
our country stands-democracy, free
enterprise, freedom of thought, and the
right of self-determination-are on the
move around the world. Can we afford
to retreat at the very moment when
global interdependency and the momentum of success demand our continuing
and active involvement?
The answer must be a resounding
no. And so I call on the Congress to take
another look, to review the decisions
they have made to date. I know Congress' decisions have been based on the
well-intentioned objective of reducing
Federal expenditures and moving
toward a balanced budget. But I strongly urge them to reconsider the effects of
these cuts on the ability of our national
government to meet its primary responsibility of protecting U.S. interests
around the globe. The defense of
freedom and the pursuit of peace are not
cost free.
'Press release 159. The question-andanswer session following the statement is not
printed here. U
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U.S.-Japan Relations:
A Global Partnership for the Future
by Michael H. Armacost
Address before the JapanSociety of
Northern Californiain San Francisco
on July 21, 1986. AmbassadorArmacost
is Under Secretaryfor PoliticalAffairs.
I am pleased and honored to join you on
this commemoration of the 80th anniversary of the Japan Society of Northern
California. This organization has consistently fostered closer relations between
the United States and Japan. It is an
important task, and it has never been
more consequential for our two countries than at the present time. So I
congratulate you on what you have
accomplished, even as I urge you to
redouble your efforts.
I am always happy to have an excuse to return to San Francisco. In a
sense, this city is the birthplace of the
modern U.S.-Japan relationship. At the
Presidio in 1951, the peace treaty between the allies and Japan and the security treaty between the United States
and Japan were signed. These agreements formally initiated 35 years of
peace and prosperity in U.S.-Japan relations. They set the framework for the
U.S.-Japan partnership about which I
wish to comment this evening.
It is a remarkable partnership.
Within the lifetimes of most of us in this
room, our countries struggled on opposite sides of a bitter global war. Today,
we stand united in our efforts to
preserve peace and to promote economic
growth and development throughout the
world. The U.S.-Japan alliance is critical
to the security of both our nations, and
it is a pillar of that balance of power
which supports the independence of free
countries around the globe. Japan is our
largest overseas trading partner-a fact
of special significance to Californians,
since 40% of all U.S. trade with Japan
flows through this state. Politically,
Japan stands firmly within the Western
camp as a nation which practices market
economics and democratic politics. In
short, we both have a huge stake in this
relationship about which I should like to
make a few observations in order to
put past accomplishments, current
challenges, and future possibilities in
perspective.

Changing Contours of
U.S.-Japan Relations
Change has been a constant in this relationship. I have seen this firsthand. My
involvement with Japan goes back
nearly 20 years to 1968 when I took
sabbatical leave from Pomona College to
serve as a visiting professor at the International Christian University (ICU). I
went not as a specialist but as a student
eager to learn about a country which I
vaguely apprehended would be an increasingly important force in the world.
To my surprise, the Japanese I encountered at that time seemed less concerned with the future than with the
past. They were preoccupied with issues
left over from history. They appeared
surprised by their considerable postwar
accomplishments and a little uncertain
whether they could be sustained.
Although Japan had created a
remarkably stable political structure,
Japanese politics remained polarized
over relations with the United States,
the terms of and necessity for the
mutual security treaty, and the constitutionality and role of Japanese defense
forces. More than 100 universitiesincluding ICU-experienced crippling
student strikes during the year I was
supposedly teaching. I recall witnessing
Japanese riot police in full battle gear
evicting student leaders from Yasuda
Hall at Tokyo University. Though
scarcely anyone was injured, it had all
the appearances of a major military
operation. One source of contention was
the mutual security treaty, and the
struggle symbolized the unsettled state
of important issues between us.
In 1968 Japan was a relatively
prosperous country. But despite nearly
two decades of unbroken economic
growth, many Japanese exhibited doubts
about their economic future. They
thought of themselves as a "poor, island
nation without natural resources." They
acknowledged their achievements, yet
worried abut their "feet of clay." They
feared Japan's prosperity would not
last. Such anxieties fostered tight
government controls on commerce and
finance and encouraged an export-led
growth strategy sustained by extensive
neomercantilist import barriers.
Nor had U.S.-Japan bilateral relations attained the "equal partnership"
of which the period's diplomatic communiques routinely spoke. Indeed, the

Japanese seemed uncertain of their
place in the world. Despite a natural
preoccupation with its own neighborhood, Japan's role even in Northeast
Asia was modest. Japan had little voice
at the United Nations, no place yet at
Western summits, and was just beginning to make its presence felt in economic groups such as the Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).
Cultural interchange, in those days,
remained largely a one-way street.
Japanese knowledge of the United
States was spurred by friendship, business, and the experience of occupation.
Americans generally knew little of
Japan. We had only the sketchiest appreciation of its potential and future
promise. As a sign of the times, in those
days, Washington had only one sushi
bar, and you could still drive for blocks
without seeing a Japanese-made car.
I need not tell you that times have
changed.
The Present
Earlier this month, concurrent elections
were held in both Houses of the Japanese Diet for only the second time in
history. The stunning, almost unprecedented, landslide victory by the
Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) symbolized perhaps the end of a political era.
The young radicals of the 1960s, who
fought the police on campus and voted
for socialists and communists, are now
white-collar workers, most of whom evidently voted for the LDP.
The conservative party made impressive gains in the cities, where, according to conventional wisdom, it was
weakest. Within the party, a group of
energetic "new leaders" emerged to carry their nation's banner into the future.
And, of course, Prime Minister Nakasone scored an extraordinary personal
triumph and secured a strong popular
mandate for his policies. These include
expanding Japan's international role,
continuing administrative and fiscal reforms, and restructuring the economy to
lessen reliance on export-led growth.
With the support of a remarkably adaptive party, Prime Minister Nakasone has
demonstrated world-class leadership.
Last week, the most prominent
of Japan's new leaders-Mr. Abe,
Mr. Miyazawa, and Mr. Takeshitaannounced their support for extending
the Prime Minister's tenure in office so
that he can finish pending business. We
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welcome the prospect of continuing to
work with a prime minister who is held
in high esteem in the West and has so
convincingly earned the trust of the
Japanese electorate.
Mr. Nakasone, to be sure, faces
some formidable challenges. The LDP
has achieved a general mandate for
change. Some of the presumed directions of change have been outlined in
the Maekawa report-a future-oriented
blueprint that has been widely praised
on both sides of the Pacific. In a democracy like Japan's the Diet will obviously
play a major role in translating a broad
mandate into specific policies and laws.
The ruling LDP now appears committed to opening the Japanese market
and restructuring the economy. Some of
its Diet members, however, will continue to resist measures that appear
threatening to constituency interests.
This should not be surprising to Americans. The President, after all, has
secured a broad, bipartisan consensus
behind tax reform. Yet some of the
details are still to be negotiated in conference. Just as I am sure an acceptable
tax bill will emerge from the HouseSenate conference, so I am confident
that a new consensus in Japan will support a timely restructuring of the
Japanese economy. The die is cast, I
believe, in favor of a more and more internationally oriented Japan.
U.S.-Japan relations were not a
major issue in the recent election. In
fact, the issues that dominated U.S.Japan relations in the late 1960s have
largely disappeared. The Indochina conflict no longer stirs partisan emotions;
Okinawa transferred to Japanese administration in 1972; and both Tokyo and
Washington have established solid working relations with China.
Today, Japan perceives its interests
and its role in global terms. Perhaps
most significant for U.S.-Japan relations,
there is a striking convergence of U.S.
and Japanese perceptions of the global
situation. Two factors have contributed
to this substantial coincidence of world
views.
First, Japanese perceptions of its
security requirements have been shaped
by Soviet intransigence on the Northern
Territories issue, by the relentless
Soviet military buildup in the Pacific,
and by Moscow's aggression in
Afghanistan and its support for Vietnam's occupation of Cambodia.
Second, developments beyond East
Asia-such as the "oil shocks" of the
mid-1970s and the persistent turbulence
in the Middle East and Persian Gulf
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areas since then-have reinforced our
common interest in global stability.
Over time, a consensus has emerged in
Japan which supports steady improvements in Japan's self-defense capabilities
and expanded bilateral defense cooperation with the United States.
In recent years the level and frequency of the U.S.-Japan bilateral dialogne has also changed dramatically.
The Emperor's visit to the United
States in 1975 symbolized the end of the
postwar period. Starting with Gerald
Ford, all our Presidents have visited
Japan while in office. President Reagan
and Prime Minister Nakasone have
already met twice this year-first at
Camp David and less than a month later
in Tokyo. Secretary of State Shultz and
Foreign Minister Abe have had 26 bilateral meetings-four of them this year.
And senior officials responsible for areas
as diverse as arms control and African
affairs consult with even greater frequency.
The substance of our exchanges has
changed as well. Twenty years ago, our
talks with Japan focused primarily on
bilateral rather than global or even
regional issues. Now, our political dialogue is unsurpassed in its breadth and
depth and extends literally to every
corner of the globe. Many of these consultations go beyond simple exchanges
of views to include increasingly close coordination of operational concerns. For
example, my Japanese counterpart and I
meet annually to promote the complementarity of our respective aid
programs.
Foreign aid, in fact, is a good example of the expanding scope of Japan's
international interests and involvement.
In the 1960s, Japan's modest aid effort
involved reparations to war victims and
subsidies for Japan's expanding commercial interests. Today, under the concept
of comprehensive security, Japan is
seeking to make a significant contribution to Western security through other
than military means. In 1984 the United
States and Japan ranked first and second in the world as donors of foreign
assistance. Between us, we furnished
over $11 billion to developing countries.
If Japan meets its declared objective of
doubling its foreign aid by 1992, it will
provide roughly $40 billion of additional
assistance to less developed countries
(LDCs) over the coming 6 years.
We particularly welcome the role
Japan has assumed in providing aid to
friendly countries such as Thailand,
Turkey, Egypt, Pakistan, and the
nations of Central America and the

Caribbean. The Philippines and Haiti
are now at crucial stages in their political evolution. The South Pacific is
undergoing important political and econoric changes. Africa faces natural
calamities as well as daunting economic
problems. We are working cooperatively
with the Government of Japan to expand our respective efforts in promoting
growth and encouraging stability in
these and other areas.
The measures Japan has taken to expand its foreign aid constitute an appropriate effort to recycle its prosperity
back into the global economic system.
Clearly, there is more to be done. Japan
gives twice as much aid to the nearby
nations of Asia as it gives to African,
Latin American, and Middle Eastern nations combined. As Japan's foreign policy activities expand to take account of
its global economic power and "reach,"
we would anticipate not only increases
in the levels of its aid but a further
improvement in the concessional terms
of assistance and the provision of a
larger percentage of its aid to countries
outside East Asia.
Foreign assistance efforts pay foreign policy dividends. Over the past few
years, many developing countries have
discarded statist policies for marketoriented approaches to economic growth
and are increasingly receptive to democratic ideas. Regrettably, at just this
moment of opportunity, the U.S. Congress is drastically cutting back on our
own foreign aid budget. This is penny
wise and pound foolish, since aid to
friendly countries is one of the most
cost-effective investments we can make
in our own security. Aside from the fact
that about 70% of every U.S. bilateral
aid dollar is spent on American goods
and services, assistance to friendly
governments supports freer markets,
alleviates poverty or disaster, and
underpins newly democratic regimes.
The cuts Congress threatens are
potentially devastating. For fiscal year
1987 the President is requesting $22.6
billion for international affairs funding.
This covers all our economic, military,
and food aid programs as well as the
State Department and United States
Information Agency (USIA) budgets,
our security programs overseas, and the
costs of Radio Free Europe and Radio
Liberty.
Congress has cut that amount to
$17.4 billion-a 27% reduction. What will
happen if we are forced to take a cut of
this magnitude?
Some programs have been earmarked by Congress; they will be sustained. They include aid to Israel and
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Egypt, security assistance for base
rights countries, and important programs in Central America and Pakistan.
After taking care of these priorities, all
other programs would have to be cut by
over 50%. What might this mean?
- Haiti and other fledgling democracies in the Caribbean could see cuts in
U.S. economic aid by more than twothirds.
* Aid for the Andean countriesBolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, and Perucould be eliminated, with unfortunate
consequences for our efforts to halt the
production and illegal export of narcotics from that region.
e Economic support for Africa could
be virtually eliminated-undermining
policy reform plans and famine relief
efforts.
e The Peace Corps could be forced
to cut as many as 1,000 volunteers in
Africa alone.
- Radio Free Europe and Radio
Liberty could be forced into bankruptcy.

These are not idle threats or scare
tactics. They reflect the plans we would
be forced to put into action if Congress
does not reconsider its drastic reductions. It is inconceivable that any serious person could presume that cuts of
this magnitude will not significantly and
adversely affect our national interests.
We are a superpower. Superpowers
have far-flung interests. Supporting
those interests carries with it certain
costs. One cannot cut the means by
which we protect our interests without
placing our interests in jeopardy. This is
a simple verity I hope Congress will not
ignore.
Please excuse this brief commercial,
but it is relevant to my theme. We are
not encouraging Japan to do more in the
field of aid so that we can do less but in
order that jointly we can meet the
requirements of stability and development in areas of vital interest to us
both. Japan is expanding its aid efforts.
It is not a time for us to be cutting our
own program.

U.S.-Japan Semiconductor Trade Agreement
PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT,
JULY 31, 19861
I am announcing today that the United
States and Japan have reached an agreement on semiconductor trade. This
agreement represents an important step
toward freer and more equitable world
trade and will enhance the ability of our
semiconductor manufacturers to compete fairly in the Japanese market. It
will also help prevent Japanese manufacturers from dumping semiconductors in
the United States and in third countries.
This agreement successfully
addresses a series of trade complaints
raised by the U.S. semiconductor industry and this Administration charging
Japanese chip manufacturers with
impeding U.S. access to their market,
while dumping semiconductors on world
markets and violating U.S. dumping
laws.
With the agreement of the government of Japan to this landmark pact, the
United States suspends the pending 301
market access case and EPROM
[erasable, programmable read only
memories] semiconductor dumping case.
The 256K semiconductor dumping case
will be suspended August 1.

By holding to our free market principles, but at the same time insisting on
fair trade, we have created a climate in
which the U.S. semiconductor industry
should substantially increase its sales
position in Japan. We have also set an
important precedent to help prevent
future unfair trade practices in other
high technology industries.
As I have said time and again, we
will not stand idly by as American
workers are threatened by unfair
trading practices. We have and we will
take the tough actions that are necessary
to ensure that all nations play by the
same rules. Today's agreement shows
that vigorous enforcement of existing
laws can open markets. To succumb to
the temptation of protectionism will
benefit no one.
This is an historic agreement. U.S.
Trade Representative Yeutter, Secretary of Commerce Baldrige, and the U.S.
negotiating team are to be commended
for their tenacity, skill, and resoluteness
during the months of intense
negotiations.
'Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Aug. 4, 1986. N

Current Challenges
The most difficult current bilateral
problems continue to confront us in the
field of trade. When I first lived in
Tokyo, the United States and Japan
experienced some acute trade
problems-principally involving textiles.
But they were of a different order of
magnitude and character than today's.
In the late 1960s, Japan maintained
numerous quotas, high tariffs, and a
host of other formal trade barriers
which it was just beginning to dismantle. In 1968, Japan had a global trade
deficit of $15 million. Its trade surplus
with the United States was $604 million.
Over the last 20 years, the Japanese
Government has eliminated most of its
quotas and formal trade barriers. It has
reduced its tariffs to a point where
Japan now has the lowest average tariff
of any industrialized country. However,
a host of nettlesome problems-including
some quotas, high tariffs, nontariff barriers, and restrictive business practices
in certain areas-remain.
At the same time, the competitive
challenge posed by high-quality
Japanese products to important U.S.
manufacturing industries has increased
pressures for protection in this country.
A 1985 U.S. global trade deficit of $148
billion-including a $50-billion trade
deficit with Japan-coupled with a
Japanese global trade surplus of $46 billion that year, heightens these
pressures.
The U.S. trade problem is not, of
course, limited to Japan. Our trade
problem is global, but the bilateral
deficit with Japan remains so large that
it will be difficult to make headway on
our global problem without redressing
the bilateral imbalance. Progress must
be made to reduce it.
We are determined to bring our
bilateral trade with Japan into a more
balanced equilibrium. Failure to do so
exposes our political relations and security cooperation to heavy strains. And
we believe our policy efforts will pay
off.
* As Congress and the Administration reduce the U.S. Government's
budget deficit, our savings/investment
imbalance should decline and, along with
it, our global trade deficit, including our
bilateral deficit with Japan.
a In accordance with agreements
reached by the major financial powers
(G-5) last fall and by the Summit Seven
in Tokyo last May, we are coordinating
on international economic policies more
closely with Japan and the other major
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industrialized countries. Adjustment of
exchange rates is the most visible and
dramatic result. A roughly 40% depreciation in the dollar against the yen during the past year should have a sizable
impact, over time, on our trade position.
a Representatives of the U.S. and
Japanese Governments are initiating a
bilateral dialogue concerning structural
economic issues of mutual concern. Indeed, a preparatory meeting on this subject was held in San Francisco today.
This dialogue will examine the imbalances in the Japanese economy and
U.S. economy and consider ways to correct them.
* The MOSS (market-oriented,
sector-selective) talks are improving
market access to entire industrial sectors within Japan. We have made substantial progress in electronics,
telecommunications, medical equipment
and pharmaceuticals, and forest
products. We will soon open discussions
on a fifth sector-transportation
machinery.
* And finally, we are seeking to
eliminate remaining trade barriers on
other products-e.g., tobacco, leather,
etc.-as we encounter them.
These are substantial efforts. We believe they are producing results. They
are aimed at expanding trade while assuring equitable access to each other's
market. They reflect faith in competition
and a determination to see that the
playing field for competition is level.
They constitute an alternative to protectionism, which we are determined to
resist.
Protectionism has a false and dangerous allure. Industries affected by
imports usually ask for temporary and
limited protection. Yet, while giving
temporary relief to one industry, protectionist actions penalize the consumer
and divert investment and labor from
more efficient and productive industries.
Protectionist bills like the House Omnibus Trade Bill (H.R. 4800) will not solve
our trade problem. Protectionist measures will damage the U.S. economy,
threaten American jobs, and embroil us
in trade conflicts with virtually all our
major trading partners. We cannot afford such an outcome, particularly with
Japan.
Current Japanese-American challenges are not limited to trade. Significant accomplishments have been registered in bilateral security cooperation.
Frequently criticized as a "free rider"
for relying on American muscle to protect its economic and political health,
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Japan has steadily augmented its
defense capabilities. A growing domestic
consensus has supported qualitative and
quantitative improvements in Japan's
Self-Defense Force and contributed to
steady annual increases in Japan's
defense spending.
We have also witnessed a growing
Japanese commitment to the U.S.-Japan
security structure. Antidefense shibboleths have disappeared from the platforms of several opposition parties. The
Government of Japan has welcomed
U.S.-homeported ships; it has authorized
new U.S. Air Force deployments; it has
participated in additional joint exercises.
Japanese support for the American
presence in Japan is now valued at over
$1 billion annually.
While Japan's defense budget
remains small as a percentage of gross
national product, it is now the sixth
largest in the world and is growing
rapidly. This expanding defense budget
supports a modern, well-trained military
establishment with appropriate defense
roles and missions: the conventional
defense of Japanese territory, the surrounding seas and sky, and the sealanes
within 1,000 miles. These roles are consistent with Japanese and American
expectations-and with those of Japan's
neighbors.
Japan's new 5-year defense spending
plan represents a good start toward
achieving the capabilities necessary to
carry out these missions. We certainly
would like to see Japan achieve its goals
more quickly. Nonetheless, the Japanese
Self-Defense Force is already an increasingly potent deterrent against aggression aimed at Japan and makes the role
of our own forces in the region that
much more effective.
Agenda for the Future
Time does not permit me to elaborate
on the variety of other ways in which
the U.S. and Japan cooperate diplomatically in many areas of the world.
Suffice it to say, compared with 20 years
ago, U.S.-Japan relations are now on
a firm and solid basis. Our give-andtake on substantive issues has increased
significantly. Recognition in both our
countries of the scope of our interdependence has grown. Our knowledge of
each other has appreciably increased.
We welcome these developments,
yet we know there is no room for complacency on either side of the Pacific. As
our relationship with Japan enters a
new and more mature stage, the issues

our two countries face become ever
more complex and far-reaching. Constructively managing the U.S.-Japan
relationship through the 1980s and beyond -will be even more challenging.
We now need to look at the
U.S.-Japanese relationship as an active
partnership for global progress. In particular, we need to work closely with
Japan to:
* Make equitable and sustained economic growth a reality for both the developed and developing world by
preserving and improving the international trading system and assisting the
LDCs to cope with their myriad
problems, including the problem of external debt;
* See that people everywhere understand that a nuclear war cannot be
won and must not be fought, by
preserving deterrence while pursuing
substantial and verifiable arms
reduction;
9 Expand international cooperation
to rid the world of the scourge of terrorism;
- Defuse regional conflicts, such as
in Indochina and Afghanistan; and
* Find ways to apply the technological developments of our information societies to the benefit of mankind.
Persistent and purposeful effort will
be required as our governments and
peoples create the conditions and consensus necessary for cooperation on this
broad agenda.
Conclusion
Let me return to my opening theme.
Times change. As they do, we must
sometimes overcome what we thought
we knew in the past. We have long
since learned that we cannot go it alone,
and we have begun to see Japan with
new eyes. Japan is a strong country; it
is becoming an outward-looking country.
Japan is more than a trading partner; it
is a valued ally and good friend. Even
so, Japan is only on the brink of fulfilling its potential as a major contributor
to world economic growth and comity.
We share many things with Japan:
above all the conviction that we are not
mere temporary allies but permanent
friends. Our task is to use that friendship to bring to the benefit of all
mankind our shared devotion to peace,
our ability to foster change, our economic prowess, and our dedication to
democracy.E
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Perspective and Proportion
for U.S.-Japanese Relations
by Gaston J. Sigur, Jr.

Address before the "U.S.-Japan
Economic Agenda" sponsoredby the
Institutefor Sino-Soviet Studies of
George Washington University, the
Carnegie Council on Ethics, and InternationalAffairs, Inc., on June 2, 1986. Mr.
Sigur is Assistant Secretaryfor East
Asian and Pacific Affairs.
It is a great pleasure to be here among
friends to offer some observations on
our kaleidoscopic relations with Japan. I
was reflecting on this subject not long
ago as I rode from Narita Airport to my
hotel in Tokyo.
Driving from Narita to central
Tokyo, one passes through rice fields
and groves of cryptomeria before entering the suburban sprawl of houses,
garish hotels of dubious purpose, and
small factories. At one point, Disneyland's castle towers loom up beyond the
highway's embankment. As one crosses
the Ara Kawa, one sees ahead the
jumble of Tokyo's buildings and the
flashing signs advertising Ricoh, Seiko,
and a hundred other companies. Inching
along the overhead expressway, the
traveler can look into the companies'
windows and see the employees phoning,
writing, and, he imagines, making deals.
The car passes through the bright neon
of the Ginza and into the open area
around the Imperial Palace. The space is
relaxing and welcome after the traffic
and congestion; yet the moat and turreted gate are incongruous. By the time
one reaches the hotel in Akasaka, one's
mind is nearly numb with jet lag and the
conglomeration of images. It is time for
a shower, a drink, and welcome rest.
In a way, U.S.-Japan relations are
like the ride in from Narita. Those of us
involved in them are bombarded with
reports, articles, meetings, conversations, and developments of a hundred
sorts. At least occasionally, we have to
stand back, reflect, sort out the images,
and put them into perspective. I would
like to use this relaxed occasion among
friends to consider events over the last
year or so and to comment on our
policies.
First, we should remember that
U.S.-Japan relations rest on a "triad"
that is the product of the early postwar
period-a shared commitment to democratic values, a fervent belief in the

dynamism of free markets, and a security framework. This "triad" has
endured now for three decades.
Security Relationship
In the early years, the future of defense
cooperation was anything but certain:
the security treaty and United States
bases were the targets of violent protest
from the extreme left, and even the existence of the Japanese self-defense forces
was challenged by those who sought to
prevent a replay of the militarism of the
1930s by a strict and unrealistically
literal application of the constitutional
proscription against the use of military
force. But with the reversion of Okinawa
to Japanese sovereignty, the end of the
Vietnam war, the normalization of relations with China, and the steady buildup
of Soviet military power in the Far East
in general and in the Northern Territories in particular, a broad consensus
has emerged in support of our security
relationship and of Japanese self-defense
at about present levels. The Japanese
now recognize the threat posed by the
Soviet Union, the importance of a credible, conventional self-defense capability,
and the need for our military presence.
Under the Mutual Security Treaty,
the interest of both the United States
and Japan are well served. We are able
to maintain our personnel and facilities
in Japan, where they are essential for
the peace and security of the United
States and of the entire Far East; Japan
is provided a strategic deterrent-the
so-called nuclear umbrella. With the
threat of nuclear blackmail neutralized,
the Government of Japan has set for
itself the missions of defending, with
conventional weapons, its territorial
land, seas, and skies and also of protecting the vital sealanes out to 1,000
nautical miles from Japan. It has maintained a slow, steady program of acquiring the capabilities needed to carry out
those missions. In the process, it has
kept intact the essential domestic consensus on the correctness of this policy
and has satisfied its neighbors, who have
historical cause for worry, that it does
not pose a threat to them.
Perhaps more important, Japanese
efforts to develop realistic defense missions and to relate defense spending to
their achievement have made increasingly irrelevant the old concerns about

the Japanese defense budget-the debate
in both countries over the 1% of GNP
cap on defense spending and the alleged
"free ride."
To tell the truth, I never saw much
point to those arguments. Despite the
GNP cap, Japanese defense spending has
kept growing. Moreover Japan now is
contributing over $1 billion per year for
the direct support and maintenance of
U.S. forces in Japan. Not much is ever
said about this, but it is a tribute to quiet
cooperation and to the progress Japan
has been making.
Political Relationship
Cooperation with Japan is not limited to
the defense relationship. Every year our
two governments hold consultations on
Africa, the Middle East, the United
Nations, the Soviet Union, and foreign
assistance. We discuss specific problems
as they occur. For example, during the
past year, the United States and Japan
consulted closely on developments in the
Philippines, and we found that Japan's
policy and actions were complementary
to ours. In late May of this year, Japan
was the host to an international consultative meeting to establish an enhanced
aid program for the Philippines. Indeed,
Japan has recently been the largest
donor of economic aid to the Philippines.
Japan's parallel policies and helpful
actions with regard to the Philippines
are typical. Japan has also given
substantial development assistance to
countries like Egypt, Pakistan, Turkey,
and Jamaica, which are of special importance to us; it is almost uniquely able to
use economic assistance to encourage
Chinese development with a Western
orientation; and Japan's global aid program is now the world's second largest.
To cite another example, Japan
joined its summit partners at the Tokyo
economic summit to put countries sponsoring international terrorism on notice.
I can say straightforwardly that on
issues ranging from arms control to the
Middle East, we have found Japan's
views to be valuable and geared to
Western goals, and we have seen our
cooperation become increasingly intimate and fruitful.
Much of the consultation to which I
have referred has occurred for many
years between senior bureaucrats of the
two governments. What is noteworthy
about the last several years is that the
consultations at the political level have
become more frequent, more detailed,
and more useful. Since January 1985,
Prime Minister Nakasone and the President have met five times. In that same
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period Secretary Shultz and Foreign
Minister Abe have had seven sets of consultations. In fact, since assuming their
present positions, Foreign Minister Abe
and the Secretary have met 23 times.
Obviously a good part of the conversations between the political officials of the
two countries concerns bilateral relations, and particularly economic relations. But the leaders have taken up a
variety of international topics as well,
and the discussions have taken on the
character of coordination and collaboration. I hope that this very welcome pattern will continue.
Economic Relationship
It is precisely because our defense relationship with Japan is crucial and
because our cooperation with Japan on
international matters is so important
and cordial that the economic friction
between the two countries is so vexing.
The resolution of the trade problems
between our two countries is necessary
and central to the maintenance of a
sound overall relationship.
We quite correctly make the argument that only protectionists place
importance on bilateral trade balances.
However, the size of Japan's trade
surpluses with the United States and
with the world has become a disruptive
political issue, and we have to deal with
it. We must not let economic friction
persist, for if it does, it has the potential
to disturb our cooperation with Japan on
defense and international matters and,
for that matter, to impede the growth of
fertile partnerships between U.S. and
Japanese enterprises.
Let me summarize my analysis of
the challenge we face in our economic
relations with Japan. With determination and with goals shared by business,
government, and citizens, Japan has
built an economic structure capable of
developing and producing attractive,
high-quality products at very competitive
prices. In the past, Japan often used
"infant industry" protection. That sort
of protection, questionable in any event,
is no longer needed. The large Japanese
manufacturers have the engineers, the
expanding research and development,
and ample finance to compete vigorously
and successfully at home and abroad in
the absence of government protection.
There is no more visible evidence of this
than the amount of Japan's exports to
the United States and to the world.
Inefficient industries in Japan, which
certainly exist, should restructure or
retrench in an environment of open
markets. I believe Japan is already on
that path, and I wish to encourage it.
October 1986

If we wish to solve problems, we
must confront reality. We must and will
seek the removal of Japan's remaining
trade impediments vigorously. But at the
same time, we must recognize that the
elimination of those barriers will not
result in a dramatic reduction of our
bilateral trade imbalance. Therefore, we
must address economic structural issues
in Japan and the United States. We
should not deceive ourselves that protectionist bills like the House Omnibus
Trade Bill (H.R. 4800) will solve the
trade problem. If enacted, that bill would
severely damage the U.S. economy,
destroy American jobs, reduce our international trade competitiveness, and
embroil us in trade conflicts with virtually all our major trading partners.

market access in entire industrial
sectors.
- The telecommunications talks
resulted in a major opening of the
Japanese market. The successful MOSS
talks with Japan are being used as a pattern for discussions on telecommunications with the Europeans and the
Canadians.
* The talks on medical equipment
and pharmaceuticals were an overall
success.
• From the electronics MOSS came
tariff cuts, improvements in the patent
system, and legal protection for semiconductor chips and computer software.
- We also obtained reductions of the
duties on some wood products and

Japan now is contributing over $1 billion per
year for the direct support and maintenance of
U.S. forces in Japan.
...

One hears the allegation in
Washington that the Administration has
no trade policy. That is not so. With
regard to Japan, we have a policy which
addresses both individual trade problems
and the structural issues that lie behind
our deficit, and it is working. There are
five elements in that policy, and I would
like to describe them to you.
First, in accordance with the President's statement last September 7, we
are seeking the elimination of remaining
Japanese trade barriers. To cite an
example, last fall, [U.S. Trade Representative] Ambassador Yeutter successfully negotiated the reduction of some of
Japan's barriers to the import of leather
and leather products and obtained compensation for the barriers Japan would
not remove. Under a Section 301 case
begun by the Administration, we have
entered discussions with Japan to reduce
tariffs on tobacco products and to correct distribution problems. At present
we are also negotiating with Japan the
elimination of its import quotas on 12
agricultural product categories. We
stand ready to investigate and to
negotiate with Japan the removal of any
Japanese trade practices that are inconsistent with international rules.
Second, in the MOSS [marketoriented, sector selective] process we are
achieving significant improvements in

paper products. The MOSS talks on
forest products will continue, and the
United States will monitor developments
in the other sectors. We have agreed
with Japan to begin discussions on a new
sector, transportation machinery, this
summer.
The third element of the
Administration's economic policy toward
Japan has been dealing with the financial
issues that affect exchange rates and,
therefore, the trade balance. Following
the G-5 agreement last September, the
value of the yen strengthened nearly
30% against the dollar. At [Treasury]
Secretary Baker's suggestion, the summit countries agreed in Tokyo in early
May that, "additional measure should be
taken to ensure that procedures for
effective coordination of international
economic policy are strengthened further."
The summit statement correctly
emphasizes economic fundamentals as
determinants of exchange rates. That
brings me to the fourth element of our
policy toward Japan, a dialogue on
economic structural adjustment which
we expect to begin this July. One of the
observations that economists make is
that there are domestic savings/investment imbalances in both the United
States and Japan which foreordain a
Japanese global trade surplus and a U.S.
global trade deficit. In the structural

EAST ASIA
dialogue, we will discuss with the Japanese ways of encouraging greater
domestic-led growth in Japan. We also
will discuss imbalances in our own
economy, such as the dearth of savings.
The final element of our economic
policy toward Japan is really our own
domestic policy. As Gramm-RudmanHollings bites and the Federal deficit
drops, the excess of consumption over
production, and the trade deficit, should
decline.
Japan is keenly aware that it is not
in its interest to continue to run large
trade surpluses. Announcing the
Maekawa commission's report in April,
Prime Minister Nakasone said: "It is impossible for Japan alone to continue to
be an island of solitary prosperity, with a
large current account imbalance,
depending on exports. It is no exaggeration to say that our success in achieving
the transformation will be essential to
Japan's future." He went on: "Japan is
now at an historic turning point in its
relations with the international community. Our continuing large current
account imbalance is a matter of serious
concern not only for the management of
our own economy but also for the harmonious development of the world economy. Therefore, it should be our
national goal to steadily reduce the current account imbalance to one consistent
with international harmony."
I agree that Japan is at a historic
turning point. Japan's postwar economic
policies had their roots in the Meiji
period when the Japanese Government

regulation, that continuously produces
more than it consumes, and that tends
toward large current account surpluses.
These are among the sources of the current economic friction between Japan
and its trading partners.
It is, in a way, ironic that in building
the strong, independent economy the
Meiji leaders sought, Japan became
dependent on foreign markets. It is also
ironic that Japan, whose culture promotes harmony, should be provoking
such disharmony in its trading relationships. Of course, Japan is not different
from the United States, Western
Europe, or its neighbors in Asia in being
enmeshed in an economically interdependent world. Still Prime Minister
Nakasone's announcement that policies
and attitudes that have prevailed for a
hundred years must change is one of the
most significant statements in postwar
Japanese history.
The skeptical among us may question whether Japan will carry through
with the changes necessary to reduce the
imbalance in its trade account. I think it
will, because it has to. If one reviews the
past year, one finds a tremendous
momentum in the direction of positive
change.
* In the MOSS talks, particularly
the telecommunications talks, Japan
removed many governmental controls.
Despite domestic political difficulties,
Japan made many of the concessions we
requested.

We must and will seek the removal of Japan's
remaining trade impediments.., at the same time,
we must recognize that the elimination of those
barriers will not result in a dramatic reduction of
our bilateral trade imbalance.
sought to build a strong economy and to
maintain autonomy. Now the quotas,
high tariffs, and investment restrictions
that Japan employed to achieve its goals
by and large have been discarded as
unnecessary.
Yet Japan's history over the last
100 years has left the present generation
a mixed inheritance. One legacy is solid
prosperity. But others are a certain
austerity of attitude and an economy
that tolerates excessive government

* In his unprecedented April 9,
1985, address to the nation, Prime
Minister Nakasone embraced the notion
that Japan's market should be "open in
principle, with restrictions by exception."
* Japan reduced tariffs on 1,850
items during 1985.
e Japan has played a positive role in
the G-5 decisions and will be involved in
the economic coordination mechanism
devised at the Tokyo summit.

9 Japan is proceeding on course
with the full liberalization of its financial
markets.
* Japanese investment in overseas
manufacturing is increasing rapidly.
Japan's annual direct investment in
foreign countries more than doubled
from $4.7 billion in 1980 to $10.2 billion
in 1984. By that year Japan's total
foreign investment totaled $71 billion, of
which $19 billion was in the United
States.
* A November 1985 Nomura
Research Institute report predicts that
as a result of a strong yen, investment
overseas, and stronger foreign competition, Japan's imports will increase faster
than its exports, so that by 1995 Japan's
trade surplus will decline to $1.5 billion.
I am confident that Japan will, in
Prime Minister Nakasone's words,
"steadily reduce the current account
imbalance to one consistent with international harmony." Apart from anything
else, doing so will result in the higher
standard of living that the Japanese people have earned.
I would like to make some observations on the conduct of our economic
relations with Japan. In the course of
the series of intense trade negotiations
during the past several years, the U.S.
and Japanese Governments have worked
together to solve problems. Some of the
negotiations have been strained at times,
but they have been successful. And
through the talks, Japanese agencies and
U.S. agencies have established relationships. The negotiations have been educational for both sides, and the cooperation
they have engendered will continue to be
essential given the growing integration
of the U.S. and Japanese economies.
In our attempt to deal with the
effects of trade on our own industries
and with political presstires in the
United States, we often forget that
other democratic governments must deal
with much the same political realities
and problems as we. This is by no means
an argument for inaction. Rather it is a
caution that patience and subtlety may
bring better results than importunate
demands.
We should keep a sense of proportion in our relations with Japan and our
other trading partners. Through international trade and investment, we seek
increased prosperity in the United
States. In order for the international
free economic system to work, there
obviously must be generally equal opportunities for all countries. However, it is
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hardly realistic to demand perfect justice
item by item and sector by sector. If we
do so in our negotiations, we have to
choose between total victory-which is
not always realistic given politics in
other countries-or retaliation, which
harms everyone. We should not limit our
options. I might add that perfect justice
is subjective and rarely takes account of
our own import restraints.
Finally, there is no substitute for
good domestic economic policy. In the
present international economy, goods
and funds flow easily across borders.
Businessmen have many options. If
interest rates are high in one country,
companies can borrow in another. If the
yen appreciates, Japanese businesses are
likely to invest in the United States or
serve this market from third countries.
If we bar imports from one country, we
are likely to see shipments from others.
To survive in this kind of world, we must
look to the fundamentals. We must save
and invest, research and innovate. The
government must create an environment
conducive to these things. But only
private individuals and companies can
accomplish them.
As I said earlier, I think that both
Japan and the United States are headed
in the right directions. As a result of the
yen's appreciation, in volume terms
Japanese exports to the United States
are declining and Japanese imports from
the United States are growing. The
United States is taking steps to correct
its economic policies. At the same time,
the Japanese Government has resolved
to alter its economic structure. The
United States and Japan will undertake
a structural dialogue, and we both will
participate in the new international
economic monitoring system. Market
access negotiations on specific products
will continue. I am confident that
through perseverance and cooperation,
the United States and Japan will solve
their economic problems in a way that
will contribute to increased prosperity in
each country and to an ever more solid
and productive relationship across the
board. E

Economic Sanctions

to Combat International Terrorism
The following article is adaptedfrom a
report prepared by the Department of
State in response to a requestfrom
Senators Richard G. Lugar and Frank
H. Murkowskifor an analysis of the
advisabilityof economic sanctions as a
diplomatic tool to combat international
terrorism.
Advisability of Imposing
Antiterrorism Sanctions
This Administration is taking actions to
combat international terrorism by every
legitimate means. Economic sanctions
are an integral part of peaceful measures that we can take to deter states
from supporting terrorism. The advisability of imposing sanctions depends on
their likely effectiveness and the economic and diplomatic consequences for
the United States. In addition to their
potential economic effect, sanctions may
serve useful political and diplomatic
ends.
Economic sanctions may be used to
pressure targeted states to change their
policies and to strengthen the resolve of
others, such as neighboring countries or
U.S. allies, in dealing with governments
that support terrorism. Although sanctions such as trade controls may adversely affect our global trade position
and may have a particularly negative
impact on some U.S. firms, they demonstrate our resolve and show that we are
prepared to accept economic losses, if
necessary, in our battle against terrorism. Openly acknowledging that the
United States also will suffer from sanctions helps us to encourage others to follow our example and make the required
trade and financial sacrifices. At the
Tokyo economic summit, the seven participating heads of government agreed
in their Declaration on International
Terrorism that:
Terrorism has no justification.. .. [It]
must be fought effectively through determined, tenacious, discreet and patient action
combining national measures with international cooperation.
However, antiterrorism considerations, as important as they are, are only
one facet of our policy toward any country. Other relevant factors-strategic,
political, economic, humanitarian-must
play a part in deciding whether to undertake an action such as imposing
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trade controls. Thus, in the abstract it is
difficult to evaluate the advisability of
sanctions. A particular course may be
advisable in one case but inappropriate
in another. The Administration banned
virtually all trade and financial transactions with Libya after it became clear
that previous actions, including partial
sanctions, had not gone far enough.
Similar action may not be useful in the
case of other countries that support
international terrorism.
Economic Consequences of
Trade Sanctions
Impact on Target Countries. The effectiveness of U.S. economic sanctions in
exerting economic pressure on a foreign
government depends on many factors,
including the U.S. trade relationship
with the target country, the availability
of similar products from other countries,
and alternative markets for the target
country's products. The diversity of supply that characterizes most widely
traded goods today limits the impact of
unilateral trade sanctions on the target
country's behavior: when one country or
group of countries decides to withhold
goods or services from a terroristsupporting state, other suppliers may
move in to fill the gap. Similarly, a
unilateral boycott of the products of a
terrorist-supporting state may simply
shift market patterns. In the absence of
international cooperation, the terrorist
state often obtains what it wants to buy
and finds alternative customers for what
it has to sell, and our intended influence
on it is correspondingly reduced. Sanctions, however, can have a significant
effect in sectors where the United
States is the key supplier. Export controls tend to have the greatest economic
impact over the short term, as current
sources of supply are interrupted and
the target economy struggles to adjust.
The precise impact is often difficult
to judge because reliable, up-to-date economic data may be lacking. In the case
of Libya, we believe that the measures
taken in January 1986 to ban virtually
all economic activity with that country,
magnified by the steep decline in oil
prices, are contributing to the deterioration of the Libyan economy. Other countries' willingness to join us increases the
economic effectiveness of the sanctions.
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From 1978 to 1980, the United
States provided 6% of Libya's imports,
according to International Monetary
Fund (IMF) figures. On the other hand,
the European Community (EC) accounted for more than 60% of Libya's
total imports, while other Western
industrialized countries supplied an additional 10%-15%. However, U.S. export
controls probably have assumed an enhanced significance because they focus
on items, such as aircraft and sophisticated oil field equipment, that may not
be readily available from other
countries.
As a result of increasingly more
stringent export controls in 1981 and
1982, the U.S. market share in 1983
decreased to 2.5% of Libyan imports.
IMF statistics indicate that, as a result
of the downturn in the Libyan economy,
European Community exports to Libya
also declined in absolute terms during
this period. It appears that our European trading partners were restrained
in assuming lost U.S. business. Newly
industrialized countries, however, including South Korea and Brazil, substantially increased their share of exports to
Libya.
Following our 1982 ban on crude oil
imports, U.S. imports from Libya
declined dramatically, from $7.4 billion
in 1980 to only $865,000 in 1983, according to Commerce Department statistics.
The President's Executive Order of
January 7, 1986, prohibited virtually all
direct trade to or from Libya.
Libya traditionally has sought out
U.S. contractors because of their reputation and reliability. Although the impact
on services is not easily quantified, the
departure of U.S. firms providing consulting, management, construction, and
contracting services to Libya's oil industry and major development projects
could be costly to the Libyan economy
in terms of temporary disruptions and
recontracting time. We have obtained
promises from the other Summit Seven
countries to try to discourage their
firms from replacing departing American companies. How this will work out
in practice remains to be seen, but the
Italian presence, for example, has fallen
from 15,000-17,000 to under 3,000.
Impact on the U.S. Economy.
When the Administration has restricted
trade with countries supporting terrorism, it has acted in full awareness
that such measures also have costs for
the U.S. economy. These can be divided
into:
e Direct costs in terms of lost trade;

e Indirect costs in our trade with
other trading partners.
Direct Costs. The sheer size of the
U.S. economy has helped absorb the
direct costs of our trade controls. For
example, U.S. exports to Libya in the
late 1970s, before imposition of antiterrorism export controls, accounted for
less than 1% of all U.S. exports. As a
result of our export controls, U.S. exports to Libya declined by $500 million
from 1981 to 1982 and by another $191
million in 1983. These direct costs often
fall unevenly on different sectors of the
U.S. economy. In the Libyan case, the
most severe impact was on the U.S. aircraft and petroleum industries, which
previously had dominated the Libyan
market. In 1983 alone, the Administration denied licenses to sell $597.5-million
worth of large civil transport aircraft to
Libya. The Commerce Department estimates that in the petroleum sector, our
controls prevented U.S. firms from pursuing contracts worth at least $150
million in 1984 and 1985 for the development of the Ras Lanuf refinery and
petrochemical plant in Libya.
U.S. trade with other terroristsupporting countries also has decreased
in recent years. For example, exports to
Iran declined from $954 million in 1979
to just under $74 million in 1985, and
imports from $2.7 billion to $762 million.
Trade with Syria and South Yemen is
mininal. In 1985, we exported
$106-million worth of goods to Syria,
while importing less than $3 million.
For South Yemen, the figures were
$9 million of exports and $1 million of
imports.
Indirect Costs. The use of economic
sanctions also may entail significant indirect costs-generally incurred over a
longer period. Frequent use of unilateral
trade controls for foreign policy purposes can damage the reputation of
American firms as reliable suppliers.
Customers forced to buy elsewhere may
never return to their U.S. suppliers.
Other U.S. trading partners may change
suppliers or deliberately "design out"
U.S. components in their manufactured
goods to avoid restrictions on where
they can sell. For instance, the Commerce Department has reported that
some foreign aircraft manufacturers are
increasingly avoiding U.S. hightechnology navigational devices for fear
that new U.S. export controls might be
imposed, thereby preventing sales or
curtailing supplies of parts. U.S. firms
also report that they are being precluded from major aircraft projects in

some countries that do business with
Libya and other targeted countries.
On the other hand, economic consequences flow from the continuation of
terrorism. Some countries have been
reluctant to join in sanctions because of
concerns about losing the economic
benefits of trade with Libya. However,
the terrorist threat and growing public
concern about terrorism are costing
airlines and other businesses, including
American firms, millions of dollars in
lost tourism and increased security
costs. Although difficult to quantify,
there is a growing economic cost from
the lack of sufficient international
cooperation to make economic and political sanctions more effective.
Diplomatic Consequences
of Trade Sanctions
Leaving aside their economic impact,
sanctions can be used for their political
or diplomatic effect to demonstrate U.S.
determination to oppose another nation's
support of terrorism. Sanctions send a
powerful nonmilitary signal that we will
not countenance business as usual with
those who support terrorists. They
demonstrate that we support our policies with actions as well as words and
are prepared to incur costs in our battle
against international terrorism. This
serves to refute criticisms that we ask
our allies to make sacrifices while we
continue to profit from commercial relations with countries supporting terrorism
or that we are unwilling to try "peaceful measures" before taking other steps.
Sanctions can have political costs as
well. U.S. policy attempts to consider
political as well as economic consequences of sanctions in adjusting our
responses. To the extent that we have
other interests and prospects for cooperation with a targeted country, the
United States must weigh the probable
loss of influence against the expected
benefits from economic sanctions. Measures that appear unnecessarily harsh or
inappropriate can undermine our credibility with the targeted country as well
as with friendly countries whose support
we seek.
Economic sanctions can also create
difficulties in our political relations with
friendly countries that are unwilling to
take measures similar to ours. These
tensions may increase when our controls
are applied extraterritorially to persons
or things within the territories of friendly countries in a manner they consider
infringes on their sovereignty. Our experience with the gas pipeline sanctions
against the Soviet Union demonstrated
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the problems of extending unilateral
U.S. sanctions effectively to overseas
subsidiaries of U.S. companies. Several
European countries, including the
United Kingdom, have enacted blocking
legislation that can be invoked to prohibit persons in their territories from
complying with U.S. controls. For these
reasons, the Administration has attempted to moderate, where appropriate, the extraterritorial reach of our
sanctions. For instance, our most recent
sanctions against Libya were not extended to foreign subsidiaries of U.S.
firms or to reexports of U.S.-origin
goods, except transshipments.
All of these considerations influenced
our decision to impose economic sanctions against Libya. Unilateral U.S. restrictions underscored our opposition to
Qadhafi's policies, but they did not
produce sufficient economic and political
pressures to cause significant policy
change. The decision to end all direct
commercial relations with Libya showed
our allies that we are willing to accept
heavy costs and may have contributed
to our recent success in obtaining multilateral cooperation, albeit limited, on
sanctions and other measures.
Libya is an exceptional case. There
are major qualitiative differences between our relationship with Libya and
other countries on the terrorism list. We
have normal diplomatic relations with
Syria and maintain a limited dialogue
with some of the other countries. In
stark contrast to Libya, we have been
able on occasion to use our relationships
with those countries to the benefit of
U.S. interests.
Potential for Gaining International
or Multilateral Cooperation
It is difficult to evaluate abstractly the
potential for gaining international or
multilateral cooperation for sanctions
against countries that support or harbor
terrorists.
Since the United States, Japan, and
Western Europe together account for
nearly three-quarters of the world's
GNP [gross national product] and trade,
the position of our allies is worth noting.
The allies are reluctant to adopt economic sanctions for several reasons.
First, most maintain that sanctions
are ineffective, often pointing to past efforts where they believe sanctions
failed, such as Rhodesia.
Second, many allies have substantial
commercial interests as well as citizens
who might be placed in jeopardy by imposing sanctions.
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Our major European allies belong to
the European Community. Community
decisions on sanctions historically have
been made on the basis of consensus.
Given the strong opposition of some EC
members to economic sanctions, for
reasons outlined above, consensus is
difficult to achieve in most cases.
The allies are prepared, on a caseby-case basis, to take specific actions
short of broad economic sanctions. In
the Libyan case, the EC agreed at an
early date that members would not sell
weapons or military equipment to Libya
and that, to the extent possible, EC
governments would prevent their companies from undermining U.S. actions
and replacing U.S. companies. Other
measures, reaffirmed at the Tokyo summit, such as reducing the staffs of the
Libyan Peoples' Bureaus, also are being
implemented in a number of countries.
We welcome the cooperation achieved
and the strong signal it sends. We are
consulting closely with our allies and
have been urging additional measures.
Adequacy of Existing Authority
to Impose Economic Sanctions
Existing legislation gives the President
extensive authority to take economic
measures against countries supporting
terrorism. This authority has proven
sufficient to impose broad controls on
trade and other economic activity with
such countries. The Export Administration Act of 1979, as amended, authorizes
restrictions on exports to countries that
support terrorism, and the recently
enacted International Security and Development Cooperation Act of 1985
authorizes a ban on imports from such
countries. U.S. law also permits a wide
range of other antiterrorism sanctions,
including a cutoff of foreign assistance
and arms sales and termination of air
services. In addition, the International
Emergency Economic Powers Act authorizes the President, upon declaration
of a national emergency, to regulate or
prohibit a wide range of trade and financial transactions. An appendix to this
report describes the most important of
these authorities.
Under Section 6(j) of the Export
Administration Act, the Secretary of
State has designated Libya, Syria, Iran,
Cuba, and the People's Democratic
Republic of Yemen (South Yemen) as
countries that have repeatedly provided
support for international terrorism.
These designations are periodically
reviewed, and changes are made whenever a country's conduct so warrants.

Cuba and Iran were added to the list in
1982 and 1984, respectively; Iraq was
removed in 1982.
As our sanctions against these countries and, more recently, our ban on virtually all trade and financial transactions
with Libya illustrate, the Administration
is prepared to use these authorities
vigorously. We must continue, however,
to take specific circumstances into account, including the probable effectiveness and diplomatic and economic
consequences of our actions. Other key
factors include the entire range of relations we have with a specific nation and
the direction of its policies. Legislation
that would tie our hands by mandating
blanket prohibitions on trade and/or
financial transactions could harm U.S.
business and relations with our allies
without imposing any significant costs
on the target country.
Flexibility is essential to respond to
the unique and often rapidly changing
circumstances of each case. For instance, during the Iranian hostage
crisis, we imposed extensive prohibitions
on trade and financial transactions with
Iran. These sanctions provided a powerful negotiating tool in working for the
release of the hostages. Had the sanctions been statutorily required, this
leverage would have been lost. Armed
with the flexibility to lift U.S. trade
sanctions, we were able to conclude the
1981 Algiers accord and secure the
release of the hostages.
APPENDIX A
Statutory Authorities for Sanctions
U.S. law permits a wide range of sanctions by the executive branch against
countries involved in international terrorism. These include terminating assistance and arms sales, imposing
import and export controls, suspending
Export-Import Bank (Eximbank) credits,
and, upon declaration of a national emergency, prohibiting financial transactions.
The most important authorities are
discussed below.
Emergency Powers. The International Emergency Economic Powers Act
authorizes the President to regulate or
prohibit a wide range of trade and financial transactions involving property in
which any foreign country or national
has an interest. This authority may be
used to deal with "an unusual and extraordinary threat, which has its source
in whole or substantial part outside the
United States, to the national security,
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foreign policy, or economy of the United
States, if the President declares a national emergency with respect to that
threat."
Commercial Exports. Section 3(8) of
the Export Administration Act states
that it is "the policy of the United
States to use export controls to encourage other countries to take immediate steps to prevent the use of their
territories or resources to aid, encourage, or give sanctuary to those persons involved in directing, supporting,
or participating in acts of international
terrorism." Section 6(a) authorizes the
President to adopt foreign policy controls on exports of goods or technology
subject to U.S. jurisdiction (or by any
person subject to U.S. jurisdiction) to
carry out this policy. This authority is
exercised by the Secretary of Commerce
in consultation with the Secretary of
State, the U.S. Trade Representative,
and certain others.
Imposition of foreign policy controls
under the act is subject to procedural
and substantive limitations. For example, section 3(8) provides that the President "shall make reasonable and prompt
efforts to secure the removal or reduction of such assistance to international
terrorists through international cooperation and agreement before imposing export controls." There are requirements
for consultation, reports, and findings as
well as special limits on prior contracts
and foreign availability.
Antiterrorism export controls imposed under the Export Administration
Act are aimed at restricting the export
of goods or technology that would contribute significantly to the military
potential or enhance the terroristsupport capabilities of such countries.
These controls cover large aircraft;
militarized vehicles; specially designed
equipment with which to produce milltary items; crime control and detection
equipment; and all goods and technology
subject to national security controls if
destined for military use and valued at
$7 million or more. These controls were
recently expanded to restrict the export
of light helicopters (helicopters over
10,000 pounds were already controlled).
For Iran, all aircraft, parts and avionics,
and large marine outboard engines are
embargoed; national security-controlled
goods and technologies with military applications also are controlled. Libya and
Cuba are subject to comprehensive
trade and financial embargoes 1 .
Imports. Section 505 of the International Security and Development
Cooperation Act of 1985 authorizes the

President to "ban the importation into
the United States of any good or service
from any country which supports terrorism or terrorist organizations or
harbors terrorists or terrorist organizations." Prior consultation with Congress is required "in every possible
instance," and a report must be sent to
Congress when the authority is exercised. Until this new authority was
enacted, imports could be controlled
only under the International Emergency
Economic Powers Act pursuant to a
declaration of national emergency or under the UN Participation Act pursuant
to mandatory Security Council
sanctions.
Libya. Section 505 was invoked
most recently to cut off trade with
Libya. In addition to the more general
authorities to control imports and exports discussed above, Section 504 of
the International Security and Development Cooperation Act of 1985 authorizes
the President to prohibit imports of any
article grown, produced, extracted, or
manufactured in Libya. It also authorizes the President to prohibit exports to
Libya of any goods or technology subject to U.S. jurisdiction or exported by
any person subject to U.S. jurisdiction.
Foreign Assistance. The executive
branch may terminate or decline to provide assistance for any foreign policy
reason to any recipient of U.S. assistance under the Foreign Assistance
Act, the Arms Export Control Act, the
Agricultural Trade Development and
Assistance Act, and the Peace Corps
Act.
Arms Sales. The executive branch
may decline to make military sales to
any country for any appropriate foreign
policy reason (including antiterrorism
considerations), and Section 2(b) of the
Arms Export Control Act gives the
Secretary of State responsibility for
authorizing sales to any particular country and in what amounts. The Department of State also has the authority,
pursuant to section 38 of the act and the
Department's International Traffic in
Arms Regulations, to deny or cancel
licenses for private arms exports for any
foreign policy reason (including the
recipient's support of terrorism). Under
this authority, the Administration prohibits the export of items on the U.S.
Munitions List to countries supporting
terrorism.
Eximbank Programs. Section
2(b)(1XB) of the Export-Import Bank
Act explicitly mentions U.S. policy with

respect to international terrorism as one
of a limited category of nonfinancial considerations that can justify Eximbank
denial of applications for credit, if the
President determines that such action
"would be in the national interest" and
would "clearly and importantly advance" U.S. antiterrorism policy.
Aviation Sanctions. The Federal
Aviation Act grants sweeping authority
to the executive branch to impose aviation sanctions in response to terrorism
as well as inadequate aviation security.
e Section 1114(a) authorizes the
President to suspend air transportation
between the United States and any
country that he determines is violating
The Hague convention or is aiding any
terrorist organization that supports the
seizure of aircraft as an instrument of
policy.
* Section 1114(a) further authorizes
the President to suspend air transportation between the United States and any
foreign state that maintains air service
with a third country guilty of violating
The Hague convention or aiding a terrorist organization.
* Section 1115 authorizes the Secretary of Transportation, with the approval of the Secretary of State and
after 90 days' notice to the foreign country, to withhold, revoke, or impose conditions on the operating authority of any
U.S. or foreign air carrier to operate between the United States and a foreign
airport characterized by inadequate
security. Immediate suspension is mandated when "a condition exists that
threatens the safety or security of passengers, aircraft, or crew [and] the public interest [so] requires." In addition,
the President is authorized to prohibit
U.S. and foreign air carriers from
providing service between the United
States and any foreign airport that is
directly or indirectly served by aircraft
flying to or from an inadequately secured airport.
- The Federal Aviation Act also
contains sufficient authority for the
Department of Transportation to prohibit the sale in the United States of
airline tickets to countries against which
aviation sanctions have been imposed.
APPENDIX B
Sanctions Required by U.S. Law
In addition to the statutory authorities
described above, a number of other provisions of U.S. law require the imposi-
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tion of sanctions on countries that
facilitate international terrorism.
Commercial Exports. Section 6(j) of
the Export Administration Act requires
that certain congressional committees be
notified at least 30 days before any
license is approved for exports valued at
more than $7 million concerning which
the Secretary of State has made the following determinations:
a The target country has repeatedly
provided support for acts of international terrorism; and
e Such exports would contribute significantly to the military potential of the
country, including its military logistics
capability, or would enhance its ability
to support acts of international terrorism.
Technically, there is no requirement
that licenses for the exports actually be
denied if the necessary advance notice is
given. As amended this year, this section requires that once a determination
is made regarding a particular country,
it may not be rescinded unless the
President certifies and reports to Congress that:
9 The country concerned has not
provided support for international terrorism, including support or sanctuary
for any major terrorist or terrorist
group in its territory, during the preceding 6-month period; and
* The country concerned has provided assurances that it will not support
acts of international terrorism in the
future.
Foreign Assistance. Section 620A of
the Foreign Assistance Act (FAA), as
amended this year, prohibits assistance
under the FAA, the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act, the
Peace Corps Act, the Export-Import
Bank Act of 1945, or the Arms Export
Control Act to any country that the
President determines:
a Grants sanctuary from prosecution
to any individual or group that has committed an act of international terrorism;
or
* Otherwise supports international
terrorism.
The President may waive this prohibition if he determines and notifies
Congress "that national security or
humanitarian reasons justify such
waiver." If sanctions are imposed, the
section states that the President should
call on other countries to take similar
action. Moreover, Section 512 of the
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Foreign Assistance and Related Appropriations Act of 1986 prohibits use of
any appropriated funds for assistance to,
inter alia, Libya, Syria, South Yemen,
and Cuba.
Foreign Military Sales. Section 3(f)
of the Arms Export Control Act requires the President to terminate all
sales under the act to any government
"which aids or abets, by granting sanctuary from prosecution to, any individual or group which has committed an act
of international terrorism." Once this
provision is invoked, sales may not be
made for a 1-year period (to be extended for an additional year for any
subsequent grant of sanctuary). The
President may refrain from invoking the
provision if he finds and reports to Congress "that the national security requires otherwise."
Trade Preferences. Section 502(bX7)
of the Trade Act of 1974 requires that
the President not designate a country as
a "beneficiary developing country" for
purposes of the generalized system of
preferences if such country "aids or
abets, by granting sanctuary from
prosecution to, any individual or group
which has committed an act of international terrorism." The President may,
nonetheless, make such a designation if

he determines and reports to Congress
"that such designation will be in the national economic interest of the United
States."
Aviation Sanctions. Section 1115 of
the Federal Aviation Act, as amended
by the International Security and Development Cooperation Act of 1985, requires the Secretary of Transportation
to assess security conditions at international airports abroad. If deficiencies are
found and not corrected within 90 days,
the U.S. public will be notified through
public postings at airports, a notice in
the FederalRegister, ticket supplements, and a travel advisory.
Section 552 of the International
Security and Development Cooperation
Act of 1985 provides for the President
to suspend foreign assistance to a country that has an airport against which
sanctions have been imposed "if the
Secretary of State determines that such
country is a high terrorist threat country." Suspension may be waived if national security interests or a humanitarian emergency require.
'Our embargo on Cuba predates the antiterrorism export controls and was imposed
in 1963 under the Trading With the Enemy
Act. E

Trade Policy:
Where Will America Lead?
by Douglas W. McMinn
Address before the Council on
ForeignAffairs in Baltimore,Maryland,
on July 2, 1986. Mr. McMinn is Assistant Secretaryfor Economic and Business
Affairs.
The question I want to put before you
tonight is: where will America lead?
Will America lead to more open trade
among nations? Will America lead to
greater economic and political freedom
around the world? When put to the test,
what course will we steer for ourselves
and the world?
Economic and Political Freedom
As we approach the Fourth of July, it is
appropriate to remind ourselves of the
fundamental principles on which our
nation is built. The Founding Fathers

understood that political and economic
freedom were inseparable and believed
that human freedom and private initiative would bring America progress and
prosperity. We have grown from a weak
colony to a prosperous nation by
remaining true to the vision of the
Founding Fathers.
Two hundred and ten years have
passed since the signing of the
Declaration of Independence. In their
wildest dreams the Founding Fathers
could never have imagined how successful America's experiment with freedom
would be.
Our political and economic freedom
serves as an inspiring example to the
rest of the world. Countries in Asia,
Africa, Latin America, and even Europe
are embracing democracy. In a quieter
but equally important revolution,
nations all over the world are rejecting
state-controlled, interventionist economic
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systems and adopting market-oriented
economic regimes.
One of the fundamental principles of
economic freedom is free and open
trade. History has taught us that the
freer the flow of trade, the greater
world economic progress and the
greater the incentive for peaceful
relations among nations.
Trade
At the moment, one of the top issues in
Washington is trade policy. Recently,
the House of Representatives passed an
omnibus trade bill. The Senate has now
taken up trade legislation.
It is within the context of economic
and political freedom that we need to
examine today's trade policy debate.
When the trade bills are debated on
Capitol Hill, the vision of the upcoming
November elections is clear and present.
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The voices of the special interests are
persistent and pervasive. The national
interest is less clearly heard.
H.R. 4800, the House trade bill
which passed overwhelmingly on May 22,
is a blueprint for closing markets.
Frankly, it is a bill based on electionyear politics. It would halt and reverse
the progress in international trade built
up over the past 40 years. It is sure to
increase political and economic tensions
around the world. H.R. 4800 offers
trade restriction as the solution without
understanding the true nature of the
trade problem.

has stimulated the greatest expansion of
economic well-being in the history of the
world? Why add friction and increase
the risk of conflict between nations?
Is market closing the best way to
deal with our trade imbalance? Are the
proponents of H.R. 4800 correct? More
to the point, would it even work?
Let's look at the five issues most
often raised in today's trade debate.
" Why do we have a trade deficit?
" How can trade policy reduce the
deficit?
" Do imports cost jobs?
" What is fair trade?
" Do we have a trade policy?

What Is the Trade Problem?
I won't stand here and tell you that
there is no trade problem. There is a
problem. We are experiencing the
largest trade deficits in our history.
During the past 2 years, the deficit set
a record virtually every month. That
pattern may not yet be broken. These
massive trade deficits, and the even
larger Federal budget deficits, are
serious and must not be ignored. Among
other factors, these deficits have eroded
the important coalition we have had in
this country for freer, more open trade.
Deficits of this magnitude are almost
certainly not sustainable.
We must take action to deal with
our deficits and the concerns they
generate. We must rebuild that coalition
of farmers, consumers, businessmen,
politicians, academics, and-yes-even
Washington bureaucrats that has shaped
our open trading policies. And, at the
same time, we must guard against false
solutions that will make matters worse.
The American economy has performed well over the last 4 years.
Certain industries and certain areas of
the country are in difficulty, but their
problems are set in a powerful pattern
of progress. Overall, we are better off
than we were 6 years ago. Prospects
are that we will be still better off this
year and the next. Deregulation, market
freedom, private sector incentives, and
less intrusive government have
produced this progress. We have rising
incomes, new jobs, low inflation,
productive investment, affordable
housing, lower taxes, dynamic capital
markets, and an efficient farm sector.
Why, I wonder, are some now
tempted to take trade policy in the
opposite direction? Why intervene in
international markets when our
domestic successes spring from less
intervention? Why close markets when
our postwar heritage of opening them

Cause of the Trade Deficit
First, why do we have a trade deficit?
The fundamental cause is that
during the last 3 years domestic
investment has substantially exceeded
domestic saving. The difference-that
portion of our total investment financed
by foreign savings-is equal to the
deficit in our trade in goods and
services. Only when we bring domestic
investment and domestic saving back
into balance will we bring our trade
account back into balance.
To understand how the present
situation arose, we have to look again at
our record of economic performance.
The U.S. economy has created 10 million
new jobs since 1981; investment was
necessary to create those jobs. In the
recovery of the 1980s, investment contributed more to growth than in any
previous postwar recovery. Real business investment as a share of real GNP
[gross national product] reached a
postwar high. The American people,
collectively, with renewed confidence in
the economic future, invested their
savings at home rather than lending
abroad. American consumers also fueled
economic growth through their
spending.
For its part, the Federal Government embarked on a monumental effort
to rebuild our nation's defenses-a
public investment in our future security.
However, while private savings have
exceeded total private investment, the
Federal Government has been spending
much more than its income. This draws
off savings from the private sector.
How is it possible for the economy
as a whole to spend more than it earns?
It's simple: others somewhere in the
world spend less than they earn and
invest the difference the America. We
are able to support our ambitious
investment program, public and private,
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with an inflow of savings from abroad.
That inflow of savings must be
accompanied by a parallel influx of
goods.
To reduce the trade deficit, we must
restore a better balance between the
demand for capital-our public and
private investment-and the domestic
supply of capital-the savings generated
by households, businesses, and government. We can invest less or save more.
The choice is ours.
A Trade Policy Remedy?
What role can trade policy play in all
of this?
Trade policy does not significantly
affect the trade balance. Let me repeat
that: trade policy does not significantly
affect the trade balance.
To be sure, some trade policy
actions may cause minor shifts in
previous saving and investment
patterns. But trade restrictions do not
affect the fundamental cause of the
trade deficit: the inability of domestic
savings to finance domestic investment.
Trade restrictions can only divert
resources to protected sectors of the
economy and away from dynamic
sectors that are typically left unprotected. When we restrict imports, we
act not so much against foreign
producers as against our own domestic
consumers, our industries that rely on
imported materials, and our farmers and
industries who need foreign markets.
Trade and Jobs
Well, what about jobs? Don't imports
cost Americans their jobs? Don't
exports create jobs? These are tough
questions, not because the answers are
complex or remote but because wrong
answers are so prevalent, appealing, and
convenient.
There is no doubt that fewer Americans are engaged in producing VCRs, or
color televisions, or cameras, or even
automobiles and steel because we
import these items. There is also no
doubt that more Americans are engaged
in producing aircraft, computers,
advanced electronics, and agricultural
products because we export them. But
it is a fundamental truth that trade
policy affects only the composition of
employment, not its total level. You can
safely dismiss any analysis that states
that a particular trade restriction will
"'save" a certain number of American
jobs. Such restrictions do not save jobs
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in the overall but shift employment from
our most dynamic industries to less
productive sectors.
Fairness and Market Access
But what about fairness? What about
the "level playing field" our exporters
have a right to expect? Americans value
fairness-it is one of our finest national
attributes. If we are not being treated
fairly, we will react, whether our trade
is in surplus or in deficit.
Without doubt, there are unfair
trade practices in the world. Although
we do not necessarily agree, even some
of our own practices are perceived as
unfair by others. Developing countries
complain that we have cut our sugar
import quotas from 2.2 million tons in
1985 to 1.7 million tons this year; our
textile imports are subject to tight
controls; the new farm bill expands
subsidies for agricultural exports; we
recently restricted imports of certain
wood products; and we restrict steel
imports from 17 countries and Europe.
The list goes on. As someone said,
purity and virtue are hard to find in the
world of trade.
There is another aspect of fairness
that deserves attention. Too often, the
unspoken definition of fairness is "our
industry always wins." Loss of market
share abroad translates into an unfair
practice by a competitor. The trade
deficit is seen as proof that American
business is facing unfair competition.
Fairness does not mean that every U.S.
industry always prospers. Fairness
means we all play by the same rules.
Americans don't want guaranteed
success; but they do insist on the
opportunity to succeed.
But where unfairness exists, how
should we deal with it? Retaliationrestricting access to the U.S. marketcomes quickly to mind. There are two
problems with retaliation.
First, it hurts our own economy.
Second, it invites an escalating and
dangerous spiral of counterrestrictions.
Nevertheless, despite the risks,
retaliation may be necessary in some
cases. When it is, we will act and have
done so.
What we shouldn't do, though, is
base our policy on the concept of retaliation. The most effective approach to
foreign unfair trade practices is to
confront them directly: to demonstrate
the unfairness and secure change
through negotiation. This course serves
our broader economic interests and

those of the world trading community
by creating new possibilities for growth
and enhanced competition. Unlike
retaliation, it is true to the principles of
economic freedom that have served us
so well in the past. Success has not
been and will not be instantaneous,
since the political forces of protectionism
are at least as strong abroad as they
are in this country. But we have made
progress, real progress.
American exporters deserve the full
effort of their government to assure
them of as open and efficient a market
as possible when they set out to
compete. The President has pledged
that effort. But we must not bind
ourselves with a web of trade restrictions. As in the domestic economy, our
efforts must be devoted to greater
freedom, not greater government.
The Administration's Trade
Policy: Aims and Actions
What is our trade policy? In the
tradition of every American President
since F.D.R., President Reagan stands
for free trade and open markets. That is
our policy framework. Our objectives
are clear: to pry open foreign markets,
to tear down trade barriers, and to
eliminate unfair trade practices.
o The United States has taken the
lead in pushing for a new round of
international negotiations that will be
launched this fall. Our objective is to
strengthen existing trade rules and
extend them to areas such as agriculture, services, intellectual property, and
investment which have, until now,
escaped meaningful-or any-international discipline. Multilateral negotiations in the GATT [General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade] are our best hope
for establishing a broader, level playing
field free of the holes we have all dug
for ourselves in the past.
e Responding to a Canadian initiative, we have just embarked on an
important and historic initiative with
Canada, our largest trading partner. We
are engaging in comprehensive talks to
establish free trade between our two
countries. The objective of these talks is
to reduce or eliminate barriers in a
broad array of trade and investment
areas. An agreement of this type will be
an engine of growth for the economies
of both countries.
o In a series of talks with the
Japanese Government, we have agreed
on the removal of barriers to sales in
Japan of telecommunications gear, wood
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and paper products, pharmaceuticals and
medical equipment, and electronic
components. In the near future, we will
discuss ways to enhance market access
in a new sector which includes automobile parts.
- We are pressing the European
Community to offer us adequate and fair
compensation for damage to our agricultural exports caused by the recent
expansion of the Community to include
Spain and Portugal.
& We are negotiating with Korea to
improve opportunities for our insurance
companies to sell in Korea and to obtain
better patent and copyright protection
there. Similarly, we are pressing Brazil
to administer its laws regarding computers and related equipment so as not
to disadvantage unfairly U.S. investors
and exporters.
This is only a partial list, but it
illustrates that positive, market-opening
actions have been taken and are underway to eliminate unfair trade practices
and expand market access for competitive U.S. exports of both goods and
services. The record shows that negotiation can open markets.
We have also made important
strides on domestic and multilateral
measures that will help attack the
fundamental cause of the trade deficit.
- On the domestic front, Congress
has tackled its responsibility to
discipline spending by the Federal
Government by passing the GrammRudman-Hollings amendment. By 1990,
the Federal Government's voracious
appetite for American savings will be
curbed.
* Also, the Senate has passed a tax
reform bill that will enhance the incentives to work, to save, and to invest in
productive activities.
These two measures alone will
significantly enhance the competitive
position of the United States and
release resources to the private sector.
They will also contribute to a better
balance in our external accounts-a
lower trade deficit-by reducing the
internal imbalance between saving and
investment. They represent major
achievements in the making.
Abroad, we are working with our
trading partners on monetary matters.
Exchange rates have shifted to reflect
better fundamental economic conditions.
The dollar has moved to a level that
reflects our commitment to put our

Strategic Petroleum Reserve
WHITE HOUSE STATEMENT,
AUG. 6, 19861
Yesterday the President reaffirmed
strong administration support of a 750
million barrel strategic petroleum
reserve. The strategic petroleum reserve
was created to maintain adequate
strategic and economic protection
against oil supply disruptions. It
moderates the economic impacts of oil
price increases and supply shortages,
reduces the pressures for allocation and
price controls in the event of a supply
disruption, reduces the likelihood of
panic buying, and provides more time for
diplomacy to work in special situations.
Since 1981 we have increased the
reserve over fivefold, and it now contains 503 million barrels. The President
committed the Administration to continue filling the reserve throughout fiscal

economic house in order and restores
the competitiveness of American
industry and agriculture. Agreements
reached last September at the Plaza
Hotel and in May at the Tokyo summit
promote greater stability in exchange
rates.
American Leadership
The trade policy debate in Washington
is serious and disturbing. The trend in
the Congress-at least in the House of
Representatives-runs counter to the
policy direction that has revived the
American economy in the 1980s and to
the course of American trade policy
over nine administrations, Democratic
and Republican. It contradicts the principles of economic and political freedom
that have been the basis of the strength
and prosperity of this country.
The United States has been in the
forefront of the battle for economic
freedom, just as we have been at the
front lines in the struggle for political
freedom. Will the United States maintain its leadership role in the global
economy and continue to lead in the
pursuit of freer trade and more open
markets?

year 1987. He gave Secretary of Energy
John Herrington the discretion to exceed
the current congressionally approved
rate, should oil prices make this an
economically attractive choice.
Reaffirmation of our goal of a 750
million barrel strategic petroleum
reserve demonstrates the President's
continued leardership and commitment
to our allies that holding strategic stocks
is the best defense against the effects of
rapid price escalation or supply interruptions. The President, in reaching his
decision, also called upon other oil consuming nations to take similar actions,
stressing that strategic stockpiles are
the best defense against world oil supply
disruption.
'Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Aug. 11, 1986. X

The importance of American leadership to the progress of freedom was
emphasized by the Prime Minister of
Singapore, Mr. Lee Kuan Yew, before a
joint session of our Congress last fall.
Let me conclude by quoting from his
speech:
If, because of domestic problems, the
United States loses the will to maintain open
and fair trade, protectionism and retaliation
will shrink trade and so reduce jobs. Is
America willing to write off the peaceful and
constructive developments of the last 40
years that she has made possible? A replay
of the depression of the 1930s, which led to
World War II, would be ruinous for all. All
major powers in the West share the responsibility for not repeating this mistake. But
America has the primary responsibility, for
she is the anchor economy of the free market
economies of the world. In your hands,
therefore, lies the future of the world.
Our friends are calling on us to
lead-to remain true to the economic
and political values that form the
bedrock of our way of life. We need the
vision, statesmanship, and-yes-courage
that inspired the Founding Fathers 210
years ago. If we are true to our principles, we can lead the world to a future
of progress and prosperity. E
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25th Anniversary of Berlin Wall
PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT,
AUG. 13, 19861
Twenty-five years ago, one of the
world's great cities was torn in two, its
people divided and a unity that had
lasted for more than 700 years brutally
destroyed. Overnight a wall was thrown
up around the Western sectors of Berlin
by East Germany in collusion with the
Soviet Union. As thousands of persons
desperately sought to flee, fences of
barbed wire and armed men blocked the
exits and turned them back. Often the
soldiers themselves threw down their
weapons and vaulted over the first crude
barriers, choosing freedom in the West
at the risk of their lives.
After 25 years, the Berlin Wall
remains as terrible as ever-watched
night and day by armed guards in
towers, the ground between barriers
floodlit and patrolled by dogs. Those
seeking freedom still attempt to cross
the death strip in a burst for liberty.

The Berlin Wall is tragic testimony
to the failure of totalitarian governments.
It is the most visible sign of the
unnatural division of Germany and of
Europe-a division which cruelly
separates East and West, family from
family, and friend from friend.
The horror of the wall can easily
overwhelm us. But this anniversary
reminds us too of the Berliners who, in
resisting tyranny, proved and still prove
their courage and their passion for
freedom. They have made Berlin a thriving metropolis, a showcase of liberty
which will invite the world to join in its
750th anniversary next year. The United
States is proud to fulfill, with its British
and French allies, its solemn commitment to the Berliners and to their great
city. Western strength and cohesion protected Berlin in the past; they are the
only basis on which future improvements
are possible.
Those who built and maintain the
Berlin Wall pretend it is permanent. It

cannot be. One day it-and all those like
it-will come down. As long as the wall
stands, it can never be porous enough
for free men and women in the Westand freedom-loving men and women in
the East-to tolerate it.
Freedom, not repression, is the way
of the future. Dividing Europe, defying
the will of its people, has brought tension, not tranquility. True security for all
requires that Europeans be able to
choose their own destiny freely and to
share their common heritage.
Berlin's division, like Europe's, cannot be permanent. But our conviction
must be more than a distant hope. It
must be a goal toward which we actively
work. Let us rededicate ourselves to new
efforts to lower the barriers dividing
Berlin. Before another anniversary has
passed, I hope that this problem can be
the subject of renewed thought and
serious discussion between East and
West.
'Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Aug. 18, 1986. U

27th Report on Cyprus
MESSAGE TO THE CONGRESS,
JULY 1, 1986'
In accordance with Public Law 95-384, I am
submitting to you a bimonthly report on progress toward a negotiated settlement of the
Cyprus question.
In my last report, I noted that on
March 29 the United Nations Secretary
General gave Greek and Turkish Cypriot
representatives a draft framework agreement. That draft agreement contained an
outline for an overall settlement and a
specified process with summit meetings and
working groups for reaching that desirable
goal. Acceptance of the agreement would
have led to immediate negotiations on all the
outstanding issues, including such key questions as troop withdrawal, guarantees, and
the "three freedoms" (freedom of settlement,
freedom of movement, and the right to
property).
During the period since my last report,
American officials have continued their active
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efforts in support of the Secretary General's
approach. It remains our view that his initiative presents the leaders of the two Cypriot
communities with an historic opportunity to
begin a process toward peace and reconciliation. We have continued to express our hope
that they would embark on this path. We also
stated our view that the Secretary General's
"integrated-whole" concept, under which
"nothing is final until everything is final,"
would protect the interests of the parties
throughout the negotiating process envisioned in the recent framework agreement.
The Turkish Cypriots have accepted the
March 29 draft framework agreement. The
Greek Cypriots have not accepted the document and instead have proposed the convening of an international conference or a highlevel meeting between the leaders of the two
Cypriot communities. The Secretary General
summarized his view of the current situation
in a June 11 report to the Security Council,
which I have attached. He stated that since
one side is not yet in a position to accept the

March 29 draft framework agreement, the
way is not yet open to proceed with the
negotiations he has proposed for an overall
solution. He added that, under the circumstances, the way forward will require
careful reflection by all concerned.
We continue to believe that the Secretary
General's effort offers the best prospect for
achieving progress toward a just and lasting
Cyprus settlement. The Secretary General
will have our full confidence and support as
he proceeds with his good offices mission. We
urge the parties to work constructively with
him in order to move forward toward a
negotiated solution.
Sincerely,
RONALD REAGAN
'Identical letters addressed to Thomas P.
O'Neill, Jr., Speaker of the House of
Representatives, and Richard G. Lugar,
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee (text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of July 7, 1986). E

HUMAN RIGHTS
1 th Anniversary
of the Helsinki Final Act
PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT,
AUG. 1, 1986'
Eleven years ago today the United
States, Canada, and 33 European countries signed in Helsinki the Final Act of
the Conference on Security and Coopera-

tion in Europe (CSCE). The signatories
undertook to observe important standards of international conduct and to pursue practical steps to reduce the barriers
dividing Europe between East and West.
Of special importance to the West, the
Final Act affirmed basic human rights

and fundamental freedoms.
The Final Act is an eloquent statement of hopes and goals to which the
United States fully subscribed, because

its principles were rooted in our own
philosophy and traditions. The United
States remains firmly committed to the
full implementation of the Final Act in
all its provisions and to the indivisibility
of its human, security, and economic

dimensions.
Unfortunately the Soviet Union and
its East European allies have repeatedly
failed to carry out many of their Helsinki
pledges. There has been limited progress
since the signing of the Final Act. But
the reality of Europe's division remains,
and the most important promises of a
decade ago have not been kept. That was
our assessment on the 10th anniversary
last year. It remains our assessment
today. Eastern governments continue to
impede the free flow of people, information, and ideas. They continue to repress
those who seek to exercise freedoms of
religion, thought, conscience, and belief.
They continue to disregard Final Act
provisions as they choose.
As we commemorate this l1th anniversary, we should recall the hopes for
greater peace and freedom in Europe
expressed a decade ago. The Final Act
recognized the interrelationship between

these goals, that the interests of individual human beings are a fundamental
part of progress toward peace in
Europe, that a more stable peace among
nations depends on greater freedom for
the people of Europe. The ambitious
goals of the Helsinki process can be
achieved only through balanced progress
on all fronts.
The next followup meeting of the
Conference on Security and Cooperation

in Europe will open in Vienna this
November. An important task of that
meeting will be to take stock of the
promises made and the promises kept,
and to weigh the balance among the various dimensions of the Helsinki process.
Governments must be made to account
at Vienna for their commitments. The
meeting must also address the challenge
of achieving balanced progress if the
Final Act is to have meaning in the daily
lives of all citizens whose governments
have undertaken its obligations.

The United States takes its commitments under the Final Act seriously
and will continue to strive for the full
realization of its goals for all the peoples
of Europe. We call upon others to do
likewise. We will work to ensure that the
upcoming meeting in Vienna will mark a
step toward making the promises of
Helsinki's first decade a reality in its
second.
'Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Aug. 4, 1986. U

Captive Nations Week, 1986
PROCLAMATION 5512,
JULY 21, 1986'
America, built on a firm belief in the dignity
and rights of all the members of the human
race, continues to hold up that message to the
world. Included in that message is unwavering opposition to all forms of oppression and
despotism. Freedom is not divisible. To maintain it for ourselves, we must pursue it for
others. As President Roosevelt declared in
1941, "we look forward to a world founded
upon four essential freedoms. The first is
freedom of speech and expressioneverywhere in the world. The second is the
freedom of every person to worship in his
own way-everywhere in the world. The third
is freedom from want ...
everywhere in the
world. The fourth is freedom from fear...
anywhere in the world."
This vision of the future has been a
beacon of hope and guidance both for those
individuals who seek refuge here and for
those nations whose aspirations for selfdetermination have been crushed by the
Soviet empire. Deprived of basic human
rights, their peoples are the victims of
ruthless regimes run according to totalitarian
ideologies. These are the nations held captive
by forces hostile to freedom, independence,
and national self-determination. These captive
nations include those of Eastern Europe that
have known foreign occupation and communist tyranny for decades; those struggling
to throw off communist domination in Latin
America; and the people of Afghanistan,
Southeast Asia, and Africa struggling against
foreign invasion, military occupation, and
communist oppression.
Each year we renew our resolve to support the struggle for freedom throughout the
world by observing Captive Nations Week. It

is a week in which all Americans are asked to
remember that the liberties and freedoms
that they enjoy are denied to many peoples.
With this observance, we hope to inspire
those who struggle against military occupation, political oppression, communist expansion, and totalitarian brutality. We hope to
inspire, but we also seek inspiration. Because
the history of liberty is a history of
resistance, we learn from those who live
where the struggle is most urgent. Purified
by resistance, they show us the path to a
renewed commitment to preserve our own
liberties and to give our support and
encouragement to those who struggle for
freedom.
To pursue that struggle, and to honor
those who are with us in that battle, the Congress, by joint resolution approved July 17,
1959 (73 Stat. 212), has authorized and
requested the President to issue a proclamation designating the third week in July of
each year as "Captive Nations Week."
Now. THEREFORE, I, RONALD REAGAN.

President of the United States of America, do
hereby proclaim the week beginning July 20,
1986, as Captive Nations Week. I invite the
people of the United States to observe this
week with appropriate ceremonies and activities to reaffirm their dedication to the international principles of justice, freedom, and
national self-determination.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set
my hand this twenty-first day of July, in the
year of our Lord nineteen hundred and
eighty-six, and of the Independence of the
United States of America the two hundred
and eleventh.
RONALD REAGAN

'Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of July 28, 1986. E
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NARCOTICS

Binary Chemical

completes the established NATO procedure for adopting force goals for
alliance.
The United States had developed, in
coordination with SACEUR, a plan for
the deployment of binary chemical munitions under appropriate contingency
plans.
The United States has conducted
extensive consultations with allied
governments on chemical weapons
issues, including consultations on the
plan for deployment of chemical
weapons under appropriate contingencies. On June 19, consultations with
allies on this military contingency plan
were completed in the appropriate
NATO forum: NATO's Military Commit-

Munitions Program
WHITE HOUSE STATEMENT,
JULY 29, 19861
The President today certified to Congress that certain conditions required by
Congress for the release of fiscal year
1986 funds for the binary chemical
weapons modernization program have
been met.
This certification to Congress will
allow the United States to proceed with
the modernization of the chemical
weapons deterrent stockpile so critical to
our nation's security. U.S. policy on
chemical warfare remains unchanged.
The United States renounces the first
use of lethal and incapacitating chemical
weapons. A comprehensive, effectively
verifiable global ban on all chemical
weapons remains our foremost priority.
However, until such a ban is attained,
we will pursue deterrence through a
strong defensive posture and a credible
retaliatory capability. The chemical
weapons threat to U.S. forces is a
worldwide threat, not limited to NATO.
The small, readily deployable stockpile of
binary munitions which we seek will provide the flexibility to meet and deter this
threat.
Specifically, the legislation requires
that the President certify to Congress
that:
* The North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) has adopted a
binary chemical munitions force goal
addressed to the United States;
• The United States has developed,
in coordination with the Supreme Allied
Commander, Europe (SACEUR), a plan
for the deployment of binary chemical
munitions under appropriate contingencies; and
* The United States has consulted
with NATO member nations on that
plan.
On May 15 NATO's Defense Planning
Committee in permanent session, composed of the permanent representatives
to NATO of the 15 nations participating
in the alliance's military structure,
adopted the NATO force goals for
1987-92, including the binary chemical
munitions force goal addressed to the
United States. Defense Ministers,
meeting as the Defense Planning Committee in ministerial session on May 22,
according to normal NATO procedures
"noted" the permanent representatives'
action. The Defense Ministers' action
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tee, which is composed of senior military
representatives from nations to NATO.
The U.S. Military Representative to the
Military Committee briefed the Military
Committee on the U.S. plan for contingency deployment of chemical
weapons. Recognizing the conclusions
reached in the Defense Planning Committee, and within the context of those
conclusions and of national statements
and reservations expressed in the
Defense Planning Committee, the Military Committee took note of the briefing
of the U.S. plan for the contingency
deployment of chemical weapons.
'Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Aug. 4, 1986. E

U.S. International Narcotic
Control Programs and Policies
by John C. Whitehead
Statement before the Subcommittee
on Foreign Operationsof the Senate
AppropriationsCommittee on August 14,
1986, and a report on the status of efforts
to control narcoticsproductionprepared
by the Bureau of InternationalNarcotic
Matters. Mr. Whitehead is Deputy
Secretary of State.1
I welcome the opportunity to discuss the
Administration's international narcotic
control programs and policies. I am
accompanied today by Mr. Peter
McPherson, the AID [Agency for International Development] Administrator;
Miss Ann Wrobleski, Assistant Secretary Designate for International Narcotic Matters (INM); and Mr. Frank
McNeil, Deputy Assistant Secretary,
Bureau of Intelligence and Research. We
have a fairly detailed report which, with
your permission, I would like to include
for the record. It was prepared in
response to the interest of the committee expressed during the course of a
number of recent hearings.
I would, however, like to offer some
brief introductory remarks.
As the President's recent statements
make clear, let there be no mistake that
this Administration is fully committed to
stopping the flow of illicit narcotics into
our country. The danger of narcotics to
our youth and to the very fabric of our
society cannot be a subject of partisan
debate. We are grateful to the support

this committee has provided for the
Administration's efforts in the past, and
I am confident we can count on your
continued support in the future.
International narcotics control is
central to the pursuit of our foreign
policy objectives. We have and will continue to use every opportunity to convey
the message to our friends in the international community on the need for
greater effort in controlling narcotics
traffic. The President made this an
agenda item at the Tokyo economic summit. We have raised it at the United
Nations. It is a priority issue in the
bilateral talks with President De ]a
Madrid of Mexico this week as it was
with Prime Minister Junejo of Pakistan
last month.
The most effective tool we have in
this effort is the growing realization
among foreign governments that narcotics trafficking is not just an American
problem, but a universal threat. The
efforts of the First Lady and our highlevel attention to this problem are
already paying dividends. Countries in
which narcotics are produced or which
are part of the international trafficking
pattern now recognize the unacceptably
high risk that narcotics pose to their own
societies. These risks range from
increases in violent crime to national
security threats by narcoterrorist
groups. The international community is
finally recognizing the challenge we all
face. That is the first and most important step in winning the battle.

NARCOTICS
Nevertheless, there remains a large
and unacceptable gap between perception and effective action. We expect
more concrete measures from our
friends and are prepared to encourage
and support them. The situation remains
serious.
From the foreign policy perspective,
our highest priority is to reduce production. We are moving closer to our objective of having effective eradication programs in all key producing countries. In
1981 only two governments were
engaged in eradication programs. By
1985 the list had grown to 14. As a
result, marijuana production is today
declining in Colombia, Jamaica, and
other countries in Latin America and the
Caribbean. We expect that trend to
continue.
Current Colombian experiments to
identify environmentally safe herbicides,
which can be reproduced on a large scale,
could provide a new tool for eradicating
coca plants. The recent dramatic
demonstration of the renewed commitment of the Bolivian Government to narcotics control has resulted in the price of
the coca leaf falling to an all-time low. I
met with President Paz Estenssoro and
his senior officials in La Paz this spring
and know directly of their concerns and
their need for support.
In the meetings this week involving
Presidents Reagan and De ]a Madrid,
Secretary of State Shultz and Foreign
Secretary Sepulveda, and Attorneys
General Meese and Garcia, the United
States and Mexico have reiterated their
unrestricted cooperation and assistance
in rejuvenating a control program. We
have emphasized the high priority we
attach to reducing the flow of heroin and
marijuana from Mexico, and the high
priority we attach to effective action
against those traffickers responsible for
the death of DEA [Drug Enforcement
Administration] Agent Camarena.
In September, the United States and
Mexico will collaborate in an intensive
spraying program of opium poppy in the
infamous tri-State area. Mexico has
agreed to let us bring in six turbo
Thrush aircraft, and combine them with
three of their high-spraying capacity Bell
212 helicopters, in an effort to eliminate
70% or more of the fall poppy crop
before it is harvested. We have assisted
the Mexicans in improving this program
in 1986, including refinements in the
spraying process. Together with the
verification program, in which DEA
agents ride with Mexican officials to confirm fields destroyed, these improvements bode well for restoring the effectiveness of this once heralded program.

However, we have other problems: the
level of effectiveness in seizures, arrests,
and prosecutions has never been as good
as in the eradication program. We seek a
strong across-the-board effort at improving enforcement.
U.S. Encouragement and Support
The tools and resources provided by
Congress are critical assets supporting
our diplomatic efforts. The Administration's FY 1987 budget request for $65.4
million for international narcotics control programs includes a substantial
increase in funds for eradication. We
also have requested more funds for
enforcement efforts, supporting crop
reduction activities. Seventy-three percent of available funding is dedicated to
these very efforts. We urge the committee to appropriate the full amount.
We have also used economic assistance funds administered by AID in
direct and indirect support of our narcotic control objectives. In Peru, Bolivia,
and Pakistan, for example, the disbursement of development assistance funds
are tied to achieving specific narcotic
control objectives in target areas. In
Thailand, AID and INM are funding a
project in which entire villages must
agree to keep farming areas free of
poppy. This program is going well with
the support of the Thai Army's aggressive new eradication program.
We still have a long way to go. I
would not minimize the obstacles, but I
am heartened by what I believe are
clearly positive trends. I believe that our
friends recognize the need to eliminate
this scourge. They know that we mean
business. Continued and increased
pressure has to be applied at all points of
the chain-through crop control; through
increased seizures of both drug products
and financial assets; through intensified
investigation and prosecution of traffickers; and through effective treatment
and prevention of drug abuse.
The Administration is committed to
work with you and other Members of the
Congress in support of this effort.
REPORT ON STATUS OF EFFORTS
TO CONTROL NARCOTICS PRODUCTION

The Link Between Assistance
and Narcotics Control
Of the 18 countries that are the primary
sources of illicit narcotics entering the
United States, 15 receive some form of
U.S. economic, military, or narcotics
control assistance. Fourteen of the

fifteen conducted eradication programs
in 1985; the other, Morocco, relies on
interdiction to control hashish production. The remaining three-Iran,
Afghanistan, and Laos-are politically
inaccessible to us.
Security assistance levels are significant in 11 of the 14 cases. However, narcotics assistance constituted all of the
assistance ($700,000) to Brazil and 98%
of the $10.3 million given to Mexico,
while Venezuela's total assistance was
$100,000 in military training funds.
Beyond these source countries, there
are other nations which are important
transit points for illicit narcotics
shipments to the United States, such as
India, Malaysia, the Bahamas, Lebanon,
and Turkey. Of these, all but the
Bahamas receive some economic or
military assistance.
There are both direct and indirect
links between U.S. assistance and narcotics control.
The countries in which narcotics control and development assistance objectives have been most closely linked are
Peru, Bolivia, and Pakistan. In each
country, AID and INM have agreed on
target areas, and development assistance is conditioned on achieving specific
narcotics control objectives. For example, much of the development assistance
intended for the Chapare region of
Bolivia, the primary growing region for
coca destined to become cocaine, has not
been spent since 1983 because its release
is contingent upon Bolivia complying
with conditions of its 1983 agreement
with the United States.
There are various types of indirect
links between control and development
assistance, such as the poppy clauses
used in Pakistan and Thailand. These
clauses commit a government to keeping
specific development areas free of narcotics, especially areas which have not
been traditional narcotics growing areas.
In the one instance when new opium
poppy was discovered in an area of
Pakistan which was under such an
agreement, the government destroyed
the crop.
AID and INM emphasize development assistance, rather than crop
substitution, to control narcotics. That
change in policy reflects the discovery
that, under substitution programs,
farmers grew new crops but didn't
abandon opium poppy.
Despite the disappointment in the
spring 1986 opium crop, which expanded
largely in response to greatly increased
demand and higher prices within the
region, it still appears that the model
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developed by INM in Pakistan works
there and will work elsewhere. Specific
kinds of development assistance in
selected areas are conditioned on
assurances-backed up by demonstrable
enforcement-that the areas will be rid
of illicit narcotics crops. For example,
Thailand has a program in which
development assistance is conditioned
upon entire villages agreeing to keep
their farming areas free of poppy. Since
1984, that program has steadily
progressed-boosted in 1985 and 1986
by the Thai Army's aggressive new
eradication program.
So far, assistance that is directly or
indirectly linked to narcotics control
through one or more types of
agreements have been discussed. Other
types of assistance are not tied to control, such as most military assistance,
and economic assistance to nongrowing
areas. However, the government of
every source and transit nation is fully
aware of the conditions imposed in
Public Law 98-164. Without exception,
these governments know they could lose
all U.S. assistance if they fail to take
adequate steps to cooperate with the
U.S. Government on narcotics control.
This message was solidly reinforced by
President Reagan last week.
The Narcotics Problem:
Review of Progress
The highest U.S. Government priority is
reducing production. In 1981, only two
countries were eradicating illicit narcotic
crops. In 1985, there were eradication
programs in 14 countries. We are moving closer to our objective of having
effective eradication campaigns
operating simultaneously in all key
growing sectors. The 1987 INM budget
includes a substantial increase in funds
for eradication. Increased funding for
enforcement is also projected where such
activities support crop reduction or
reduce the supply of illicit narcotics or
precursor chemicals.
Many 1985 objectives were not only
met, but exceeded. Even more will be
done this year and next. The gains are
real, and the prospects for continued
advancement in 1986 and 1987 are quite
good. But the situation remains severe.
Drug abuse has spread to many drug
producing and trafficking countries,
keeping production at high levels, and
narcotics trafficking organizations in
some countries are so powerful that they
pose a security threat to the legitimate
government. Narcotics-related violence
is on the increase. However, significant
change has occurred, and many of our
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hopes ride on that change. Other nations
now realize that narcotics trafficking is a
clear and present universal danger, and
that they too stand in harm's way. With
that realization, we are finally beginning
to work together as an international
community progressing toward common
goals.
The 1986-87 Agenda
The Administration has requested $65.4
million for the international narcotics
program for FY 1987, a level that is
essential to support the needed expansion of eradication and enforcement programs. The Department urges the committee to provide the full amount
requested.
The precedent-setting Colombian
program has capped efforts in Latin
America and the Caribbean to destroy
marijuana crops, and it is estimated that
marijuana production totals for 1986 will
continue the decline of recent years.
Aerial surveys confirm that the 1985
crop in the traditional northern growing
areas of Colombia was 85% smaller than
the 1983 crop. In 1986, the eradication
effort is being expanded into other areas
of Colombia to counter traffickers'
efforts to develop new sources of supply.
Several countries are working hard
to contain the problem. Ecuador, which
collaborated with Colombia on a joint
coca eradication effort along their common border, is intensifying both its
eradication and interdiction efforts for
1986. Brazil, with U.S. assistance, initiated operations to destroy both coca and
marijuana, as well as important seizure
campaigns, while also expanding its
efforts to interdict shipments of precursor chemicals used in cocaine
refining.
Like Colombia, Panama and Belize
conducted aerial eradication programs,
using herbicides, in 1985 and 1986.
Following the spraying this spring,
Panamanian production of marijuana
dropped sharply enough that authorities
think aerial spraying is no longer
needed. Jamaica initiated a long-needed
manual eradication campaign to destroy
both spring and fall marijuana crops in
1985, resulting in gains that have been
confirmed by aerial surveys. Brazil,
Costa Rica, Guatemala, and other
governments have also destroyed marijuana plantations.
The marginal gains of the manual
eradication campaigns against the coca
bush could be a thing of the past. In
1985, Colombia succeeded in identifying
chemicals which appear to meet the

criteria of being environmentally safe
while effectively destroying the hardy
coca bush. Expanded testing is proceeding with both backpack and aerial
applications. It should lead to a method
that affords large-scale elimination of
illicit coca cultivation. If it succeeds in
Colombia, it could work in other coca
cultivation areas, too.
Colombia remains the major refining
source for cocaine, while Bolivia and
Peru remain the major sources of coca
leaf. Cocaine refining sites are shifting
somewhat because of Colombia's campaign against cocaine labs and improved
ways of controlling the flow of refining
chemicals.
The bottom line on cocaine is that
the supply of coca leaf must be
reduced. New leaders in Bolivia and
Peru began their administrations in 1985
by declaring their intentions of attacking
the drug production problem. Perhaps
the most dramatic demonstration of the
new Bolivian intent is the ongoing campaign to suppress cocaine refining and
trafficking. As Ambassador Rowell told
Congress last week, these have come to
a halt in the Beni area. Moreover, thanks
to this campaign, called "Operation
Blast Furnace," the price of leaf has
fallen to an all-time low, and the
Embassy reports that more farmers are
requesting assistance in cultivating alternative crops. This may be the first
trickle in what could be a flood-like
movement away from the economic
dependence of farmers and others on the
coca trade-a change that is essential if
eradication is to succeed. Traffickers
have learned they can no longer count on
Bolivia as a safehaven. Moreover, the
raids are achieving the primary goal of
stopping the spread of cocaine refining.
Bolivia must complete the planning
for both the voluntary and involuntary
phases of its eradication campaign, and
bring a substantial portion of its illicit
coca acreage under control, enforced by
eradication where necessary, enhanced
by alternative development opportunities
where appropriate. The government
recognizes that continued assistance is
dependent in part on achieving the
eradication targets in the new agreement now being negotiated with the
United States.
The killings and lawlessness in
Peru's Upper Huallaga Valley continue,
proving again that narcotics control and
the battle against terrorism must both
share a high priority with the Government of Peru. Economic and military
assistance to Peru in 1987 are dependent
in part on the development and implementation of a comprehensive strategy
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for coca control. The strategic task in
1986 and 1987 is to extend the coca
eradication campaign into additional
growing areas of the Upper Huallaga
Valley. Coca eradication in the valley
doubled in 1985, but the new areas are
quite inaccessible and the pace of manual
eradication may be difficult to sustain.
Increased production of heroin and
marijuana in Mexico, which were on a
downward trend for several years
thanks to effective aerial eradication,
were key disappointments in 1985 when
other countries, despite great burdens,
met or even exceeded our expectations.
In meetings this week involving
Presidents Reagan and De ]a Madrid,
Secretary of State Shultz and Foreign
Secretary Sepulveda, and Attorneys
General Meese and Garcia, the United
States and Mexico have reiterated their
unrestricted cooperation and assistance
in rejuvenating a control program. The
United States is emphasizing the high
priority it attaches to reducing the flow
of heroin and marijuana from Mexico,
and the high priority it attaches to effective action against those traffickers
responsible for the death of DEA Agent
Camarena.
In September, the United States and
Mexico will collaborate in an intensive
spraying program of opium poppy in the
infamous tri-State area. Mexico has
agreed to let the U.S. Government bring
in six turbo Thrush aircraft, and combine
them with three of their high-spraying
capacity Bell 212 helicopters, in an effort
to eliminate 70% or more of the fall
poppy crop before it is harvested. The
U.S. Government has assisted the Mexicans in improving this program in 1986,
including refinements in the spraying
process. Together with the verification
program, in which DEA agents ride with
Mexican officials to confirm fields
destroyed, these improvements bode
well for restoring the effectiveness of
this once heralded program. However,
there are other problems: the level of
effectiveness in seizures, arrests, and
prosecutions has never been as good as
in the eradication program. The U.S.
Government seeks a strong across-theboard effort at improving enforcement.
In 1986 INM has purchased additional aircraft and is launching the
special Latin American regional enforcement program for which the Appropriations Committee provided $5 million.
The regional air wing, based in Colombia, will upgrade strike force capability
throughout the Andean coca growing
region. Future Blast Furnace-type
operations may be conducted through
use of this regional air wing, funded by

INM, or with the assistance of DEA aircraft, or further use of U.S. military aircraft, or a combination thereof. The U.S.
Government is not limited to the military
option.
This air wing is but one aspect of the
trend toward regional approaches to narcotics control. The cross-border operations involving Colombia with Peru,
Ecuador, and now Bolivia find their
counterpart at the policy level in the
expressions of solidarity at the OAS
[Organization of American States] conference this year.
The U.S. Government is also helping
to curb the overseas demand, which
keeps production at high levels. AID,
USIA [U.S. Information Agency], and
INM have worked successfully on public
awareness and prevention campaigns.
In Southeast Asia, Burma now has
the opportunity, with production down in
1985 and a major eradication program
having been successfully undertaken in
the first quarter of 1986, to reduce the
world's largest production of illicit
opium. In Thailand the new eradication
program is being expanded. These
governments must enhance their efforts
to seize control of the border from traffickers, to destroy heroin laboratories,
and to interdict shipments of both
precursor chemicals and finished opium
products.
It is estimated that opium production
in Pakistan this spring rose to a new
range of 100-150 metric tons-more
than double what it was 1 year ago. This
expansion was driven largely by higher
prices, resulting from increased regional
opium and heroin demand, and by a
reduction in the Pakistani Government's
enforcement program in the key Gadoon
area coupled with an expansion of opium
cultivation into remote tribal areas such
as Bajaur and Mohmand.
The United States and Pakistan
agreed at a special meeting of the
bilateral narcotics working group in
June that the ban on opium cultivation
would be effectively enforced in the
Gadoon, where AID has a major development project, and in the Dir, where the

Special Development and Enforcement
Project managed by the United Nations
is being developed. The Pakistanis also
agreed to enforce the ban in those portions of the Bajaur and Mohmand tribal
areas where development assistance has
been scheduled.
India is increasingly important as a
conduit for opium products from both
Southwest and Southeast Asia, as well
as for the shipment of precursor
chemicals into the Golden Triangle.
Turkey continues to sustain one of
the most successful efforts at preventing
production of illicit opium poppy. Long a
natural attraction for smugglers of every
stripe because it serves as the landbridge
between Asia and Europe, Turkey continues to be a principal trafficking route
for heroin from Southwest Asia, some of
it refined in Turkish labs.
Pakistan and neighboring nations
must also find ways of curbing the flow
of opium products out of Afghanistan
and suppressing the numerous heroin
labs which operate along the AfghanPakistan border. Viable approaches have
not been found to Iran or to Laos, and
reports of increased opium production in
the latter are of renewed concern, particularly given success elsewhere in the
Golden Triangle.
Conclusion
The general task remains the same as in
earlier years: the grower-to-user narcotics chain which stretches across five
continents must be broken through a
comprehensive program of international
control. Pressure must be applied at all
points in the chain-through crop
control; through increased seizures of
both drug products and financial assets;
through intensified investigation and
prosecution of traffickers; and through
effective treatment and prevention of
drug abuse.
'The complete transcript of the hearings
will be published by the committee and will be
available from the Superintendent of
Documents, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C. 20402. E
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Who Will Protect
Freedom of the Seas?
by John D. Negroponte
Address before the Law of the Sea
Institute in Miami on July 21, 1986.
Ambassador Negroponte is Assistant
Secretaryfor Oceans and International
Environmentaland Scientific Affairs.
Today, I would like to consider the
question: "Who will protect the freedom
of the seas?" I intend to put aside the
fine points and phrases of the law of the
sea and, instead, speak as a layman to
this question.
The world's oceans are vital to
mankind in diverse ways. We are just
beginning to understand their environmental significance. We have always
used their fishery resources. We have
begun to learn how to exploit some of
their other resources. And through the
centuries the world's oceans have been
essential as waterways, and now airways, necessary to preserve the peace
and to move world trade and commerce.
The freedom of use of the world's
marine waters is what we mean by the
freedom of the seas. It is perhaps our
oldest customary international law
doctrine.
The freedom of the seas was not
given to mankind. It was won-won
through scholarly and legal debate and
in naval engagements. Over the years,
the freedom of the seas has undergone
some changes and refinements. Its exercise has become geographically compressed; its composition has been
broken into fragments, and some of
those have been lost. So, today, when
we speak of the freedom of the seas, we
mean, primarily, the freedom of movement on the world's seas and oceans by
navies and maritime commerce: the freedom to navigate and to fly from one
continent to another over broad
expanses; the freedom to navigate and
to fly from one sea to another through
even the narrowest of straits.
Without the freedom of the seas, the
world would be a different place. Maritime commerce as we know it would not
exist. The global balance of power would
be unalterably shifted.
Threats to Freedom of the Seas
The freedom of the seas has come under
attack, traditionally, because of two considerations: coastal security and
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resource requirements of coastal communities. Security considerations have
played a role in promoting new coastal
state jurisdictions. Both the legal
regimes of the territorial sea and the
continental shelf were justified on security grounds. And coastal state resource
considerations have justified virtually all
forms of maritime jurisdiction.
Thus, in spite of its traditions and
benefits, the freedom of the seas is confronted by something called the coastal
state. The coastal state regards the sea
as a resource-its resource. Some
coastal states go beyond that, seeing in
the sea a means of providing a security
buffer for their territory. The upshot is
that the coastal state seeks to bring
within its grasp as much of the offshore
area and resources as it can justify.
The coastal state is assisted in its
efforts by some of our finer professions:
scientists, engineers, lawyers, and politicians. Marine science's search for knowledge is resulting in many new discoveries of the ocean's potential. Engineers
find in the ocean the opportunity to
invent and to apply new technologies to
capitalize on that potential. Lawyers
find ample opportunities to create
"new" law, quietly whispering how to
justify exploiting that potential without,
as they say, "adversely affecting" the
freedom of the seas. And, then comes
the politician, weighing the issue, and,
as he or she does so, we must ask:
"Does he hear an advocate for the freedom of the seas?"
The technique which coastal states
have used for many years to assert control over area and resources, while
ostensibly not "adversely affecting" the
freedom of the seas, is to draw a distinction between the interest of the
coastal state and that of the international community. The normal pattern is
that the coastal state acknowledges that
the international community has a certain right to navigate off its coast, if the
resource- or security-related jurisdictional claim by the coastal state is
accepted by the international
community.
In concept the distinction between
resources use and navigation is a
reasonable approach which provides a
basis for balancing the interests of all
states. And the balance which exists
between coastal state security concerns
and the rights of the international community also has justification. In fact,

however, over the years the international community has had a hard time
protecting its navigation rights. The fine
points of the law, the subtle distinctions
which are often the key to concluding
negotiations, often are lost sight of in
practice. The result is ironic. Instead of
coastal state jurisdiction being an
exception-a limited encroachment on
the freedom of the seas-we find the
opposite to be true, at least in terms of
political emotions: the freedom of the
seas becomes an exception or encroachment upon the rules of coastal state
jurisdiction.
This trend, which has been going on
for some time, further endangers the
freedom of the seas. It does so by creating a new way of thinking about the
oceans in the minds of scientists, engineers, lawyers, politicians, and others.
We begin to think in proprietary terms
about the sea off our coast, and, in
doing so, the freedom of the seas takes
second place to coastal state jurisdiction.
Examples of this process are evident
in the law of the sea. Once the freedom
of the sea applied to all marine waters.
Then the concept of the narrow territorial sea developed-in which there is
the right, or some would call it an
exception, of innocent passage. Later
the concept of straight baselines found
its way into state practice and a right
(or exception) of innocent passage was
recognized where it had previously
existed. Later came the resource
claims-first the continental shelf, then
the narrow and later the broader fishing
zones, all ostensibly not "adversely
affecting" the freedom of the seas. More
recently, we have seen the development
of broader 12-mile territorial sea claims
together with a straits navigation
regime called transit passage that is not
supposed to "adversely affect" the freedom of the seas. The list goes on to
include the archipelagic states principles, together with the regime of archipelagic sealanes passage. And, finally,
there is the exclusive economic zone,
and if you find the appropriate crossreferenced passage in the 1982 convention, you will find that the exercise of
jurisdiction in that zone, also, is not supposed to "adversely affect" the freedom
of the seas.
The freedom of the seas seems to be
lost in a welter of coastal state jurisdictions. I remember a cartoon from the
New Yorker magazine about the time
the Third UN Law of the Sea Conference was beginning. It showed a group
of diplomats around a conference table.
Standing in the doorway at the back of
the room was Neptune. One diplomat
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was speaking, and the caption said
something like: "Before we begin our
conference on dividing up the sea, there
is a gentleman here who wishes to be
heard."
Well, would you say that from Neptune's perspective the third conference
was a success or failure? A lot of ocean
and resources got divided up by the
coastal states at that conference. The
conference's attempt to deal with the
resources beyond coastal state jurisdiction failed to achieve the agreement of
all states. And the promotion and protection of the freedom of the seas, under
the convention the conference developed, may only be found by proper legal
interpretation of subtle points and
phrases.
Why is this so? Why could not the
maintenance and preservation of the
freedom of the seas be expressed in
categorical terms throughout the convention text? Why were so many points
disguised?
Perhaps the reason is that there is
no one group of states for which the
freedom of the seas is that group's
exclusive interest in the law of the sea.
There are no exclusively maritime
states. All the maritime states are
coastal states, as well. They must
balance their interests. One aspect of
their national interest must be balanced
against the other. Yet, it is this group
of states that is the principal user of the
sea-for coastal resource exploitation
and for international navigation. From
the practice of this group of states, the
customary law of the sea emerges.
Thus, the freedom of the seas-the freedom that presumably Neptune would
have us preserve-has no advocate that
does not have other interests and
responsibilities.
Avoiding Further Setbacks
The Third Law of the Sea Conference
was called, in part, because of the interest of the United States and the Soviet
Union in stopping further erosion in the
meaning of the freedom of the seas. The
conference didn't halt it-look at what
happened during the conference-but it
may be said to have stabilized matters
for a period. But for how long? If the
freedom of the seas is not to suffer further setbacks in the wake of the third
conference, the maritime states must do
two things and do them well.
The fnirst of these is not to be afraid
to assert the freedom of the seas in
their activities around the globe. The
lights and freedoms of the sea will be
lost over time if they are not used.

There may, from time to time, be political costs in exercising such rights; but
these costs cannot be avoided if the
right is to be preserved. Deference to
coastal states in the exercise of rights
will only make it more difficult to exercise the right in the future, since the
political cost of using the right will
increase in the absence of usage.
In this regard, it is particularly
important that the maritime states utilize the rights set forth and identified in
the 1982 convention. Many of the rights
making up the freedom of the seas are
somewhat obscured by the coastal
states' orientation of the convention
text. If the maritime states do not
remind others from time to time of the
existence or meaning of the significant
commas, phrases, and words found in
the text, the freedoms they represent
will be lost to sight.
The second thing that must be done
by the maritime states is that they must
keep their own houses in order. If they
let their coastal state personality get
the better of them, the freedom of the
seas will founder. The danger I see is
that there is a tendency for each state
to see the waters and circumstances off
its coast as in some way unique. In this
way the coastal state justifies assertions
of new or broader forms of jurisdiction
to satisfy its coastal appetite.
This tendency, which has been
dubbed "creeping uniqueness," is the
latest threat to the freedom of the seas.
A maritime state will not do good service to the freedom of the seas if it gives
in to calls to consider its coastal waters
as unique, justifying a new and creative
legal approach. And it is worse still if
that creative legal approach goes beyond or severely strains the principles
laid out in the 1982 convention, thus
destabilizing the balance between the
freedom of the seas and the interests of
the coastal state that are reflected
therein.
The U.S. Role
How does the United States stack up in
all of this? The United States does,
after all, have a split personality when
it comes to the law of the sea.
On the first point, the United States
has been at the forefront in exercising
the freedom of the seas in spite of occasional political costs. In particular, the
Navy's routine assertion-of-rights program has received quite a lot of notoriety in recent weeks, given the events
in the Gulf of Sidra. It is important to
note that the program was developed in
the late 1970s, during the Carter
Administration. Thus, it has a bipartisan

character. Also, it is important to point
out that the program was developed in
anticipation of the successful conclusion
of the Third Law of the Sea Conference.
It was believed that, even with a widely
ratified Law of the Sea Treaty to which
the United States was party, it still
would be necessary to exercise the
rights set forth in the convention in
order not to lose them.
It goes without saying that it is
even more important that we exercise
our rights today. The 1983 presidential
ocean policy statement commits the
United States to this course. The exercise of rights-the freedom to navigate
on the world's oceans-is not meant to
be a provocative act. Rather, in the
framework of customary international
law, it is a legitimate, peaceful assertion
of a legal position and nothing more. If
the United States and other maritime
states do not assert international rights
in the face of claims by others that do
not conform with the present status of
the law, they will be said to acquiesce in
those claims to their disadvantage.
What is particularly difficult in this situation is to understand that the more
aggressive and unreasonable and provocative and threatening a claim may be,
the more important it is to exercise
one's rights in the face of the claim. The
world community can't allow itself to be
coerced-coerced into lethargy in the
protection of the freedom of the seas.
On the second point, as well, the
United States gets good marks-but
perhaps not straight As. In general, the
United States has taken a conservative
approach to its coastal state claims. In
making its claims, it has made clear that
there is no intention to "adversely
affect" the navigation rights of other
states in the waters off the coast of the
United States. Both the 1945 Proclamation on the Continental Shelf and the
1983 Proclamation of the Exclusive Economic Zone make clear in specific language in the proclamations themselves
that the resource claim is not intended
to affect the international rights and
freedoms of other states.
The United States has maintained
its narrow territorial sea at 3-miles
breadth. It has chosen not to draw
straight baselines. It conservatively
exercises its right under Article 7 of the
1958 Convention on the Territorial Seas
and Contiguous Zone to claim juridical
bays less than 24-miles wide at the
mouth. It has only very few small
spots of historic waters, which are of no
consequence to the international community and which could have been incorporated in a straight baseline system had
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it chosen to do so. Contrary to what
some foreign press reports have said,
the United States has not drawn
baselines between the islands of the
Aleutians or of Hawaii. Foreign vessels
of all states-commercial or militarynavigate off the U.S. coast routinely,
consistent with their rights under international law.
The United States has taken a conservative approach to its maritime
claims for several reasons, one of which
is the desire to lead by example. By its
action it hopes to encourage similar conservative approaches by others.
But the United States has been
known to put its coastal state hat on
from time to time. For the most part,
though, it has resisted the creation of
rules to meet its unique concerns. As
the United States moves into the implementation of its exclusive economic
zone, it must bear this in mind. We
must recognize that one cannot slice the

pie too thin. We must stand for principles-recognizable principles that are
not riddled with self-serving exceptions.
The present challenge before the
freedom of the seas is that its traditional defenders have begun to think of
the oceans as a resource rather than as
the world's highway. Science and technology have opened to us the ocean's
resources. We must not expect that
mankind will be denied the opportunity
to exploit them. As mankind does so,
satiffying its needs and using its capabilities, the freedom of the seas will continue to come up against coastal state
demands. If the freedom of the seas is
to survive-not to be subject to further
inroads-we must be energetic in its
promotion and protection. As we face
the challenges that science and technology bring us, we must meet them bearing in mind the question: "Who is
protecting freedom of the seas?" E

U.S. and Australia
Hold Ministerial Talks
Secretary Shultz and Secretary of
Defense CasparW. Weinberger and
AustralianMinisterfor ForeignAffairs
Bill Hayden and Ministerfor Defense
Kim Beazley met in ministerialsession
in San FranciscoAugust 10-11, 1986.
Following are the texts of Secretary
Shultz's statement at the first plenary
session, the joint news conference, and
the joint statement issued at the conclusion of their meeting.
SECRETARY SHULTZ'S
STATEMENT,
AUG. 11, 1986'
On behalf of Secretary Weinberger and
myself and the American delegation and
Americans everywhere, I want to
welcome you formally to the opening of
the U.S.-Australian bilateral ministerial talks. Our location on the Pacific
coast reflects the importance which the
United States attaches to this most
dynamic region of the world and particularly to Australia-a fellow
democracy, a strong ally, and a major
contributor to global and regional
stability.
The United States and Australia,
along with New Zealand, came together
in this same location 35 years ago to
form the ANZUS [Australia, New
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Zealand, United States security pact]
alliance. Our countries had witnessed the
destruction of the peace by distant
aggressors and had learned that broad
oceans and geographic isolation did not
guarantee security. We had come to
understand that the survival of individual freedom depends on strong
defense, both alone and in concert with
allies.
When he signed the ANZUS treaty
at the Presidio in 1951, a distinguished
New Zealand diplomat, Ambassador Sir
Carl Berendsen, said, "By creating an
area of stability in the Pacific, this
ANZUS treaty may be expected to
reduce world tensions and thus to prove
a reinforcement of, and a contribution
to, the general system of international
security. . . .By providing directly a

strong measure of defense against
attack in the Pacific, it does at the same
time.., make it possible for its parties to
play their part elsewhere because the
problem that the free world is facing today is a global problem. ....

"

Ever since, Australia and the United
States have worked together in ways
that benefit not only our own countries,
but the security of others whose fate is
linked to our own. We cooperate, for
example, in joint facilities that enhance
deterrence of nuclear war through providing for strategic early warning. These

same facilities allow us to verify arms
control agreements, thus making arms
control itself possible.
We also work together in military
exercises, improving the capability of
our forces to operate separately or
jointly in the event of a threat to peace.
Americans particularly value our ship
and air access in Australia. Our four to
five dozen ship visits per year allow us to
play a stabilizing role in the Western
Pacific and the Indian Ocean, areas of
vital importance to both countries
though nearer to Australian shores than
to our own.
Our fruitful cooperation conveys a
strong message to potential adversaries;
it shows Americans and Australians the
value of alliance. Our cooperation provides a bulwark against any temptation
to disengage from world problems and
look after only parochial interests, and it
deepens the bonds and special relationship between our countries.
The United States and Australia
have strong economic ties. Our bilateral
trade exceeds $8 billion annually. We are
Australia's second largest market and
supplier. Australia is one of our major
trading partners and is also the location
of the largest U.S. investments stake in
East Asia, totaling more than $9 billion
by 1984. And our economic ties are
reciprocal; in 1985 Australian investment in the United States grew by more
than $450 million.
I would note also Australia's leading
role in regional growth and stability.
Official Australian development
assistance should exceed $365 million in
1986, primarily to Papua New Guinea
and other developing countries of the
South Pacific and Southeast Asia.
Australia continues to be a welcome and
major contributor to multilateral aid
organizations active in the region.
We also confront common difficult
problems as in the field of agriculture.
As was stated in the Tokyo summit
economic declaration, "a situation of
global structural surplus now exists for
some important agricultural products,
arising partly from technological
improvements, partly from changes in
the world market situation, and partly
from long-standing policies of domestic
subsidy and protection of agriculture in
all our countries," said these seven countries. "This harms the economies of certain developing countries and is likely to
aggravate the risk of wider protectionist
pressures. This is a problem which we all
share and can be dealt with only in
cooperation with each other... action is

needed to redirect policies and adjust
structures of agricultural production in
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the light of world demand." I guess from
what I've heard, Bill, you might say,
"Amen, and let's get going on that project."
We come together today without
New Zealand. We regret this absence
deeply. New Zealand has been a major
contributor to regional and global stability, fighting bravely with its allies in four
wars during this century. This
distinguished record is testimony to New
Zealand's place in the community of free
nations.
Access for allied ships and aircraft,
however, is essential to the effectiveness
of the ANZUS alliance. If New Zealand
continues to say "no" to ships operating
under our universal policy of neither confirming nor denying the presence or
absence of nuclear weapons, then we
cannot send navy vessels to New
Zealand's ports. The New Zealand
Government's current policies of blocking traditional ship and air access thus
vitiate the principal contribution that
New Zealand makes to ANZUS.
Because of New Zealand's decision
to renege on an essential element of its
ANZUS participation, it has become
impossible for the United States to sustain its security obligations to New
Zealand. We sincerely hope that New
Zealand will soon undertake adequate
corrective measures which will restore
port and air access and permit a return
to alliance cooperation.
New Zealand's actions can only
encourage those who hope to tear at the
fabric of Western cooperation. The
United States and Australia choose to
provide a different vision-a reaffirmation of the willingness of democratic
peoples to make common cause in
defense of our principles and way of life.
I am deeply pleased to open this
bilateral ministerial-the symbol of our
continued alliance relationship. Our talks
today will range over issues of bilateral
security, economics, Asia and the
Pacific, and global security. In addition,
we hope to reach conclusions on the
nature of our relationship in the absence
of New Zealand, as well as to establish a
structure to preserve our ties until the
trilateral activities of the alliance can be
resumed.
JOINT NEWS CONFERENCE,
AUG. 11, 19862
Secretary Shultz. This meeting has
borne out once again the value-from
the standpoint of the United States, and
I hope from that of Australia-of the
ANZUS alliance and the discussions that

take place under it. We've had a broad
review of the security situation in the
South Pacific, the Australian area, and
for that matter, all through the world.
We've also had a good and, at times,
a vigorous discussion of economic problems, including those involved in
agriculture. While we have some differences of view, it's good to state them
and talk them through, and see where
we may go from here.
So from our standpoint, the joint
statement expresses very well our sentiments, and we have welcomed very
much this opportunity to meet once
again with Foreign Minister Hayden and
Defense Minister Beazley and their colleagues. It's been a very good and productive day.
Foreign Minister Hayden. The
Australian delegation, Defense Minister
Beazley and myself, have appreciated
the opportunity once again to explore a
wide range of mutual concerns of the
bilateral relationship which exists
between Australia and the United
States; and furthermore, to reinforce
that bilateral security association
between our two countries.
It is, as I mentioned this morning, a
matter of marked regret for us that New
Zealand is unable to participate on a
trilateral basis with Australia and the
United States under the ANZUS treaty.
As we've said before, the reasons which
have caused this are reasons with which
we disagree. We have an entirely different approach to policy on such matters to that adopted by New Zealand.
I also repeat, as Mr. George Shultz
said, there was a wide canvas explored,
including not only regional issues and
bilateral ones but broader global ones. In
particular, as I mentioned this morning,
we discussed the issue of increasing protectionism and the damage that it's
doing to countries in the world, allies of
other countries which are practicing
protectionism.
And in our case, it is clearly evident
to us that protectionism is impairing and
will continue to impair our ability to
fulfill a number of security roles which
we would wish to fulfill in the region.
We wish to see steps taken to roll back
that protectionism, and I have here, but
more particularly elsewhere, explored
with counterparts that need, and action
which might be taken.
Defense Minister Beazley and I
appreciate the warmth with which we've
been greeted on this occasion and helpful
dialogue which has taken place.
Q. One of the things that was
discussed on the issue of protectionism

is, where do we go from here? The
communique that you've issued is
bland in the extreme on the subject.
What is the answer? Where do we go
from here?
Secretary Shultz. I think the
answer is, first of all, to recognize that
the pattern of subsidies and the setting
of higher than market prices that
encourages production, an attribute of
policies throughout major countries
without exception, has brought us to a
position where there is a huge amount of
supply of major commodities in excess of
the demand. And so this subsidy structure needs to be examined and
something done about it.
That is precisely what was called for
at the Tokyo economic summit. I might
say that before the President went
there, he heard very vigorously from
Prime Minister Bob Hawke about it in a
visit to Washington, and that was very
much the message that he got.
So I think this is a principal concern,
and we hope that it can be done in the
GATT [General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade] round which we hope will get
started in Punta del Este in the meeting
that takes place there in the middle of
September. I think that's the principal
thing that has to be done.
And in the meantime, all countries
need to examine their own policies and
do everything possible to roll back and
contain the protectionist pressures that
we see everywhere.
Q. There's been a lot of references
today to air problems, or to air access.
I wonder if this is a new element
that's been interjected, and do you
foresee a time when the Antarctic base
facility at Christchurch might be
shifted to Australia because of potential air problems?
Secretary Shultz. We don't foresee
any such shift. That facility has operated
successfully there for a long time. It's a
research facility and is not connected
with this set of problems.
However, access to airfields and
ports from the standpoint of our military
relationship operate under a similar kind
of policy. And basically what's happened
here is that the ANZUS treaty remains
in effect-Australia and the U.S. relationship under it remains unchanged,
strong and vigorous. And New Zealand
has, in effect, withdrawn from that
security relationship by withdrawing
from one of its most important contributions to the relationship.
Foreign Minister Hayden: The matter hasn't been put to the Australian
Government. Should it be put, it would
be considered then and a determination
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made. At this point, however, there's
no such proposal before us.
Secretary Weinberger. Tasmania is
an entirely separate activity, but as
Secretary Shultz says, New Zealand has
taken action which, in effect, frustrated
the execution of the treaty, taken
themselves out of it, and left themselves
then without the security and the protection of the treaty. The treaty remains in
effect between Australia and the United
States, and if New Zealand ever changes
its policy, we hope they can come back in
again.
Q. If the United States is prepared
to treat Australia with indifference as
to trade, what faith should we place in
this treaty negotiated today?
Secretary Shultz. The United States
doesn't treat Australia with indifference
about anything, including in the field of
economics.
In the field of economics and trade,
we struggle as others do with these huge
surplusses that have been generated. The
President's decision was simply one to
bring about the fulfillment of an obligation undertaken by the Soviet Union in
signing a long-term grain agreement
with us, which was, that their minimum
purchase would be 9 million metric tons,
at least 4 million of which would be
wheat. That's something that's been on
the books for a long time.
In terms of thinking about
Australia's interests, as we think about
ours, it's very much in our minds, and
we feel that there was a great contribution to our thinking when Prime Minister
Hawke was in the United States before
the Tokyo summit. We work together on
trade matters regularly, and I might say
that Foreign Minister Hayden has
banged on me a little bit. So we understand the importance of these matters to
Australia. And we appreciate that.
Q. I'd like to ask Mr. Hayden what
is meant by the statement in paragraph
14 of the communique, where it's
stated that Australia notes that protectionist policies, particularly toward
agriculture, would impair Australia's
ability to work effectively in cooperation with its allies and friends. What
does this mean?
Foreign Minister Hayden. Prime
Minister Hawke of Australia has stated
quite categorically that there will be no
linkage between security matters, such
as the joint facilities in Australia, and
commercial matters. He stated that
quite categorically, on a number of occasions recently, and publicly. So there's
no reference, no illusion to such matters
implied in that comment.
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That comment refers to one simple
fact, and that is, as a result of the loss of
markets or the loss of income, I should
say, that will arise because of certain
pricing subsidization policies, Australia's
national income will be affected; export
income will be affected; our ability to
make purchases of a certain level of
defense equipment will be impaired;
perhaps our role to provide aid with a
political consideration behind it could be
impaired. And accordingly, our role to
fulfill as much as we would have wished
to have fulfilled will be less than it would
otherwise have been.
Q. It was recently reported to the
Australian Minister of Defense-the
Dibb report on the future of
Australian defenses finds that
Australia does enough as an ally by
hosting the joint facilities and providing access to naval ships.
And suggesting there's no need for
Australian defense forces to continue
to be equipped and trained for joint
operations with U.S. forces, it proposes an independent draw of
Australian forces and an end to the
traditional participation of Australia
in joint allied forces in wartime. I
wonder if you have any thoughts on
the implications of these proposals for
the U.S.-Australia alliance.
Secretary Weinberger. We don't
read the Dibb report as reaching those
conclusions. We think that it is very
desirable for Australia to strengthen its
military forces to act in the various
regions set out in the Dibb report to
widening circles that encompass a great
deal of territory.
We think that if the Australian
forces are strengthened, as he suggests,
that that will benefit all of us, and it will
also enable Australia to play a role
anywhere that its government-present
or later government-may decide is
appropriate. And we think that that's an
encouraging and a useful suggestion of
the Dibb report.
We don't get any suggestion that
Australia would be withdrawing from or
giving up any of the basic obligations
that all of us who are interested in
freedom have to undertake.
Secretary Shultz. I might say that
the description of the Dibb report given
up by Defense Minister Beazley this
morning didn't bear much resemblance
to the description that you just gave.
Defense Minister Beazley. That's
absolutely correct, and I endorse the
views put forth by Secretary Weinberger
on his conclusions as to what it means.
I think the point that is important to
establish in regard to the Dibb report is

that it is a force-structure document. It
clearly relates the types of armed forces
that Australia needs to the most likely
categories of conflict into which we
would enter. It contains, nevertheless,
within it a capacity to operate effectively
unilaterally across something like 10% of
the Earth's surface and, with allies and
friends, across something like 25% of it.
Obviously forces so structured, with
that sort of capability, are capable of
deployments over substantial distances.
And any change in the force structure
that is related to that still leaves options
available to governments, if they wish to
exercise them at different points of time
to go further afield.
I've been making that point imminently clear, both in the tabling statement that I made to the Dibb report and
in subsequent public debate on it.
And, of course, the talks today have
provided an opportunity to make that
point further. There's nothing essentially
new in it.
Q. You say in the statement that
New Zealand's current policies detract
from individual and collective capacity
to resist armed attack. My question to
you is whether or not there was any
discussion about measures to bring
New Zealand into line? Was it
discussed and discarded, not
discussed? And if not, why just the
rhetoric and no positive action to bring
New Zealand back into the alliance?
Secretary Shultz. First, there has
been a tremendous amount of effort to
find a way to maintain New Zealand's
posture in the alliance.
I can remember a very windy, rainy,
cold day in Wellington a couple of years
ago, when Prime Minister-elect Lange
came, and we had a meeting and started
a process of trying to work this out. But
it proved to be impossible, in that, at
least for the present, New Zealand has
consistently taken the position that it
won't receive vessels of our navy, under
our policy of no confirm or deny the
presence of nuclear weapons. It also has
its reservations about nuclear powered
ships, which represent, I think,
something like 40% of the navy.
So what you're saying is that you
won't allow into your port ships from
our navy. And if the navy can't call
there and use those bases, then how can
we operate effectively as an alliance?
We tried very hard to see if there
isn't some way that this could be worked
through, but there are certain hard
realities you have to face. I think in the
end, New Zealand chose, as it has a right
to do, basically to withdraw itself from
the alliance by denying port access.
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We're sorry about that. I miss New
Zealand, and as I said after my meeting
with Prime Minister Lange in Manila
only a few weeks ago, we part as
friends, but we part on security matters.
Q. Is ANZUS dead? Are we entering a new alliance era here?
Secretary Shultz. No. The ANZUS
treaty remains in effect, and the relationship between the United States and
Australia is as strong and vigorous as
ever, if not more so. It's very much a
strong and working system.
It's unfortunate that it doesn't
include New Zealand anymore, but as
has been pointed out here, it is left there
exactly as it has been, and if there can at
some point be some shift that makes it
possible for New Zealand to rejoin us,
we will be delighted. But there will have
to be some shift.
Q. In regard to the question of
New Zealand being left out, or having
left itself out of the ANZUS alliance,
there are, as you know, discussions
going on in Scandinavia still about the
nuclear-weapons-free zone-in an
upcoming meeting of the arm of the
Socialist Democratic Parties concerning that question. Should, for
instance, the Labor Party government
of Norway now decide to go in for a
nuclear-weapons-free zone, which
would, in effect, mean that American
missiles can no longer come into
Norwegian ports without such
guarantees, as the New Zealanders
asked for, would that mean that
Norway, too, will be considered left
out of NATO?
Secretary Shultz. I would call your
attention to the fact, without the United
States having made any decision about
the South Pacific nuclear-free zone, that
the way in which that treaty is postured
in no way forecloses-in fact it explicitly
is consistent with the movement of
nuclear powered ships through that zone
and the calling on ports of countries in
that zone under the no confirm or deny
policy.
So it's not a question of some
generalization; it's a question of exactly
what operating policies are followed, and
so far, our capacity to operate with all
our NATO allies has gone along very
well.
Q. In the talks today, and the talks
leading up to it, did the United States
ask Australia to in any way restrict its
ties or its relationship with New
Zealand?
Foreign Minister Hayden. No.
[Laughter]

Q. You discussed regional arms
control in the Pacific, and you mentioned that you had concerns in that
region. What are those concerns as
they relate to small Pacific island
nations, and what effect do you think
New Zealand's action will have on the
policies of those nations?
Secretary Weinberger. The basic
concern that we would have, first of all,
is that New Zealand has made itself far
less defensible by its action thus far. If
there is any suggestion that other
nations should follow that course, we
would obviously be worried that they
themselves are following a course which
would make it very difficult to defend
them. And if it's difficult to defend
them, then their vulnerability to Soviet
aggression increases. And that, of
course, we feel, would be bad for all of
US.
Q. While the Australian Government has not raised the joint facilities
as leverage in the present negotiations, the issue has been raised by sitting members of the ruling Labor
Party and members of other political
parties in Australia. Has the United
States told Australia that recent
developments in communications
technology will make those facilities
redundant, and not necessary for
AmericanSecretary Weinberger. No. We
most certainly have not.
Q. If the United States continues
to sell subsidized wheat to some of
your current customers, do you think
there's a risk that sentiment will grow
for Australia not to renew the leases
on the bases at Nurrangar, Pine Gap,
and Cape North West?
Foreign Minister Hayden. The
Prime Minister of Australia, as I mentioned to you earlier, said as recently as
this last week-and it was the severalth
time he had said it-there would be no
linkage between security matters and
commercial matters, and that specifically
that ruled out any linkage between the
joint facilities and our commercial
problems.
Q. Since Australia is maintaining
its bilateral defense relationships with
New Zealand, and the United States
with Australia, in effect, don't we
have a kind of domino problem here, in
the event that New Zealand was
attacked?
Foreign Minister Hayden. We support the American attitude that the
policy of the New Zealand Government
violates its longstanding principle and
practice of neither confirming nor deny-

ing in respect of the armament capability of its naval vessels. It's not a policy
we accept; we've had the opportunity of
adopting that policy, and we rejected it
overwhelmingly as a party.
The relationship between Australia
and the United States-the security relationship is an important one; it's important for that to be confirmed by the
exchange of letters which has taken
place today.
We have important strategic interests which we share with New Zealand,
for instance, in the South Pacific, and
accordingly, we exchange information
[inaudible] is Australian-sourced, and
we're engaged in military exercises with
them as a part of that common, shared
[inaudible] concern for that region. That
relationship will continue.
Q. Following the withdrawal of
U.S. security commitment to New
Zealand, does this in any way affect
New Zealand's access to purchasing
U.S. military equipment?
Secretary Weinberger. We have not
had any indications of any interest in
that, but I think all of these factors
would go into any equation, on any question with respect to sales or anything of
that kind.
We would want to examine very
carefully what the request was that
came in and see if the request was in any
way consistent with the change, the
unfortunately changed relationship that
we now have with New Zealand.
Q. You pointed out a moment ago
that America does not treat Australia
with indifference on trade issues. You
also noted that the only sale of subsidized wheat so far has been an
outstanding amount under a trade
agreement with RussiaSecretary Shultz. No. That may
have been the implication of what I said,
but that's not correct.
There is an effort, particularly with
respect to the subsidized sales by Europeans, which we feel have disrupted
international markets, to give them the
message, through competition from the
United States, that this pattern of subsidization is leading to very undesirable
results.
So there have been some sales, but
they have been directed at markets
which we have felt, through subsidies,
the Europeans took from the United
States.
And we've tried very hard to administer the program in a way that is sensitive to the interests of Australia, which
in the field of wheat is a comparative,
advantaged, nonsubsidizing producer.
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Q. My question was going to be,
have you been able today to tell the
Australians that that will be the only
sale of subsidized wheat, and their
market might be further affected?
And to Mr. Hayden, have you been
able to extract anything from
Secretary Shultz today that this will
be the only subsidized sale?
Secretary Shultz. The President's
decision is a specific, concrete decision,
and there is that decision, and there isn't
anything further.
I wish I could tell you exactly what
our Congress will do, but I'm not able to
predict that. I do know that the President's view is that protectionism in any
form is bad. Subsidies are a form of protectionism, and he has been waging a
very strong battle against it. And not
only a strong battle, but a winning
battle. And so we see that in his veto of
the textile bill; his veto was sustained
last week in a very hard-fought vote.
We also see that part of the battle on
protection, from our standpoint, is to go
to other countries that have closed their
markets to our goods and to tell them
that our case for maintaining our
markets open is heavily dependent on
them opening their markets, so that
there is, in the parlance of this field, a
level playing field for everybody. That's
what we see. And I think that's what
Australia sees.
Foreign Minister Hayden. I raised
the question with Mr. Shultz today, and
the answer you've just received is pretty
much the answer that I received.
I [inaudible] strongly our concern
about this advantage that we're
experiencing, and will experience at a
greater level, as a result of this decision;
it will affect price, and, therefore, it will
affect income for Australian wheat sales,
and that will have a deleterious effect on
our economy.
I [inaudible] strongly that we would
be greatly concerned if there were to be
any expansion of this, particularly into
other markets or in greater volume into
the Soviet market.
We are pleased that, to this point,
action in the Congress, in particular
Senator Dole's proposal, has not been
carried. I think it's going to be a
challenge for Australia to be even more
vigorous in representing its view, not
just to the Administration, which we
have been doing quite directly-and we
have been doing it to the Congress-but
more so to the U.S. Congress in the hope
that we can head off any further
developments in this direction.
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Q. Are you more confident than
the delegation was in Washington a
couple of weeks or so ago?
Foreign Minister Hayden. I don't
know how confident they were, but I
sincerely hope that with repeated
representation and lobbying, we'll be
successful. But if we're not, then as a
good friend and ally, we'll be taking a lot
of punishment. And we think that
inappropriate for a good friend and ally.
The estimate of our Wheat Board is
that the cost of these measures collectively could go as high as $1,000 million,
and that's a lot for a country like
Australia to be affected by.
We're the second biggest-Australia
has the second biggest trade deficit with
the United States, just behind Saudi
Arabia, and that's in excess of $3,000
million, according to the last count I
saw.
The United States has a problem
with its balance of trade and current
account; therefore our contribution, as
one of the few countries which is contributing a substantial trade, bilateral
trade surplus, is a very important one.
We don't wish to be disadvantaged in
other markets.
Australia's also a fairly important
market for the United States. We're its
eighth largest market in the world,
which, given our size, is a significant
level of market opportunities.
So we're looking for some consideration of all of these factors, but in particular the fact that, as a friend and ally,
our capacity to function as effectively as
we would wish as a friend and ally is
impaired. To the degree to which we are
disadvantaged by these measures, they
have the capability of substantially disadvantaging us; therefore, the degree to
which we can fulfill our functions as a
friend and ally will be substantially
impaired.
Q. The U.S. Commander of the
Pacific fleet said at an interview with
the Los Angeles Times yesterday that
the absence of New Zealand causes or
creates a gap, a security gap.
Is it then wise to lose a friend, at
times when Mr. Gorbachev publicly is
raising more attention to the Pacific
and obviously wants to obtain Soviet
influence in this area? Specifically, is
Australia trying to fill that gap? Does
it not cause damage to your relationship with New Zealand, your fragmented
relationship, if you only share limited
intelligence with New Zealand?
Secretary Weinberger. The gap
that's been opened was a gap that was
opened by New Zealand, in making
themselves far more vulnerable to

attack, far less easy for themselves to
defend or for anyone else to defend
them.
And they have, in effect, prevented
us from filling the gap by carrying out
our treaty obligations. They frustrated
the object and the purpose of the treaty.
We hope that they will change their
policy, and that we will be able to
resume normal relationships with them.
Defense Minister Beazley. There is
a substantial increase in Australian
activity in the Southwest Pacific
altogether going on at the moment. We
have a variety of defense cooperation
programs in place. Part of that program
is an increase in surveillance activities
which the Southwest Pacific countries
regard as very important to an important area of their national sovereignty,
and that is their capacity to protect their
fishing zones.
We have a patrol boat program underway, by which we give to the Pacific
states a patrol boat, and something like
14 of those have now been ordered by
the South Pacific states. We anticipate a
substantially greater activity by
Australia in that area in the future.
In the question of Australia cooperation with new Zealand, it remains in
place. We have a substantial historical
defense relationship with New Zealand;
that continues. It continues in the form
of joint exercises, joint training, and the
like.
It is Australia's view that the contemporary situation is not ideal, that it
would be obviously better to have a fully
functional trilateral relationship. In the
absence of it, we believe that we have an
obligation to maintain strong and
improving relationships with the United
States in a bilateral sense and also to
maintain those links with New Zealand.
Q. Will the United States help out
Australia in its purchase of the F-18,
and is the United States going to
accept Nomads in exchange for a
reduction on the F-18s?
Defense Minister Beazley. You'll
have to buy a lot of Nomads to get the
offset-[laughter]
Secretary Weinberger. We are
working with Australia very closely in
the Nomad program and in the acquisition of Nomads by various units of the
U.S. Government.
And we are also doing the best we
can to help out with respect to the purchase of the F-18s. The F-18 is a very
capable plane and one whose capability
is demonstrated daily. Australia has
recognized this, and we're trying to do
the best we can to assist in that pur-
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chase, because it will strengthen both
countries very much.
Defense Minister Beazley.
Secretary Weinberger did point out to
me in my private discussions with him
yesterday that they were picking up on
the Nomad. And that, from Australia's
point of view, is a very welcome decision. I might say, to offset the F-18s
would require the purchase of something
like 1,500 Nomads-[laughter]-and I'm
not about to impose that obligation on
Secretary Weinberger.
I think, though, it was an opportunity today to make a point which is being
well-accepted by our American colleagues, that we are a substantial arms
purchaser from the United States.
We have a situation, as a result of
the Dibb report and decisions of this
government, where we're purchasing
over the next decade something like
$20-30 billion worth of new arms.
Currently we spend about $2 billion
a year on arms overseas-sorry, altogether. About $1.5 billion overseas, of
which something like 75% of that is
spent in the United States. And our
capacity to sustain that type of program,
which we see as critical not only to our
security but the security of our region, is
very much dependent upon the economic
growth of Australia. And I think that
point has been well accepted by our colleagues in discussions today.
Secretary Shultz. Thank you very
much. We have had a good discussion
here today. We look forward to periodic
discussions in the course of the year.
And the Australians have invited us to
come to Australia for the next installment sometime next year, and we look
forward to that. We'll see you in
Australia.
JOINT STATEMENT,
AUG. 11, 1986
1. The U.S. Secretary of State,
Mr. George Shultz, and Secretary of
Defense, Mr. Caspar Weinberger, and
the Australian Minister for Foreign
Affairs, Mr. Bill Hayden, and Minister
for Defense, Mr. Kim Beazley, met
August 10-11, 1986, in San Francisco to
discuss regional and global issues and
the further development of bilateral
relations.
Security Issues
2. Both sides welcomed the continuation
of the pattern of close contact between
their governments at the ministerial
level. As a reflection of their shared
interests and continuing obligations as

allies, the two sides agreed to maintain
the practice of annual bilateral
ministerial meetings. In addition, the
two governments confirmed that they
would continue to hold their regular
defense meetings, annual politicalmilitary discussions, and annual arms
control talks in order to maintain traditionally close consultations between
Australia and the United States. Additional contacts to maintain and enhance
military-to-military links, including combined exercises, will ensure a continued
strong and dynamic security
relationship.
3. Both sides stressed the importance of the ANZUS treaty and of continued cooperation on defense and other
matters under the alliance.
4. Both governments regretted that
the continuation of New Zealand's port
and air access policies has caused the
disruption of the alliance relationship
between the United States and New
Zealand. They agreed that access for
allied ships and aircraft is essential to
the effectiveness of the ANZUS alliance
and that New Zealand's current policies
detract from individual and collective
capacity to resist armed attack.
5. The United States said that it
could not be expected under these circumstances to carry out its security
obligations to New Zealand. Accordingly, the U.S. side stated that it is
suspending its security obligations to
New Zealand unde the ANZUS treaty
pending adequate corrective measures.
6. The Australian Government
regretted that no resolution had proved
possible of the situation which had
developed. The Australian Government
repeated the view it had expressed consistently over the last 2 years that it
disagreed completely with New Zealand
policy on port and air access and
expressed its understanding of the
action which the United States had
taken.
7. Both sides noted that, in the present circumstances, although the ANZUS
treaty remains in place, virtually all
trilateral activities under it have been
suspended for nearly 2 years. Both sides
agreed that the relationship between
Australia and the United States under
the ANZUS treaty and the rights and
obligations assumed by Australia and the
United States toward each other under
the treaty would remain constant and
undiminished.
8. Both the Australian and U.S.
Governments appealed to New Zealand
to restore normal port and air access in
order to permit a return to trilateral
alliance cooperation under ANZUS. In
this context, Australia retains its tradi-

tional bilateral security relationship with
New Zealand.
Regional/Arms Control
9. Among other matters discussed were
recent developments in U.S.-Soviet relations and issues of common concern in
Asia, the Pacific, southern Africa, and
Central America.
10. The two sides also exchanged
detailed views on arms control and disarmament. They confirmed their commitment to negotiation of substantial,
balanced, and verifiable reductions in
nuclear and conventional weapons as a
means of reducing tension and strengthening international security. Both sides,
while recognizing that there were some
positive elements in recent Soviet proposals, expressed the hope that the
Soviet Union would give substance to
the agreement reached between President Reagan and General Secretary
Gorbachev in Geneva, which would open
the way to early progress on a new
agreement on offensive nuclear arms
reductions, in particular in areas where
there is common ground, including the
principle of 50% reductions in the
strategic nuclear arms of both countries,
appropriately applied, as well as an
interim global INF [intermediate-range
nuclear forces] agreement. Both sides
reaffirmed that strict compliance with all
arms control agreements was essential
to real arms control. Both sides discussed in detail their positions on the
SALT II Treaty. Other issues discussed
were nuclear testing and the need for a
global ban on chemical weapons. The
two sides noted recent developments
with respect to the South Pacific
Nuclear-Free Zone Treaty, protocols to
which would be open to the nuclear
weapons states and states with territories within the region.
11. The two sides exchanged views
on, and expressed their determination to
see an end to, international terrorism.
Both condemned unequivocally states
involved in directing, exporting, and supporting such activities. Both sides
expressed understanding of the need for
concerned nations to combat international terrorism.
12. The two sides reviewed once
again issues affecting states and territories in the Pacific Ocean. They noted
Australia's special interest in the island
members of the South Pacific Forum, as
well as the U.S. proposals for termination of the Micronesian trusteeship, its
cooperation with successor entities, and
its efforts to reach a regional fisheries
agreement. Both emphasized the desirability of continued encouragement of
Department of State Bulletin
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the social and economic development of
the island nations. They also reaffirmed
their intention to continue to work with
island countries in promoting security
and stability in the area. Both sides
noted the increasing support being given
by Australia to the development of
national security capabilities of island
countries and its commitment of defense
resources to support the security of this
region.
13. Both sides also reviewed developments in Southeast Asia. They noted
their common commitment to regional
stability was supported by Australia's
active military cooperation and bilateral
exercising with the nations of the region.

enhancement program, and agreed that
these consultations would continue with
the aim of finding solutions to the problems created.
18. Mr. Shultz and Mr. Hayden
exchanged letters affirming continuation
of the commitments between Australia
and the United States under the ANZUS
treaty.
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U.S. Refugee Policies
and Programs at Midyear 1986
by James N. Purcell, Jr.

Economic and Trade Issues
14. Both countries reaffirmed their commitment to holding and reversing protectionism and to reducing and dismantling
trade restrictions. Australia noted,
however, that protectionist policies,
especially toward agriculture, are
seriously damaging its vital interests.
They would also impair Australia's ability to work effectively in cooperation
with its allies and friends. The
Australian Government's concerns extended to the economies of other friends
and allies in Australia's region, with
potential substantial effects on regional
stability. This stability is important not
only to the vital interests of Australia
but also to those of the United States.
15. Both countries agreed that the
trade practices of allies and friends, and
their ability to achieve economic growth,
are vital for their stability in pursuit of
common interests. The Australian
Government expressed its deep conviction of the need for major agricultural
producing countries that are subsidizing
exports to pull back from pursuing
policies which could cause fundamental
damage to the international political and
economic system.
16. Both sides agreed that recent
international economic developments
added importance to the need to obtain
substantive commitments to address
agricultural trade problems in the
launching of the new round of multilateral trade negotiations.
17. The Australian Government
pointed out, however, that while the
MTN [multilateral trade negotiations]
process on trade issues was important,
any results that might be in prospect as
a result were several years in the future.
The two sides noted that they have held
frequent ministerial and technical consultations on various aspects of U.S.
farm programs, including the export

19. The Australian-U.S. ministerial
discussions underlined the wide range of
interests shared by the partners and
their continuing and steady determination to work together for peace and
security.

Statement before the Senate
Judiciary Committee on June 20, 1986.
Mr. Purcellis Directorof the Bureaufor
Refugee Programs.'
This midyear consultation provides a
welcome opportunity to review developments in U.S. refugee policies and programs that have occurred since the
annual consultation at which the Secretary of State testified last September.
By their nature, refugee programs
reflect and respond to rapidly changing
situations in many regions throughout
the world. The established structures of
an annual refugee consultation and an
unpredictable budget process often come
into conflict with the changing requirements of the real world. Periodic consultations such as this enable us to report
on steps needed to adjust our programs
to the changing realities.
Your letter inviting us to this consultation expresses particular interest in
the current situation of the "border
Khmer," the "Khmer review process"
at Khao I Dang, and other subjects
addressed in your comprehensive report
on the "U.S. Refugee Program in
Southeast Asia: 1985." In addressing
these and related subjects, I also want
to draw on the report of the independent Indochinese Refugee Panel, headed
by the former Governor of Iowa, Robert
D. Ray, which was submitted to the
Secretary of State on April 18. With the
assistance of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS), we are
now conducting our own analysis of the
report.
I will also discuss the implications
for our programs of the funding cuts
mandated by the Gramm-RudmanHollings legislation and other budgetary
restrictions for this fiscal year (FY 1986)
and the related shifts in program and
funding priorities we will follow as a

result of these budget reductions. I will

also express the Administration's concerns about the sizable reductions which
will occur in refugee and many other
international affairs programs as a
result of House and Senate action to
reduce funding for these programs in
their deliberations on the 1987 budget
resolution. Finally, as you have suggested, I will provide an update on the
African refugee situation, with particular reference to Ethiopia and Sudan and
in light of the report recently completed
by the subcommittee's staff.
Reports on Southeast Asian
Refugee Programs
Before discussing these issues, however,
I would like to discuss briefly the context in which we are addressing several
recent studies which have suggested
new policy directions in our Southeast
Asia program. We have had available
your review, as well as that of the Ray
panel and a number of other policy or
operational critiques. All point to a
crossroads, a need to move from almost
exclusive reliance on refugee resettlement in the program to a more balanced
use of refugee and normal immigration
mechanisms. The Administration agrees
with this redirection.
For example, the Ray report provides, we believe, an excellent analysis
of the problem and offers viable suggestions for addressing it. Implementation,
however, if it is to be enduring and
problem solving, must be done in an
international context with renewed
leadership and direction from the UN
High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR) and his staff. Only in this
way can we achieve broad-based burdensharing through the active participation
of other resettlement countries.
Furthermore, we must have a
mechanism capable of actively pursuing
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comprehensive, durable solution planning if we are to avoid almost exclusive
reliance on third country resettlement.
Commissioner [of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service Alan C.] Nelson
and I had the opportunity to continue
the dialogue on such a process in
Geneva last week (June 12) with a number of our partners: Australia, Canada,
and Japan. We found the UN High
Commissioner and leaders of several
other major resettlement governments
receptive to the need to review our
joint approaches to the Southeast Asian
refugee program and willing to discuss
such approaches further. Coordinated
action at the international level is essential for future planning and operations,
and we are optimistic that our other
partners share this view and are eager
to pursue it further over the coming
months.
Also, we must realistically acknowledge that reductions in the U.S. budget
for international affairs programswhich, at this point, seem very likely to
occur-argue strongly for pursuing refugee assistance programs with a renewed
emphasis on viable burdensharing. The
United States must never back away
from its humanitarian traditions and
obligations, but we must realistically
determine the proper U.S. role in such
undertakings. We are confident that the
good will and capacity still exist in the
international community for aggressively
pursuing solutions to the Indochinese
refugee problem, as well as those of
other regions, but care and patience
must be taken to develop the framework
which will permit an equitable burdensharing response to such problems.

tunity to attack camps immediately on
the border. To further lessen the
pretext for attacks, combatants were
separated from civilians.
In its discussion with senior Vietnamese officials in Hanoi, the Ray panel
urged the Vietnamese not to attack the
civilian camps as had happened in
earlier years. The subsequent January
visit to Hanoi by Assistant Secretary of
Defense Armitage and then Assistant
Secretary of State [for East Asian and
Pacific Affairs Paul] Wolfowitz was
made conditional on the absence of such
attacks. The United States and its allies
used the diplomatic tools at their
disposal to assure that the Vietnamese
knew that attacks on innocent civilians would be met by worldwide
condemnation.
Now that the 1985-86 dry season is
over, we have seen that Vietnamese
military efforts this year concentrated
on further sealing the border region and
on measures to extend Vietnamese control of the Cambodian countryside. The
Khmer now residing in the camps in the
vicinity of the border will continue to
require special attention from the international community to assure their security and welfare. With the International
Committee of the Red Cross [ICRC] acting as the focal point for protection and
the UN Border Relief Operation for
welfare and maintenance, we believe the
international mechanisms now in place
can adequately attend to these vulnerable populations as the search for political solutions to their situation continues.

Thai-Cambodian Border

To the extent that the situation has
stabilized, it becomes all the more
desirable to provide improved education,
health, and feeding programs for the
displaced Khmer who remain in the
vicinity of the border. I was pleased to
see that the Ray panel emphasized the
need for such programs in terms similar
to those set forth in your report a year
earlier.
We in the Administration have also
urged that such programs be established
and expanded, and from information we
have received recently, I believe that
the responsible authorities in Thailand
are giving serious consideration to
allowing such programs to go forward if
the necessary international funding can
be assured. For a population of this size,
expansion of educational programs now
in place will require substantial additional resources.

Your report and that of the Ray panel
deal with many of the same issues,
including those highlighted in your letter calling this consultation. Of those issues, none is more significant and
sensitive for the future of the Southeast
Asian region, and for the future direction of our programs, than the situation
of the 250,000 Khmer and other populations along the Thai-Cambodian border.
The recent dry season in that region
came and went without significant
attacks on civilian encampments by
Vietnamese military forces, unlike earlier years when Vietnamese ground
forces and artillery fire forced repeated
evacuations of the border populations.
This may well be due, in part, to the
Thai Government's decision to move the
border encampments a short distance
into Thailand, thus removing the oppor-

Need for Improved
Education Programs

Our government recognizes a
responsibility to assist financially, but it
is also important that other governments, as well as private organizations
in a position to contribute, help to underwrite these programs. The Khmer on
the border have been forced to flee
their homelands in what the Thai and
we continue to regard as a temporary
displacement caused by the presence of
Vietnamese forces in Cambodia.
Although eventual return to their home
regions clearly seems the right solution
for the great majority of these people, it
is a tragic waste of human potential that
so many of them have been growing up
for years without access to even minimum schooling.
Border Processing
Such programs are even more important
in view of the Ray panel's findingsimilar to yours-that refugee admissions processing for resettlement in
third countries is not the appropriate
solution for the Khmer on the border.
The Ray panel endorsed our current
policy of immigrant visa processing for
family reunification cases in this group,
recommending generous use of humanitarian parole for hardship cases. I
believe this is also consistent with the
recommendations in this subcommittee's
report.
Another group on the border-the
4,500 so-called land Vietnamese refugees
who survived the hazardous trip across
Cambodia from Vietnam-have been of
particular concern to many Members of
Congress. Because of their special vulnerability, surrounded by hostile Vietnamese communist military forces and
unfriendly Cambodian groups, we and
other countries are processing the land
Vietnamese for resettlement on an
urgent basis. The Thai authorities
requested assurances that this entire
group would be processed, and we
understand that they are seriously considering moving the group away from
the border to a nearby inland site for
greater safety and more efficient interviewing. We hope they will make a
favorable decision shortly. For this
group, the United States is considering
cases in all our processing priorities. We
believe this policy is justified by the
special vulnerability of the land Vietnamese and the absence of any prospect
for them to return to their homeland.
You will also be interested to know
that the United States has completed
processing of a small group of Montagnard refugees which was also located
at Site 2. We received many expressions
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of concern about this vulnerable population from Members of Congress and the
public. We processed the entire group,
accepting all 213 considered. They are
now undergoing ESL/CO [English as a
Second Language/Cultural Orientation]
training prior to resettlement in the
United States.
Khao I Dang
The refugee camp at Khao I Dang has
served as the main site for Cambodian
refugees within Thailand since their
arrival in the wake of the Vietnamese
invasion in 1978-79. Of the approximately 165,000 pre-1980 arrivals, over
90% have been resettled abroad, in the
United States and other receiving countries. The United States has approved
over 90% of the cases in this population
that were presented to the INS. The remaining 14,500 of this group have been
rejected for admission to the United
States and, in some cases, other countries and have been the subject of continuing case reviews carried out by the
Immigration and Naturalization Service
and the State Department, with the
assistance of experts from private voluntary agencies.
The initial review of the Khmer
caseload at Khao I Dang was completed
in June 1985. Between February and
August of 1985, there was a further
review of 154 previously denied cases in
the field, for whom the earlier denials
were upheld in 84 cases and reversed in
44, with some cases held for further
review. A subsequent formal review of
an additional 631 previously denied
cases was instituted in November 1985,
and of this number, slightly under 10%
(59 out of 631 cases) were reversed.
Since each case averages several people
in a family, we estimate that about 20%
of this population of 14,500 has benefited
from such reviews.
The Ray panel stated that it was impressed by the major efforts undertaken
to review the cases of the "denied
Khmer" and recognized the difficulty of
carrying out this process but concluded
that additional cases should also be
reviewed. The panel noted that among
the denied Khmer are some with family
ties in the United States for whom it
would be especially desirable to assure
that there has been a full review.
It has been the INS's judgment, in
which we have concurred, that the
review of the 631 cases effectively completed the special review process. The
cases were selected with an eye to those
that appeared most likely to benefit
from review, including those with family
ties in the United States.
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Family Card Holders
Another group at Khao I Dang-the
4,300 so-called family card holders who
entered the camp between 1980 and
1984-has just become available for
resettlement processing, and the United
States will soon commence processing in
priorities one through five. We are not
planning to process those who entered
the camp illegally after August
1984-the so-called ration card holders
who are regarded by the Thai and the
international community as essentially in
the same status as the Khmer on the
border.
At a June 13 meeting in Bangkok,
the Thai authorities stated their ultimate intention to close Khao I Dang and
to move those remaining there to a location of their choice along the border. We
have reminded the Thai of our interest
in the family card holders, as well as
those who will benefit from immigrant
visa processing. The planned relocation
of these groups is, of course, the responsibility of the Thai, but we have
requested that they keep the camp open
until all governments have had an
opportunity to complete their processing
and the UNHCR has had an opportunity to determine whether other forms
of durable solutions should be considered. The UN High Commissioner will
visit Southeast Asia in September, and
this is one of the subjects he will address. Thai officials agreed at the
June 13 meeting to meet again later in
the year to review the status of Khao I
Dang with UNHCR and the major
resettlement governments.
Lao in Thailand
Both this committee's report and that of
the Ray panel deal extensively with the
situation of Lao refugees in Thailand,
particularly the screening program that
has been instituted by the Thai authorities with the participation of the
UNHCR to determine which of the
newly arriving Lao qualify for refugee
status and which should be returned to
Laos as illegal immigrants.
Essential to this program has been
the Lao Government's agreement to
accept back those screened out. Despite
an earlier agreement in principle between the Lao and Thai Governments,
thus far, none of the approximately
1,000 persons have been permitted by
Laos to return home. We are supporting
the UNHCR's efforts to work with the
Lao authorities to assure their safe and
orderly return.
On the positive side, the screening
program has acted to reduce the num-

ber of new Lao arrivals in Thailand.
Since it started in July 1985, 3,900 Lao
have arrived in Thailand, as opposed to
16,000 during the comparable period in
the preceding year. Almost half of the
arrivals since July 1985 have been
granted temporary asylum by Thailand
and are currently in UNHCR camps.

U.S. Admissions Policy
On the general subject of Indochinese
refugee admissions to the United States,
the Ray panel's recommendations point
in the same direction as your report a
year earlier. The panel concludes that
the Indochinese program should have
two components:
- A continuing refugee program for
those who meet the legal definition of
refugees; and
e An effective immigration program
for those seeking admission to the
United States on the basis of family
ties.
Such a shift toward immigration
processing was endorsed in Secretary
Shultz's statement to this committee
last September, and it is now under
careful review by the interagency study
group to which I referred earlier. The
Ray panel suggested a number of steps
to be considered in a transition period.
There appears to be wide recognition
that the time is at hand for such a shift
of emphasis in our admissions programs.
Essential to this recommendation is
the recognition that many of the 800,000
Indochinese now in the United States
are or will soon be eligible, if they proceed with adjusting their status, to petition on behalf of relatives for admission
as immigrants. The panel endorsed the
suggestion, which also finds favor in
your report, that the private voluntary
agencies should continue to play a key
role in aiding these groups, regardless
of their method of admission to the
United States.
Budget Situation and
FY 1986 Admissions
In recent months, all parts of the executive branch have been undertaking program reductions necessary to conform to
the requirements of the GrammRudman-Hollings legislation. In our
case, in addition to applying the acrossthe-board reductions, we have had to
consider additional shifts in our limited
funds to meet critical refugee assistance
needs overseas.

REFUGEES
Life-sustaining care and maintenance
requirements are expanding for refugees
in Africa, the Aghans in Pakistan, the
Cambodians on the Thai-Cambodian
border, and for other groups in Southeast Asia and elsewhere. These accelerating needs cannot be met out of the
funds originally budgeted for this purpose, even before the Gramm-RudmanHollings reductions. In order to meet
these highest priority needs, therefore,
we have no alternative but to apply
even greater cuts in proposed funding
for FY 1986 admissions-and, thus, in
the numbers to be admitted-beyond
those mandated by the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985.
Revised FY 1986 Admissions
For FY 1986, we can foresee that we
will be unable to utilize fully the 67,000
admissions ceilings announced by the
President. Instead, we expect refugee
admissions at about the 61,000 level.
The following chart shows the
regional ceilings established for this
year and the projected number of admissions that we expect to be able to fund
out of our budget after the shifts and
reductions described above.

Department's 1986 refugee program has,
as we expected, proven inadequate to
meet the serious refugee needs the international community is addressing
throughout the world. The impact of
these reductions is magnified when one
considers that up to a quarter of our
budget is protected from reductions
through statutory earmarking imposed
by authorizations and appropriations
actions.
Therefore, because of the unavoidable and critical need to meet serious
care and maintenance requirements of
refugees in Africa and Southeast Asia,
which exceed current budget availabilities, we have proposed to reprogram
$9.2 million from the U.S. admissions
program. This will result in the ability
to fund only 61,000 new admissions. We
regret this action but believe we have
no alternative, given the urgent needs
overseas and our reduced ability to
meet them. Highest priority will have to
be given to life-preserving programs.
Funding for FY 1987 programs
could become even more limited, especially if the major reductions proposed
in either the House or Senate overall
budget resolutions are enacted into law.
As you will recall, the Administration's

FY 1986 Regional Admissions Ceilings
FY 1986
Ceiling

Revised
Admission
Levels

East Asia-First Asylum
East Asia-ODP
Eastern Europe and U.S.S.R.
Near East and South Asia
Latin America
Africa

37,000
8,500
9,500
6,000
3,000
3,000

35,000
8,500
9,500
6,000
250
1,750

TOTAL

67,000

61,000

We have substantially reduced the
projected Latin American numbers because the Government of Cuba has not
resumed implementation of the Migration Agreement with the United States
signed in December 1984. The lower
African admissions result from a
moratorium on refugee movements instituted by the Government of Sudan. We
have been forced to reduce expected admissions from East Asia/First Asylum
by 2,000 in order to free additional
resources for basic refugee assistance
requirements, particularly in Africa.
The post-Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
budget of $324 million for the State

1987 budget request of $22.6 billion for
the international affairs budget function
has been reduced to $17.9 billion and
$17 billion by the Senate and House
respectively. What these actions will
mean specifically for the refugee program request of $347 million is, at this
time, uncertain, but it is likely to be
substantial. Given that these funds aid
almost 10 million refugees throughout
the world, cutbacks of the magnitude
now being discussed would have serious
implications for the well-being of these
vulnerable people. We urge the support
of this committee in assuring that adequate funds are provided for these

vitally important humanitarian
programs.
First Half FY 1986 Admissions
For the committee's information, I am
also providing the status of actual
admissions to the United States as of
April 30, 1986:

21,050
East Asia-First Asylum
4,970
East Asia-ODP
Eastern Europe and U.S.S.R. 5,260
3,830
Near East and South Asia
21
Latin America
450
Africa
35,581

TOTAL

Drawing on refugees already in the
refugee processing centers, projected
Indochinese admissions for the remainder of the fiscal year are expected
to be close to the proposed reduced
level of 35,000. Admissions under the
Orderly Departure Program (ODP) are
likely to reach the 8,500 ceiling.
Although admissions of refugees
from the Soviet Union (primarily Soviet
Jews) continue to run disturbingly low
(511 as of the end of April), admissions
of other categories of refugees from
Eastern Europe should bring us close to
the 9,500 ceiling.
In the Near East region, refugees
are drawn primarily from Afghans
(1,629 as of April 30) and Iranians (1,973
for the same period), and total admissions for the year are expected to come
close to the 6,000 ceiling.
From Latin America, as noted
above, we have been disappointed in our
hope that the Cubans would terminate
the suspension of the December 1984
Migration Agreement. Admissions now
total 21 Cubans from other parts of
Central America, and admissions for the
year may well stay below 100 persons.
The shortfall from Africa, as I have
mentioned, is caused largely by suspension of processing in Sudan. The
suspension resulted initially from the
government's moratorium on refugee
movements but has continued because of
the current security situation and the
withdrawal of American personnel. If
we are able to move the 950 already approved by INS in Sudan, we could still
come close to the projected admissions
of 1,750.
Actual Admissions in FY 1985
For comparison, actual refugee admissions in FY 1985 totaled 68,045 out of a
ceiling of 70,000 [see chart].
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FY 1985 Refugee Admissions
Actual
Admissions

Regional
Ceilings

East Asia-First Asylum
East Asia-ODP
Eastern Europe and U.S.S.R.
Near East and South Asia
Latin America
Africa

41,972
7,998
9,990
5,994
138
1,953

42,000
8,000
10,000
6,000
1,000
3,000

TOTAL

68,045

70,000

Refugees in Africa
The budget shifts I have described have
been driven, to a large extent, by the
increased requirements for refugee assistance in Africa. The African refugee
situation is complex and dynamic. Many
countries are concurrently generators of
and receivers of refugees; refugees may
be returing home to some countries at
the same time as their compatriots are
fleeing into refuge.
You will remember that, during late
1984 and 1985, the number of refugees
in Africa in need of international assistance grew from some 2 million to
some 2.8 million. The dramatic increase
was principally caused by the coincidence of drought and civil strife. The
relatively abundant rains this year may
signal an end to the natural disaster of
drought but do not necessarily lead to a
solution to Africa's refugee problems.
For example, Chadians who fled into
Sudan may have been seeking food
relief aid as much as they were fleeing
the ravages of assorted bandits and
tribal enemies. Although rains have
returned, renewed fighting in Chad's internal war and the geopolitical interests
of Libya, Sudan, and Chad-among
others-conspire to keep many of those
Chadians in Sudan and of concern to
UNHCR. Elsewhere in Africa, the numbers of refugees able to return to their
homes have been offset by new refugee
flows. Therefore, the overall number of
refugees in Africa remains fairly constant, though the composition of the total is changing.
Horn of Africa
With respect to the Horn of Africa, we
continue to monitor closely the conditions which generate refugees. Two policies of the Government of Ethiopiainternal resettlement and villagizationappear to have caused significant flows
of refugees into Sudan and Somalia.
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Resettlement is currently suspended,
although the Ethiopian Government has
announced that it will resume later in
1986. We hope that any resumption will
not be accompanied by the gross violations of human rights previously associated with the program.
Villagization, which is purported to
improve services by organizing communities into more easily assisted units, is
an ongoing effort to relocate up to
33 million rural peasants. As many as
70,000 people have arrived in northwest
Somalia during the past 6 months, claiming that they are fleeing the effects of
villagization.
There have been a number of
problems with the assistance effort in
northwest Somalia since the Government of Somalia has decided not to
move these new refugees away from the
border to a more suitable site. However,
the office of the UN High Commissioner
for Refugees is organizing relief operations, and conditions seem to be
stabilizing.
Of course, civil strife in northern
Ethiopia is an ongoing cause of major
refugee flows into Sudan. And the
Oromo Liberation Front is engaged in
activities in western and southern
Ethiopia that contribute to flows to
Somalia.
Uganda
Another refugee emergency "hot spot"
which we are watching closely is southern Sudan and northern Uganda. War in
southern Sudan has led to the collapse
of traditional civil authorities. As a
result, in early May, armed attacks
were made on Ugandan refugee settlements. To date, some 60,000 Ugandan
refugees have fled home to Uganda.
Uganda is currently enjoying a period of
relative stability and, so far, has been
able to reintegrate these returning refugees with remarkable ease, despite

rather widespread destruction in northern Uganda. Additional precipitous
returns, however, could result in more
serious problems for Uganda, since
there are as many as 200,000 Ugandan
refugees still in southern Sudan.
Southern Africa
There have not been the outflows from
the Republic of South Africa that one
might have expected, given the current
violence there. Rather, South African
Government pressures on countries of
first asylum-including the recent raids
in Botswana, Zambia, and Zimbabwehave caused UNHCR to relocate refugees to safer places of asylum. Our
government has strongly condemned
those raids, and the Refugee Bureau has
earmarked funds to help repair the refugee reception center in Zambia that was
attacked.
We are, of course, quite concerned
about the potential for new refugees, including some who may simply be fleeing
the widening violence rather than being
associated with any of the banned
organizations. We are continuing to
work with our refugee officers in the
neighboring countries to ensure that
contingency planning is done by the
relevant international organization
whose mandates require it.
If the number of South African refugees has not been growing dramatically,
the number of Mozambican and Angolan
refugees has. As many as 180,000
Mozambican refugees have fled to South
Africa, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Malawi, and
Swaziland since 1984. Over 100,000 new
Angolan refugees have entered Zaire
and Zambia last year and this year.
Refugee Aid and Development
African host nations are developing
countries with limited resources to provide for their own citizens. We try to do
our fair share of providing for the care
and maintenance of African refugees
through international organizations such
as the UNHCR, ICRC, and WFP
[World Food Program]. However, there
is also a need to pursue more lasting
solutions through integration of refugee
and development aid. These mediumand long-term needs must not be forgotten in the process of responding to
urgent lifesaving demands.
'The complete transcript of the hearings
will be published by the committee and will be
available from the Superintendent of
Documents, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C. 20402. E
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Visit of Pakistan's Prime Minister
Prime MinisterMohammad Khan
Junejo of the Islamic Republic of
Pakistanmade an official visit to the
United States July 15-22, 1986. While in
Washington, D.C., July 15-18, he met
with PresidentReagan and other government officials.
Following is the text of the joint
statement issued on July 18.
At the invitation of the President
of the United States of America,
Ronald Reagan, the Prime Minister of
the Islamic Republic of Pakistan,
Mohammad Khan Junejo, paid an official
visit to the United States from
July 15-22, 1986.
The Prime Minister held intensive
and wide-ranging discussions with the
President, with senior representatives of
his Administration, and with Members of
Congress on matters of mutual concern
relating to the promotion of international peace and security, political
cooperation, and economic development.
The President and the Prime
Minister reviewed bilateral relations and
found them warm, friendly, and
mutually beneficial. They expressed
satisfaction with existing cooperation
and the hope that further progress
would be made through the U.S.Pakistan Joint Commission and the U.S.Pakistan Consultative Group. Both sides
welcomed the conclusion of the
memorandum of understanding to
facilitate transfer of technology to
Pakistan and to ensure its protection.
They noted with approval the discussions
underway to revise the Convention on
the Avoidance of Double Taxation. They
agreed that private-sector investment
missions should be encouraged, and in
the field of education, they agreed on the
despatch of an American team later this
year to discuss cooperation aimed at
improving the teaching of English in
Pakistan.
The President lauded the return of
representative democracy to Pakistan,
praising Prime Minister Junejo and
President Zia-ul-Haq for the steps taken
during the last year to end martial law
and to restore to the Pakistan people the
full liberties guaranteed by the 1973
Constitution. The President and the
Prime Minister agreed that democratic
institutions will make an important contribution to Pakistan's continued stability and progress.

-r-

Secretary Shultz greets Prime Minister Mohammad Khan Junejo at Andrews Air Force Base
on July 15, 1986.

The President underscored his
strong personal commitment to arms
control and to the prevention of the
spread of nuclear weapons. The Prime
Minister expressed his understanding
and support of U.S. efforts to promote
arms control and the nonproliferation of
nuclear weapons. The Prime Minister
reitereated the peaceful nature of
Pakistan's nuclear program. The two
leaders agreed, moreover, that it is
incumbent on each state in the region to
ensure that its use of nuclear energy is
strictly peaceful and to take concrete
steps to demonstrate a shared commitment to nonproliferation.

The Prime Minister and the President considered in depth the situation in
South and Southwest Asia. They noted
with serious concern the grave consequences for regional and international
peace and stability which flow from the
continuing Soviet occupation of and aggression against Afghanistan. They condemned the repeated attacks on
Pakistan's territory from Afghanistan.
The President reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to nonaligned Pakistan's independence, security, and territorial
integrity.
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Both leaders agreed on the urgent
need for a political settlement of the
Afghanistan problem consistent with the
principles enunciated in the seven resolutions adopted by overwhelming majorities in the UN General Assembly. The
President expressed his strong support
for Pakistan's sustained efforts to promote such a peaceful settlement of the
brutal conflict imposed upon the Afghan
people. They expressed the hope that at
the forthcoming round of the Geneva
proximity talks under the auspices of the
personal representative of the UN
Secretary General, the Kabul side will
put forward a short timetable for the
withdrawal of Soviet troops from
Afghanistan.
The President expressed his admiration for Pakistan's courage in standing
up to Soviet pressures through Afghanistan and for its selfless provision of
humanitarian relief to the nearly 3
million Afghans who have fled to
Pakistan in the last 7 years. The two
leaders agreed on the importance of
increasing the availability of
humanitarian assistance for the
countless numbers of Afghans affected
by the war. The President recalled his
recent meeting with the courageous
leaders of the Afghan alliance. The two
leaders expressed the hope that the
alliance will play an increasing role in
bolstering international support for the
cause of Afghan freedom.
The Prime Minister and the President expressed satisfaction with the successful conclusion of negotiations earlier
this year of a follow-on assistance
package for Pakistan in the sum of $4.02
billion over a 6-year period beginning
next year. The President stressed that
this unique multiyear program provides
tangible evidence of the durability and
continuity of the U.S. commitment to
strengthen Pakistan's defensive
capabilities in the face of Soviet
pressures from Afghanistan. U.S.
economic assistance is intended also to
supplement Pakistan's own efforts to
strengthen its economy.
The Prime Minister briefed the
President on discussions between the
Governments of Pakistan and India on
improving relations between their two
countries, a process strongly supported
by the United States. The President welcomed the pledge made by the Governments of Pakistan and India not to
attack each other's nuclear installations
and expressed the hope that these
discussions would continue to yield success. The Prime Minister also pointed to
recent initiatives supported by his
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government to expand regional cooperation among the nations of South Asia,
highlighting the promising beginning
last December of the South Asian
Association for Regional Cooperation
(SAARC). The President referred to his
message to the South Asian leaders
welcoming their establishment of
SAARC and expressed his government's
support for regional efforts, both under
SAARC as well as bilaterally, to promote peace and cooperation.
The Prime Minister and the President expressed deep concern at the
growing threat posed by international
narcotics trafficking to the very fabric of
society in every part of the world. They
discussed measures to halt the production of opium and other dangerous drugs

at their source, to suppress processing
facilities wherever they may be found,
and to escalate the war against domestic
and international traffickers. To this
end, the two leaders agreed to
strengthen their antinarcotics cooperation and to explore aerial spraying as a
poppy eradication measure.
The Prime Minister expressed his
sincere gratitude to the President and
the people of the United States for the
generous assistance provided his country
over the past 35 years and for the warm
welcome accorded to him and his delegation. He extended a cordial invitation to
the President to visit Pakistan. The
President expressed his appreciation for
the invitation and reiterated his desire to
visit Pakistan at a convenient date. 0

Terrorism and Tourism
by Robert B. Oakley
Address before the Conference on the
Future of TransatlanticTravel at the
PlazaHotel in New York City on
July 23, 1986. Ambassador Oakley is
Acting Ambassador at Largefor
Counter-Terrorism.
It is a pleasure to be here today to
discuss a very important issue to us
both-terrorism and tourism. The two
words unfortunately could be used for a
tongue twister-they sound too much
alike and get mixed up not only when
one is talking too fast but sometimes in
the popular perceptions.
We're all probably sick of hearing of
the "horror stories" about how the fear
of terrorism has sharply hurt tourism in
many parts of the world. I'm sure these
stories cause a sinking feeling in the
stomachs of those who are in the tourism
business, especially dealing with travel
to Europe. I won't try going into detail
on how bad that picture is-you have the
figures. We do not. But it might be
useful to first sketch out the broad picture of the actual terrorism situationincluding the figures we do have-and
then discuss what the use is trying to do
about it and how we can work together.
Facts and Figures on Terrorism
It seems that almost every day there is
some new reminder of terrorism on our
televisions or on the front pages of our
newspapers. Some of it is good news and

bad news. An Italian court recently convicted the hijackers of the Achille Lau ro
but there is a strong feeling that the
sentence was not long enough for some
of them. There have been several recent
major terrorist acts in Europe, but
because Americans were not involved
they got only fleeting attention from the
American media.
Over the past 2 years there has been
a major surge in terrorism abroad, both
internal (for example: within Lebanon,
India, Sri Lanka, Peru, Colombia, and
Chile) and international incidents. The
latter rose from the 500 per year
average for 1979-83 to 600 in 1984 and
about 800 in 1985. This upward trend
continued during the first several
months this year. Preliminary tallies
indicate there were about 417 international terrorist incidents for JanuaryJune 1986, compared with 352 for the
same period of 1985.
The increase since mid-1984 has
come from the Middle East and Latin
America. For 1984 there were only 81
incidents recorded in Latin America,
with 132 for 1985 and 65 for the first
half of 1986. There were 109 incidents
during 1983 in the Middle East, 206 during 1984, 378 during 1985 (plus about 75
conducted by Middle East terrorists in
Europe), and 165 during the first half of
this year in the Middle East (plus about
26 conducted in Europe). Since April,
Qadhafi-directed terrorism has been
quiescent in the aftermath of U.S.
military raids and the ensuing Libyan
disarray and the European crackdown in
which more than 100 Libyan so-called
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diplomats and businessmen have been
expelled; Syria and Iran appear to be in
a cautious mode. However, several
Palestinian splinter groups have been
active and could get even more active in
Europe. And during the past 2 weeks,
leftwing European groups have once
again resumed their operations. Thus it
seems probable that terrorist activity in
Europe will not diminish during the last
half of the year, although it may not be
directed so much against Americans.
In Latin America, the most intensive
area of recent activity has been Peru,
followed by Colombia and Central
America. Two American tourists
recently were killed during a terrorist
attack in Peru, although it received little
public attention. Cooperation between
narcotics traffickers and terrorists is a
growing problem. The United States and
the U.S.S.R. rank just behind the
Government of Peru as targets there,
and resident Americans are choice
targets elsewhere in Latin America.
Although for the past decade U.S.
citizens and installations abroad have
been the number one terrorist target
(aside, of course, from Israel), it is a
mistake to believe that we are the principal target of foreign terrorists. Despite
the impression received from sensationalist, ethnocentric media coverage,
the percentage of attacks against
Americans has actually decreased over
the past 3 years from 40% to 25%. The
2,200 terrorist casualties last year-up
from 1,300 in 1984-and the nearly 800
incidents were spread among citizens
and facilities of some 90 countries. Of
the 877 men, women, and children who
were killed last year, 28 were Americans
and 28 were Israelis. The impression
that the terrorists-especially Middle
East terrorists-are waiting in Europe
to pounce primarily upon Americans is
just not true. Among the various targets
of Middle East terrorists operating in
Europe-the region in which you are most
concerned-Americans have been the
targets of fewer incidents than anyone
else. The biggest target has been
Palestinians and other Arabs. In the past
year and a half, from January 1985
through June 1986, there were about
100 terrorist attacks in Europe attributed to Middle Eastern groups. Arabs
and Palestinians were the victims of 49%
of the attacks, down from 65% for the
preceding 5 years. The percentage of
attacks against Israeli and Jewish
citizens remained virtually the same at
15%. The percentage of attacks against
Western Europeans and Americans
doubled-26% for the Western
Europeans; 10% of the Americans. But

for Americans, that worked out to only
10 incidents over the past 18 months.
Any death from terrorism is one too
many, and terrorism is designed for the
maximum shock effect upon public and
political opinion-we do not and should
not accept them as a part of the modern
world the way we do car accidents.
However, we should keep the number of
incidents in perspective as well as the
perpetrators, intent to shock. We must
take the proper precautions but not
allow ourselves to fall into their trap and
react thoughtlessly. The chances of
being unexpectedly killed in a car or
plane crash or in a criminal attack are
much higher than being in the wrong
place at the wrong time when a terrorist
group manages to make an attack.
Resolving the Decline in Tourism
While it's easy to hit on the fear of terrorism as the culprit in the decline in
European tourism, and it is an important
factor, we believe a combination of factors are involved: terrorism, the weakening of the U.S. dollar in many countries,
attractive travel packages plus falling
gasoline prices for those who stay at
home, and the competition of other countries and regions of the world. But the
perception among Americans and the
Europeans that it was terrorism did
have major and unprecedented
economic, political, and security consequences in Western Europe and the
Mediterranean where hundreds of
millions of dollars have been lost by the
United Kingdom, Greece, Italy, Israel,
Egypt, Tunisia, and other countries.
Other governments, as well as some
in the travel and terrorist industry, have
blamed the Reagan Administration as
somehow being responsible for the
problems-as if the President created
terrorism, or dictated the type of media
coverage, or should not have spoken
publicly of a serious threat to this country and its citizens, or should not have
taken action to try and stop terrorism
and protect our citizens. This totally
unfair criticism misses the entire point
of the Administration's policies and programs for countering terrorism.
We have been working with other
governments for several years-and
more intensively as terrorism has
increased-to try and deal with what is
obviously a common problem. We urged
them to place tighter controls upon the
movements of suspected terrorists, to
improve security at their ports and airports, and increase intelligence
exchanges on terrorist threats. We

offered them assistance for these purposes. Indeed, we have a very useful
antiterrorism training assistance program which helps train security officials
from friendly countries. We also urged
them to join us in applying pressure to
states who support terrorism. Unfortunately, our warnings, our advice, and
our offers of help generally fell upon
deaf ears or were resented as an intrusion, as improper pressure. This attitude
prevailed for most governments until the
terrorists struck so close to home and
the problem for the country or countries
concerned became too great to ignore.
For example, over the years there
had been lengthy discussions with the
Greek authorities about the security
problem at Athens airport. ICAO [Internation Civil Aviation Organization] and
FAA [Federal Aviation Administration]
teams repeatedly had visited the airport
to discuss the need and ways to
strengthen security procedures. In
February 1985, the Greek and U.S.
experts agreed upon a number of
specific measures to be taken at Athens
airport. But nothing happened-until
after the TWA hijacking in June, the
U.S. Government issuance of a travel
advisory, and a sharp fall in tourism to
Greece. The Greek authorities then took
the previously promised actions. After
inspecting the improved situation, we
then rescinded the travel advisory.
Athens airport today has good security.
The TWA #847 hijacking, and other terrorist attacks also prompted various
governments to tighten up a bit, but
there were still lots of loopholes, as
dramatically illustrated in the attacks on
Rome and Vienna airports in December
and the hijacking of an Egyptian airliner.
These highly publicized incidents, plus
Qadhafi's public threats to attack
Americans, caused additional American
tourists to cancel plans for visiting
Europe, and it began to take on a
snowball effect.
Let me say a word here about travel
advisories. It should be pointed out that
the State Department has not issued
travel advisories against traveling to
Western Europe because of terrorism.
We have been questioned on this, particularly by Congress, and I think it
might be worth sharing the same explanation we have provided to Congress.
Travel advisories are issued from time to
time by the State Department's Office of
Overseas Citizens Services which also
handles hundreds of phone calls a day
about whether it is safe to visit country
X or Z.
The majority of advisories refer to
temporary conditions unrelated to
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physical safety, such as health-related
matters, changes in customs, visa and
currency requirements, or warnings
about penalities for blackmarket or narcotics activities. Relatively few travel
advisories are used for security reasons,
such as crime, civil unrest, or warfare.
Security-related advisories usually
reflect a trend or pattern of violence not
previously experienced in the area. Thus,
isolated international terrorist attacks,
which can and do occur virtually anywhere, do not trigger travel advisories.
The exception would be a country whose
government consistently failed to provide reasonable security. Travel advisories are not issued for political reasons,
they are issued only after careful coordination with our diplomatic mission in
the affected country and various U.S.
Government agencies. While travel
advisories have the primary purpose of
alerting the public to adverse conditions,
they may also have the effect of helping
move a government to change those
conditions.
The advisories can be obtained from
regional passport offices or the Citizens
Emergency Center in the State Department. The Consular Affairs Bureau also
makes a number of pamphlets available
for the public on tips to travelers and
recently issued one on security tips.
U.S. Approach to Travel and Security
The Department has consistently tried to
take a nonalarmist approach to the question of travel safety. We take opportunities such as this one to emphasize
that there are no security-related advisories for any of the European countries.
We believe in tourism-it is good for
the individuals and for the host countries. We do not like to see the adverse
impact of tourism overreaction on our
friends overseas. We have been in contact with the U.S. travel industry's
group which is trying to deal with the
problem. We are pleased to see these
steps by the industry, and we are ready
to provide information and assistance.
We also have been providing
assistance to other U.S. businessmen
through the Overseas Security Advisory
Council which was established last year
to help provide information, guidance,
and briefings to American firms
operating abroad. And, of course, we
have been working with the airline
industry, and since the Achille Lauro
hijacking, the maritime industry, to help
improve security. A major effort, in
partnership with Congress, has been
made to improve airline and cruiseline
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security. Two major avenues are the International Civil Aviation Organization
and the International Maritime
Organization which have been developing tightened international standards.
Many of the suggestions for
improved security standards predate the
rash of spectacular terrorism attacks
last year. However only after Qadhafi's
attempt to conduct a widespread masscasualty terrorist campaign against the
United States and our actions against
Libya in self-defense did many European
governments respond to the need for
firm, concerted action such as we had
been promoting.
International Cooperation
These measures and other collective
measures are important because fighting
terrorism has to be an international
effort. The responsibility for security
and protection of the airports used by
local citizens and visitors lies with the
host country. We cannot patrol every
airport and street used by American
tourists. We cannot unilaterally decide
to send in rescue teams into any airport
in the world regardless of the attitudes
of the local government. We cannot
literally be the policemen of the world.
Thus it is crucial that the nations of
the world cooperate in the international
terrorism effort. The past months have
seen important progress in this direction. For example, the foreign ministers
of the 12 European Community (EC)
countries on April 21 agreed to reduce
the size of the Libyan People's Bureaus
and increase cooperation among law
enforcement and intelligence agencies.
They also agreed to impose tight controls upon the entry and movement of all
Libyans, including diplomats and other
government officials. On May 5 in
Tokyo, the leaders of the seven governments of the economic summit countries
agreed to a series of actions to be taken
against international terrorism and
states that support it, again identifying
Libya. In addition to reiterating and
strengthening the actions agreed to by
the EC, the Tokyo statement called for
improved extradition procedures,
strengthening the Bonn declaration on
civil aviation security, and greater international cooperation generally, including
use of the United Nations.
In fighting terrorism effectively, we
must keep the momentum going both
unilaterally and multilaterally. At the
same time, we must not exaggerate the
threat nor allow ourselves to be intimidated by it. Nothing encourages terrorists more than seeing that they have

succeeded in panicking public or political
opinion, which is a paramount objective.
Therefore, it is important for groups
such as the travel industry to work
together. The work and messages need
to be more than public relations and
advertising. Yes, it is important to try to
put the terrorist situation in perspective
and help people understand they should
not be frightened from important
cultural experiences by exaggerated
fears. Of course, I may be preaching to
the brave-you who have braved the
perils of New York, a city that many
Europeans are frightened to visit.
Your activities and message should
not only be aimed at Americans, telling
them it is OK to "come home" to
Europe. It is necessary to also make it
clear to European colleagues that advertisements and cosmetics are not enough,
and that we shouldn't relax because of
what may be a temporary lull in Libyan
and particularly state-supported terrorism. Governments and businessmen
in Europe need to understand that
whatever money they may save or make
from buying Libyan oil or selling spare
parts to that country is far outweighed
by the losses in tourist dollars, security
expenses, and hesitant investors.
A complete end to terrorism may be
impossible. There are too many different
groups and too many grievances to
satisfy all of their so-called root causes.
But a great deal of terrorism can be contained and limited by strong action. And
many potential tourists would be
reassured if they were convinced that
other governments were taking all the
effective actions possible, not cutting
corners or trying to make deals with
terrorists.
Nor can we let the terrorists feel
that they are succeeding in creating tensions within the Western alliance and to
believe that they can be successful over
time in creating an isolationist mentality
in this country which will erode our
important economic, strategic, and
political interests abroad. Such a feeling
would only encourage more attacks upon
Americans as well as damage our
broader interests.
In summation, we must take a cool,
calm, and cooperative as well as determined approach in fighting terrorism.
The terrorists must not be allowed to get
the best of us. Progress has been made
and more will be, but fighting terrorism
is a long-term effort for all of us, those
in business, those in the U.S. Government, and those in other governments.
We have started working together
through a variety of informal contacts. I
hope we can continue. E
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Antiterrorism Act
Signed into Law
PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT,
AUG. 27, 19861
I have signed into law H.R. 4151, the
"Omnibus Diplomatic Security and Antiterrorism Act of 1986." This marks yet
another step forward in our bipartisan
effort to eradicate international terrorism. I would like to recognize the
valuable contributions to this legislation
by the Vice President and his task force
on combatting terrorism; Secretary
Shultz and Admiral Inman and their
panel on diplomatic security; and the
work of Senator Richard Lugar and
Representatives Dante Fascell, Bill
Broomfield, Dan Mica, and Olympia
Snowe, as well as many other
distinguished Members of the Congress,
for bringing the various parts of this act
together. This is truly a bipartisan piece
of work.
This act once again puts those who
would instigate acts of terrorism against
U.S. citizens or property on notice that
we will not be deterred from carrying
out our obligations throughout the
world. I am committed to ensuring the
safety of our diplomats, servicemen, and
citizens wherever they may be. This
historic act provides the organization
and authorities necessary to implement
the recommendations of the Advisory
Panel on Overseas Security. It also
establishes within the Department of
State a new Bureau of Diplomatic
Security and a diplomatic security service to increase the professionalism and
effectiveness of our security personnel.
Another important piece of this act
that I am particularly pleased to have
supported is the victims of terrorism
assistance program. This, for the first
time, will provide for the care and
welfare of the victims of terrorism and
their families.
At the same time, I continue to urge
cooperation with all nations, on both a
bilateral and multilateral basis, to seek
ways to work together to end the continuing onslaught of international terrorism
against civilized society. Seeking international cooperation is vital in the struggle against terrorism, and that effort
will remain a top foreign policy priority
for me. Within the government, cooperation and coordination among all departments and agencies is also essential in
protecting our vital national security
interests from the terrorist threat.

We can never legislate an end to terrorism. However, we must remain
resolute in our commitment to confront
this criminal behavior in every waydiplomatically, economically, legally,
and, when necessary, militarily. Firstrate intelligence remains the key
element in each of these areas. We will
continue to improve our ability to
predict, prevent, and respond to threats

of terrorism with an expanded intelligence-gathering capability. We will continue to work with the Congress to identify legislative gaps in our ability to combat terrorism. This act adds to our
capabilities and further demonstrates
our resolve. I congratulate those
responsible for this historic act.
'Text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of Sept. 1, 1986.
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Nicaragua's Role
in Revolutionary Internationalism
by Vernon A. Walters
Statement before the UN Security
Council on July 1, 1986. Ambassador
Walters is U.S. PermanentRepresentative to the UnitedNations.I
Before addressing the specific reasons
for this present Security Council
meeting, I feel it imperative to point out
that this is the 11th time the Sandinista
regime has come to this Council to lay
out a, by now, standard litany of
complaints.
Nicaragua seeks yet again to divert
the Council's attention away from
Nicaragua's own behavior in the region.
It is about time we ceased being fooled
by Sandinista propaganda; it is about
time we recognized that it is Nicaragua's
aggression which is the source of the
conflict in Central America.
The members of this Council should,
by now, be familiar with the facts concerning Nicaraguan aggression. The
United States has provided abundantoverwhelming-evidence of Nicaragua's
misdeeds. It is, nonetheless, evident that
the Sandinistas remain consummately
skilled in obscuring their odious record
of subversion, aggression, and armed
attack.
Nicaragua has stated in the most
solemn terms that "it has never supplied
arms or other material assistance to
insurgents in El Salvador or sanctioned
the use of its territory for such purpose,
it has never permitted Salvadoran
insurgents to establish a headquarters or
operations base or command and control
facility in Nicaraguan territory and has
never permitted its territory to be used
for training of Salvadoran insurgents."
Nicaragua has made similar statements
not only at the International Court of
Justice but in innumerable other fora as
well. There can be no pretense that this

categorical assertion is a slip of the
tongue or an ill-considered, ill-informed,
or unauthoritative statement. And yet, it
was-and is-entirely false.
An essential element of Nicaragua's
foreign policy from the very beginning
has been its continuing support of
subversion in Latin America. This support has been active, deliberate, substantial, and sustained. At a meeting for
party activists barely 2 months after
coming to power, the Sandinista leadership committed itself to support for
revolutionary struggle beyond its
borders. Later that year, as recounted
by former commanders of the
Salvadoran FMLN [Farabundo Marti
National Liberation Front], the Sandinistas established facilities and sites
within Nicaragua for use in training
guerrillas from other Central American
countries.
Sandinista Aggression
in El Salvador
The principal target of Sandinista
aggression has been El Salvador.
Nicaragua has since 1979 provided
massive support to the guerrillas seeking
to overthrow that country's government.
That support has included training;
command-and-control headquarters and
advice; and weapons, ammunition, and
other vital supplies. Nicaragua has
served as a rear-area sanctuary for the
guerrillas and headquarters for their
political arm. The interaction of the
Sandinista leadership with that of the
FMLN and FDR [Revolutionary
Democratic Front] has been constant
and intimate. Nicaragua has publicly
identified itself with the goals and
methods of the Salvadoran guerrillas.
The evidence of this activity is real,
varied, and massive. Documents captured in El Salvador establish the key
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Nicaraguan role in unifying, supplying,
and sustaining the FMLN. That role was
crucial in 1980-81, as shown in the
documents published by the United
States in February 1981. Documents
captured from FMLN commander Nidia
Diaz in April 1985 made clear that the
nature of Nicaragua's support for the
rebels had remained substantial. Aerial
photography, released by the United
States, shows the very airfield from
which many of those supplies were
flown.
Guerrilla commanders captured or
defecting from 1981 to the present day
have, one after another, described in
compelling detail the dependence of the
Salvadoran guerrillas on Nicaraguansupplied weapons and supplies, on
safehaven in that country, on communications and command services from
Nicaragua, and on training conducted in
or facilitated by Nicaragua. The deaths
of two top guerrilla leaders in Managua
in 1983-and the attendance of top
Sandinista leaders at their funeralsunderscored that the FMLN leadership
has operated out of Managua with the
full collaboration of the Sandinistas.
Weapons captured from, or remaining in, guerrilla hands have been traced
through official U.S. shipping and production records from Vietnam through
Nicaragua to the rebels. The elaborate
smuggling network developed by the
Sandinistas is attested to by such irrefutable physical evidence as the large
trailer truck crammed -with weapons and
ammunition captured by Honduran
authorities en route from Nicaragua to
El Salvador in 1981. This pattern continues. Several months ago a Lada automobile on the same Nicaragua-El Salvador
route crashed and was found to contain
weapons, ammunition, demolitions and
cryptographic equipment, and letters to
the Salvadoran guerrilla leadership.
Finally, there are the confessions of
the Sandinistas themselves. They have
on several occasions stated their capacity to halt the aid being given to the
FMLN. At the International Court, one
of its ruling comandantes has sworn that
his government "never" had a policy of
sending arms to Salvadoran guerrillaswhile presenting an affidavit that it had
not done precisely that "in a good long
time."
And yet, Nicaragua would have us,
and the world, believe that none of this
evidence exists. Nicaragua would like us,
instead, to pitch all this evidence out the
window and take its flat, unsupported
word that "in truth, [it] is not engaged,
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and has not been engaged in, the provision of arms or other supplies" to the
guerrillas in El Salvador. Nicaragua
would have us disregard the tens of
thousands of dead, the hundreds of millions of dollars in economic damage, the
immense human misery it has imposed
on El Salvador, and take its word that it
has not attacked El Salvador.
Other Subversion Targets
But let us not stop our examination with
El Salvador. Others as well have suffered from "revolutionary internationalism." Honduras has been the
target of attempted subversion. Twice,
in 1983 and 1984, the Sandinistas sought
to infiltrate groups into Honduras to
initiate a guerrilla war against the
government of that country. A large
number of these guerrillas were captured and attested to Nicaragua's role in
their training, direction, and infiltration
across the border. In 1985, members of
the Nicaraguan intelligence services
were captured inside Honduras and confessed their involvement in conveying
arms to subversive groups in Honduras.
As documented in detail by a Costa
Rican legislative commission, the
Sandinistas-while conducting their campaign against Somoza, and later when
they began to provide material support to
the Salvadoran rebels-also established
and maintained a clandestine arms supply network in Costa Rica. Sandinistasupported terrorists conducted a series
of attacks in Costa Rica between 1981
and 1985, and agents of Nicaragua have
attempted or conducted a number of
assassinations in that country. Farther
afield, Nicaraguan support for the M-19
was revealed by tracing the serial
numbers of weapons captured after the
bloody attack on the Palace of Justice in
Bogota, Colombia.
While its preferred method is
through secret support for subversion,
since if caught it can hope to brazen its
way out by lying, Nicaragua has not
hesitated to apply direct, conventional
military force. It has conducted literally
hundreds of cross-border military incursions into Honduras, beginning 3 days
after the July 19, 1979, takeover and
culminating in March of this year, when
some 1,500 Sandinista soldiers penetrated 25 kilometers into Honduras and
remained for a period of several days. In
familiar form, officials of the Nicaraguan
Government-including its permanent
representative-initially denied that Sandinista troops had crossed the border at
all. Ambassador Astorga went before
the world's cameras and stated that the

so-called invasion was a total falsehood,
an invention of the Reagan Administration. Only after undeniable evidence had
surfaced did President Ortega
acknowledge the incursion and some 150
casualties, proving which country had
lied. The Sandinista military has
attacked into Costa Rica on many occasions, including one occasion last year
when it killed two members of the Costa
Rican Civil Guard and compelled Costa
Rica to take the case to the OAS
[Organization of American States].
The Militarization
of Nicaragua's Society
Nicaragua has been able to flagrantly
violate its neighbors' borders because it
has amassed the largest and most powerful military force in the history of Central America. Those who considered the
Somoza regime to present an image of
unmatched military repression should
take pause in realizing that the Sandinista armed forces, like their secret
police, are some 10 times larger than
those of Somoza at their height. And
yet, Nicaragua has recently begun to
assert an intention to expand its forces
to 200,000 or 300,000 trained personnel.
Not only are the Sandinista forces
numerically the largest, but they have
arms unmatched elsewhere in the
region, including 340 tanks and armored
vehicles, dozens of combat helicopters,
and 70 long-range howitzers. These
forces are made all the more effective by
the presence of thousands of Cuban and
other foreign advisers operating from
the highest echelons of ministries to the
battalion and even company level,
including Cuban pilots flying combat
missions.
This massive military buildup has
had the most profound impact on
Nicaraguan society. And this impact has
not been accidental: the militarization of
Nicaraguan society has been a key goal
from the beginning of Sandinista rule
and has, as intended, contributed enormously to the ability of the regime to
exercise comprehensive control over the
society as a whole. Thus, long before
even Nicaragua asserts there was any
threat from contras or any other source,
the Sandinistas planned and executed an
accelerating and major expansion of the
Nicaraguan Armed Forces. The army, of
course, is designated as the "Sandinista
Popular Army" and great attention is
paid to political indoctrination. These
steps parallel those imposed over the
past 7 years throughout the society as a
whole.
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This is not the occasion to rehearse
the sad and predictable story of Sandinista repression, or to discuss at
length-as so easily could be done-the
betrayal of the high hopes of the
Nicaraguan people. Sandinista claims to
defend human rights have been shown to
be as hollow as their claims to be living
in peace with their neighbors.
Nicaragua, a small country, now has
more political prisoners than any country in the hemisphere except Cuba and
maintains a system of political tribunals
outside the law which ensure that no one
escapes "revolutionary justice." In 1982,
the Sandinistas imposed a "temporary"
state of emergency; 4 years later the
Nicaraguan people are still deprived of
the rights of free speech, assembly, and
movement-to name only a few of the
"basic human rights" promised in 1979
and stolen by the Sandinista regime. It
may be noted that by closing down La
Prensa,Nicaragua has now become the
single country in mainland Latin
America entirely precluding opposition
access to the media. Nicaragua today has
nothing to do with the Nicaragua its
people believed they were fighting for in
1979, nor with the Nicaragua the Sandinistas promised both to the people of
that country and to the inter-American
community.
The internal situation in Nicaragua,
tragic in itself, is relevant to one other
crucial element in the Central American
picture. The repressive regime of the
Sandinistas is directly responsible for
the development and growth of the
armed democratic resistance in
Nicaragua. The Nicaraguan democratic
resistance is fighting to restore the
original objectives of the Nicaraguan
revolution. Its 20,000 participants seek
to establish a true democracy in which
the people of Nicaragua are free to
select their own leaders. They seek full
respect for human rights and an economic system providing both for growth
and for equitable distribution of wealth.
The leaders of this resistance are the
same men and women who fought
against Somoza-and with the
Sandinistas-7 years ago. Like
thousands of other Nicaraguans who
believed in the revolution and once were
allies of the Sandinistas, they did not
take lightly their decision to join the
resistance; they joined because they had
been left no choice. The Sandinistas
closed the avenues of meaningful
political participation within Nicaragua
and convinced them that change could
come only through armed force.
These, then, are the facts. Nicaragua
has deliberately, as a matter of state

policy and without provocation, conducted armed attacks on its neighbors.
In the case of El Salvador, that attack,
conducted through proxies, has lasted
over 5 years at immense cost in lives and
economic damage. The Sandinistas have
sought to develop insurgencies in Honduras, and have both covertly and openly
attacked both Honduras and Costa Rica.
They have sought, through a massive
military buildup, to intimidate both their
neighbors and their own people. They
have created a repressive state, the very
nature of which is ominously unprecedented in Central America. And in so
doing, they have given rise to a movement involving tens of thousands of men
and women fighting to restore
Nicaragua to the ideals of the 1979
revolution.
U.S. Objectives and Assistance
Is it surprising, in these circumstances,
that the United States should have
become involved in the response to the
multifaceted threat to peace presented
by Sandinista Nicaragua? U.S. policy
toward Nicaragua has four broad
objectives:
e An end to Nicaraguan aggression,
whether through support for guerrilla
groups in neighboring countries or
through conventional military attack;
* Severance of Nicaraguan military
and security ties to Cuba and the Soviet
bloc;
* Reduction of Nicaragua's military
strength to levels that would restore
military equilibrium to the region; and
* Fulfillment of the original
promises of democratic pluralism and
respect for human and civil rights.
It is our conviction that achievement
of these goals would ensure the restoration of peace and a climate conducive to
growth, democratic political development, and security in the region. These
goals are entirely consistent with those
of the other countries of the region and
with multilateral diplomatic initiatives
strongly endorsed by this body. While
Nicaragua focuses on U.S. support,
which it considers unjustified, for the
democratic resistance, it is important to
recall that the United States has pursued
these benign and constructive goals
through any number of peaceful means.
Regrettably, those approaches have
proven very largely unsuccessful in
achieving changes in the Nicaraguan
behavior that so concerns its neighbors
and the United States.
The United States initially provided
substantial economic assistance to the

Sandinista-dominated regime. We were
largely instrumental in the OAS action
delegitimizing the Somoza regime and
laying the groundwork for installation
for the new junta. Later, when the Sandinista role in the Salvadoran conflict
became clear, we sought through a combination of private diplomatic contacts
and suspension of assistance to convince
Nicaragua to halt its subversion. Later
still, economic measures and further
diplomatic efforts were employed to try
to effect changes in Sandinista behavior.
Still, Nicaragua's posture was one of
complete and sustained intransigence.
It is perhaps worth underscoring
that this "intransigence" is not quite
what Nicaragua would like us to see it
as-the plucky refusal of a small but
proud nonaligned state to be bullied by a
brutish and overweening superpower.
Rather, it was an adamant continuation
of entirely unprovoked and unwarranted
policies of attempting to overthrow the
Salvadoran Government, of a rapid
military buildup well beyond anything
justifiable in internal or regional terms,
of an embrace of the Cubans and
Soviets, and of internal political repression raising the most profound doubts
about the Sandinistas' readiness to
observe their commitments of July 1979.
It was long hoped that Nicaragua
could be induced to modify one crucial
element of its behavior-its penchant for
attacking its neighbors-by demonstrating that it could not hope to achieve
its goal of replacing their government
with one more like its own. My government provided substantial assistance to
the countries suffering from Sandinista
attentions.
Nicaragua's neighbors have asked
for assistance against Nicaraguan
aggression, and the United States has
responded. Those countries have
repeatedly and publicly made clear that
they consider themselves to be the victims of aggression from Nicaragua, and
that they desire United States assistance
in meeting both subversive attacks and
the conventional threat posed by the
relatively immense Nicaraguan Armed
Forces.
The United States has provided over
$2 billion in assistance to Central
America since 1979. Three-quarters of
this sum has come in the form of
economic assistance; barely one-fourth
has been military assistance despite the
enormous costs entailed in meeting the
covert attacks and conventional threats
posed by Nicaragua. Regrettably, too
great a proportion of this assistance
must be used, not for the developmental
and human needs of those countries, but
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to repair economic damage caused by the
policy of the Nicaraguan-sponsored
FMLN of deliberately destroying the
Salvadoran infrastructure. U.S. military
and economic assistance have contributed to limiting the scale and impact
of the active warfare, especially in
Salvador, and to increasing Nicaragua's
neighbors' security against the Sandinistas. There was every evidence, however, as there is today, that the Sandinistas could and intended to continue
their aggressive policies indefinitely.
Faced with the failure of all peaceful
means, and the unacceptability of allowing Nicaraguan subversion and aggression to continue unchecked, the United
States began to provide limited support
for the democratic resistance forces
already in the field. Supporting the
resistance is the most effective means of
exerting pressure on the Sandinistas to
modify those policies presenting a threat
to their neighbors and to regional peace.
The United States is hopeful that the
combination of failure in Nicaragua's
policy of aggression, the increasing costs
of maintaining its overblown military
establishment, a collapsing economy,
deepening popular discontent, and an
increasingly effective democratic
resistance will finally lead the Sandinistas to realize they have no alternative but to engage in serious negotiations aimed at achieving both regional
peace and internal reconciliation.
Let me make clear that U.S. policy
does not seek the overthrow of the
Nicaraguan Government, nor do we
believe that full achievement of our principal policy objectives in Nicaragua
would be incompatible with the Government of Nicaragua's own stated positions. Nicaragua has accepted the Contadora Document of Objectives as the
basis for negotiation and for a comprehensive and effective peace in the
region. The United States, too, has made
abundantly clear that full and verifiable
implementation of the Document of
Objectives would meet all our policy
goals in Nicaragua and the region. President Reagan essentially confirmed this
position as recently as June 24. Indeed,
it is virtually impossible to imagine any
other context in which peace could come
to the region.
We believe that continued U.S. support for the resistance is essential to
induce the Sandinista regime to enter
into meaningful negotiations. We regret
that this is so, but have too often been
faced with Sandinista promises which
evaporate when the immediate tactical
basis for their issuance has disappeared.
It is not enough for Nicaragua to assert
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a readiness to sign an incomplete
regional treaty; they must actually
achieve and implement one.
The history of Contadora is replete
with occasions on which Nicaragua for
tactical reasons took an apparently
forthcoming position, only to reverse
itself at a later moment. Indeed, their
June 21 response to the latest draft
agreement underscores their cynical
attitude toward Contadora. While claiming to respond favorably to the draft,
they in fact simply recycled old proposals
which had been rejected by the other
parties to the negotiations. Since the
Central American democracies had
already noted major deficiencies in the
new draft, the Sandinistas' response can
only be seen as a cost-free gambit aimed
at influencing the vote on assistance for
the democratic resistance. Still, we
remain hopeful that Nicaragua will come
to realize that this course of action is
bankrupt and self-destructive, and that
there are other, constructive roles it
could be playing instead.
The U.S. House of Representatives'
approval of the request for further
assistance for the resistance should give
the Sandinistas good reason to negotiate
seriously. That vote made clear that the
United States is not going to weary of
the fight against their aggression-is not
going to let Nicaragua conduct its
aggressive and repressive policies unchallenged. Nicaragua, as we have seen,
plays fast and loose with the facts. This
time, perhaps, it succeeded in deluding
even itself about just how well it had
deceived the Congress about its true
nature and policies.
Will Nicaragua Choose Peace?
The United States seeks peace, security,
democracy, and economic development
throughout Central America. We believe
that our actions are in compliance with
international law and the highest ideals

of the UN Charter. We are helping
friends defend themselves against armed
attack from Nicaragua and thus striking
a blow against aggression. Our support
for the Nicaraguan resistance is
designed only to encourage Nicaragua to
participate seriously and in good faith in
the regional negotiations now under
way. We remain prepared to resume a
high-level bilateral dialogue with
Nicaragua at the same time as it opens
talks with the opposition.
The question now is whether the
Sandinistas truly want peace. Are they
willing to negotiate seriously with their
neighbors and their own people? Are
they willing to halt their efforts to overthrow or intimidate their neighbors? Are
they willing to fulfill their promises of
July 1979?
The fact remains that these choices,
so crucial for peace in Central America,
are for the Nicaraguans to make, not for
the United States. We have not launched
an unprovoked attack on El Salvador.
We have not sustained for 5 years a war,
bleeding El Salvador's people and
economy white. We have not sought to
destabilize or intimidate Nicaragua's
unoffending neighbors. We have not
inserted the East-West dimension by
inviting in thousands of Cuban and
Soviet-bloc "advisers." We have not conducted since 1979 an unprecedented and
unnecessary military buildup. We have
not established in Nicaragua an increasingly rigid and ideologically-controlled
society wholly at variance with the 1979
promises. And, finally, it is not our
policies which have caused tens of
thousands of Nicaraguans to fight to
restore the democratic values in the
name of which the 1979 revolution was
fought.
The crucial choices, then, are
Nicaragua's. And we will be watching
closely to see what choice they make.
1USUN press release 76 of July 1, 1986. E

Report on UN Human Rights
Commission Meeting
by RichardSchifter
Statement before the Subcommittee
on Human Rights and International
Organizationsof the House Foreign
Affairs Committee on June 25, 1986.
AmbassadorSchifter is Assistant
Secretaryfor Human Rights and
HumanitarianAffairs. I

I am grateful to you for giving me this
opportunity to report to you on the proceedings at the 1986 session of the UN
Human Rights Commission (UNHRC).
This was the sixth successive session
that I attended and my fourth as head of
the U.S. delegation. As the commission
is, in its essence, a parliamentary body,
you will, in the light of your own political
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experience, understand that the sixth
session was much easier than the first.
There are benefits derived from having
learned the unwritten rules and customs
and having developed personal friendships with one's colleagues.
UNHRC Operations
Before addressing myself to the events
of the 1986 session of the UNHRC, let
me offer a few general comments on the
commission. There is, on one hand, the
risk of approaching the commission with
starry-eyed notions about what it can
accomplish. These starry-eyed notions
will be retained only if one is blind to
reality. On the other hand, the hypocrisy
so evident among a good number of commission members can easily drive one to
give up all hope of doing anything useful
at the commission. My recommendation
is that we recognize the UN Human
Rights Commission for what it is,
another forum in which UN politics is
played; and that we then, understanding
all its limitations, use this forum as best
we can to advance the cause of human
rights.
These limitations, under which the
commission operates, become clear when
we review the role of its 43 members.
Though the membership changed over
the course of the six sessions that I
attended and though a number of
member countries shifted during this
period from dictatorial governments to
democracies, at no time during these
years was there a majority on the commission that would be rated "free" in
the annual evaluation prepared by
Freedom House. The challenge to us is
to determine how, given the commission
composition, we can most effectively
function there to advance the very ideals
for which this UN body was created.
The delivery of thoughtful and persuasive speeches is undoubtedly the least
complicated way of advancing the human
rights cause at the commission. It is
striking that the hubbub that usually fills
the commission room suddenly comes to
an end when the United States is ready
to deliver a major address. It is a rather
heady experience for any one of us
whose task it is to speak on behalf of our
country. We need to remind ourselves
that the silence around us is not a
tribute to our eloquence nor to any other
personal factor but to the nameplate
behind which we speak. The United
States is listened to. That is why it is
important that when we take the floor,
we make sure that we have something
worthwhile to say and that we say it
convincingly.

Next, there is the matter of how to
influence the parliamentary proceedings
on proposals advanced by others, both
friends and acquaintances, and ultimately how we vote on them. Our performance and our votes are noted. It is
important that they are well thought
through and ultimately well explained.
Finally, there is the matter of participating in initiatives, either as a partner advancing a proposal in which we
join a larger group or as a sole performer, advancing our own ideas. In the
latter situation, we must consider with
care whether we have a reasonable
chance of winning and then organize to
win or whether we want to advance our
proposal for the record, even though we
might lose.
It is against this background that I
shall now turn to a discussion of the proceedings of the commission at its 1986
session.
Proceedings of 1986 Session
Rapporteur on Religious Intolerance.
The most satisfying event of the session,
from our point of view, was the adoption
of our resolution to establish the position
of a rapporteur on religious intolerance.
The mechanism of appointing rapporteurs is a relatively recent development at the UNHRC. Rapporteurs were
initially appointed so as to examine the
situation in a particular country in which
human rights violations were understood
to occur. The task of the rapporteur was
to study the problem, write a report on
it, and then submit the report to the
commission. To these country rapporteurs, there have recently also been
added subject matter rapporteurs. These
report on occurrences worldwide of a
particular category of human rights
violations. The first such rapporteur was
entrusted with the task of reporting on
the problem of summary and arbitrary
executions. The second was called upon
to report on incidents of torture. To this
we added in 1986 a rapporteur whose
responsibility it will be to examine the
problem of infringements on religious
liberty and to act and report thereon.
We decided on this initiative, first,
because we thought it dealt with a
human rights problem that required
attention and, second, because we
thought we could get the votes for it. To
be sure, some of our friends thought the
proposal could not win and, in particular,
that it could not win if sponsored by the
United States. The final vote was 26 to
5, with 12 abstentions. Voting "no" were
the USSR, Byelorussia, East Germany,
Bulgaria, and Syria.

Chile. Another major initiative of
ours at the 1986 session was our resolution on Chile. I need to emphasize that it
did not reflect a fundamental shift on
our part in our attitude toward human
rights conditions in Chile. Since the fall
of 1984, we have expressed in UN fora
our deep concern about human rights
violations in Chile. The reason for our
voting "no" on past UN resolutions on
the subject of Chile, we had explained,
was our disagreement with the specific
wording of these resolutions, rather than
with the basic principle of adopting a
resolution on this subject. It was a
natural outgrowth of our position in this
matter that we would ultimately put forward the kind of text on the issue of
Chilean human rights that we could, in
fact, support. As distinct from its
predecessors, it referred to the Government of Chile as a government rather
than using the term "the Chilean
authorities." Our resolution, as distinct
from its predecessors, did not denounce
the Chilean Constitution of 1980, nor did
it resort to name-calling. It sought, instead, to set forth our specific concerns
regarding human rights violations in
Chile and appealed to the government to
correct the situation.
Negotiating the text of the resolution proved to be an extraordinarily
time-consuming task. Until the very last
day of the commission session, it was not
certain as to whether our resolution
would pass or whether the commission
would adopt the draft resolution sponsored by Mexico, a text patterned after
the resolutions of previous years. On the
last day of the session, however, Mexico
withdrew its text and let our text be
adopted by consensus. Even at that
point there was a last-minute hitch as
the Soviet Union announced that it
would object to consensus. Rather than
see the Soviet bloc isolated on this issue,
the Soviets ultimately withdrew their
objection.
Ethiopia's Resettlement Program.
Our third major initiative dealt with the
human rights violations which occurred
in the context of the resettlement program conducted in 1984 and 1985 by the
Government of Ethiopia. We drew the
commission's attention to the brutality
with which this resettlement program
had been conducted, to the thousands of
lives that have been lost as a result of
such brutality. Our proposal to have the
UNHRC deal with the issue of Ethiopia
was, however, sidetracked through a
motion "to take no decision," the United
Nations' equivalent of a motion to table.
Voting "no" on this resolution were the
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10 members of the Western group, plus
Japan and Cost Rica.
Other Issues. Finally, let me mention that we delivered major statements
on the Middle East, South Africa,
religious intolerance, self-determination
(which covered Afghanistan and
Cambodia), and the Subcommission on
Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities, as well as a comprehensive statement on human rights
conditions throughout the world in which
we discussed human rights conditions in
El Salvador, Guatemala, Chile, Cuba,
Nicaragua, Iran, Ethiopia, Poland,
Bulgaria, and the Soviet Union.
Aside from these two major
initiatives, we joined with our Western
colleagues and many others in voting for
resolutions on Afghanistan, Cambodia,
and Iran. Resolutions were also adopted

which noted human rights progress in
El Salvador and Guatemala. Other resolutions, such as the UN perennials on the
Middle East and southern Africa, passed
over our opposition, in which we were
usually joined by many of our Western
colleagues.
As I indicated at the beginning, each
session of the Human Rights Commission presents us with a renewed
challenge of extracting something useful
from this rather imperfect mechanism. I
believe that as we reflect on the results
of the 1986 session, we can say that we
met that challenge.

short-term financial problems now confronting the organization, will be of
great importance in rebuilding confidence in the United Nations. This, in
turn, will lay an encouraging foundation
for addressing the long-term fundamental reforms which must be agreed upon
at the 41st General Assembly. Our
failure at this resumed session to deal
constructively with the short-term financial issues now before us would seriously
jeopardize prospects for success over the
long term.

'The complete transcript of the hearings
will be published by the committee and vill be
available from the Superintendent of
Documents, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C. 20402. E

The current cash shortfall has been
building up over a long period of time.
According to the Secretary General's
report, shortfalls in the payment of
assessed contributions began at the end
of 1956 and reached serious proportions
as early as 1960. The General Assembly
has taken a number of steps since then
to address the problem and has looked at
an agenda item called "the financial
emergency" every year since 1976. This
financial emergency has existed because
some member states have declined to
pay part of their assessments because of
disagreements with certain programs,
such as peacekeeping, and because other
member states have failed to stay current with their assessments.
The Secretary General's report of
April 12 on the current financial crisis
indicates that, as of March 31, 1986, 80
countries, a majority of UN members,
had all or a portion of their 1985
assessments still unpaid. For 1986, only
14 member states had paid their current
assessments in full by the end of March.
This situation reflects the pattern of
recent years. The organization has
managed to continue operations because
of its reserves, made up of the working
capital fund and the special account, and
because the United States, which is
assessed 25% of the organization's
expenses, has contributed virtually its
full assessment to the organization each
year.
This year, because of two recently
enacted laws, the United States finds
itself unable to pay its full assessment.
The fact that the arrearages of other
member states have totally depleted the
organization's reserves suggests that the
U.S. shortfall becomes the straw that
breaks the back of the camel. The $76
million shortfall described by the
Secretary General, in fact, is very close
to the projected U.S. arrearage for 1985
and 1986, which we estimate currently
at about $80 million. One could say
cynically that the United States is being

UN Financial Crisis
by Vernon A. Walters
Statement before the UN General
Assembly on April s0, 1986. Ambassador
Walters is U.S. PermanentRepresentative to the United Nations.'
In spite of the obvious and profound difficulties which beset the United Nations,
our presence here today signals our commitment to address these problems and
to revitalize an institution to which we
maintain our dedication. There can be no
doubt that the United Nations is a
troubled organization. But there can also
be no doubt that the lofty goals and purposes for which the United Nations was
founded are as relevant today as they
were four decades ago. The U.S. Government recognizes the vital importance of
international cooperation and is committed to its improvement.
The Secretary General has convened
this resumed session of the 40th General
Assembly because, in his words, "the
United Nations faces the most serious
financial crisis in its history." The
cumulative effects of late payments by a
majority of member states, withholdings
on questions of principle by a substantial
number, and recent legislation in the
United States have combined to put the
organization in a position where it will
not be able to carry out all planned
activities in the current year. Resolving
this crisis has both short-term and
longer term aspects, and while the
specific purpose of this session is to deal
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with the short-term problems of 1986,
my government believes we must keep
in mind the longer term aspects of the
crisis, as well as its underlying causes, as
we go about our work.
As important and pressing as the
financial issues facing us are, let us not
overlook the fact that what we face is, in
the words of the Secretary General,
"above all a political crisis." The
Secretary General is correct in describing this political crisis as arising from
lack of agreement among member states
on means and purposes for financing the
organization. The crisis, however, goes
much deeper than that. Why are member states unable to agree on the means
and purposes for financing the organization? The reason is that the United
Nations is facing a crisis of confidence.
Member states remain committed to
the ideals of the United Nations-we saw
this clearly in statement after statement
at the 40th anniversary session of the
General Assembly-but member states
no longer have confidence in the United
Nations as an institution for effectively
serving those ideals. The Secretary
General and member states share
responsibility for rebuilding a sense of
confidence in the organization.
The resumed session of the General
Assembly is an important test to see if
such confidence can be restored. A
serious effort among member stateswith active guidance and assistance from
the Secretary General-to deal with the
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blamed now because it is late in joining
the member states who have not paid
their assessments in the past. I might
add that such cynicism may not be
misplaced in this organization where
countries who have for many years
deliberately withheld substantial
amounts from the UN budget refer to
the U.S. withholdings as a policy of
"financial diktat and blackmail." More
to the point, however, the financial crisis
is not the responsibility of one member
state, but is the result of years of
withholdings and late payments by a
majority of countries.
Let me now turn to the two laws
which are causing the United States to
fall short on its assessed payments. The
first is the Kassebaum amendment,
which limits U.S. payments to the
United Nations and the specialized agencies to 20% of their budgets unless the
organizations institute a decisionmaking
system for budgetary matters providing
voting strength proportional to the size
of contributions. The law reflects
dissatisfaction in the U.S. Congress over
the fact that countries which contribute
the great majority of the organizations'
money have little say in how it is spent.
The Secretary General has pointed out
that member states who contribute
70%-80% of the UN regular budget
have not been able to vote in favor of
any of the last three biennial budgets of
the United Nations.
The U.S. delegation made it clear in
the 40th General Assembly that a
Charter amendment to produce so-called
weighted voting was not the only way in
which the intent of the Kassebaum
amendment could be addressed. We
were pleased that the General Assembly
approved the establishment of the Group
of 18 to examine the administrative and
financial functioning of the United
Nations, and we note that one element
of the group's agenda is to look at the
procedures for reaching a broad agreement on the organization's budget. We
are hopeful that the group's deliberations will produce recommendations to
the 41st General Assembly which, when
acted upon, will strengthen the organization and will provide a basis for seeking
modification of the Kassebaum
amendment.
The other law is the GrammRudman-Hollings Deficit Reduction Act,
which requires that the total U.S.
federal budget deficit be progressively
reduced to zero over the next 5 years.
To the extent that targets are not met
by directed program cuts, the GrammRudman-Hollings act requires a pro rata

sequestering, or cutting, of virtually all
federal programs. This law has resulted
in a sequestering of a portion of the U.S.
1985 UN assessment and could potentially require an additional sequestering
of part of the 1986 payment as well. The
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings act is not
specifically directed at the United
Nations or at international organizations, but its effects are being felt by
them. The future of Gramm-RudmanHollings is unclear, but the need to
reduce the federal budget deficit is sure
to remain a high priority for the U.S.
Government. We hope that the deficit
ceilings specified by this law will be met
through directed program reductions so
that across-the-board cuts will not be
needed in future years.
Current Situation
Given the existence of large cumulative
arrears and the inability of the United
States to make its full payment this
year, the United Nations is forced to cut
its expenses now. The Secretary General
has already undertaken administrative
measures which he believes will save $30
million, and he is asking this resumed
session to approve an additional $30
million of program deferrals and suspensions. The delegation of the United
States has carefully reviewed these
measures. We regret the curtailment of
some of the activities proposed for deferral, and, more important, we believe that
administrative savings and program
deferrals should be more directly aimed
at improvements in the efficiency and effectiveness of Secretariat operations.
Nevertheless, we conclude that it is important to keep the Secretary General's
proposals together as a package. We
believe, therefore, that the Secretary
General's proposals represent a constructive first step to address the financial shortfall, and we support their approval as a package.
The United States is concerned that
the Secretary General's savings proposals do not equal the projected shortfall. A gap of some $46 million is to be
filled by voluntary contributions or other
measures to be decided upon by member
states, such as commercial borrowing or
further increasing the working capital
fund. The U.S. delegation opposes these
last two proposals, as we have in the
past years.
We are also concerned that the
Secretary General's projection of the
1986 shortfall may be somewhat
optimistic. For one thing, the projection

assumes that, except for the United
States, payments to the regular budget
will be almost equal to the amount
assessed for the current year. Such performance is possible, but would require a
substantial departure from past practice.
We would hope, therefore, that the
Secretary General will monitor the UN's
financial situation closely throughout the
year and be prepared, if necessary, to
propose additional savings measures.
A related concern is that the
Secretary General's proposals only cover
1986. We are aware that the Group of 18
is considering a number of proposals for
cost reduction and increased efficiency
whose effects would be felt in 1987. The
beginning of each year, however, has
been a time when few payments are
received. This situation is likely to be
more critical next year, because the
Secretary General has proposed that
member states advance a portion of their
1987 payments into 1986, and defer 1986
programs into 1987.
Conclusion
The United States has always been
the largest financial supporter of the
United Nations and fully intends to continue its support. The current financial
crisis has resulted in part from substantial arrearages spread among many
member states and partly from frustration on the part of the United States
and, we believe, other member states
that their views on the level and content
of the organization's budget are not
taken seriously. As we indicated earlier,
the United Nations faces a crisis of confidence. This resumed session is not
intended to resolve the basic problems
that have brought the organization to
this point. Those problems can be
addressed only by candid discussions
among member states over the coming
months, assisted by thoughtful and
serious recommendations from the
Group of 18. The U.S. delegation stands
ready to participate in any and all such
discussions.
For now, our goal must be to assure
the continued functioning of the
organization until a broad consensus on
the future budget and program of the
United Nations is obtained. As I
indicated earlier, the U.S. delegation
believes that the Secretary General's
savings proposals should be accepted, and
that he should be asked to monitor the
short-term financial situation carefully.
The decisions we take at this session
can have a profound effect, positive or
negative, on the future of the United
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Nations. I urge that the member states
work together to ensure that the effect
is a positive one, because the future of
the organization is of great importance
to us all.
In closing let me renew the commitment that Secretary of State [George]
Shultz made when he spoke on the occasion of the 40th anniversary of the signing of the Charter of the United Nations
in San Francisco on June 26, 1985. He
said:

I want to leave you with one clear
message: The United States is going to stick
with it. We will fight for peace and freedom
and for our interests-in the United Nations
as we do everywhere else. And we will do our
part to make the United Nations work as a
force for security, for human rights, and for
human betterment.
'USUN press release 37. E

Visit of Mexican President

/

PresidentMiguel de la Madrid
Hurtado of the United Mexican States
made an official working visit to
Washington,D.C., August 12-14, 1986, to
meet with PresidentReagan and other
government officials.
Following are remarks made by the
two Presidentsafter theirmeeting on
August 13.1

President Reagan
President De la Madrid and I have just
completed one of our most constructive
and, I think, fruitful meetings. It was
the fifth in a series which began in 1982
and demonstrated again that U.S.Mexican relations are based on respect,
understanding, open and frank discussion, and mutually beneficial
cooperation.
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The decline of oil prices and the
burden of a debt incurred in past years
have hit Mexico hard. President De la
Madrid's Administration and the people
of Mexico are making a courageous,
determined effort to face up to their
nation's fundamental economic problems
and turn a difficult situation around.
In our meeting today, I emphasized
to President De la Madrid that the
people and Government of the United
States are ready to lend a hand when
and where it can make a difference. The
United States, for example, strongly
endorses Mexico's recent agreements
with the International Monetary Fund
and the World Bank. We hope arrangements made with Mexico's private
creditors move quickly so that Mexico
can reignite economic growth, evolve
toward a more efficient market-oriented

system, continue to meet its debt obligations, and meet the economic needs of
the Mexican people.
As I expressed to President De ]a
Madrid today, the United States is
prepared to do its part with commercial
and agricultural credits; support for
international financial institution programs in Mexico; and by maintaining our
markets open to Mexican productsproducts Mexico must export if it is to
prosper and meet its international financial obligations.
Mexico's entry into the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade is also
viewed here as a major step forward.
This step comprises part of a strategy of
economic restructuring which highlights
productivity and the creation of a
favorable business climate. Toward this
end, President De la Madrid and I
agreed to give priority to negotiations of
a framework agreement on trade and
investment and to have it done within a
year.
Symbolic of our strengthening
bonds, I am pleased to announce that the
United States is lifting today our 6-yearold embargo on the importation of tuna
from Mexico. Former Ambassador John
Gavin, I should point out, was instrumental in achieving this breakthrough.
And we're looking for further progress
in our discussions on fisheries issues.
One area of solid agreement was our
recognition of the necessity of maintaining our countries' strong campaign
against drugs. We pledged to bolster our
eradication programs and our efforts to
bring to justice vicious drug traffickers,
who have been such a corrupting
influence in both our countries. We also
pledged to do all possible to attack the
demand side of this evil by aggressively
discouraging the consumption of narcotic
drugs.
We can be proud of the broad range
of cooperation developing between our
countries, including border environmental policy, improved civil aviation
arrangements, new bridges and border
crossings, and our strong energy relations. We plan to strengthen our
binational consultations at the Cabinet
level to better meet the challenges and
take advantage of opportunities for our
two nations in the coming years.
What we have accomplished today
builds upon the successes of the past and
will benefit both our peoples. It was a
pleasure to see my friend, President De
la Madrid, again. As a good friend and
neighbor, we wish you a safe journey
home. Hastaluego and nos vemos.
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President De la Madrid 2
I wish to express my appreciation to
President of the United States, Ronald
Reagan, for his cordial invitation to hold
this meeting in Washington. It has been
a timely and fruitful meeting. It has
been a fruitful meeting because it has
been positive results in allowing us to
deal frankly and in depth with various
problems that both Presidents consider
to be of prime importance for the proper
development of relations between the
United States and Mexico.
President Reagan and I agreed to
give priority attention to the topics
included in the bilateral agenda. We are
pleased to acknowledge that this year
there have been positive developments
and agreements in dealing with various
economic matters and in border cooperation. We agreed that it is necessary and
just to emphasize such progress.
We have agreed that the governments, beginning today, should make an
extraordinary effort to strengthen and
improve our relations. This is a
necessary element in order to broaden
and intensify the cooperation between
the two peoples. It is with satisfaction
that I have today confirmed the firm
determination of President Reagan to
give renewed impetus to the development of positive relations between the
United States and Mexico.
In this spirit, we have exchanged
views on various issues of great interest
to the two governments and to both
countries in general. Allow me to point
out some of them briefly.
Firstly, we took up in detail different
aspects of our financial and trade relations. The recent negotiations on the
part of the Mexican Government with
the international financial institutions,
particularly the International Monetary
Fund, have successfully opened the way
to new and more realistic and flexible
formulas for dealing with the problem of
the foreign debt.
I recognize that the Government of
the United States, in playing a very constructive role, did a very fine thing, and
this we greatly appreciate. It is our purpose that Mexico should attain a sufficient and sustained growth as a basis in
order to restructure and renew its
economy; in order to maintain the social
progress that has been the basis for the
long stability of our country; and in
order to extend its capacity to comply
with its international commitments.
The problem of the foreign debt is
related with more finances in order to
improve the conditions that will make it
possible for us to comply with our
foreign debt. Mexico seeks to create

greater exportations in areas in which it
has comparative advantages. Exports
that are not oil problems, commercial
links that will recognize the varying
degrees of developments of both
economies and that do not offer
decrimination or absolute reciprocity,
can be a good basis for the increase of
our trade.
Both Presidents have given instructions to their associates in order to
undertake a broadened agreement on
trade and on other subjects, and we have
given definite instructions to our
negotiators on both sides.
President Reagan and I also had the
opportunity to exchange points of view
on the problems of the undocumented
workers in the United States. This is a
problem that has to do with the structures of both economies. And there is no
doubt that as the Mexican economy
improves, the migrant flows will tend to
decline.
I would also like to refer to a subject
that President Reagan and I dealt with
as a very important part of our conversations. And I am referring now to the
war against drug trafficking. The
Government of Mexico maintains that
international cooperation is absolutely
necessary in order to efficiently face
drug trafficking.
We agreed that it's necessary to
simultaneously attack all the links of the

chain; that is, production, distribution,
and consumption. I have said to President Reagan that we believe that the
campaign that, under his leadership, has
been established in the United States is
very important to combat the consumption and the distribution of drugs.
We shall continue to strengthen the
cooperation between both governments
in order to combat this cancer of modern
society. I believe, as has been said by
President Reagan, this conversation has
been particularly satisfactory. It is an
additional proof of the firm and loyal
friendship that unites our two peoples.
We have a great deal to benefit from
a dignified, cordial relationship of
mutually good for both. I thank President Reagan and the members of his
party for the very warm hospitality that
they have extended to us. And, once
again, I would like to state the recognition of the Government and the people of
Mexico for the assistance that was given
to us by the United States during the
earthquakes in the month of September,
particularly the very warm friendship of
Nancy Reagan who went to be with us
during those painful times.
1
Made at the South Portico of the White
House (text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential
Documents of Aug. 18, 1986).
2
President De la Madrid spoke in Spanish,
and his remarks were translated by an interpreter. E

Update on Chile
by ElliottAbrams
Preparedstatement before the Subcommittee on InternationalDevelopment
Institutions and Financeof the House
Banking, Finance and UrbanAffairs
Committee on July 30, 1986. Mr. Abrams
is Assistant Secretaryfor InterAmerican Affairs. 1
In early December last year, I testified
before this subcommittee outlining the
Administration's policies and goals
toward Chile. At that time, I noted our
hopes and concerns for progress in
greater respect for human rights and a
democratic transition in a land once
known for its democratic traditions. I
concluded with an explanation of how,
on a case-by-case basis, we determine
our votes on loans for Chile in the international financial institutions (IFIs).
I welcome this opportunity to review
some of the main developments in Chile

since December as well as the Administration's policy toward that troubled
country. In dealing with Chile we must
move with a clear vision, shaping our
actions to the reality of the situation and
using our limited instruments of
influence, such as our IFI loan votes, in
a prudent manner. We must not act in
haste and anger, but ask how each loan
vote fits into our policy of support for a
democratic transition and human rights
improvements, as well as the economic
merits of each proposed loan. And, of
course, we must observe the requirements of applicable legislation.
Human Rights: Progress
and Continuing Problems
The tragic death of Rodrigo Rojas
earlier this month has again focused the
attention of Americans on the cycle of
violence in Chile and the need to
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encourage greater respect for human
rights. We have repeatedly made clear
that we have a strong commitment,
despite limited policy tools, to bring
about increased respect for human rights
in Chile. Our humanitarian concern over
the death of this young man was evident
in our aid to his mother in entering
Chile, our statements calling for an
honest investigation, and in our
Ambassador's attendance at Rojas'
funeral with the Administration's full
concurrence.
I would like to briefly outline what
we see as some of the pertinent events
bearing on respect for human rights in
Chile since I last testified before this
subcommittee.
As I testified before last December,
we have welcomed the expressed willingness of the Chilean Government to
cooperate with the UN Special Rapporteur, Fernando Volio, as providing
the opportunity to encourage concrete
human rights improvements. Progress in
this area, however, has been slow-much
slower than we would have liked. In
some areas there have been positive
developments; although, I should note,
some of these are so new that the vordict is not yet in on their effectiveness.
On the positive side, I would note
the willingness of the government in
June to authorize publication of a daily
newspaper-La Epoca-associated with
Chile's democratic opposition and
scheduled to be on the stands early next
year. As far as the existing media are
concerned, there has been much more
freedom of expression allowed since the
lifting of the state of siege over a year
ago; although the government imposed
strict censorship on several radio stations early in July. In addition, there is
the government decision last month to
create a human rights advisory commission, which is significant if only as
official recognition that Chile has human
rights problems. We hope that this
official human rights commission will
work with the respected private human
rights groups in Chile and have a
positive impact in bringing about rights
improvements. Similarly, the announcement that the government intends to
reestablish separate labor courts could
lead to greater protection of worker
rights.
Another positive development, which
corresponds to Mr. Volio's recommendations, is an apparent decision by the
Chilean Government to refrain from
sending its opponents into forced internal exile. This practice was used against
hundreds of protestors in 1985, but so
far this year the government has not
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invoked this repressive authority. The
authority to do so, however, still exists
on paper, deriving from transitory Article 24 of the 1980 constitution, which
gives the Chilean president sweeping
powers to restrict civil liberties during
announced states of exception in Chile,
such as are in effect now.
The government's decision to turn to
the judicial system to prosecute protestors or other government opponents
represents an improvement over past
practice, when there was no opportunity
for those affected to contest actions
against them, but does not eliminate our
concerns about how the government
responds to peaceful dissent by Chilean
citizens. Those charged with violations of
state security laws frequently are
detained for prolonged periods,
sometimes incommunicado, whether or
not they have been charged with personal involvement in specific acts of
violence. We will watch carefully the
trial proceedings now going on for the
13 Civic Assembly leaders who are
charged with violations of state security
laws in connection with the July 2-3
general strike. Despite the explicit public
calls of these leaders for nonviolence
during the work stoppage, these Chilean
leaders face sentences of 60 days to 3
years in prison. Arrested on July 10,
they have not been released on bail, but
have received visitors, including a
human rights officer of the U.S.
Embassy in Santiago.
We hope that the Chilean Government's willingness to continue its
exchange with Mr. Volio reflects the
intention to take more concrete actions
to improve human rights practices.
Should there be progress of this kind, we
would certainly welcome it, and would
urge due recognition by the General
Assembly when the Chilean human
rights situation is reviewed by the
United Nations this fall.
While it is important that we
recognize where there has been progress, it is also important that we
recognize where problems have continued or become more acute. A review
of the the problem areas highlighted in
the resolution on Chile drafted by the
United States and adopted by consensus
at the UN Human Rights Commission
meeting in March makes clear that there
are many areas in need of improvement.
For instance, there is no reasonable
explanation for the frequent failure in
Chile to identify, prosecute, and punish
those responsible for violent crimes. In
the case of Rodrigo Rojas, an instance of
such violent crime, we have made clear
that we look to Chilean authorities for a

thorough and impartial investigation.
We have seen the decision of the judge
to indict one military officer for
manslaughter, as well as the July 24
statement issued on this decision by the
Vicariate of Solidarity. There are serious
questions raised by the differing views of
how this incident actually occurred and
we are concerned over these discrepancies. We will not consider this matter
closed until the discrepancies between
what the judge ruled to have occurred,
and what eyewitnesses claim, are
resolved, and all those responsible for
crimes related to Rojas' death and the
severe injury of Carmen Quintana are
tried and brought to justice.
Another problem I spoke of last
December remains unresolved. We have
continued to receive credible reports of
torture by security forces. After a
notable drop-off of reports of this nature
to the Vicariate in the period of MarchApril, reports again have been received.
At least 14 cases of torture in Santiago
alone have been brought before Chilean
courts this year.
The final problem area I would
highlight today is the nature of the
government response to acts of civil
disobedience and to antigovernment
violence and terrorism. According to
provisional figures available from
Chilean human rights groups, there were
approximately 3,300 people detained by
security forces for participating in
politically motivated demonstrations during the first 6 months of this year. By
comparison, during the last 6 months of
1985 (the best period of comparison,
since the state of siege was in effect for
the first half of 1985), a total of 3,920
were detained for similar reasons.
As these figures imply, the heavyhanded government action at Rodrigo
Rojas' funeral was not the only instance
of overreaction apparent this year.
Another notable instance was the
deployment of thousands of government
troops to cordon off Santiago on May 21
in order to prevent small antigovernment protests from taking place, which
was even criticized by some supporters
of the Chilean Government. Government
sweeps of poor neighborhoods in Santiago and temporary detentions of
thousands of people similarly seem
unwarranted and excessive, in view of
the small number of accused criminals or
terrorists actually arrested and the
limited quantity of illegal arms reported
discovered. Such actions can only contribute to the climate of confrontation
and complicate efforts to bring about a
transition to democracy.
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As the Chilean Conference of
Bishops recently noted, the violence in
Chile today stems from complex causes.
Among those are concerted efforts of
the Chilean Communist Party and its far
left allies to pursue their undemocratic
ends by attempting to provoke ever
greater repression through terrorist
violence. These groups have pursued a
wave of bombing attacks which included
in recent months a bomb directed
against the residence of the U.S.
Ambassador; an attack against Santiago's subway system that left two
people dead; killing of policemen; strafing of military housing for women and
children; and bombings of some Mormon
churches and U.S. businesses. The tombs
of President Pinochet's parents were
also vandalized. The most recent act of
terrorism occurred on July 25, when 39
persons were injured by a bomb explosion at a bus stop in downtown Santiago.
No group has claimed responsibility for
this bombing, which we strongly
condemn.
Support for Democracy
and Human Rights
Our encouragement of greater respect
for human rights goes hand-in-hand with
our efforts to encourage a peaceful
democratic transition. History shows
that only in truly democratic states are
the rights of an individual secure.
In December, I related to you our
view that the creation of the National
Accord represented an advance in the
process of dialogue and reconciliation
necessary if Chile is to achieve a
peaceful democratic transition. Though
the Chilean Government has shown
intransigence in dealing with the
democratic parties comprising the
accord, we continue to believe it provides a base from which peaceful progress on Chile's democratic transition can
be made. We hope that all Chileans concerned about the future of democracy in
their country will build on the positive
elements they see in the accord.
During his July 12-18 visit to Chile,
Deputy Assistant Secretary Robert
Gelbard also renewed our message on
democracy and human rights. He clearly
articulated that the United States supports a peaceful transition to full
democratic rule in Chile by the most
prompt and effective means. How Chile
achieves a democratic system must be
determined by the Chilean people. But
we are committed to using our limited
influence and encouragement to helping
them bring that about. With the strong,
talented, and experienced U.S.

Ambassador we have in Santiago, and
the public expressions of support for a
democratic transition coming from
Washington, this Administration has put
itself squarely on the side of democracy
and human rights in Chile.
President Reagan on a number of
occasions has signaled his personal support for democratic change in Chile. In
spring 1985 he spoke of "entrenched
military rule" in both Chile and
Paraguay, where we have another very
effective ambassador. During his Human
Rights Day speech in December, the
President noted that in Chile, as in the
Philippines, we had "shown our strong
concern when our friends deviate from
established democratic traditions." In
his public welcome for Uruguayan
President Sanguinetti just last month,
the President said bluntly, "in this hemisphere, the days of dictatorship, left or
right, are numbered," noting that the
peaceful return to democracy in
Uruguay can serve as a model for
others, and concluding "authoritarian
regimes should take notice."
If any doubt remained over U.S.
policy following these statements, they
should have been dispelled by the
response of the White House to the
recent public attack on Ambassador
[Harry] Barnes. The White House issued
a statement the following day reaffirming President Reagan's full confidence in
Ambassador Barnes. Ambassador
Barnes, like our other ambassadors, carries out Administration policy which is
made in Washington. This policy is, of
course, to encourage a democratic
transition.
The vast majority of Chileans support a peaceful transition to democracy
and understand the substance of our
policy toward their country. The Chilean
Communist Party, which is the largest in
the hemisphere next to that of Cuba or
Nicaragua's Sandinistas, also is aware of
our stance. It, however, has adopted the
tactic of "armed struggle" to remove
the military government since it has no
interest in peaceful solutions which
would leave the party lacking complete
power. By supporting terrorism and
violence, the communists hope to provoke greater government repression and
produce general polarization. They have
tried hard to convince democratic
elements of Chilean society that the only
means of restoring democracy is through
violence.
We reject violence from any side as
an attack not only on human and civil
rights but against the future of a
democratic Chile. Groups such as the
Communist Party, who favor violent

means to political ends today, cannot be
expected to abide by democratic rules
tomorrow. Those who accord legitimacy
to the communists and other extremists
are not contributing to a stable,
democratic Chile.
The Challenge for the United States
and Chile
The current climate of violence and confrontation in Chile poses a difficult
challenge for the United States. The
Chilean Government believes that it has
a workable plan for returning Chile to
democracy relying on the mechanism set
out in the 1980 constitution. The government announced this spring a schedule
for drafting and approving certain basic
laws related to that constitution. The
constitution would be fully implemented
in 1989, when a presidential candidate
chosen by the military junta is to be put
before the people in a plebiscite.
We look forward to enactment of
these laws as positive steps. But to be
truly meaningful, they should be enacted
in a context of full civil liberties, such as
freedom of assembly, speech, and press,
andaccess to the means of communication. Advances in these crucial areas
mean progress in restoring democracy
as well as improvements in human rights
observance.
The 1980 constitution, however, and
its timetable and program for a transition are matters of great controversy in
Chile. In the absence of any broad and
meaningful dialogue with the democratic
opposition, grounds for skepticism exist
that the Chilean Government intends to
take steps toward developing the sort of
broad consensus that would enable a
peaceful, orderly transition to democratic government take place. Further
delay in taking concrete steps to give the
Chilean people confidence that their
nation is headed toward democracy and
to restore full civil liberties can only
benefit enemies of democracy on the
extreme left and right. Failure to return
to democracy will be accompanied by
increasing polarization and violence. The
strengthening of the far left in Chile
resulting from this could have a negative
impact on some still fragile democracies
elsewhere in the region and jeopardize
U.S. interests.
Given the important stakes involved,
the United States needs to have a
forward-looking, prudent policy. We
have been careful not to endorse any
program or timetable for a transitionissues only the Chilean people can
decide. We all need to recognize that
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although pro- and antigovernment
Chileans put great store in what the
United States does or does not do with
respect to Chile, we have in fact very
limited real influence. We have few carrots and few sticks available. We have
no security assistance program; no
military training relationship; no
bilateral economic assistance program to
speak of except for a small amount of
humanitarian food aid. Because of
legislative restrictions imposed on the
executive [branch] by the Congress, we
have very limited channels of communication to the Chilean Armed
Forces, who must play a key role in
assuring a peaceful transition to
democracy.
In carrying out our policy of
encouraging democracy and human
rights improvements in Chile, we hope
we will have active bipartisan support
from the Congress. We need to work
together. I am sure you share our desire
that we do not contribute-even
inadvertently-to accelerating the very
process of polarization and violent confrontation which we see developing, and
which only benefits the extremes in
Chile.
U.S. Votes on Loans to Chile
Legislation related to the IFIs requires
the executive [branch] to examine the
human rights situation, in addition to the
economic rationale, carefully in determining our votes on loans in the
multilateral institutions. Pursuant to this
case-by-case review, we look at each loan
separately and consider the situation in a
particular country as it exists just before
the loans are scheduled to be reviewed
by the executive boards.
As the committee is aware, no loans
to Chile are scheduled for review until
this fall. The earliest loan expected to
come up is a $250 million World Bank
structural adjustment loan (SAL),
perhaps in early October. We also expect
a mining sector loan to come up at the
IFC [International Finance Corporation]
in October. Three loans at the IDB
[Inter-American Development Bank] are
likely to be voted on prior to the end of
the year. These include a $240 million
loan for a hydroelectric power project, a
$40 million loan for urban services, and a
$13 million loan for regional hospitals.
We also anticipate that there will
be a need for Chile to approach the commercial banks for another debt
rescheduling next year, which could also
include a request to the banks for new
money.

October 1986

Our judgment on Chile's economic
policies is that, considered in isolation of
human rights concerns, they provide a
strong basis for voting in favor of most
IFI loans for Chile. The economic
management team of the Government of
Chile has a solid free market orientation
and is considered by international financial institutions to be highly skilled.
The country, however, still confronts
acute economic problems. World prices
for copper, Chile's principal source of
export revenues, remain at low levels.
Unemployment is historically high,
although it is gradually declining, and
the need to service the country's large
external debt of about $20 million-a
figure which already exceeds GDP [gross
domestic product]-represents a
restraint on growth. About one-third of
this debt is held by U.S. commercial
banks. Despite difficulties, the Chileans
have the remarkable record of having
met all the interest payments on their
foreign debt as well as having generally
complied with IMF [International
Monetary Fund] targets.
In order for Chile to maintain the
modest growth rates of 3%-4% forecast
for this year and the next, it will need an
injection of new foreign funds from the
IFIs and commercial banks. Some opposition figures are aware of the
importance of such funds to the Chilean
economy and have counseled us to consider carefully the impact of our actions
on the average Chilean.
Given the sound economic policies
being followed in Santiago, it is apparent
that our loan vote decisions will largely
be driven by how we see the human
rights situation in Chile. How we vote
will depend a great deal on what happens in Chile between now and then. As
the subcommittee is aware, we have
used our loan votes in the past to promote human rights improvements and
movement toward democracy, and we
may do so again. No decisions have yet
been made regarding our votes on these
upcoming loans. It would not be good
policy to remove our flexibility to use the
human rights improvements and progress on democratization. An announcement of our position now would leave
the Chilean Government no incentive to
make positive changes. This would
defeat what I understand to be a key
purpose of the human rights legislation
related to IFI votes, which is to provide
the executive [branch] with a mechanism
for encouraging improvements. As I've
repeatedly stressed, we have only
limited policy tools available. Curbing

our flexibility by taking a position on
loan votes now would in my judgment
work against our shared policy goals in
Chile.
Prospects
Chile today is in flux. Along with the
danger of greater polarization,
the situation offers the possibility
for constructive change. A vigorous
public debate is going on within Chile,
covering a wide spectrum of issues,
ranging from President Pinochet's rejection of dialogue with the National
Accord to the tragic death of Rodrigo
Rojas. To a large degree, the government has permitted this debate to be
reported in the print media-although,
there are still distressing instances of
censorship and indirect economic
pressure being applied to shape the
news. This public debate seems to be
matched to a certain extent by internal
debate within the government-still very
tentative-about Chile's return to
democracy. This was apparent in the
quick reaction by various junta members
to President Pinochet's announcement
earlier this month that he intended to
extend his government's rule for another
8-year term-virtually until the end of
the millenium.
There are certainly real possibilities
for a peaceful democratic outcome in
Chile. The Administration will continue
to provide every encouragement to those
Chileans truly committed to democracy
and help to strengthen, not weaken,
their position with respect to other
elements in the society. We will continue
to advocate dialogue between the
government and democratic opposition.
We will continue to support the efforts
by Cardinal Juan Francisco Fresno and
the Chilean Episcopal Conference to
bring about national reconciliation and
an end to violence. We share their desire
to avoid any actions which could lead to
greater suffering by the Chilean people.
Efforts such as those of the Cardinal, we
hope, will eventually be well-received by
the Chilean Government, and lead to an
understanding among the various sectors of Chilean society, which remain
deeply divided by a lack of communication and mutual distrust. The Pope's
visit next spring will provide an important opportunity to strengthen and add
even greater moral force to these
efforts.
The Administration has a strong
human rights policy in place, which we
will continue to pursue vigorously. I am
sure you will agree it stands the best
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chance of succeeding if we have bipartisan support from the Congress. We
will, of course, continue to consult with
Congress in order to achieve such a consensus. Our foreign policy goals in Chile,
shared by the vast majority of
Americans, are a peaceful transition to
democracy and increased respect for
human rights. We believe these also are

the goals of the majority of the people of
Chile, who ultimately are the only ones
who can and will determine their country's destiny.
'The complete transcript of the hearings
will be published by the committee and will be
available from the Superintendent of
Documents, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C. 20402. 0

Obstacles to Investmer
and Economic Growth in Latin America
by Richard T. McCormack
Address before the second Conference
of the Great Cities of the Americas in
San Juan,Puerto Rico, on June 20, 1986.
Ambassador McCormack is U.S. Permanent Representative to the Organization
of American States.
The obstacles to investment and growth
in Latin America deserve the great
attention they are receiving. Investment
is particularly important because without
investment no new jobs will be created.
Without new jobs, there will be no
economic growth. Without economic
growth, political stability will gradually
erode, and the precious democracies that
all of us have worked so hard with Latin
America to bring about may lapse into
military dictatorships or the further
spread of communist tyranny.
During the past years that I've
worked as Assistant Secretary of State
for Economic and Business Affairs, and
more recently as Ambassador to the
Organization of American States, it has
been my great privilege to visit virtually
every country in the Western Hemisphere. So what I'm going to share with
you today are my personal observations
on concrete obstacles to foreign and
domestic investment that I've seen
myself in the course of my travels. This
will include obstacles to investment in
food production. Finally, I will also offer
some thoughts about what might be done
to overcome these impediments to
economic growth.
Investment and Growth Prospects
First, a word about the quality and value
of many official statistics on economic
growth in Latin America. They can be
very misleading.

There is obviously a lot more
economic activity taking place in some
countries by way of investment and
growth than official statistics indicate.
Peru, which undeniably has economic
problems, is a case in point, where
estimates of the size of the underground
economy range from between one-quarter to one-half of all economic activity in
the country. Even buses, I am told, are
assembled in factories without official
recognition that they exist.
There is, however, a lot less economic activity than meets the eye in
parts of Central America and the
Caribbean. Growth statistics here are
misleading, due to very high levels of
official external economic assistance to
individual countries, which cover up the
low level of private investment and
economic activity. External economic
assistance, without a strong underlying
base, creates economic hothouse plants
kept alive by artificial conditions. But all
of us know what happens when the heat
in the greenhouse fails to work. So it is
very important to achieve self-sustaining
economic growth.
There is nothing mysterious about
the policies that successful governments
have used to encourage private investment and economic growth. They simply
provide a stable environment in which
investors have reasonable prospects for
a competitive return on their capital and
the assurance that they can get their
money back if and when they want to.
That's it. That's the basis of it all.
With these conditions, private investment occurs. Without them, money hides
or goes elsewhere, and local economies
languish.
There are subordinate complexities,
of course, which determine investment
and growth prospects. For example:
- Investment capital has to be generated in sufficient quantities, either

from internal savings or foreign savings.
Without somebody's savings, you have
no money to invest.
* Nondiscriminatory, easily understandable regulation of business in the
economy is vitally necessary. Nothing
strangles business like red tape.
e A degree of physical security is
necessary, so that investors and managers and their children are reasonably
safe from terror and lawlessness and so
the economy can operate in a normal
manner.
1Adequate technology must be
available.
- Local and foreign markets are
required.
- Rational progrowth tax policies
are vital.
• Production-oriented national food
policies must be established to replace
those based on 19th-century relics of
class warfare, such as excesses in the
name of land reform and shortsighted,
arbitrarily imposed food prices.
Attracting Investment Capital
All of these investment-related matters
must be addressed if optimum economic
growth is to take place. For example, it
is imperative that governments adopt
tax and economic policies to encourage
the creation of savings in individual
countries and, equally important, to
encourage those savings to remain at
home. Capital flight in Latin Americaestimates of which range from $100 to
$180 billion in the past 5 years-is robbing nations of their vital investment
capital. If Latin American capital
invested abroad could be recovered, it
could largely eliminate the foreign debt
problems of Argentina, Mexico, and
Venezuela. When you add the economic
activity and growth that returning flight
capital could generate, it would go far in
restoring Latin America's economic
health.
Beyond that, unless the capital flight
problem is addressed, no amount of
foreign aid can rescue local economies.
Instead of priming a pump, foreign
assistance is merely pouring water into a
sieve.
Thus, it is crucial to attack
systematically the causes of capital
flight. But it must be clearly understood
that governments cannot successfully
wall in capital with laws prohibiting its
export. All negative legislation
accomplishes, in the long run, is to
create a defacto capital export tax as the
nervous saver uses various sublegal
techniques to get his imperiled savings
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out of the country. A better approach is
for governments to adopt positive incentives that will encourage people to keep
their money at home.
One of the most important positive
incentives involves exchange rates that
are realistic and sustainable. Not only is
this important to make exports competitive, but local people quickly see
when their country is attempting to
maintain an artificially high exchange
rate vis-a-vis the dollar, as has happened
periodically in Mexico and elsewhere.
They know that their capital is endangered by a devaluation that is merely a
question of time. So they get their
money out of the local currency and into
dollars. And, because many have learned
from painful experience that even their
internal dollar holdings are not always
safe, they often put their dollar savings
abroad.
It is also important to keep inflation
under control. Citizens will be less
inclined to keep their money at homeand here I'm talking about people's
retirement savings-if they see their
country running the monetary printing
press at a rate which is bound to cause
their savings to be inflated away. So
they shift their money out of the currency, out of the country, into mobile,
inflation-proof assets such as gold or
diamonds, or move to other defensive
investments. These defensive investments, however, are usually not very
productive from the point of view of job
creation.
People have learned that as individuals they are often powerless to persuade their governments to adopt
rational economic policies. So their
instinct is to grab the life preservers
when they see the ship headed for the
rocks; thus, the capital flight. That is
why realistic exchange rates, sound
monetary policies, and other measures
are so critical.
The second source of savings is
external capital, otherwise known as
foreign investment, which should be
welcomed everywhere from an economic
point of view and given national treatment. Some governments, however,
view foreign-owned companies and
investors as some reputedly were in the
1920s: corporate tigers who involved
themselves heavily in local politics of
individual countries. Years ago,
however, governments positioned
themselves to get the upper hand. Some
overreacted with nationalizations and
other extreme measures. In any case,
the situation profoundly changed. But
what some governments do not seem to
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realize is that yesterday's so-called corporate tigers are today an extinct
species. The private foreign companies
now fear governments, not the other
way around. Thus, the challenge facing
governments is not how to deal with the
legendary tigers of yesteryear but,
rather, how to make today's corporate
rabbits feel secure and happy so that
they will reproduce and multiply,
creating badly needed jobs and economic
growth. This requires a totally different
attitude on the part of governments.
Efforts to provide more investment
security, including those of the new
World Bank multilateral investment
guarantee agency, should be supported.
Beyond that, some local manufacturers fear the competition from more
technologically advanced foreign companies and strive to keep them out.
Sadly, to protect the existing jobs of
hundreds, the potential new jobs for
thousands thus are lost by default. Also,
countries thus become trapped with
obsolete technology and internationally
uncompetitive products.
The challenge facing government
policies is to nurture and attract both
local and foreign sources of investment
capital.
Factors Limiting Economical Growth
The second condition needed for
increased investment in Latin America is
sheer physical security. Today's terrorism, lawlessness, and kidnapping is a
deathblow aimed at the weak link in the
economic chain of growth-private
investment. Let's take the example of El
Salvador. For a time in the 1960s, El
Salvador had one of the fastest growing
economies in the world. Then came the
terrorists and the kidnappers and the
saboteurs, targeting the owners and
managers of private local and foreign
companies and their children. This was a
deliberate, conscious strategy for the
economic and political destabilization of
the victim country. Criminal elements
added to the chaos. Uncertain of the
future and fearful for their lives and the
lives of their children, local investors
began to hedge their bets by increasingly
salting away their savings and sending
their children abroad. Foreign investors
also fled. The economy ground to a halt.
Unwise government policies then further
damaged the economy and gravely
weakened the financial and agricultural
sectors of the nation.
The body politic, thus weakened,
became more vulnerable to the second
phase of terrorist operations-large-scale
guerrilla warfare.

Recently, I visited Guatemala and
talked to businessmen. They told me
that violence and uncertainty due to
guerrilla activities and terrorism were
limiting their own willingness to put
their family fortunes into long-term local
investment. They told me that until the
predatory communist regime in neighboring Nicaragua changed and security
prospects for the region improved, they
were going to continue to limit their
involvement in long-term, immobile
investments.
Thus, until our Latin American
friends and we successfully come to
grips with the mounting violence and
terrorism in parts of Latin America,
investment and economic growth will
continue to be disappointing and
democracies vulnerable.
The third factor is the availability of
modern technology, but a fundamental
misinterpretation exists. The limiting
factor on economic growth today is not
some secret process of IBM [International Business Machines Corporation] or
Silicon Valley but, rather, the decision
on where to locate the factories to
manufacture high-technology products.
If governments make it attractive for
capital, technology will follow. It's not
the other way around. This is a large
measure of the success story of North
and Southeast Asia.
Another key factor involves adequate markets for goods. Without access
to markets, there will be no investment.
This means that all of us must work to
keep the trading system open, but there
must be a bargain here. American computer workers need access to Brazilian
markets as much as Brazilian shoe
workers need American markets. And
unless both sides work to open these
markets, political pressures will work
gradually to close and restrict them, a
lasting detriment to us all.
All of us must, therefore, work
urgently to bring more open markets
about. But it takes two to tango, and our
trading partners abroad have been
quicker to point accusing fingers at
lingering remnants of American protectionism than they have been to come to
the bargaining table with offers of quids
pro quo. A country with a $150-billion
trade deficit, such as ours, cannot continue to operate this way indefinitely.
The golden goose of open U.S. markets
may eventually die, either a political or
economic death.
So all of us interested in global
economic investment and growth would
do well to press urgently for action on a
new global trade round to eliminate
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everyone's barriers to trade. Beyond
that, governments need to ensure that
their own internal markets are growing
on a sustainable basis, and that means
following economic policies which have
proven their value when they have been
successfully tried elsewhere.
Public v. Private Investment
At this point, perhaps a word about the
relative merits of public, as opposed to
private, investment would be in order.
Because of the failure of some
governments to establish and maintain
conditions needed to attract and nurture
private investment in sufficient quantities, governments sometimes tax their
citizens or borrow funds to establish a
variety of state-owned manufacturing
enterprises to provide employment and
growth. The problem comes when these
enterprises run into difficulties, as they
frequently do, and start losing large
amounts of money. This can happen
because of bad luck, product obsolescence, mismanagement, or because
the enterprise was ill-conceived to begin
with. Such enterprises, launched with
much fanfare by government leaders,
cannot be easily terminated without
substantial political cost. To keep them
alive, governments are then compelled
to provide large subsidies by raising
taxes on their citizens and the healthy
parts of the economy. This, in turn, robs
healthier businesses of money that would
otherwise be used for new investment.
To make matters worse, governments
also frequently compel the managers of
state-owned enterprises to hire or retain
large numbers of unnecessary workers,
further adding to the requirements for
state subsidies and increasing the cost of
the products manufactured by the
inefficient.
A case in point concerns the example
of two oil refineries in Latin America of
similar age, size, and construction, one
still in private hands, the other now a
state-owned enterprise. I am told the
private refinery employs about 600
workers and the state-owned refinery
more than 5,000 employees to generate
a similar amount of output.
This pattern of events, in similar but
less dramatic cases, is depressingly
familiar throughout much of the world.
The question is what to do about it.
Some thoughts come to mind.
It is important to recognize that
public investment in state-owned
manufacturing enterprises is a poor
substitute for the more difficult but far
more important task of creating conditions that will result in more private

investment. Governments do best when
they invest in basic infrastructure, such
as roads, schools, harbors, industrial
parks, and other similar undertakings
that will create opportunities for more
private investment. Experience shows
that governments, as a rule, are not
good at establishing or managing actual
manufacturing or producing operations.
This is because politics interferes with
rational day-to-day decisionmaking in
state-owned enterprises. Hardheaded,
practical, specialized businessmen perform this function far more efficiently.
Collectively, this results in a much more
dynamic national economy.
What I am saying here is not mere
theory. It is simply the empirical results
of vast past experience about stateowned enterprises around the world.
Yes, there are exceptions due to
specialized circumstances or unusually
gifted individual managers. But vital
national growth policies should be based
upon the broader patterns, not the
exceptions.
Divesting inefficient state-owned
enterprises, while broadly recognized as
desirable, is a difficult task that can only
be done by political leaders who can
articulately explain to their peoples the
importance of creating a modern
national economy based on efficient selfsustaining building blocks instead of on
state-owned industrial dinosaurs that
consume, through endless subsidies, the
investment capital that would otherwise
be used to create self-sustaining
economic growth and productive jobs
elsewhere in the nation.
Land Reform and Food Production
Finally, I want to offer a personal word
about a sensitive subject that has a bearing on private investment in agriculture
in Latin America. That subject is "land
reform."
Several hundred years ago, textiles
in England were produced largely
through a cottage-type industry. Individuals wove tweeds and clothing of all
sorts in their homes for their families
and for limited sale to others.
Then came the arrival of the industrial revolution, and suddenly cottage
workers were threatened with displacement due to the revolutionary new
technology of power looms. The Luddite
movement developed and thousands of
workers swarmed into the factories in
England to destroy the power looms
and, they hoped, to save their cottage
jobs.

We know that this did not succeed,
and England continued for decades to
lead the world in technology. Living
standards rose dramatically, and
everyone benefited.
In my view, some exponents of land
reform, in attempting to replace largescale private agriculture with a new
emphasis upon micro-sized subsistence
peasant farming, are unwittingly proposing policies very similar in aim to the
Luddite movement. Nor have collective
farms, by whatever name, proven more
acceptable or successful in Latin
America than they have been elsewhere
in the world in producing food for
nations.
We have seen in this century an
explosion of population. However, the
Malthusian prediction of mass starvation
has not occurred because modern
technology has developed agricultural
techniques, whereby a relatively few and
diminishing number of farmers can produce more food on a fixed amount of
land to feed the world's billions. We
have discovered that economies of scale
work in many kinds of privately run
food-growing facilities as well as they do
in industry.
The practice of land reform in Latin
America, by contrast, has usually been
accompanied by dramatic reductions in
long-term food production on the same
acreages, despite frequent state subsidies of various kinds. Peru, for example, once was the world's most efficient
producer of sugar. It now must import
part of its sugar from Guatemala due to
a well-intentioned but utterly disastrous
land reform. Peru's land reform also
triggered a rush of former farm workers
and their families to the cities as the
rural economy weakened across the
board.
Land reform efforts designed to
solve social and economic problems of
the 19th century, and farm pricing
policies that deny farmers a fair return,
have turned nation after nation in parts
of Latin America from being food
exporters to food importers. Unwise
food-pricing policies also rob countries of
needed investment in agriculture
because no one will voluntarily invest in
a money-losing proposition. Moreover,
the money now needed to purchase
foreign food is not available to invest in
jobs at home. Finally, farmers are no different from the rest of us. They will not
work hard or pay for expensive fertilizers and machines to produce food that
must be sold without profit or reward
for their risks and labors.
We must, therefore, urgently
transform our thinking about food
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policies. The growing needs of the 21st
century for food and jobs, rather than
the class warfare of the 19th century,
must be the driving force behind
agricultural policies. And all of us, in
Washington and in Latin America, must
be honest enough to face the empirical
evidence of policy results. Where policies
fail, however well-intentioned, let us
recognize them for what they are. In this
vital area, continuing to spend scarce
resources on proven mistakes is feeding
sacred cattle at the expense of hungry
millions.
An alternative to land reform is to
allow the market to determine food
prices and to levy fair, but not excessive,
taxes upon successful large farms, keeping the productive units intact, the
experienced owners and managers on
their farms, the workers gainfully
employed in the countryside, and the
nation fed.

America, Peru, and elsewhere. This will
be a major challenge facing our peoples
and our diplomacy in the decade ahead,
and solving it won't be cheap or easy.
Other governments, in varying
degrees, need to reform their macroeconomic, tax, investment, trade, and
food policies. Without these reforms,

they will not be able to produce the food
and jobs required by their peoples, and
without producing these two vital
necessities, democracy itself will surely
fail.
It must be our highest priority to
make sure that this does not happen. E

Visit of President of Uruguay

Conclusion
The basic reality of what I have been
talking about today is very simple. As I
said at the outset of my remarks,
without investment there will be no new
jobs. Without new jobs, there will be no
economic growth. Without economic
growth, there will be no political stability. And without political stability,
we risk a return to violence and
dictatorships.
All of us have a role to play to create
the economic, political, and security conditions necessary for investment and
growth. And all of us must do our part,
because the absence of just one element
in the comprehensive package means
that sustained economic growth and
investment will not take place.
Within countries, political party
leaders have a special role to play in
educating the electorate about the complex requirements of building a modern
dynamic economy. They need to be
aware that investor confidence is a very
fragile commodity and that more jobs
are sometimes lost through irresponsible
rhetoric during election campaigns than
governments are later able to encourage
by years of patient constructive action.
We in the United States have our
part to play. It is important that we
work vigorously to keep our own
markets open. We must also work with
other countries far more effectively than
we do now to combat the mortal threat
of terrorism and lawlessness now sapping economic vitality in Central
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PresidentJulio MariaSanguinetti of
the OrientalRepublic of Uruguay made a
state visit to the UnitedStates June 16-20,
1986, to meet with PresidentReagan and
other government officials.
Following are remarks made by
PresidentReagan and President
Sanguinetti at the arrival ceremony on
June 17.1

President Reagan
It gives me great pleasure to greet
President Sanguinetti. As the elected
leader of a free and democratic
Uruguay, you have our respect, our
admiration, and our heartfelt welcome.
Uruguay is a friend and a country
that shares with us the heritage, traditions, and values of the Americas. Our

countries, as is true of so many in this
hemisphere, were born of independence
movements seeking to break away from
colonial power. Yet those who founded
our two countries fought not only to be
rid of domination but also for freedom.
Our histories run parallel-both are the
stories of people struggling to be free;
people striving to live up to the ideals
expressed at the time of their nation's
birth.
Today the people of Uruguay are
reaffirming their faith in democracy.
And all those who love liberty applaud
this giant step forward. President
Sanguinetti, we appreciate that your
official delegation includes representatives from the judicial and legislative
branches, as well as your executive
branch of government. Separation of
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powers, protection of the rights of all
citizens, and a healthy respect for the
opinions of others are hallmarks of a
truly free society. And that is what you
and the current leaders of Uruguay are
building.
In recent years, we have witnessed
an unprecedented expansion of
democracy in the Americas. Just a
decade ago, only one-third of the people
in this hemisphere lived in democracy.
Today 90% of the people live in countries
that are democratic or in transition to
democracy. We should not be satisfied
until all Americans-and that means
every living soul from the North Slope of
Alaska to the tip of Tierra del Fuegolive in freedom, as is their birthright.
In this hemisphere, the days of dictatorship, left or right, are numbered.
The peaceful process used to reestablish
democracy in Uruguay can serve as a
model for others. Authoritarian regimes
should take notice.
Yet while we celebrate the progress
that has been made, no one should
overlook the decisive battle in the cause
of human freedom now taking place in
Central America. The outcome will
determine, ultimately, whether the
people of that region will enjoy a future
blessed with peace and development or,
instead, be engulfed in tyranny and conflict. We who enjoy the fruits of liberty
understand that just and lasting peace is
built on freedom.
Our search for peace in Central
America must, above all, be an effort to
continue the expansion of democratic
freedom that has reached four of the five
nations of this troubled region. We must
continue to press for a negotiated solution. And in this work, we must uphold
our democratic values and insist that
they be the basis for any agreement that
is worthy of our support.
The Western Hemisphere still holds
the promise of liberty and opportunity
that drew our forefathers and mothers
from the Old World. Uruguay, like the
United States, is a nation of immigrants.
They came to our shores in quest of
freedom and looking for the chance,
through hard work, to improve their
well-being and that of their families.
Uruguay's commitment to economic
growth and revitalization is well
appreciated here. You have set out to
attack not just the symptoms but the
underlying causes of your country's
economic problems. By protecting
Uruguay's good name and credit worthiness, by avoiding simplistic solutions
and quick fixes, and by strengthening
your private sector, you are building the
confidence at home and abroad needed

to carry your country into better and
more prosperous times.
In a speech to your people on
April 7th, you said, "The state sets the
direction, but it does not move the boat.
The boat is moved by the private
sector. . . ." This appreciation of the
essential role of profit motive and enterprise bodes well for Uruguay. Already,
your country is enjoying its first real
economic growth in 4 years. And there's
every reason to be optimistic that this
upward trend will continue. Let me just
add that, as Uruguay's largest tradingpartner, nothing makes us happier than
to see your country prosper.

I'm looking forward to getting to
know you and discussing some of the
issues that are of importance to both of
our countries. These are exciting times,
and we're proud to have you here with
us and thrilled that Uruguay is again in
the family of free peoples.
President Sanguinetti

2

It is a great honor for any Uruguayan
citizen to come to this house. There are
strong reasons for this. Our countries
were born during the same span of history and were part of the same liberal
revolution which inspired them with the
same ideals. Our century and a half of
independent life since then has demonstrated our faithfulness to those principles. Because of this, we stood together
in the two great World Wars of this century; milestones which have defined the
political philosophies of the people of the
world ever since. If this is true for any
Uruguayan citizen, how much more so is
it true for someone like me, arriving
here as the President of the Republic
and representing a people that has, by
its vote, entrusted me with the difficult
task of peacefully guiding our republic

back, after a defacto government, to a
full and stable institutional life.
You know that during these last 15
months, all of Uruguay has made a great
effort and lived a wonderful experience
of peaceful change with the full and
unrestricted interplay of its institutions
and rights with violence toward none.
Uruguay is heir to a long democratic
tradition and, therefore, suffered all the
more from the collapse of its institutions. Today it feels it has returned to its
old legacy and has done so in exemplary
fashion, one that enhances those
traditions.
For this reason, as you, yourself,
have pointed out, you have before you
today not only the chief of the executive
branch but also the President of the
Supreme Court of Justice, the President
of the House of Representatives, who
represents the main opposition party,
and my party's leader in the Senate, who
happens to be the son of the last
Uruguayan President to visit here,
31 years ago. This environment of harmonious cordiality among the different
branches of government and democratic
parties is the best evidence we can offer
the world of what we have achieved in
such a short time.
I would not be sincere, however, if I
did not mention that our country is still
experiencing serious problems that stem
from both domestic and international
causes. It is not easy to strive for the
consolidation of our hard-won democracy
and to put our domestic economy in
order while external economic and financial conditions subsist that in some cases
hamper, and in other cases actually
cancel out, the fruits of our own internal
efforts.
We must respond to the legitimate
and urgent call of our people to recover
their past standard of living and, at the
same time, confront the heavy debts we
have inherited-all within the context of
an increasingly closed and protectionist
world trading system. These are trends
which your government has committed
itself to fight, a position we wholeheartedly endorse in order to preserve
the mutual advantages of fair and open
world trade.
We have come to exchange views
with you and your government on many
of these problems. We shall speak
frankly, as we always do-the more so in
a country we have always considered a
friend. We may at times disagree, but
precisely because of our friendship we
feel that it is our duty to speak to each
other with loyalty, clearly and
constructively.
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We know that public opinion is very
important in this democratic nation, and
will, therefore, understand our positions.
We are also confident that your government will take them into consideration
when we look together at ways of
improving our relationship and overcoming the consequences of these problems.
Either international trade is freed,
or we must all resign ourselves to being
locked into a new feudalism. The more
powerful may survive longer, although
condemned to live in an aggressive,
unstable, and violent world. The weaker,
like us, will be sentenced to a life of
mediocrity. But all of us, sooner or later,
will be staring poverty in the face.
George Washington foresaw the
importance of this over 200 years ago
when he said, "Sound policy,
humanitarianism, and our own selfinterest all suggest a harmonious and
liberal exchange with all nations."
However, even in our trading policy, we
must keep a fair and unbiased position
without seeking or granting favors or
exclusive preferences, respecting the
natural course of events. For this
reason, we seek neither charity nor protectors of any kind. We need only
cooperative partners, strong in capital
and technology, with whom we may
work together to build a better world
guided by the same ideals of freedom
that inspired our forefathers.
In a troubled world, our country is
today, as it has been in the past, a land
of peace and democracy. We would wish
to see this same peace and democracy all
over the Americas, achieved by us Latin
Americans as the result of our own
historical commitments and our sense of
responsibility to the future. Uruguay will
continue to participate in all political
efforts aimed at promoting peace in
today's world, especially within our
America.
Peace and democracy are inseparable. We cannot have one without the
other. Uruguay today reaffirms once
again its faith in both principles, which
constitute the backbone of its very
existence as a free and independent
nation.
It is in this spirit that we greet you,
your government, and our friends, your
people.
'Held at the South Portico of the White
House where President Sanguinetti was
accorded a formal welcome with full military
honors (text from Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents of June 23, 1986).
2President Sanguinetti spoke in Spanish,
and his remarks were translated by an interpreter. E
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MULTILATERAL

pollution casualties, with annex. Done at
Brussels Nov. 29, 1969. Entered into force
May 6, 1975. TIAS 8068.
Accession deposited: South Africa, July 1, 1986.

Atomic Energy
Statute of the International Atomic Energy
Agency. Done at New York Oct. 26, 1956.
Entered into force July 29, 1957. TIAS 3873.
Acceptance deposited: Zimbabwe,
Aug. 1, 1986.

Maritime Matters
International convention on maritime search
and rescue, 1979, with annex. Done at Hamburg Apr. 27, 1979. Entered into force
June 22, 1985.
Accession deposited: Venezuela, July 8, 1986.

Conservation
Convention on the conservation of Antarctic
marine living resources, with annex for an
arbitral tribunal. Done at Canberra May 20,
1980. Entered into force Apr. 7, 1982. TIAS
10240.
Accession deposited: Korea, Rep. of,
Mar. 29, 1985.

Pollution
Protocol to the convention on long-range
transboundary air pollution of Nov. 13, 1979
(TIAS 10541), concerning monitoring and
evaluation of the long-range transmission of
air pollutants in Europe (EMEP), with annex.
Done at Geneva Sept. 28, 1984.1
Approval deposited: EEC, July 17, 1986.

Finance-Asian Development Bank
Articles of agreement establishing the Asian
Development Bank. Done at Manila Dec. 4,
1965. Entered into force Aug. 22, 1966. TIAS
6103.
Acceptances deposited: China, People's Rep.
of, Mar. 10, 1986; Spain, Feb. 14, 1986.
Finance-Inter-American Development
Bank
Agreement establishing the Inter-American
Development Bank, with annexes. Done at
Washington Apr. 8, 1959. Entered into force
Dec. 30, 1959. TIAS 4397.
Signature and acceptance deposited: Norway,
July 7, 1986.
Fisheries
Protocol to amend the international convention of May 14, 1966, for the conservation of
Atlantic tunas (TIAS 6767). Done at Paris
July 10, 1984.1
Senate advice and consent to ratification:
July 24, 1986.
Human Rights
International convenant on civil and political
rights. Done at New York Dec. 16, 1966.
Entered into force Mar. 23, 1976. 999 UNTS
171.2

International convenant on economic, social,
and cultural rights. Done at New York
Dec. 16, 1966.2 Entered into force Jan 3, 1976.
999 UNTS 3.
Ratifications deposited: Argentina, Aug. 8, 1986.
Judicial Procedure
Convention on the civil aspects of international child abduction. Done at The Hague
Oct. 25, 1980. Entered into force Dec. 1,
1983.2
Ratification
deposited: U.K., May 20,
3
1986.
Marine Pollution
International convention relating to
intervention on the high seas in cases of oil

Convention for the protection of the ozone
layer, with annexes. Done at Vienna Mar. 22,
1985.1
Senate advice and consent to ratification:
July 24, 1986.
Ratified by President: Aug. 14, 1986.
Postal
Second additional protocol to the constitution
of the Universal Postal Union of July 10, 1964.
Done at Lausanne July 5, 1974. TIAS 8231.
Ratification deposited: Turkey, June 25, 1986.
Property-Intellectual
Convention establishing the World
Intellectual Property Organization. Done at
Stockholm July 14, 1967. Entered into force
Apr. 26, 1970; for the U.S. Aug. 25, 1970.
TIAS 6932.
Ratification deposited: Iceland, June 13, 1986.
Red Cross
Geneva convention for the amelioration of the
condition of the wounded and sick in armed
forces in the field. Done at Geneva Aug. 12,
1949. Entered into force Oct. 21, 1950; for
the U.S. Feb. 2, 1956. TIAS 3362.
Geneva convention for the amelioration of the
condition of the wounded, sick, and shipwrecked members of armed forces at sea.
Done at Geneva Aug. 12, 1949. Entered into
force Oct. 21, 1950; for the U.S. Feb. 2, 1956.
TIAS 3363.
Geneva convention relative to the treatment
of prisoners of war. Done at Geneva Aug. 12,
1949. Entered into force Oct. 21, 1950; for
the U.S. Feb. 2, 1956. TIAS 3364.
Geneva convention relative to the protection
of civilian persons in time of war. Done at
Geneva Aug. 12, 1949. Entered into force
Oct. 21, 1950; for the U.S. Feb. 2, 1956. TIAS
3365.
Accessions deposited: Equatorial Guinea,
July 24, 1986.

TREATIES
Protocol additional to the Geneva conventions
of Aug. 12, 1949 (TIAS 3362, 3363, 3364,
3365), and relating to the protection of victims of international armed conflicts (Protocol
I), with annexes. Done at Geneva June 8,
1977. Entered into force Dec. 7, 1978.2
Protocol additional to the Geneva conventions
of Aug. 12, 1949 (TIAS 3362, 3363, 3364,
3365), and relating to the protection of victims of noninternational armed conflicts (Protocol II). Done at Geneva June 8, 1977.
Entered into force Dec. 7, 1978.2
Accessions deposited: Benin, May 28, 1986;
Equatorial Guinea, July 24, 1986; Jamaica,
July 29, 1986.
Belgium,
Ratifications deposited:
May 20, 1986. 4
Telecommunications
International telecommunication convention,
with annexes and protocols. Done at Nairobi
Nov. 6, 1982. Entered into force Jan. 1, 1984;
definitively for the U.S. Jan. 10, 1986.
Accession deposited: United Arab Emirates,
May 22, 1986.
Ratifications deposited: Barbados, May 22, 1986;
3
Bulgaria, May 21, 1986; 3 Italy, May 13, 1986;
Zambia, May 29, 1986.
Terrorism
International convention against the taking of
hostages. Done at New York Dec. 17, 1979.
Entered into force June 3, 1983; for the U.S.
Jan. 6, 1985.
Accession deposited: Antigua and Barbuda,
Aug. 6, 1986.
Ratification deposited: Togo, July 25, 1986.
UNIDO
Constitution of the United Nations Industrial
Development Organization, with annexes.
Done at Vienna Apr. 8, 1979. Entered into
force June 21, 1985.
Accession deposited: Tonga, Aug. 13, 1986.
Wheat
Wheat trade convention, 1986. Done at London Mar. 14, 1986. Entered into force July 1,
1986.2
Notifications of provisional application deposited:
El Salvador, July 11, 1986; Panama, July 3,
1986.
Ratification deposited: Barbados, July 2, 1986.
Women
Convention on the political rights of women.
Done at New York Mar. 31, 1953. Entered
into force July 7, 1954; for the U.S. July 7,
1976. TIAS 8289.
Accession deposited: Colombia, Aug. 5, 1986.
Convention on the elimination of all forms of
discrimination against women. Done at New
York Dec. 18, 1979. Entered into force
Sept. 3, 1981.2
Accession deposited: Iraq, Aug. 13, 1986.

BILATERAL
Australia
Agreement concerning the furnishing of
launch and associated services for Australia's
national satellite system. Signed at
Washington Mar. 7, 1985. Entered into force
Mar. 7, 1985.
Canada
Agreement concerning the exchange of fuel
for naval ships and aircraft, with enclosure.
Signed at Ottawa and Washington May 5 and
June 27, 1986. Entered into force June 27,
1986.
Agreement modifying the agreement of
Oct. 19, 1983, relating to limitation of imports
of specialty steel from Canada. Effected by
exchange of letters at Washington July 15
and 17, 1986. Entered into force July 17,
1986; effective July 20, 1986.
Central African Republic
Agreement regarding the consolidation and
rescheduling of certain debts owed to or
guaranteed by the U.S. Government through
the Export-Import Bank of the United States.
Signed at Washington May 23, 1986. Entered
into force Aug. 1, 1986.
Dominican Republic
Memorandum of understanding governing
cooperation in mapping, charting, and
geodesy. Signed at Santo Domingo July 24,
1986. Entered into force July 24, 1986.
El Salvador
Agreement amending the agreement for the
sale of agricultural commodities of Dec. 20,
1985. Effected by exchange of notes at San
Salvador June 27, 1986. Enters into force
upon written notification by the parties that
the internal procedures of both countries have
been completed.

Honduras
Third amendment to the grant agreement of
Mar. 25, 1985, relating to financial stabilization and economic recovery in Honduras.
Signed at Tegucigalpa June 19, 1986.
Entered into force June 19, 1986.
Hong Kong
Agreement modifying and extending agreement of June 23, 1982 (TIAS 10420), relating
to trade in certain textiles and textile products. Effected by exchange of notes at Hong
Kong Aug. 4, 1986. Entered into force
Aug. 4, 1986; effective Jan. 1, 1986.
Kenya
Agreement for sales of agricultural commodities. Signed at Nairobi July 16, 1986.
Entered into force July 16, 1986.
Malaysia
Agreement amending agreement of July 1
and 11, 1985, as amended, relating to trade in
cotton, wool, and manmade fiber textiles and
textile products. Effected by exchange of
notes at Kuala Lumpur July 24 and 25, 1986.
Entered into force July 25, 1986.
Mozambique
Agreement amending the agreement for the
sale of agricultural commodities of April 11,
1986. Effected by exchange of letters at
Maputo July 9, 1986. Entered into force
July 9, 1986.
Pakistan
Agreement concerning the provisions of
training related to defense articles under the
U.S. international military education and
training (IMET) program. Effected by
exchange of notes at Islamabad Dec. 10,
1985, and July 30, 1986. Entered into force
July 30, 1986.

Ghana
Agreement for sales of agricultural commodities. Signed at Accra July 14, 1986.
Entered into force July 14, 1986.

Panama
Agreement regarding the consolidation and
rescheduling of certain debts owed to,
guaranteed by, or insured by the U.S.
Government and its agencies, with annexes.
Signed at Washington July 2, 1986. Entered
into force Aug. 18, 1986.

Guatemala
Agreement for sales of agricultural commodities (and amending agreement of June 6,
1985). Signed at Guatemala July 2, 1986.
Enters into force following an exchange of
notes confirming that the internal procedures
of the importing country have been met.

Senegal
International express mail agreement, with
detailed regulations. Signed at Dakar and
Washington June 5 and July 3, 1986. Entered
into force Sept. 1, 1986.

Agreement amending the agreement for sales
of agricultural commodities of June 6, 1985.
Signed at Guatemala Aug. 9, 1985. Entered
into force Aug. 9, 1985.
Haiti
Agreement on procedures for mutual
assistance in law enforcement matters.
Signed at Port-au-Prince Aug. 15, 1986.
Entered into force Aug. 15, 1986.

Sierra Leone
Agreement amending the agreement for sale
of agricultural commodities of May 5, 1986.
Effected by exchange of notes at Freetown
Aug. 1, 1986. Entered into force Aug. 1,
1986.
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Department of State
Press releases may be obtained from the
Office of Press Relations, Department of
State, Washington, D.C. 20520.
No.

Date

Subject

*155

8/4

156

8/6

*157

8/11

Air fares between Switzerland
and U.S. to be partially
deregulated; Swissair to
offer new service to U.S.
ForeignRelations of the
United States, 1955-1957,
Volume II, China, released.
Program for the official working visit to Washington, D.C.,
of President Miguel de la
Madrid Hurtado of the
United Mexican States,
Aug. 12-14.
Shultz: statement and
question-and-answer session, Bogota, Aug. 7.
Whitehead: statement and
question-and-answer
session.

158
159

8/11
8/11

160

8/15

*161

8/15

162

8/15

*163

8/18

* 164

8/26

*165

8/26

*166

8/29
8/29

*167

Shultz: opening statement at
first plenary session of
U.S.-Australian bilateral
ministerial, San Francisco,
Aug. 11.
Shultz: dinner remarks aboard
The City of San Francisco,
Aug. 11.
Shultz, Weinberger, Hayden,
Beazley: joint news conference, San Francisco,
Aug. 11.
Shultz: remarks at Balaguer
House, Santo Domingo,
Dominican Republic, Aug. 15.
Reginald Bartholomew sworn
in as U.S. Ambassador to
Spain, Aug. 20 (biographic
data).
Regional Foreign Policy Conference, Baltimore, Sept. 19.
CSCE forum, Miami, Sept. 7.
U.S., Mexico AM broadcasting
agreement signed, Aug. 28.

*Not printed in the BULLETIN. E

Sudan
Agreement amending the agreement for sales
of agricultural commodities of Jan. 26, 1986.
Effected by exchange of notes at Khartoum
July 16, 1986. Entered into force July 16,
1986.
Thailand
Agreement concerning the provision of training related to defense articles under the U.S.
international military education and training
(IMET) program. Effected by exchange of
notes at Bangkok Apr. 15 and July 28, 1986.
Entered into force July 28, 1986.

Agreement amending agreement of July 27
and Aug. 8, 1983, as amended, relating to
trade in cotton, wool, and manmade fiber textiles and textile products. Effected by
exchange of notes at Bangkok Apr. 4 and
June 5, 1986. Entered into force June 5,
1986.
'Not in force.
2
Not in force for the U.S.
3
4 With reservation(s) and declaration(s).
With declaration.
61n force provisionally for the U.S. E

Department of State
Free single copies of the following Department of State publications are available from
the Correspondence Management Division,
Bureau of Public Affairs, Department of
State, Washington, D.C. 20520.
President Reagan
SDI: Progress and Promise, briefing on the
SDI, Aug. 6, 1986 (Current Policy #858).
Africa
Does South Africa Have a Future?, Assistant
Secretary Keyes, National Urban League's
annual conference, San Francisco, July 21,
1986 (Current Policy #857).
Africa: U.S. Policy (GIST, Aug. 1986).
Meaning of Sanctions and Countersanctions
for South Africa's Neighbors (GIST, Aug.
1986).
U.S. Pressures on South Africa (GIST, Aug.
1986).
Arms Control
Arms Control: Turning the Corner?, ACDA
Director Adelman, American Bar Assoc.,
New York City, Aug. 12, 1986 (Current
Policy #861).
U.S. Policy Regarding Limitations on Nuclear
Testing, Aug. 1986 (Special Report #150).
Interim Restraint Policy: U.S. and Soviet
Force Projections, Aug. 1986 (Special
Report #151).
Department & Foreign Service
The Foreign Affairs Budget, Deputy
Secretary Whitehead, press briefing,
Aug. 11, 1986 (Current Policy #860).
East Asia
U.S.-China Science and Technology
Exchanges (GIST, Aug. 1986).
Europe
Twentieth Semiannual Report on Implementation of Helsinki Final Act, Oct. 1,
1985-Apr. 1, 1986 (Special Report #146).
Soviet Active Measures: The WPC
Copenhagen Peace Congress, Oct. 15-19,
1986, July 1986 (Foreign Affairs Note).
General
Current Policy Digest No. 18, July 1986.
Selected State Department Publications, July
1986.
Narcotics
U.S. International Narcotic Control Programs and Policies, Deputy Secretary
Whitehead, Senate Appropriations Committee, Aug. 14, 1986 (Current Policy #863).
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PUBLICATIONS
Oceans
Who Will Protect Freedom of the Seas?,
Assistant Secretary Negroponte, Law of
the Sea Institute, Miami, July 21, 1986
(Current Policy #855).
Terrorism
Economic Sanctions to Combat International
Terrorism, July 1986 (Special Report #149).
Western Hemisphere
Obstacles to Investment and Economic
Growth in Latin America, Ambassador to
the OAS McCormack, Conference of the
Great Cities of the Americas, San Juan,
June 20, 1986 (Current Policy #862). E

Background Notes
This series provides brief, factual summaries
of the people, history, government, economy,
and foreign relations of about 170 countries
(excluding the United States) and of selected
international organizations. Recent revisions
are:
Afghanistan (July 1986)
Argentina (July 1986)
Association of South East Asian
Nations (ASEAN) (Apr. 1986)
Burma (May 1986)
Chile (Apr. 1986)
Korea, North (May 1986)
Laos (May 1986)
Mali (Apr. 1986)
Morocco (July 1986)
Sierra Leone (July 1986)
Somalia (Apr. 1986)
Syria (June 1986)
Tanzania (July 1986)
Index (June 1986)
A free copy of the index only may be
obtained from the Correspondence Management Division, Bureau of Public Affairs,
Department of State, Washington, D.C.
20520.
For about 60 BackgroundNotes a year, a
subscription is available from the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402, for
$32.00 (domestic) and $40.00 (foreign). Check
or money order, made payable to the
Superintendent of Documents, must accompany order. E

Foreign Relations Volume Released
The Department of State on August 6,
1986, released ForeignRelations of the
United States, 1955-1957, Volume II,
China. This volume documents U.S.
policy in the Taiwan Strait crisis of 1955.
In mid-January 1955, Chinese communist attacks on the Dachen Islands,
northernmost of the nationalist-held
islands off the China coast, posed a
dilemma for the United States. The
Eisenhower Administration was committed to protect the nationalist regime on
Taiwan but hoped to avoid being drawn
into an armed conflict with China. The
Administration developed a threefold
strategy. The United States pressed the
nationalists to evacuate the Dachens and
assisted in the evacuation. Congress
passed the Formosa Resolution,
authorizing the President to use U.S.
Armed Forces to protect Taiwan, the
Pescadores, and related positions.
Simultaneously, the United States supported a New Zealand initiative to raise
the offshore islands problem before the
UN Security Council.
President Eisenhower was deeply
disturbed by the ongoing Taiwan Strait
crisis. He concluded that nationalist
withdrawal from Quemoy and Matsu
offered the best solution, and he hoped
Chiang Kai-shek would decide on his
own initiative to treat them as dispensable outposts. In April 1955, he sent
Assistant Secretary of State Walter S.
Robertson and Joint Chiefs of Staff
Chairman Admiral Arthur Radford to
Taiwan in an unsuccessful attempt to
persuade Chiang to withdraw from
Quemoy and Matsu.

The crisis entered a new phase when
Premier Zhou Enlai of the People's
Republic of China declared in April at
the Bandung Conference of Asian and
African nations that China was willing to
enter into negotiations with the United
States in order to discuss the relaxation
of tension. Great Britain, India, and
other countries renewed diplomatic
efforts to bring about a peaceful resolution of the crisis. In July, these efforts
culminated in a U.S.-Chinese agreement
to begin talks at the ambassadorial level.
The volume concludes with preparations
for the U.S.-People's Republic of China
ambassadorial talks. The talks, held in
Geneva from August 1955 through
December 1957, will be documented in
Volume III, scheduled for publication
later this year.
ForeignRelations, 1955-1957,
Volume II, which comprises 688 pages of
previously classified foreign affairs
records, was prepared in the Office of
the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs,
Department of State. This authoritative
official record is based upon the files of
the White House, the Department of
State, and other government agencies.
Copies of Volume II (Department of
State Publication No. 9450 (GPO Stock
No. 044-000-02118-8) may be purchased for $23.00 (domestic postpaid)
from the Superintendent of Documents,
U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C., 20402. Checks or
money orders should be made payable to
the Superintendent of Documents.
Press release 156 of August 6, 1986. U
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