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Following is an address by Richard N.
Haass, Deputy for Policy, Bureau of
European and Canadian Affairs, before
the American Hellenic Educational Pro-
gressive Association (AHEPA), Wash-
ington, D.C., February 8, 1985.

The theme of this conference is “Irrecon-
cilable Differences? American Foreign
Policy and Greek National Interests.”
AHEPA deserves our congratulations
for sponsoring a conference on so impor-
tant a topic, and I will direct most of my
remarks to this question. But I want to
begin with-a few words about the larger
context in which relations between the
United States and Greece occur.

President Reagan took office at a
time of crisis and demoralization in U.S.
foreign policy. Twin setbacks in Iran and
Afghanistan, a relentless Soviet
weapons buildup, major economic prob-
lems at home and abroad—all left the
West relatively weaker and America’s
leadership role more in doubt than at
any time since World War II.

The President was highly successful

meeting these challenges. The election
results of November attest to the
widespread support for his policies and
leadership. I understand, too, that near-
ly two-thirds of the Greek-Americans
voting favored President Reagan.

What Greek-Americans and others
endorsed was a self-confident America,
an America of renewed economic oppor-
tunity and growth, and an America of
restored military might. Election results
also revealed support for a foreign
policy dictated by a sincere commitment

to negotiations and arms reduction
tempered by a realistic assessment of
the Soviet Union.

A key aspect of our success abroad
was that it was shared. The United
States has long recognized that it cannot
go it alone if peace and freedom are to
be preserved. Our experience in the
alliance of democracies, NATO, has been
a great success. Sixteen countries with
widely different backgrounds, some
formerly bitter enemies, belong. As
allies they have worked together to
preserve the peace in Europe for over
35 years. And they have done so in the
face of a growing threat from the Soviet
Union and the Warsaw Pact.

Greece and the Alliance

Greece is one of the members of this
successful alliance. It has enjoyed the
peace NATO has provided. It has added
to the strength that preserved the
peace. Greece and the United States
share the common benefits and respon-
sibilities that go with membership in this
unique association.

Yet despite this proud and suc-
cessful past, our differences seem to
have increased in number and gravity.
Are these differences irreconcilable? I
won’t keep you in suspense. My answer
is no. Let me justify this answer with a
few propositions.

My first proposition is that Greece
has long been a valued and important
friend and ally. Just as Greek-Americans
cannot separate themselves entirely
from their former homeland, America



annot separate itself from a heritage
thich dates back to ancient Greece. The
ery word for our form of govern-
1ent—democracy—comes from Greek.
mr art and architecture abound with
1e influences of Hellenic culture.
‘housands of our citizens each year
_-avel to Greece. We are bound by a net-
work of important economic, social, and
molitical ties. We fought with Greece
igainst fascism and forged close bonds
ander the Truman doctrine. As two of
that small and select group of nations
which embrace democracy, we joined
NATO and helped halt the spread of
Soviet communism,

As a second proposition, Greece is
if major strategic importance to the
Nest, the United States, and NATO as
vell. Located at the crossroads of

Hurope, the Middle East, and Africa,
Greece is in a position to help control
[the sea- and airlanes of the Mediter-
ranean. Bordering on the Warsaw Pact,
reece would block any attack toward
«.le Mediterranean through Thrace and
ould join Turkey and other members of
NATO in resisting a Soviet effort to
seize the Dardanelles. The United States
1 has valuable military facilities in Greece
which serve key alliance and mutual
efense objectives. Without Greece,
NATO’s southern frontier would be split.
A dangerous gap would emerge in the
defense chain stretching from the
Norwegian Sea to the eastern Mediter-
ranean.

A third proposition stems from the

Z;)ther side of the coin. I would argue

hat the United States and NATO are
vital to Greek security. Greece enjoys

“1e benefits of a world in which warfare
_.as been contained due to the strong ef-
forts of the Western alliance. While
some in Greece see no imminent threat
of attack from the north today, it is only
the deterrence provided by a united and
strong alliance that makes that so. As
Prime Minister Papandreou recently
acknowledged in an interview, had it not
been for the approach taken by the
United States after World War 11,
Greece would likely be in the Soviet bloc
today.

Beginning with the massive effort to
assist Greece under the Truman doc-
trine, as it resisted Soviet and Soviet-

pported pressures, the United States

is provided over $6.8 billion in

onomic and military assistance to

reece. Our commitment continues: in

e current fiscal year, the Reagan Ad-
"hinistration has proposed that Greece
- 2ceive $500 million in FMS [foreign

ilitary sales] loans, making Greece the
ifth largest recipient of U.S. security
assistance. Indeed, of the five major

‘ecipients, only Israel receives more on
1 per capita basis.

Security against external threat,
combined with foreign assistance, has
greatly contributed to Greek economic
development. Ties to the West provided
a framework in which Greece could
make impressive political and economic

trides. With the tragic exception of the

_eriod from 1967-74, Greece since 1949
has experienced one of its longest
periods of political stability as a
democracy since antiquity. Economic ac-
complishments have been just as great.

J Greece’s annual per capita income has
increased from below $200 in 1950 to
around $4,000 today.

Turkey and U.S.-Greek Relations

I suspect that many of you can agree
with the points I have made thus far.
What, then, underlies our topic of the
day? If the United States and Greece
share a mutual heritage and traditions
and have compelling mutual security in-
terests, then why has AHEPA through
this conference emphasized our dif-
ferences? Does the answer lie with those
who believe our interests are irrecon-
cilable because of our relations with
Turkey and because of Cyprus? This
leads to my next proposition, funda-
mental to our policy toward the eastern

-Mediterranean—namely, that good rela-
sions between the United States and

- T'urkey are consistent with Greek in-
terests. So, too, is the approach we are
taking to the Cyprus problem.

There is no denying that differing
perspectives, mistrust, and suspicion in
both Ankara and Athens complicate our
ties with both allies. Frankly, we some-
times are tempted to conclude that if
both Greece and Turkey are dissatisfied
with us—as is sometimes the case—we
must be doing something right. None-

_ theless, there are a number of good
reasons why our relationship with
Turkey serves the common interests of
the United States and Greece.

First, just as Greece is vital to
VATO, so is Turkey. No military plan-
rer would want to defend Turkey
vithout Greece or Greece without
Curkey. Turkey does not only share a

jlong border with the Warsaw Pact; it
r projects eastward into Southwest Asia
and stands squarely between the Soviet
| Union and the Middle East. In wartime,
- Turkey would be vital to us and to

+ Greece, whether the attack came in
Thrace, Southwest Asia, or the Persian
Gulf. Nor would an isolated Turkey out-
side NATO be in Greek interests. 1
would add that U.S. security assistance
to Turkey, although larger than for
Greece, is not excessive. Turkey’s needs,

given the threat I have outlined, are

substantial. Much of Turkey’s arms are

obsolete. Per capita GNP [gross national

product] in Turkey is only a third that of
- Greece.

But American aid for Turkey does
not merely help Ankara meet a common
threat shared by Greece and the United
States. It also supports continued
political and economic development in
Turkey. Turkey's steady return to
democracy and progress toward
economic and internal stability can only
contribute to long-term prospects for
resolving Greek-Turkish differences. We
do not minimize these problems, but we
do not consider them insoluble. They in-
clude complex and important issues of
sovereign rights relating to airspace and
the sea and many other issues, large and
small, which create frictions between
these two neighbors. Such problems
have been addressed by Greeks and
Turks before. One need only think back
to the period in which the Greek and
Turkish statesmen, [Eleutherios]
Venizelos and [Kemal] Ataturk, were
able to establish a foundation of con-
structive ties in difficult circumstances.
Those of the present ought not to settle
“or less.

Quite simply, the United States does
10t have the luxury of favoring one

-country over the other, and neither
country would benefit if we did. We will
continue to make clear our opposition to
the use of force in the Aegean. Both
allies face too many threats which are
real and too many demands on their
limited resources to squander them on
needless confrontation. We will continue

(‘to urge both countries to make renewed
efforts to ease tensions and to resuine a
dialogue.

The Cyprus Problem

Let me turn now to Cyprus. Here, too,
we believe differences in perspective be-
tween Greece and the United States do
not pose intractable problems for our
relationship. We recognize the impor-
tance of this issue to Greek people
everywhere and to all Greek govern-
ments. Cyprus is a top priority for
American foreign policy as well. We .
have made clear our willingness to assist
the parties in the search for a settle-
ment. We have also made clear our op-
position to actions which forestall or
prejudice progress. In this, we should
find ourselves not at odds but at one
with all Greeks.

No one should doubt America’s
resolve to see progress toward a fair,
negotiated settlement in Cyprus. The__
United States alone, however, cannot
solve the Cyprus problem. Efforts to im-
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pose a settlement by outside parties
have failed in the past. Nor can the
United States be held responsible for the
current situation, which developed over
many years. Attempts to make the
United States the scapegoat for internal
political events in Greece or for creating
the Cyprus problem are wrong. They ig-
nore the long history of differences be-
tween the two communities. They also
detract from realistic attempts to solve
the problem. Ultimately, the Cypriots
themselves must decide how they will
live together. Compromise will be
necessary from both sides.

Our policy has been and remains one
of strong support for the efforts of the
UN Secretary General and his “good
offices” role of bringing the two com-
munities together. I am sure many of
you followed closely UN Secretary
General Perez de Cuellar’s latest in-
itiative on Cyprus, which culminated in
January’s meetings between ~  ident
Kyprianou and [Turkish Cypriu. seader]
Mr.-Bénktash. This Wé._S—ﬂlngfirSt summit
mieeting between the-Gypriot parties in
nearly-6-years. Extensive discussion of
the key elements of a settlement took
place. While we were disappointed that
the parties were unable to reach agree-
ment, we believe that much has been ac-
complished in the last several months.
We should not squander the progress
that has been made. Pursuit of a
negotiated solution must continue. We
are urging all parties to renew the
search for progress. As before, we will
do what we can to assist this endeavor.

In doing so, we do not believe that
one-sided punitive approaches, such as
cuts in military assistance to Turkey or
conditioning Turkish assistance to
specific actions on Cyprus, are helpful.
In fact, they are counterproductive. On
the other hand, in an effort to provide
positive incentives for progress, the
President proposed last year a $250
million Cyprus Peace and Reconstruc-
tion Fund for use by the Cypriots when
a settlement is reached or significant
steps toward one are taken. That pro-
posal is still valid and will be im-
plemented should circumstances permit,
as we all hope they will. We welcome
AHEPA'’s thoughtful and constructive
proposal on how this fund might be used
to encourage Greek and Turkish
Cypriots to begin practical efforts at
cooperation.

No issue requires the attention of all
parties in the region now more than
Cyprus. The prospects for progress are
greater than they have been for many
years. And while we know movement
toward a resolution of the Cyprus prob-
lem will not automatically lead to im-

provements in relations between Greece fno more than a 5-year termination pact.

and Turkey, it is clear that the improved
atmosphere that would result could
make it easier for the two sides to ad-
dress other areas of tension.

Other Issues

In our view, then, Turkey and Cyprus
need not and should not prevent good
U.S.-Greek relations. Our differing
views do, of course, complicate our rela-
tions, and it would be disingenuous to
say otherwise. This is in itself nothing
new. What is new, though, is the scope
and intensity of problems that have
characterized our relations since 1981.

Perhaps-most difficult for many
Americans to deal with are the harsh
ind even gratuitous criticisms directed
it the United States in recent years by
vhe Government of Greece. We have our
faults, plenty of them. Certainly, we are
not above criticism. Furthermore, dif-
ferences—even sharp differences—are tc
be expected between democratic allies
with independent views.

But there ought to be limits. As we
see it, these differences are similar to
those in a family. They should be kept in
the family context. In this case, the
family is the Western community of na-
tions with its core of shared interests.
We do not believe that statements by an
ally calling the United States “the
metropolis of imperialism” and virtually

‘ white-washing the Soviet Union are con-

sistent with the spirit of the alliance.
Nor can we understand why a friend
would accuse the United States of put-
ting into jeopardy the lives of hundreds
( of innocent women and children aboard
- Korean Air Lines Flight 007, shot down
by the Soviet Union. It was and remains
\ a preposterous charge that this plane
! was on a spy mission for the United
States. Provocative Greek Government
statements questioning U.S. and NATO
motivation in supporting Solidarity in
Poland only detract from goals we all
share. So, too, does Greek refusal to
support the alliance consensus on
resisting the deployment of Soviet
intermediate-range nuclear missiles
targeted on Europe. These accusations |
go beyond routine disagreement be-
tween allies. They draw down the large
fund of good will for Greece here in
America and erode support for the
United States in Greece.

We have other problem areas. Our
military bases in Greece serve mutual in-
terests, we believe, and, in fact, we con-
cluded a new base agreement 15 months
ago. We assume this serves Greek in-
terests or the government would not
have signed. Yet we continue to hear
statements about the agreement being

Again, these are statements, not specific
actions, but they hurt the atmosphere
and make important military planning
and cooperation much more difficult.
Both parties to an alliance must be con-
fident they can rely on each other in the
future. We lack this when the Greek
Government asserts that the Americans
will be asked to leave at the end of 5
years,

We here in the United States were

5
| pleased when Greece resumed full par-

ticipation in NATO in 1980. This re-
mains the case. As you know, NATO is
a union of democratic states, so diversi-
ty, not imposed unanimity, is one of its
great strengths. Nonetheless, I think my
concept of the family again comes into
play. An overall harmony of approach
and willingness to compromise are
essential. We do not see such an ap-
proach being taken by the Greek
Government. We and other allies are
distressed, for example, about Greek un-
willingness to participate in alliance
military exercises. Such exercises are
very important in strengthening and
testing NATO defenses and benefit all of
us. We hope that the Greek Government
will agree to participate again in the
future.

We also have had our differences on
specific terrorist incidents in the recent
past and, more generally, on how best to
react to the growing threat that interna-
tional terrorism poses to all civilized na-
tions. You have seen media accounts of
the tragic bombing in Glyfada. Whatever
the source of the outrage—and we do
not yet have enough information to
judge—the incident starkly reveals our
joint vulnerability to acts of violence and
terrorism. We appreciate the sympathy
and outrage expressed by the Greek
Government and its efforts to seize the
perpetrators. We sincerely hope that
from this tragic incident will come an
improved dialogue between our govern-
ments on terrorism, Certainly, progress
in the key area of antiterrorism would
go a long way to improve relations be-
tween us.

I should point out that despite all
these obstacles, there are accomplish-
ments on the other side of the ledger as
well—the conclusion of a base agree-
ment which had not been possible under

" previous Greek governments was a

notable achievement. Implementation of
that agreement, despite some strong
points of friction, continues to go well in
many areas. Sixth Fleet vessels regular-
ly visit Athens and other Greek ports.
We are currently negotiating for new
agreements regarding our VOA [Voice
of America] transmitters in Greece and

" status of forces arrangements. Discus-



sions to expand economic and commer-
cial ties are also underway. It is, indeed,
a shame that the many positive aspects
of U.S.-Greek relations become obscured
in the face of our differences.

If I may conclude this last of my
propositions, let me reiterate that I do
not believe the differences I have out-
lined are irreconcilable. We derive no
satisfaction from our current difficulties.
To the contrary, we seek to have the
best possible relationship with Greece.
We believe our relationship can improve.
And we are doing our part to bring this
about. We do not ask Greece to give up
its independence or sovereignty. We ask
only for a reciprocal approach on the
part of the Greek Government. Good
relations are a two-way street. We ask
that our differences be handled construc-
tively and privately, not openly and con-

tentiously. We do not and cannot ask
that all our differences be magically
resolved, only that they be dealt with in
a fashion befitting long-time friends and
allies.

AHEPA has a key role to play. Your
close contact with the Greek people and
understanding of both countries provides
an important bond of friendship and
trust. No group is more qualified to ex-
plain our perspective in Greece or the
Greek perspective here than you. None
can doubt your sincere concern for good
U.S.-Greek relations. You have
represented a large segment of the
American public’s views on these issues
responsibly and thoughtfully.

We all admire what your organiza-
tion has done and continues to do to
foster greater understanding and better
relations. This conference is a fine exam-

ple of your timely and perceptive ef-
forts. I personally have appreciated
AHEPA’s dialogue with the Administra-
tion. I ask for your continued help
toward the goals we share—better rela-
tions between the United States and
Greece, better relations among the coun-
tries of the region, peaceful resolution of
differences, and a uniting of effort to
meet our common challenges and aspira-
tions. B
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\ to spend enormous sums in order to maintain the Greek armed
forces’ modernization efforts. A growing anti-Western climate
in Greece, following the country’s pursuit of the nonaligned
option, would certainly discourage foreign investment, making
itall the more difficult for Greece to secure loans from Western
banks. With the country in the midst of a severe economic
crisis, foreign policy adventurism hardly seems advisable.

Though most Greeks are dissatisfied with what they consider
pro-Turkish bias in NATO and the United States, PASOK’s cen-
trist and center-left voters would hardly favor foreign pplicy

, adventurism in the absence of blatant provocation. A public
opinion poll conducted on behalf of the Center for Political
Research and Information showed that 48.7 percent of the
population approved of maintaining the U.S. bases while only
26.6 percent disapproved.®

v [

Papandreou seems to have divided his foreign poligy con-
cerns into “essential” and “marginal” elements. The former
are governed by international realities, the latter, almost exclu-
sively, by the three domestic forces. Greece's basic commit-
ments have not changed: maintenance of U.S. bases, member-

i ship in NATO and the European Community. But the overall
image of PASOK’s foreign policy—both in its style and ip its
handling of the marginal issues—is characterized by a strong
anti-Westernism and, more oﬁten than not, a pro-Soviet inch-
nation. \

The first problem Pasok had to confront after gaining power
in 1981 was negotiating with the Reagan Administration on
the status of the U.S. bases in Greece. The importance ofithese
bases for U.S. and NATO strategy in the Mediterranean cannot
Ee denied. The most valudble installation is the complex at
,Bouda at the northwestern edge of the island of Crete. Stored '
there are large quantities of fuel and munitions, mainly for the '
U.S. Sixth Fleet. The base has a good harbor, which can
.accommodate and protect the whole fleet, and a modern air-
port for reconnaissance flights in the region. At Heraklion,
Crete, are an airport for reconnaissance flights and a listening-
post for intercepting Soviet transmissions in the eastern Medj-
terranean. The Hellenicon base in Athens is used as a support

* Nationwide poll (unpublished) conducted by EMRB Hellas on behalf of the Center for |
Political Research and Information in October 1983 with a sample of 2,700,

v

t

| ]with U.S. weapons,

1

—
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base for air transport, and as a ba§e fpr intelhgencenﬂl%ltllt]s;
Finally, an important naval communications centeri( pa ot the
U.S. world defense system, 1s locatpd in Nea Ma_ ri, ?u]:stla !

Athens, and is connected directly with similar stations in Italy
anl(jlesi‘t)ﬁg;-the United States nor Greece has complete fge_edorln
of maneuver on the issue of these bases. They are obviously

/important to the United States, though they are not irreplace-

able; Greece, for its part, knoyvs that the tranffer of thp ba‘se:
to Turkey would dramatically gcreas? T:;l:l)s'es strategic valu
stern Alliance—at Greece’s € . _
fo;;}[l:;:gfei)u is well aware that Greek troops, armed m;:im}:y
need a steady flow of spare parts. An he
cannot ignore the' fact that a large part of the (:'ad(;‘ess otf t tg
Greek armed forces have been trained in the United States ‘
use certain modern weapons systems, and thz_lt (‘freec% rllee s
“U.S. credits to modernize its forces_ apd maintain a ;an.%e—
with TurKey. Despite some antagonistic rhegorlc, soun : nr?(l) -
tary reasons made an agreement with the United States a most
inevitable and Papandreou signed the U.S. bases agreeme
g 3. - .
Seggwﬁg: this became an_occasion not for an 1deolg(;gllgsl
rapprochement with the Alliance _but for ever motred \g ent
attacks against it. The agrt'elenlllent 1tse1§ r;la:t ;t)}x;isgr;sgs v [Z]ited
u as a necessary evil: he argue
F()}arl:ectzier?ational indepen)c'ience and served only U.S., not Gr_eek:
interests. He was at pains to present the agreement as;l: tlt:l}:e
table for the bases’ ‘‘removal,” and clau:ne:d that “we have (}
political will to terminate in five years’ time the presence o
.S. bases in Greece.” S o
v Sa;:ndreou asserts that (.}reek. pa}:tncnpatlon in NAT(t) s tm:l;
tary branch has “become inactive. A more accurate etes
would be “selectively inactive,” since Greece still participa s
"in NATO exercises, except those n the Aggean, and Gree,
Srepresentatives regularly attend NATO me?tlng.s.fPapandreOLél?
“grievance against NATO is not only ideological; it ocl:xsgsi as (;N ol
on two practical' issues. One concerns the Greek 1s ?n of
{ Lemnos; Greece has refused to participate in a serlﬁs c()i Fx:se
‘pises in the Aegean because_they did not 1n§lude the Le enos
of Lemnos in their scenarios. Turkey claims ‘thatl emnos
cannot be militarized short of v1o}a§1r3g internationa trealm(sise,
Gteece has rightly countered that it is 1nFoncelvable tlo exc ’Il“lhis
part of its territory from the Alliance’s defense plans.
















COUNTRY PAPER - TURKEY

As promised by the military government which took power in
September 1980, national parliamentary elections were held in
Turkey in November 1983. An absolute majority was won by
Turgut =~ "'s Motherland Party, and he was installed as Prime
Minister su December. The Motherland Party also won the
majority of the votes in nationwide local elections which were
held in March 1984. The next national elections are scheduled
for 1988, preceded by by=-elections this year.

Major Issues Facing Current Turkish Government

Internal Security: The Turkish Government must manage
serious threats to its internal security from terrorists,
including Kurdish groups with separatist claims. 1In addition,
since 1975 .._T1 over 50 Turkish citizens have been assassinated
in and outside of Turkey by Arr~~i=n terrorist groups which
also have territorial claims on ...key. =

In 1980, prior to the military takeover, terrorism claimed
approximately 20 lives a day in Turkey. Currently, daily life
is, by and large, secure. Nevertheless arrests of armed
terrorists and some bombing incidents continue. These
activities are believed to stem from efforts being made by
terrorist leaders living outside of Turkey who are trying to
stage a comeback. 1In addition the Turkish Government is
currently engaged in a major military operation in southeastern
Turkey to deal with raids on towns and government installations
by Kurdish militants operating out of safehavens in Iran, Iraq
and Syria.

Economic Reform and Development: The economic reform
program, which was first adopted in 1980 under the guidance of
then Director for Planning, Turgut Ozal, is replacing an
autarchic state-dominated approach with a policy that
emphasizes export-led growth and progressive release of market
forces. The program has received international acclaim as a
model of a responsible way of dealing with third-world debt
problems. While it works to maintain its credit rating,
however, the Ozal government must achieve development goals
that will help resolve a chronic unemployment rate that hovers
around 20 percent and offer real income growth to a population
that receives an average per capita income equivalent to $1,000.




Last year Turkey achieved a real rate of growth of GNP of

4.9 percent and an annual export growth rate of about 13
\ percent, The current government has instituted major currency,

trade and bureaucratic reforms intended to expand trade,
lencourage investment by private capital, both foreign and
domestic, and improve tax receipts. Turkey's two major
‘problems are high unemployment (20%) and a high rate of
3inflation. As a result of strong GOT efforts, the inflation
rate fell from 52% in 1984 to 44% in 1985, but the monetary
\}policy that Ozal is using to bring it down keeps interest rates

high and has slowed development.

Human Rights: The return to democracy has laid the
groundwork for return to the civil rights guaranteed by the
Turkish Constitution, and major advances have been made, but
some problems remain, Martial law has been lifted in all but 9
provinces. Those provinces where martial law continues are in
the southeast, where government forces are contending with

LRurdish guerrilla activity. A general amnesty has so far been
rejected by the government as imprudent. Both the Prime
Minister and President cite the resurgence of terrorism in the
wake of general amnesties declared by previous governments.

Accusations of torture in Turkish prisons has been publicly
acknowledged by the Turkish Government which has taken measures
to eradicate the practice. In addition to prosecution and
punishment of officials found guilty of mistreating prisoners,
the government is undertaking a program of prison reform and
;has raised standards for police recruitment and training. The
issue is vigorously debated in Parliament and the press, and a
parliamentary team which is investigating the problem has
issued a report recommending specific reform,

In spite of these important advances, however, troubling
human rights questions remain. Although the majority of those
»n trial are accused of committing or abetting violent crimes
fFor political goals, some major trials are aimed at groups
accused of crimes of association or contravention of martial
law regulations which limit criticism of the government. These
include the current trials of members and directors of the
Turkish Peace Association, the trial of the DISK labor union
leaders, and the trial of those who in 1984 circulated and
signed a petition requesting speedier relaxation of
restrictions on civil rights.




Defense: A member of NATO since 1952, Turkey maintains the
second largest standing army in the alliance after the United
States. It has, however, far fewer domestic resources with
which to support that army. As a result, although Turkey
" devotes 22 percent of government expenditure to defense, it is
equipped to a large extent with with WWII/Korean War vintage
equipment and must rely heavily on outside assistance,
primarily from the United States, Germany and NATO, to upgrade
its military capabilities.

Foreign Policy: Turkey has traditionally pursued a

balanced policy toward its neighbors, many of which do not

hare Turkish views of democracy or secularism. Historically
1d culturally tied to the East, since Ataturk's revolution
irkey has deliberately sought to nurture Western institutions
1d has cultivated its ties with Europe and with the United
States., While working to preserve and improve its ties with
the West, the Ozal Government emphasizes further development of
its economic ties with its Middle Eastern neighbors.

' In regard to most of the Eastern bloc, Turkish relations

remain cool, but proper. The Turks have signed an economic
cooperation agreement with the Soviets extending long-standing
programs of economic assistance and bilateral trade, including
a new agreement to buy natural gas from the Soviet Union.
Relations with Bulgaria have soured considerably in the past
year as the result of Bulgarian oppression of their Turkish
ethnic minority.

Turkey's relations with Europe are mixed. Turkey was
readmitted to the Council of Europe and is at*~mpting to fully
regularize its =<=~~iate membership in the EEL. Bilateral

relations—with ......an countries which had been strained by
'human rights questions since the military takeover in 1980, are
beginning to relax. The Turks want continued aid and special
access for their exports to the EC. The Europeans have limited
some Turkish textile and food exports and want to continue
limitations on the movement of Turkish labor in the community.

Major disagreements between G * Tirkey continue
regarding division of rights in tuc acycau aud over Cyprus.
Prime Minister Ozal has offered to begin fence mending by
opening a dialogue between the two countries, offers which have
so far been rejected by the Greek Government.



Cyprus following the 1974 Turkish military intervention there
which resulted from the attempted Greek-led coup against the
Makarios Government, The Government of Turkey has, however,
expressed support for a settlement of the Cyprus situation
which would be considered fair by both communities on the
island and is encouraging Turkish Cypriot participation in the
talks being conducted by the UN Secretary General to find such
a solution,

i Approximately 18,000 to 20,000 Turkish troops remain on

At present, both for strategic and economic reasons,
Turkish diplomacy is heavily involved in the Middle East,
although they maintain neutrality in regional conflicts.
Turkey is a member of the Islamic Conference Organization and
the only Muslim country other than Egypt which maintains

, diplomatic ties with Israel. Iran and Iraq are important

\ trading partners with Turkey, and since the advent of the

| Iran-Iraq war Turkey has become an indispensable trade route
for both countries. Turkish contractors have important
contracts in several Middle Eastern countries, most notably
Saudi Arabia and Libya, and large numbers of Turkish workers
are employed as contract labor in those countries.

Turkish-American Relations: While the security interests
that the United States and Turkey share as NATO allies are
central to the U.S.-Turkish relationship, political and
economic relations have expanded steadily in recent years.

[ The United States maintains several important military
installations in Turkey including Incirlik Air Base, the
largest such installation between Italy and the Philippines.
Furkey also provides important ports of call for American naval
vessels, The initial five~year term of the U.S.-Turkish
defense and Economic Cooperation Agreement (DECA) concluded on
december 18, 1985. The agreement, in the U.S. view, is now in
force on a year-to-year basis. The U.S. and Turkey are
currently conducting discussions on the DECA. While the U.,S.
believes that the DECA has been a successful instrument for the
expansion of U.S.-Turkish cooperation and should be retained,

' both sides agree that there is room for improvement in our

i cooperation and that ways should be found to strengthen it.

( In FY 1986 Turkey will receive $735 million in security
lassistance for Turkey, which includes $615 million in military
stistance and $120 million in economic support funds., For FY
86 the Administration has requested $820 million in military
aid and $150 million in economic assistance. 1In addition the
Export-Import Bank of the United States provides a full range
of export credit programs for Turkey.



At present American investment in Turkey is approximately
$223 million. Opportunities offered to foreign investors by
the present economic program have attracted investment by
several American banks, and American oil companies are
currently conducting explorations in the country. Other major
American investments in the minerals and agro-industry sectors
are also contemplated. With the revival of the Turkish
economy, trade between the two countries is growing as well,
In 1985 the trade was valued at $1.9 billion. American
products account for about 10 percent of Turkish imports. The
U.S. and Turkey have recently signed a bilateral investment
treaty, and negotiations on a textile agreement began in
August 1985. A U.S.-Turkish Business Council has been
established to play an advisory and facilitative role in
expanding trade and investment between the two countries,

Turkish-American relations in general remain close and
supportive, although there are disagreements over the level of
security assistance and sensitivities regarding Cyprus and
resolutions introduced in Congress which refer to a genocide of
Arr = “mns by Turks earlier in the century. Turkish public
opinion was outraged in 1984 following adoption by the House of
Representatives of one such resolution, and the Turkish
Government made clear that relations would be seriously
affected if another such measure were passed. U.S. limitations
on Turkish exports, upon which Turkey depends to effect its
economic recovery, also are causing friction, and exchange of
views on human rights issues continues as well.

Wang 0858M
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Voice of America facilities in Greece; further negotiations on
the Defense Industrial Cooperation, as described in our DECA;
further trade and investment talks scheduled for early in May;
examination of ways to make our cooperation in meeting
terrorism even more effective,

We have also had good discussions on the future of U.S.
military facilities in Greece. We did not come to a
conclusion, but we did agree that a serious discussion of this
question would take place in time to permit the orderly
resolution of the questions well prior to December 1988,

We also reviewed other issues on the agendas of both

countries, I emphasized my government's concern about the
differences between our Greek and Turkish allies, our hope that
they will be able to resolve them, and our interest in the
peace and stability of the region. 1 expressed the hope that
Greece will be able to find a way to return to full
participation in NATO activities, and I underlined my
government's interest in a lasting and fair settlement of the
Cyprus question as well as our conviction that the Secretary
General's initiative is the most promising route to that goal.

Finally, 1 had the pleasure of extending an invitation to the

Greek Foreign Minister to visit Washington, and he has accepted.

If there are any gquestions, I'll be glad to try them.

QUESTION: Jim Anderson (UPI): Mr. Secretary, how will Lhe
United States go with the necessary investment and
modernization of the U.S. bases in Greece without a Firm
commitment from Greece on the future of those bases?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, first of all, we have now the basis
for our labor agreements, so we'll be able to move forward in
doing the things that need to be done. And, as I said in mny
statement, we had good discussions of the bases question, and
we will be able to work with that issue so that the guestions
will be resolved well before December 1988. And I have found
the discussions quite satisfactory.

QUESTION: My name is Amy Lundberg and 1 represent the American
01l Industry Press (Teledrop). I have a message for President
Reagan through you, and a question. As a Greek-American, I see
Greece, like Turkey, simply renegotiating the terms of the
bases. Equity and American financial aid to Greece and Turkey
is a key to reassuring our American investment here. This 1is
my opinion. -Greece cannot tolerate the injustice of inequity
of American fFinancial aid. Greece offers bases of vital,
unparalleled, strategic importance which you know better than 1
do. Moving the bases elsewhere - .

¢
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BERNARD KALB: Do you have a question, please?

QUESTION: My question is, in order not to weaken the United
States, Greece, Turkey and NATO, cah we possibly achieve this
equity in aid to Greece and Turkey, according to you, at some
point? Is there any hope?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: We, of course, work hard for stability in
this region and for high performance in our NATO alliance. The
efforts of the United States are to work, of course, with all
the members of the alliance who have different problems,
different contributions, and to be part of something that adds
up to a strong deterrent against the potential aggression from
the East. We've had forty years of peace in Europe, and I
think that the strength of the NATO alliance is to be put down
as a major contributor to it. And we'll continue to work with
the alliance and with our friends in the alliance.

QUESTION: Did you try to bring closer, Turkey and Greece, in
connection with the Cyprus question?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: We discussed the Cyprus issue in both
countries, and in both we expressed our view. As [ said in my
statement, that the Secretary General's initiative looks to us
like the best way, and the most promising approach to resolving
this issue. We're supporting it. Others have said that they
support it as well, and we hope that as his next move takes
place, that it will turn out to be a basis -~ and we think it

will ~- for a genuine discussion of the issue, and that's what
we're working for.

QUESTION: Bernie Gwertzman (New York Times): Mr. Secretary,
on this question of the base discussions you mentioned, can you
give us an idea of the time frame you're talking about, and
whether these talks will be simply limited to discussing
whether there is an interest on Greece's part in continuing the
agreement after 1t expires in 1988, as I think you indicated,
or do you have a sense that the Greeks do want to continue the
agreement and that these discussions would go beyond that

question and include details on what a new DECA might look like
after 19887

#

SECRETARY SHULTZ: What I'm prepared to say on that question is
that we agreed that a serious discussion of this question, all
of its dimensions, will take place in time to permit the

orderly resolution of the questions well prior to December 1988,

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, has the world reaction, especially
the European reaction, to the attacks in the Libyan Gulf of
Sidra heightened your concern for security of American
diplomats and American facilities around the world?
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, we are always concerned, and we watch

all of the intelligence, of course.. Mr. Qadhafi has
consistently threatened-us and others with terrorist acts, so

we must be on our guard. But at the same time, it's important
to every country that gains from freedom of the seas —-- and
that's everybody —— and freedom of the air spaces, that no

country be allowed unilaterally to announce itself in
possession of what are universally recognized as international
property. So our action is based on that, and the Libyan
aggression against us has no justification.

QUESTION: John McWethy (ABC): Mr. Secretary, it's difficult
not to notice on this visit that the security for you in
particular has been extraordinary. Is that related to the
situation in Libya? Do you have fears for your own safety?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: No, I don't have fears for my safety. I
think the governments involved have perhaps taken special
steps, and of course we have our own security people who do a

fine job, and I'm traveling around feeling very secure and safe.

QUESTION: (Newspaper Eleftheros): Mr. Secretary, in case that
agreement has been reached for the bases —- for the American
bases in Greece --

SECRETARY SHULTZ: No, there hasn't been an agreement reached,
I said that explicitly.

QUESTION: In case.

SECRETARY SHULTZ: You shouldn't say, "in case," because - I
can't understand you. What was your question?

QUESTION: 1In case that agreement has been reached for the
bases in Greece, for the American bases, it would be issued (as
a) common announcement or separated as it happened last time?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: What I can say on the question of the bases,
I said in my statement. And 1 am not going to elaborate on it
further. Obviously, if, there is a positive outcome, as it says
in the statement, well béefore December 1988, there will have to
be an arrangement for how to announce it. And I don't regard
that as any particular problem.

QUESTION: Ann Garrels (NBC): After Mr. Whitehead left Greece,
the U.S. was concerned about what the Greek Government then
said about terrorism. Indeed, Mr. Papandreou's own party was
very critical of our actions in Libya the past few days. Can
you tell uws, then, what kinds of discussions you had on

terrorism and why you are encouraged? /
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: We had a thorough discussion with the
Foreign Minister, I did, and I spent a fair amount of time with
the Prime Minister and others to a lesser extent. On (a) the
subject of our actions in defense of freedom of navigation in
Mediterranean waters, and, two, the general problem of
terrorism in our determination to deal with it fFirmly and
effectively. Of course it is up to the Greeks to speak for
themselves. I'm not going to make any statements about their
views, they'll make their own statements. But I think that
certainly they understand our views and I thought that in our
discussions about terrorism and in some of the things that we
agreed we would get underway, that I found great encouragement
in that. But I don't want to be more specific than that

because we have some things we're starting and we'll just have
to see how they do.

QUESTION: (Washington Post): Mr. Secretary, you said you were
hopeful that Greece would find a way to return to exercises for
participation in NATO. Since that depends upon the resolution
of the question of Limnos, could you explain to us what makes
you hopeful about this issue?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: I hope that those things can be -- that that

Limnos situation or some other way around, can be found. And I
fully recognize the difficulty. But it seems to me important
with respect to our alliance to have the ability to exercise
fully maintained, and that was my intention, to express that
again here,

QUESTION: (New York Times): Mr. Secretary, now that you've
had the occasion to speak with both Turkish and Greek ofFicials
on their particular views of the Aegean, are we entitled, do

you think, to any hope that this gap can be bridged in the near
future?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I can tell you, as an authority on
what each has said recently, that they don't agree. [ believe
that the importance of resolving these issues is wvery high on
everybody's agenda. So the problem is there, and it's well
recognized, but I wouldn't want to make a prediction. 1
certainly do hope that it's possible fFor a way to be Found to
gradually bring these issues under control, perhaps through
some sort of step-by-step process. [ think all of Lhese
things, just as in our own relationship between the United
States and Greece, or the United States and Turkey, or wilh
other countries, is a combination of working back and forth
between content and confidence. On Lthe one hand, if you
develop the content, as I think we've been doing in our
relationship with Greece, step-by-step, it tends Lo improve Lhe
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atmosphere and give confidence, and at the same time when
people are confident of each other, then it makes it easier to
deal with things in the content area. So, somehow that kind of
process has to get going and I hope that something of that kind
can take place, but I don't have anything specific to point to.

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary (inaudible), from what you said, there
seems to be a fairly dramatic change in the U.S.-Greek
relationship. What was your deduction?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: I believe there has been a real turn for the
better and it's a positive and constructive atmosphere that we
have, I believe. What to attribute it to, I won't speculate
about it. I think that Prime Minister Papandreou's statemant
some time ago, that he wanted to see the relationship move into
"calmer waters," which I have quoted a number of times, was a
very good signal. Under President Reagan's leadership, we
picked up on that signal and we've tried to design a
systematic, operational way of finding our way into the calmer
waters and a lot of things have happened, as [ tried Lo ocutline
here. We have some additional steps we've identified. I think
they are going to be taken, so we see this interplay between --
mouvuing on content and developing confidence, and it 1is very
evident, and I think a very welcome development,

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, do you consider now Greece a safe
country for American visitors?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Yes.

QUESTION: (Athens News): I would like to know if your visit

has set the stage for further official visits from officials of
the U.S5. to Greece?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, we've had a number of visits now and,
of course, in the course of this visit I invited my counterpart
to come and visit in Washington, and he has accepted. So I
look forward to that. We've tried to meet together on the
fringes of various meetings and that has been very helpful.
We'll continue to do that. But this would be a kind of return

visit similar to mine here, so I think that's a good part of
the overall process, '

QUESTION: Andriana Ierodiaconou (Financial Times): You said
you agreed with the Greek side to settle the bases issue well
before 1988. How much before is well before, end of '867
Mid-87? End of '877?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, it is very clearly and definitely well
before December 1988, That 1s what I am going to say about the
subject. - ;

C.
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QUESTION: (Reuters): Mr. Papandreou said after your talks
that the Greek side was satisfied by the 1983 agreement which,
as interpreted by Athens, is a terminated agreement. 1In other
words, there is a fixed date after which the bases must

withdraw. Mr. Papandreou further added that if the American

side wasn't satisfied by the agreement, then it must renounce
the agreement and start a new negotiating process. Have you
any interest in renouncing the agreement?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: We think that the agreement is working well,
and the question is what happens next, that is, in December
1988. And I'll read it again: "We agree that a serious
discussion of this question would take place in time Lo permit
the orderly resolution of the questions well prior to December
1988." If anybody wants to ask me another question on this,
I'll read it again.

that the agreement has (inaudible) lekting the Greeks Lerminale
it, that in other words, if nothing else is done, then it
expires and the bases g¢go?

QUESTION: Do you agree with Mr. Papandreou's interpretation,

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, we're satisfied with the way the
agreement is operating. There are issues in connection with
it, and "we have agreed that a serious discussion of this
question would take place in time to permit the orderly
resolution of the questions well prior to December 1988." Does
that satisfy you?

QUESTION: Mpr. Secretary, did you bring any messages from
President Reagan to one or inore of the Greek personalities you
met in Athens?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: am I bringing a message of President Reagan?

QUESTION: From President Reagan to Mr. Papandreou, Mr.

Karamanlis or anyone?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I think the message that President
Reagan 1is conveying by sending me here is his endorsement and
strong support for this step-by-step process of moving
U.S.-Greek relationships. into calmer seas and it's working, and

so we are going to continue it. He is very much in support of
it.

QUESTION: Mr. Secretary, earlier in your tour, you said that
until you got a firm answer on the future of the bases in
Greece, the United States wasn't going to put a penny into
them. As the result of your talks today, are you now preparcd
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to put the big bucks into those bases that you said you
wouldn't be prepared to?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, of course, we will be here through the
term of the present agreement and the bases need to be
operational, and we have responsibilities in that connection
and we will fulfill those responsibilities, both from our
standpoint and the standpoint of our strong ally, Greece, and
so that will undoubtedly involve some expenditures.

QUESTION: (Radio Israel):  Have you during this trip extended
an invitation ko Mr. Papandreou to visit Washinglon?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, our two Governments have been
approaching the relationship and addressing iks sktrengths and
weaknesses on a step-by-step basis. My visit and my talks with
the Prime Minister constitute the latest and the most
high—-level step to date. And I am very pleased with the
results. I shall, of course, report these results back to
President Reagan upon my return to Washington. In a context of
continuing improvement in our bilateral relations, an official
visit by the Prime Minister at an appropriate time that

accompanies both of their schedules would certainly be in order.

QUESTION: Was there an invitation?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Say it again?

QUESTION: Do you think that the "calm waters'" has any
conneckion with the bad Greek economy today?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I think the objective was stated some
time ago, and we have been working at it with pretty good

success. I think the results are positive. There are
problems. We have economic problems in the United States;

Greece has economic problems; everybody has economic problems,
and we all work at them. It helps us all if there 1is stabilily
on the world scene, on the world economy. At the same time, T
look around here in Greece, I look at the statistics and I sce
the strength and determination of the measures being taken to
deal with Greek economic problems, and I don't have any worrioes
in my own mind about the basic strength of the Greesk economy.

QUESTION: (Time Magazine): The U.S. has undertaken a number
of moves in the last several weeks in Haiti and the
Philippines, towards Nicaragua, towards Libya, that suggest the
U.S. 1is interested in a more assertive or interventionist kind
of fForeign policy. Has this all been a number of ad hoc
responses or do you have some larger strategic conception that
explains a more muscular foreign policy? '

C.
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SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, I think it is a misreading of the
situation to hook those things together. It was the people of
Haiti who decided they didn't want Mr. Duvalier there anymore
and we helped to the extent of providing transportation, and we
felt that was a service, since a more delayed departure clearly
would have resulted in a lot of bloodshed that did not need to
occur. In the case of the Philippines, the people of the
Philippines, through a kind of peculiar electoral result,
nevertheless, it was clear, have changed the Government of the
Philippines. Now in the case of Libya, we simply asserted our
rights, as we do all around the world, to freedom of
navigation. We did not engage in any kind of provocative or
aggressive behavior. It was the Libyans who fired on us while
we were 1in international waters. And insofar as Honduras and
Nicaragua are concerned, it was Nicaragua that sent troops into
Honduras. So that's hardly an example of some sort of
aggressive behavior on the part of the United States.

QUESTION: (Ta Nea): What was the purpose of your visit to Mr,
Karamanlis?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Mr. Karamanlis has been a long-time friend
of the United States and a long-time fighter for freedom and
democracy and for the defense of those ideas, and so I thought
it was appropriate to ask for an appointment with him, and I

felt he was very gracious in granting that, and I was delighted
to have a chance to visit with him,

QUESTION: (The Times of London): Sir, the Greek Government

has said recently that the American bases in Greece cannot be
used in connection with military operations directed against

Libya, and that this is provided in the Defense and Econoiunic

Cooperation Agreement. Is this your understanding also?

SECRETARY SHULTZ: We don't have any operations directed
against Libya. Libya has had an operation directed against us,
and we responded to it.

QUESTION: M™Mr. Secretary, I didn't quite understand your
egarlier answer on whether an invitation Lo the Prime Minister
would be forthcoming or not. Was your answer saying, "“Yes, he

has been invited," or "he will be invited if relations continue
to improve?™

SECRETARY SHULTZ: Well, T think I'1l1l just read it again. 1In
the context of continuing improvement in our bilateral
relations, an official visit by the Prime Minister at an
appropriate time, that accommodates both of their schedules -
that is, the President's and the Prime Minister's -- would
certainly be in order,
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QUESTION: (Ethnos): Mr. Gorbachev proposed last night the .
withdrawal of both fleets, U.S.A. and Soviet Union, from the
Mediterranean Sea. What do you comment on this? ) .

SECRETARY SHULTZ: I think it's a tired old Soviet idea, and we -
and our allies have great interest in the Mediterranean, and we

will continue to work together and defend those interests.

Thank you.




PREPARED STATEMENT OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY RIDGWAY
_BEFQRE'THE SUBCQ!EITTEE ON EUROPE AND THE
Z MIDDLE EAST OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON
- FOREIGN AFFAIRS
: (May 21, 1986)

I'm pleased to be here again today, Mr. Chairman, to bring
the subcommittee up to date on significant issues with'Europe,

and to address your questions and concerns.

Since we last met on April 8, Summit Seven leaders gathered
in Tokyo for their annual meeting. I'd like to say a few words
about that, about where we are in U.S.-Soviet relations, about
trade issues raised by EC handlipg of enlargement this year,

and about the U.N. Secretary General's Cyprus initiative.

TOKYO SUMMIT

The President and Secretary Shultz were both pleased by the
atmosphere of candor, consensus and stepping up to problems

that prevailed among the leaders at Tokyo.

Economic Highlights

The Tokyo Economic Declaration reflected a trend, begun at
Williamsburg in 1983, of closer economic cooperation. This in
turn reflects a growing consensus on the central role of
market-oriented policies in promoting sustained,
non-inflationary growth. With the Summit countries in the

fourth year of economic upturn, the declaration welcomed



improvements oéer the past year in inflation, interest rates,
and exchange rates. The Summit Seven Heads agreed to improve
the coordination of economic policy through the formation of a
G-7 Ministers' group to enhance the compatibility of economic
policies and promote greater exchange rate stability. Italy
and Canada will be included in G-5 meetings "whenever the
management or the improvement of the international monetary
system and related economic policy measures are to be discussed
and dealth with." The Heads also agreed to the use of economic

indicators as part of the "multilateral surveillance" process

in the G-5 and G-7.

The Tokyo Declaration called for an early launching of the
new round of multilateral trade negotiations in the GATT,
agreeing to work at the September GATT Ministerial to make

"decisive progress," and to support an extension of GATT

discipline to new areas such as services, intellectual property

and investment.

The Summit leaders expressed their concern over
agricultural trade problems, recognizing the need for
cooperation to redirect policies of subsidy and protection of
agriculture. They also welcomed the growth and inflation
benefits of the recent oil price decline, recognized "the need
for continuity of policies for achieving long term energy

market stability and security of supply,” and noted that the




current situation provides a good opportunity to increase

stocks.

The Economic Declaration stressed the need for both
developed and developing countries to implement effective
structural adjustment policies. It endorsed measures to assist
LDC adjustment and development efforts, including: the "Baker
Plan," an early and substantial IDA-VIII replenishment, and
implementation of the IMF's new Structural Adjustment
Facility. . With respect to Africa in particular, it called for
steady implementation of measures identified in the report on
Aid to Africa, and stated the intention of Summit countries to
participate actively in the UN Special Session on Africa which
takes place May 22-31. The U.S. hopes for a constructive
conference which will reinforce the need for African nations'

policy reforms.

Political Highlights: Terrorism

The statement on terrorism that emerged from the Tokyo
Summit represents a collective expression of resolve by the
heads of the seven major industrialized democracies to combat
the challenge of international terrorism. We welcome this
strong and courageous statement, and the productive discussions

among the heads of government and Foreign Ministers which it

reflected.




Th; actioﬂ'plan the statement puts forward marks a major
advance over the last Summit Seven declaration on terrorism
issued in 1984 in London. In Tokyo, the heads of government
recognized that terrorism must be fought through a cémbination
of national measures and international cooperation. They
asserted that "terrorism has no justification," and they
decided to apply specific measures "within the framework of
international law and in our own jurisdictions in respect of
any state which is clearly involved in sponsoring or supporting
international terrorism, and in particular Libya." Those
measures include: refusal to export arms to states which
sponsor or support terrorism; strict limits on the size and
movement of diplomatic missions of states which engage in
terrorist activities; denial of entry to all persons who have
been expelled or excluded from any Summit Seven nation for
suspicion of terrorism; improved extradition procedures;
stricter immigration and visa requirements; and close
cooperation between police and security organizations. Also
noteworthy, given the expanded threat to civil aviation, was
the agreement "to make the 1978 Bonn Declaration on hijacking

more effective in dealing with all forms of hijacking affecting

civil aviation."

Governments are also putting action behind their
statements. In recent weeks we have seen a number of

significant advances in Europe, contributing to the diplomatic



and political isolaiion of Libya. Terrorist plots have been
exposed and prevented; terrorists have been expelled. And
European governments . have moved to curtail the size of Libyan
missions, to restrict the travel of Libyan officials and to

tighten visa and other requirements.

The group of seven countries represented at the Tokyo
Summit constitutes an important forum for cooperation in the
fight against terrorism -- and one which we expect will pursue
the Tokyo agreement to extend the 1978 Bonn Declaration.
However, it is not the only forum. In recent months, we have
seen intensified cooperation and consultation in ofher bodies.
Last month's U.S. consultations with EC Ministers of Justice

and Interior, for example, opened up new opportunities as well.

Political Highlights: East-West and Chernobyl

In the context of noting the thriving appeal of democratic
values around the world, the Summit Seven leaders reaffirmed
their resolve "to maintain a strong and credible defense" and
their commitment as well to “"addressing East-West differences

through high level dialogue and negotiation."

Chernobyl was also much on the minds of the Summit Seven
leaders. They pointed out the responsibility of individual

countries for prompt provision of detailed and complete



informagion on}nuclear emergencies and accidents, particularly
those with potential transboundary consequences. They welcomed
and encoqraged the work of the IAEA to improve international

cooperation on safety, handling of nuclear accidents ;nd their

consequences, and provision of emergency assistance.

We are studying with care, and in a positive spirit,
General Secretary Gorbachev's proposals to strengthen
cooperation through the IAEA in dealing with similar incidents

in the future.

U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS

Looking more specifically at U.S.-Soviet relations, the
President remains committed to the process of high level
bilateral meetings agreed ai Geneva, including a Summit meeting
in the United States during 1986. We see nothing, in
principle, that would preclude such a meeting. The Soviet
Union has never indicated to us officially that the Summit
meeting will not take place this year. Yet they have postponed
an essential step needed to get this process in motion -- the

holding of a foreign ministers' meeting.

The Soviets have said that any meeting between the

President and the General Secretary should be carefully



prepared. Wefagree. They say they want concrete results. So

do we.

We regret the fact that the Soviet Union has seeﬁ fit to
place the recent events in the eastern Mediterranean in an
East-West context. Our action against Libya was directed at
terrorism. It was not directed at the Soviet Union and need
not have affected our relations with the Soviet Union. It is,
of course, important to bear in mind that we repeatedly warned
the Soviets that providing Qadhafi with sophisticated SA-5
missiles could well encourage him to create an incident, which
he did. We remain ready to proceed with the ministerial

meeting and our preparations for the Summit.

Despite our disappointments in developments since Geneva, I
would note that we have been moving ahead with the Soviet Union
on a range of meetings agreed at the Summit. We have already
held experts' talks on chemical weapons proliferation, risk
reduction centers, southern Africa, and Central America. Our
experts will also hold meetings on East Asia and the Middle
East in the coming weeks. We have made considerable progress
in implementing agreements reached in Geneva on such issues as

expanded people-to-people contacts and civil aviation.



Arms Control

The important arms control part of our agenda witb the
Soviets needs energetic commitment. In the Nuclear aﬁd Space
Talks the United States continues to pursue balanced,
equitable, and effectively verifiable arms control agreements.
Our negotiators are working to achieve the goals set out by the
President and General Secretary Gorbachev at the summit in
November, such as a 50 percent reduction in offensive nuclear

weapons, appropriately applied, and an interim INF agreement.

We hope that the Soviet Union will be more forthcoming in
the current round, which began May 8, than in Round IV.
Unfortunately, major obstacles remain in all three negotiating

groups.

-~ In START, the Soviets have done nothing to
reconcile differences between their proposai of September 1985
and our proposal of November 1985. Their insistence on a
highly one-sided definition of strategic forces, and their
linkage of progress in START to a ban on SDI, continue‘to block

progress.

-- In the INF talks, the Soviets submitted a draft
treaty on May 15 in Geneva. We are reviewing that draft now.

While it does not meet U.S. and Allied concerns about Soviet



positions on third country forces, SS5-20 missiles deployed in
the eastern USSR, and Soviet shorter-range INF missiles, we are‘
hopeful that the private, business-like way that it was

submitted to us indicates a Soviet intention to negotiate

seriously on this crucial matter.

-- In the Defense and Space area, the Soviets have
persisted in demanding a one-sided and unverifiable ban on U.S.
research on the feasibility of strategic defenses based on new

technologies.

Good agreements réquire concrete verification measures. In
January General Secretary Gorbachev indicated readiness to
accept proposals for cooperative verification measures,
including on-site inspection. We responded at the end of the
last round with a major proposal containing detailed
verification measures. We hope that the Soviets are more
forthcoming in the new round with serious detailed proposals

that include effective verification measures.

EC ENLARGEMENT

The Administration welcomes, as you know, the entry of
Spain and Portugal into the EC. But U.S. agricultural exports
should not be saddled with the bill. The U.S.-EC enlargement

dispute over new quotas on grains and oilseeds in Portugal, and
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over our claims for compensation for lost corn and sorghum
markets in Spain are quite different, and we are therefore

dealing with them on two separate tracks.

In response to assurances froﬁ the EC that the quotas in
Portugal will have no immediate impact on our trade, the -
President has imposed similar non-restrictive quotas on a list
of EC agricultural products, including white wine. Should the
EC's quantitative restrictions begin to affect U.S. exports,
the U.S. quotas will ‘be adjusted to have a. comparable effect,
or the President may substitute tariff increases for the
gquotas. As you know, the United States considers that the
measures in Portugal are inconsistent with the GATT. Serious
consideration is being given to taking the EC to the GATT

because of the violations.

In response to the vafiable levies on corn and sorghum in
Spain, the President decided to unbind tariff levels on
approximately $600 million worth of EC agricultural imports,
but to actually raise tariffs only when and as our corn and
sorghum exports are hurt. These measures were announced on May
15 and went into effect on May 19. The U.S. has begun
negotiating with the EC on compensation for the measures in
Spain. The decision on any duty increases will be deferred
until July to allow time for further negotiations with the

Community.
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U.N. SECRETARY- GENERAL'S CYPRUS INITIATIVE

In my last appearance I reported that the U.N. Secretary
General had put forward a draft agreément containing a
framework for a future Federal Republic of Cyprus and
establishing a negotiating process for working toward an
overall settlement. If accepted by the parties, this
negotiating process would lead to direct negotiations on such
fundamental issues as troop withdrawals, international
guarantees, and_freedom of movement, freedom of settlement and
right to property:; and to further elaboration of constitutional
arrangements essential to a fair and final settlement. In his
April 14 Report to the Congress on Cyprus, the President noted
that the Secretary General's initiative presents the two
Cypriot communities with a historic opportunity to begin a
process toward peace and reconciliation and urged their leaders

to work with the Secretary General in his current effort.

Since then the Turkish Cypriots have accepted the latest
raft framework agreement. The Greek Cypriots have not
ccepted the document and have proposed instead an
nternational conference or a Cypriot summit meeting. On May 8
he Secretary General asked President Kyprianou for a direct
eply on the draft framework agreement and told him that his

proposed alternatives are not viable.
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We fully support the Secretary General's approach, which is
.0 conclude a framework agreement and, building on the mutual
wonfidence that has been achieved, proceed to negotiations on
<he most difficult issues. We believe that this is a realistic
and practical way to move forward. We remain convinced that
the Secretary General's guideline that "nothing is final until
sverything is final" protects the interests of the parties
throughout the negotiating process envisioned in the framework
agreement. We have urged the parties to work constructively

with the Secretary General and hope they will do so.









