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SUMMARY-

The decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in INS v. Chadha, No.
80-1832 (June 23, 1983) has altered dramatically the balance
Eetween Congress and the President reflected in section 40Z (&) (5)
¢f the Trade Act of 1974. That section authorizes either the
House or the Senate to terminate, by acdoption of a2 simple
resolction, the President's authority to grant Most Favored
"Naticn (MFN) trade treatmem:t by waiving the regquirement of
freedem of emigration for nonmarket economy countries. The
Surreme Court held that such one (or two) house vetoes are

" uaconstituticnal. The Court also held that the '
unconstitutionality of such "legislative veto” provisions doss
not render the remainder of the statute containing such a
lecislative veto invalid, particularly where the statute contains
a severability provision.. The Trade Act of 1974 contains a :
severa2bility provision. Senate Legal- Qounsel has conclud2é that,
under current law, as interpreted in Chadha, the President
retzins unreviewable authority under the Trade Act of 1974 tc
extand his section 402 waiver fcr twelve-month periocds. The
Administration has testified (Deputy Secretary of State Dam"
before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, July 20, 1983)
thzt the Court's decision should cause no "fundamentzl" chance in
the relationship between the President and Congress. According
to the Administration, Chadha does not affect other statutory
procedures by which Congress is informed of or involved in
acticns by the Executive Branch.

Thus, the Administration is prepared %to consult with
Congress on the President's use of his waiver authority; but
Chadha means that Congressional disapproval which has the effect
of terminating MFN treatment for any or all of these countries
must take the form of a bill (includin3 a joint resolution) which
is presented to the President and, if he disapproves, is repassed
by two-thirds of the Senate and the Hcuse.

Because the Administration continues to consult with
Congress, the Committce is in a pesitizn to conduct an oversight
h2aring on thz President's use of his «aiver authority this vear,
But the Chzdha case suggests that the Tommittee may wish to
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reestablisn the direct involvement of Congress in the exercise of
these authorities.

On June 23, 1983, the, President exercised his authority to
extend fcr 12 months the existing waiver of the freedom of
emigration requirements of the Trade Act of 1974. The effect of
the President's action is to extend through July 2, 1984 his

waiver authority and its specific exercise with respect to
Romania, Hungary and the PRC.

As in past years, serious complaints regarding emigration
have been raised only with respect to Romania. On June 29,
1983, Senator Helms introduced S. Res. 171 which would prohibit
the extension of the waiver authority with respect to Romania. S.
Res. 171 has been referred to the Committee on Finance. Under
the provisions of Sections 402, 152, and 153 of the Trade Act of
1974, if the Committee on Finance has not reported S. Res. 171 at
the end of 30 days after its introduction, it is in order to move
to discharge the Committee from further consideration of the
Resolution. 1If the Senate proceeds to consideration of the
Resolution, debate is limited to 20 hours. In view of the Chadha
decision, it may not be productive to report out S. Res. 171l. On
June 30, 1983, Representative Philip Crane introduced a
Resolution of Disapproval, H. Res. 256, in the House of .
Representatives. The Resolution was referred to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and the Committee reported unfavorably H. Res.

256. A discussion of the situation in Romania is presented
below. : :

U.S. bilateral trade with Romania, Hungary, ané the PRC has
grown markedly in recent years. The United States has entered
into trade agreements with these countries under Title IV of the
Trade Act. The agreenmient with Romania was first effective in
1975. The agreement with Hungary became effective on July 7,
1978. Both of these agreements have been renewed by the Reagan
Administration. The agreement with the PRC became effective for
a 3-year period on February 1, 1980. Under each of these
agreements, MEN treatment is accorded. Further information on .
U.S. trade with Romania, Hungary, and the PRC is presented below.
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Freedom of Emigration in the Trade Act

Subsections 402(a) and (b) of the Trade Act of 1974 prohibit
the granting of MEN treatment, the extension of U.S. CGovernment
credits or investment guarantees, anéd the econclusion of a
commercial agreement with any nonmarket economy country not

receiving MFN treatment on the date of enactment of the Trade
Act, if such country:

(1) denies its citizens the right or opportunity to
emigrate;

(2) imposes more than a nominal tax on emigration; or

(3) imposes more than a nominal charge on any citizen who
wants to emigrate to the country of his choice.

Subsection 402(d) permits the President to waive the
prohibitions in subsections (a) and (b) under certain conditions.
The President exercised this waiver authority with respect to
Romania in 1975. The waiver was extended under subsections
402(d) (4) and 402(d) (5) by Congréessional inaction for the 12-
month periods beginning July 3 of 1976, 1977, 1978, 1979, 1980,
1981, and 1982. The President exercised the waiver authority
with respect to Hungary on April 7, 1978, and this waiver was
extended under subsection 402(d) (5) for the l2-month periods
beginning July 3, 1978, 1979, 1980, 1981, and 1982. The
President exercised the waiver authority with respect to the PRC
on October 23, 1979, and this waiver was extended under section
402(d) (5) for the l2-month period beginning July 3, 1980, 1981,
and 1982. The President's message of June 3 extends the general
waiver authority and the extension of the specific waivers under
the procedures in subsection 402(d) (S5) for another 12 months
until July 3, 1984, if (1) he determines that further extension
will substantially promote the objective of freedom of
emigration; and (2) he recommends the l2-month extension to
Congress. Congress' authority in subsection 402(d) (5) to
disapprove of the waiver authority by a one house veto has been

invalidated by the Chadha decision, according to Senate Legal
Counsel. :

~
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ROMANIA

- - T - - 3 - 3
Rgmznian Imigcraticn

In early 1683, emigration from Romaznia was slowed due to the
imposition ¢f an ecducation tax by the Romanian government. The
tax was announced in November 1282 and put into effect in
February, 1983. The tax reguired emigrants to reimburse the
.Romanian government in hard currency for all education received
beyond the 10th grade. Hard currency is illegal for Romanian
citizens to own, and with many emigrants having to pay more than
$20,000 to $30,000, either they could not leave or they had to
rely upon their relatives abroad to make the payment.

On March 4, 1983, President Reagan stated that if the
education tax were not rescinded by June, he would not recommend
extension of the waiver. On June 3, the President issued another
statement saying he had received assurances from the Romanian
President that the education tax would no longer be enforced, and
therefore he was extending their waiver authority for anther
year. President Reagan pointed out that emigration from Romania
had increased during September 1982-March 1983 as compared with
the same period. in 1981-1982. Because of this increase, the
President felt it was in the best interests of both the United
States and Romania that MFN be continued.

At the end of June, Senator Jesse Helms and Representative
Philip Crane introduced resolutions of disapproval in the Senate
anéd House respectively, regarding the extension of MFN trading
status to Romania. The basic complaints of the Congress are that
Romanian emigration performance continues to be hinged upon -
pressure from Congress, and that the education tax was being used
as a "bargaining chip”™ by the Romanians in order to maintain MEN

status, while at the same time maintaining strict emigration
practices.

In response to similar concerns last year, the Committee
reported favorably Senate Resolution 445, introduced by Senator
Dole, expressing the sense of the Senate that the United States
should seek credible assurances that the Socialist Republic of
Romania would review and take steps with respect to certain
emigration procedures in consultations with Romania, scheduled
for September 1982. The resolution also condemned the continued
harassment and persecution of religious groups and ethnic
minorities in Romania as contraventions of the Helsinki Final Act
and fundamental human rights and called upon the United States

Government to pursue these matters with Romania in appropriate
~international fora.

The Romanian Government has asserted that emigration
procedures have been improved and that harassment of prospective
emigrants does not exist. The rate of emigration is greater this
year than in any recent year.
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Uni<eé States Trace with Romania

Tha Unitsc Steates entered into s 3-vear trade zgreement with
Reomzniz effsczive Ryuzust 2, 1673, If wzs exiesndsE in 1678 and
gT=zin i 19€l. The Trade Xct states that the Pr=asidsnt must
ciw=Iming sgicrysz ranzwing the U.S.-Reomania treds :zgresmaent thet @
"sztisfactory bealance cf ccncessions in ctrade znd services .have
been maintainad during the life of such zgreement and...that
actual or foraseeable recductions in United States tariffs and
ncntariff barziers to trade resulting from multilateral
negotiaticns are sati

s‘actor1ly reciprocated by Romania.

Trade between the United States ané Romania more than
oubled between 1977 and 1981. Total trade between
was only $8 million in 1965. By 1977,
estimated at $492.7 million.
reaching §1.06 billion.

the countries
trade turnover was

It had more than doubled by 1981,

However, the trading picture with Romania has changed in
recent years. In 1981 the U.S. experienced its first trade
deficit with Romsnia since 1278, as U.S. exports ceclined from
$722 million in 1980 to $504 million in 1981. 1In 1982, U.S.
exports declined even further to $224 wmillion, with U.S. imports
declining from a2n all-time high of $561 =million in 1281 to $24°8
million in 1282. These figures reflect the severe import-
curtailing measures taken by Romania in response to its hard-
currency cebt problem,_ the inability to gain access to hard-
currency financing, and the effects of world-wide recession on

treda.

Romania is now enforcing stringent trade and monetary
policies aimad at balancing foreign trace. Curr2nt Romanian
foreign trade law reguires that Romanian imports be balanced with
exports. The country now seeks 100 percent countertrade in sales
contracts for most industrial products. 1In mid-1981, a liguidity
crisis erupteé which caused Romznia to s2ek debt relief.
Romania's requests for reschedulings covering $2 billion in debt
service in 1982 were agreed to, and negotiations are currently

gnd2rway with Western private kanks and governments which ar
expected to make available $800 million in debt relief in 1983.
While the 1931 crisis diminished Romania's credibility, it is

expected that the Romanian market will 1mnrove at a steady pace
in 1983 ano 1924.

The education tax created some questions in U.S.-Romanian A
trade in the past year. The uncertainty of the fate of Romznia's
"MFN status with the advent of the tax resulted in a cautious

attitude by U.S. firms doing business with Romania.

Trade expansion was deterred as a result of the tax as well
as other factors. The 55 percent decline in U.S. exports between
1921 and 1982 reflected primarily a decline in agricultural
sales, due to both the Romanian austerity program and a record
crop year. U.S. exports of manufactured goods remained nearly
the same with SSl 7 mzlllon in 1981 ané $50.7 million in 1982,

z materials and fusls increased in 1982 over
to $12¢€ =million. U.S. impccrts ceclinz=d by

gr eat par: to Pomznia's inzbility to finznce
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C.S. imzcrts. Romaniz was zlsc forced to use money 5
exports to repay its financial obligations to the U.
Governmeni, private banks, and commercial suppliers.



N

ANNUAL ROMANIAN EMIGRATION
1971 ~ 1983

(Visas issued by respective embassies)
YEAR U.S.A.

o7 - o rvanl
1972 348 3,000% N.A. 3,348
1973 469 4,000% N.A. 4,469
1978 407 | 3,700% N.A. 4,107
1975 890 2,000% 4,085 6,975
1976 1,021 1,989 2,720 5,720
1977 1,240 1,33 9,237 11,811
1978 1,666 1,140 9,827 12,633
1979 1,2 .. 976 7,957 10,485
1980 . 2,886 1,061 12,946 16,893
1981 2,352 - 1,012 8,619 11,983 -
1982 2,381 ° 1,474 il,sus* 15,391
1983 (Jan-May) - 1,261 454 5,925 . 7,640

Source: U.S. Department of State
* approximate figures



ROMANTAN ZTGRATION TO U.S.
MOWTZLY TCTALS

(Visas issued by U.S. embassy)

MONTH 1580 1981 1982 1983
January 166 2u0 260 136
February 213 252 169 338
March 232 183 223 302
April 235 207 260 183
May 231 . 212 - 249 302
June 242 188 227
July 273 189 163
August 236 139 306
September 276 200 57
tober 308 164 . 38
November 251 173 277
December 223 205 152
Total 2886 2352 2381, 1261

Scurce: U.S. Department of State

NOTE: Figures include immigrants handled under third country processing
arrangements. These are persons not eligible to receive U.S. immi-
gration visas from the embassy in Bucharest. These people travel
to Rome or other locations for processing of their applications for -
admission to the United States as corditional entrants.




ROMANIAN EMIGRATION TO ISRAZL
MONTELY TOTALS

(Visas issued by Israeli embassy)

MONTH 1980 1981 1982 1983
January 57 67 58 136
February 52 Ly 56 90
March 87 48 57 102
April T4 55 71 T4
May 90 64 . - B4 52
June ‘ 57 59 54
July 127 92 131
August 103 90 155
September . 131 158 . 255
October 106 80 176
November 83 109 204
December __ Ok 146 203

Total 1061 ~1012 1474 I5%

Source: U.S. Department of'St.ate.

-
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Colirizn AnD CCMPOSITICH CF U -ROMANTIAEN THADE
(Miziz ens of Dclilars
Jan=iar Jan-Mar

US EXZFORTS 1979 1980 1981 1932 1982 1983 )
Manufactured 100.3 13L4.4& 51.7 50.83 20.7 b, 7
Agricultural 338.5 U462.56 368.4 133.5 5€.6 L1.6 -
Other 63.7 122.2 _83.8 38.0 13.8 5.9

TOTAL 500.5 T720.2 503.9 223.2 51.1 52.2
_ Jan=Mar. Jan-Mar.

US IMPORTS 1976 1980 1981 1682 1982 1983
Manufactured 230.0 22¢.4 377.5 237.1 66.3 39.5
Agricultural  3L.0  3C.2 27.9 19.0 7.1 5.4

‘QOther 65.6 52.6 154.7 91.7 _17.5 42.2
TOTAL 329.6 312.2 56C.1 347.8 90.9 87.1

TRADE TURNOVER 830.1 1032.4 1064.0 571.0 182.0 136.3
TRADE BALANCE +170.9 +408.0 -56.2 -124.6 +0.¢ -34.9

*Most recent figures -available

Prepared by

Commerce D¢
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HUNGARY

Tmigrecion FTrom Hungarv

Emigration from Hungary to the United States has been modast
in recent years. 1In Fiscal 1982, only 345 individuals emigrated.
Ccatributing to this low rate is the country's moderately high
standard of living and relatively stable internal conditions as
well as its willingness to permit a large number of its citizens

to visit the West., In 1982, some 12,156 persons visited the
United States.

In 1982, the U.S. Department of State reported no pending
problem emigration cases.

United States Trade With Hungary'

Due to international economic uncertainties, Hungarian
economic policies are increasingly cautious and no dramatic
upswing in U.S.-Hungarian trade is expected for 1983-1984. For
1983, current projections for Hungarian industrial and income
growth are less than 1 percent. 1In the past year, the East
European recession and financial difficulties resulted in a
slight drop in U.S.-Hungarian trade, from $206 million in 1981 to
$§200.5 million in 1932. U.S. exports to Hungary declined to
$67.8 million, 2 7 percent drop over 1981 levels. U.S. imports
from Hungary increased sllghtly from $128 6 million in 1981 %o

$132.7 in 1982.

Manufactured goods represent the greatest share of U.S.-
exports to Hungary, cemprising 86 percent of all exports in 1982.
Major U.S. manufactured exports include tractor parts, gas
compressors, and gasoline engines, while Hungary exports such
items as electrical lamps and clothing to the United States.

During 1982, Hungary was admitted to the IMF and the World
Bank. Hungary is improving the stability of its economy through

the IMF's stabilization program, implementing broad-ranging
industrial and financial policies.



VOLUME L&ND COMPOSITION OF U.S.

(Millions of Doll
US Exports 1980 1981
Manufactured - S54.0 63.5
Agricultural 24.4 12.9
Other | 0.6 1.1
Total 79.0 77.5
US_Imports 1980 1981
Manufactured 75.8 93.1
Agricultural 31.3 34.0
Other " 0.4 _ 1.5
| Total 107.5  128.6
TRADE TURNOVER . 185.5 206.1
TRADE BALANCE -28.5 -51.1

* Most Recent Figures Available

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce

Jan-Mar. Jan-Mar.*®
1982 1982 1983
58.4 18.7 7.5
7.1 2.6 13.1
2.3 0.3 0.8
67.8  21.6 21.4

Jan-Mar. - Jan-Mar.#¥

1982 1982 1983 .
98.6  27.7 26.6
33.7 8.0 12.7
0.4 0.0 0.0
132.7  35.7 39.3
200.5 57.3 60.7
-6h.9 -1h.1, -17.9
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tmicration from 4i%e Paccle's Repuklic of Chins

. 1(’

In contrast to the Romarian situation, limitations of ths
U.S. guota have been the cause for the backlog of immigrants from
the People's Repudlic of China. &s of July 1983, the U.S.
Department of State reported a S-year wait for fifth preference

emigration candidates (e.g., brothers and sisters of U.S.
citizens). :

In 1982, some 9,500 emigrant visas were issued to citizens
of the PRC. There are now approximately 60,000 Chinese with

approved emigrant visa petitions waiting for space in the U.S.
guota.

Through the instigation of a separate gquota for Taiwan
approved by Congress in 1981, the number of emigrants increased.
Before the Congressional action, persons born in Taiwan were
included in the PRC quota. This change helped ease the the
backlog, but ‘the Chinese still are subject to the United States's
worldwide limitation of 220,000 emigrants per year.

On the national level, China has a policy of free
emigration. If people are discouraged to emigrate, it usually
occurs on the local level where officials may not be anxious to
lose the skills of an applicant. Persons claiming "dual"”
nationality are expected to have fewer problems obtaining travel
documents in the future. (In the past, persons claiming both
U.S. and PRC citizenship have had problems obtaining permission
to travel to the United States because the PRC does not recognlze
their U.S. citizenship and the United States does not recognize
their PRC citizenship.) Attached to the Ratification of Consular
Convention, signed January 1982, were notes referrlng to family
raunlflcatlon and travel for dual nationals.

Besides the ongoing permanent emigration, there has been an
upsurge in temporary visits by Chinese to the United States.
There are now 10,000 students and scholars visiting this country,
compared to about 100 Chinese.scholars in 1979.
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United Stztes Trads with China

In 1982, total trade between the U.S. andéd China declined
slightly from 1%€1. U.S. expcrts Zrozped from $2.6 billion in
1981 to S$2.9 billion in 1882. U.S. impecrts of Chinese goocs
increasad from $§1.9 billion in 1981 to nearly $2.2 billion in
1¢82.

Agricultural products remain the number one U.S. export to
China, followed by machinery and transpcrt eguipment, synthetic
resin, fertilizers, and others. Imports from China continued to
increase with petroleum products and manufactured goods,

! including textile products, footwear, ané rugs.

U.S. agricultural commodities exports suffered a decrease of
$224.5 million between 1982 and 1983, For the period of January-
March 1982, $506.3 million of agricultural products were exported
to China, as compared with $281.8 for the same period in 1983.
This drop is due to economic and political strains in U.S.-
Chinese relations. When the U.S. Government imposed import
controls on Chinese textiles on January 15, 1983, the Chinese
government announced its intention to stop renewal of U.S. cotton
and soybean contracts for 1983 and to recduce Chinese imports of
cther U.S. agricultural commodities.

The Chinese have made considerable progress in improving
business facilities anéd conditions for U.S. firms operating in
China, and have established a patent office. A patent law has
been drafted, though it has not vet been drafted by the MNational
People's Congress. In the absence of a patent system, foreign
firms have been protecting their technology by contractual
agreement on a case-by-case basis.



VOLUMI 41D COWMEQSITION OF U.3.-CEINA TELDE 167%-1983
(Miillions ¢f U.S. Dollars)
_ Jan-Mar. Jan-Mar.
U.S. ZXPORTS 1979 1980 1981 1982 1982 1983
Manufactured 653.0 1225.9 1138.8 1071.7  313.. 332.56
Agricultural 990.2 2209.5 1956.3 1498.0 506.3 281.8
Other 73.3 ©316.3 507.6 342.4  85.4 54 .3
Total 1716.5 3751.7 3602.7 2912.1 905.1 668.7
Jan-Mar. Jan-=Mar.
U.S. IMPORTS 1979 1980 1981 1982 1982 1983
Manufactured 361.9 733.3 1164.2 1432.4  365.5 381.7
Agricultural 88.0. 136.2 333.6 175.5 50.8 Ly
Other 142.4 206.4 410.4 675.8  140.3 108.1
Total 592.3 1075.9 1908.2° 2283.7 556.6 534.3
Trade
Turnover 2308.8 4827.6 5510.9 5195.8 1461.7 1203.0
Trade '
Balzance +1124.2 +2675.8 +1694.5 +628.4 +348.5 +134.4

Source: U.S.

Department of Commerce




TRADE AGREEMENT AND HUMAN RIGHTS PACKET

*xtension of Jackson-Vanik Waiver Authority
Testimony by Sepator Henry M. Jackson
Subcommittee on Int'l.Trade - Senate Finance Committee July 29, 1983

Address by Senator Henry M. Jackson - 70th Anniversary Dinner
of the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith
Washington, D.G. June 8, 1983

Comment by Senator Jackson on MFN and Romania March 4, 1983

Testimony By Senator Jackson -- Jackson-Vanik Waiver Authority
Extension -- Romania, Hungary, China
Senate Finance Committee -~ Subcommittee on Int'l. Trade August 10, 1982

Extension of Jackson-Vanik Waiver Authority --
China, Romania, Hungary .
Letter to Chairman Sam Gibbons (House) .
Subcommittee on Trade - Comm. on Ways and Means July 12, 1982 .
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The Struggle for Human Rights and Decency

Address by Senator Henry M. Jackson

Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith October 25, 1981

Extension of Jackson-Vanik Waiver Authority --
Romania, Hungary, China
Letter to Chairman John Danforth (Senate)
Subcommittee on Int'l.Trade - Committee on Finance July 22, 1981

Extension of Jackson-Vanik Waiver Authority --
China, Romania, Hungary
Letter to Chairman Sam Gibbons (House)
Subcommittee on Trade - Committee on Ways and Means June 18, 1981

The Jackson-Vanik Amendment

Exchange of Letters between Senator Jackson Oct.2, 1980 (Sen.Jackson)
) Govern8r Reagan § President Carter regarding Oct.24,1980 (Gov.Reagan)
7 ‘ection 402 of ‘the Trade Act of 1974 0Oct.25,1980 (Pres.Carter)

The Madrid Conference and Soviet Emigration
Statement by Senator Henry M. Jackson
Senate Floor Tuesday, Sept. 30, 1980

Accountability For Commitments
Statement by Senator Henry M. Jackson
Senate Floor Thursday, Aug. 21, 1980

Extension of Jackson-Vanik Waiver Authority --
China, Romania, Hungary
Statement by Senator Henry M. Jackson
Subcommittee on Int'l.Trade-Senate Finance Committee Monday, July 21, 1980

Mendelevich, Fiodorov § Murzhenko --
The Remaining Leningrad 3
Statement by Senator Henry M. Jackson
Senate Floor Friday, June 13, 1980

Extension of Jackson-Vanik Waiver Authority --
China, Romania, Hungary
Statement by Senator Henry M. Jackson
to Subcommittee on Trade, House Comm.on Ways § Means June 10, 1980

The Gallant Ida Nudel
Insertion in Congressional Record
by Senator Henry M. Jackson P Tuesday, April 29, 1980

Sakharov-Freedom Award
CDM Friends o f Freedom Dinner
Washington, D.C. Thursday, April 24, 1980

The Making Of A Human Rights Activist:
Anatoly Shcharansky
Statement by Senator Henry M. Jackson
Senate Floor Tuesday, March 18, 1980

Andrei Sakharov and Human Rights .
Congressional Record Tuesday, March 11, 1980

Andrei Sakharov: HMJ statement on behalf
{(_ >f Sakharov, Kopelev and Krasiwski )
" Congressional Reécord February 19, 1980"

The Struggle For heligious Freedom
Statement by Senator Henry M. Jackson
Senate Floor . Monday, Dec. 10, 1979

The People's Republic of China, Trade and MFN

Statement to Senate Finance Committee on

International Trade Thursday, Nov. 15, 1979
China, Trade § MFN - House Ways & Means Thursday, Nov. 1, 1979
MFN and Romania

Statement to Senate Finance Committee

Subcommittee on International Trade Thursday, July 19, 1979

Solidarity Award - Nat'l. Conference on Soviet Jewry Sunday, June 10, 1979



Solidarity Sunday - New York

Sakharov § Other Comments on' Jackson-Vanik

The Jackson Amendment - Los Angeles Times

CDM Human Rights Dinner - New York City

Senate Votes 90 to 1 to Approve Jackson Resolution
in Support of 1978 Nobel Peace Prize for
Helsinki Monitoring Groups in USSR

MFN and Romania

Statement on Alexander Ginzburg

U.S. Hungarian T;-a.de Agreement

The Jackson Amendment § Freer Emigration
Nat'l. Conference on Soviet Jewry

The Jackson Amendment; CDM Dinner Remarks
Human Rights § The Jackson-Vanik Amendment
Fi-eedon of Emigration

Congressional Record (Internationally Recognized
Human Rights)

Letter from Jimmy Carter to HMJ
Preer Emigration from Soviet Union
Amsrics § Human Rights

The 27th Anniversary of the Universal Declaration.
of Human Rights

United States-Romanian Trade Agreement and
Freedom of Emigration

East-West Trade § Freedom of Emigration

Joint Statement by Senators Jackson, Ribicoff &
Javits & Congressman Vanik on East-West Trade
§ Freedom of Emigration

Title IV From Trade Amendment
Senate Passage of Trade Reform Act, Congressional Record

Freedom of Emigration in East-West Trade
Exchange of Letters between Secretary Kissinger
§ Senator Jackson
(Reprinted from Report of the Senate Finance
Committee on the Trade Reform Act of 1974)

The White House Press Conference of
Sen. Henry M. Jackson of Washington
Sen. Abraham A. Ribicoff of Connecticut
Sen. Jacob K. Javits of New York

Congressional Insert (House Version)
Detente § Human Rights (Pacem)
The New York Times (First, Human Detente)

Congressional Record (Trade Reform Act of 1973-
Amendment) - Amendment No. 79
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How Not to React to Soviet Anti-Semitism

To the Editor:
Edgar Bronfman’s call for 1epeal of
the Jackson-Vanik Amendment (Op-
" Ed July 1), which ties U.S. trade bene-
fits to Soviet compliance with a con-
crete and measurable international
human right — the fresdom to leave

one’s country — could not have come

&t a more unfortunate time.

. Only weeks ago, Soviet authorities .

put on dispiay a puppet group of Rus-
sian Jews whom they designated “The
Anti-Zionist Committee of the Public”
and prompted its leaders to declare
“that no more Jews wished to leave
the Soviet Union.”

In the very week Bronfman
recommended unilateral U.S. con-
cessions as “‘a sign of good will,”
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
for Human Rights Charies H. Fair-
banks Jr. warned that this new Soviet
committee is a part of. stepped-up
anti-Semitissm campaigns which
emanate from the central govern-
ment ‘‘that controls armies, univer-
sity admission committees, courts,
prisons and border guards.” This
is only further confirmation that the
Soviet Union is the only great power
since Hitler’s Germany that exploits

anti-Semitism as state policy.-

The Jackson-Vanik Amendment’
was one response to the impetus
which Soviet anti-Semitism added to
the desire of Soviet Jews to be repatri-
ated to Israel, despite the great per:
sanal risks involved. After its enact-
ment, Jewish emigration. from the
Saviet Union rose from less than 1,000
a year to more than 51,000 in 1979, Exit
permits have now been reduced to a

mere trickle, but U.S. policy is no

more responsible for this Soviet
human-rights violation than it is for
endemic Soviet anti-Semitism. *

It is unseemly to respond to. Soviet

‘threats of .repression by instant calls

to examine what America is doing
wrong. All policies can stand periodic
re-examination, which routinely hap-
pens in our free society, but surely re-
peal of Jackson-Vanik should not be
offered as a unilateral sacrifice in the
midst of a two-pronged Soviet anti-
Semitic campaign — one against the
Jews within its borders and another on
the international stage of the United

* Nations. MORRIS B. ABRAM
* Chairman, National Conference
on Soviet Jewry

New York, July S, 1883 .
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Romania's disclosure that its heavy
education tax on those seeking to emi-
grate is a dead letter recalls a similar epi-
sode involving the Soviet Union. Both
experiences highlight the value of the
Jackson-Vanik amendment at a time
when the myth of its counterproductivi-

ty, nurtured by former president Nixon

and former secretary of state Henry
Kissinger, is becoming conventional wis-
dom in some corridors of power.

Romania last November sought to
end the right to emigrate by requiring
emigrants to pav huge bills in hard
currency for their higher-school and
university education. In 1972, the
Soviet Union secretly imposed a scale
of “diploma” taxes almost prohibitive
for those seeking to emigrate.

The Soviet edict prompted the Jack-

son-Vanik legisiation, which linked .

most-favored-nation - tariff treatment

- and U.S. government credits for “non-

market” countries to the easing of emi-
gration procedures, including the
elimination of exit taxes above the
nominal level. It was introduced in the
House in February 1973, and in the
Senate on March 16.

On March 19 and 20, the Kremlin dis-
closed that 44 Soviet Jews were being al-
lowed to leave without paying the tax.
The next day a special article stated that
the “diploma tax will not be enforced
any more.” The drupping of the edict fa-
cilitated the exodus of the approxi-

THE WASHINGTON POST

June 28, 1983

 The Value of Jackson-Vanik

mately 200,000 Jews who emigrated
after that date. In the same way, Jack-
son-Vanik helped increase the emigra-
tion of Romanian Jews by some 50 per-
cent last year and has now led to the re.
moval of a law in clear violation of inter-
national human rights standards.

In Richard Nixon's view, the amend-
ment resulted in cutting Jewish emi-
gration in half, while his administra-

tion’s “quiet diplomacy” brought about

a jump in the emigration rate from
1,000 in 1968 to 35,000 in 1973. Mr.
Kissinger, in his “Years of Upheaval,”
says that Jackson-Vanik “wound up
substantially reducing” emigration.
The reality is otherwise. Jewish emi-
gration sharply declined from the very
beginning of 1974 long before the
dmendment was enacted into law (Dec
20, 1974). . Even with Jackson-Vanik on
the books, Jewish emigration rose from
1976 through 1979, reaching the highest
level ever (51,000} in 1979 and outdis-

" tancing by far the 1973 level of 35,000,

Other factors, totally unrelated o
Jackson-Vanik, explain the vagaries of
Soviet emigration policy. '

Notwithstanding, the Nixon-Kiss-
inger thesis finds repeated echoes,
most recently among some congress-
sional leaders who-want to dump Jack-
son-Vanik. Andrei Sakharov had a
word about this a decade ago. Failure
to enact the amendment, he said,
would constitute “a betrayal of the

thousands of Jews and non-Jews who
want to emigrate, of the hundreds in
camp and mental hospitals, of the vic-
tims of the Berlin Wall.”

WILLIAM KOREY

Ditecior. Inwernational Policy Fesearch,
B'nai B'rtin International
New York
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Dear Friend:

One of the most significant tools in American trade relations
with the Soviet Union and other non-market economy nations has
been the Jackson-Vanik amendment. Adopted in 1974, Jackson-Vanik
makes freedom of emigration a precondition of "most-favored-
nation" status and other trade agreements.

In recent years, however, certain prominent Americans have argued
that Jackson-Vanik has outlived its usefulness. This argument is
disputed by Dr. William Korey, Director of Policy Research for
the International Council of B'nai B’ rzth, who contends that the
amendment really represents a milestone in human rights
legislation. In his sixteen page report, he rejects the
oft-repeated notion that Jackson-Vanik is responsible for the
decline of Soviet Jewish emigration. Rather, he shows how the
present law has actually facilitated emigration.

Because of your concern about the future of Soviet Jewry, I am
enclosing both a copy and a precis of Dr. Korey's report, which
formed the basis for recent action by the Board of Governors of
B'nai B'rith in endorsing Jackson-Vanik as a "lever which can be
useful in promoting emigration procedures in countries like the
Soviet Union and Romania.” I believe you will find this material
useful. '

Sincerely,

%’%ﬁm

Warren W. Eisenberg,
International Council of
B'nai B'rith

WWE/yej
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JACKSON~-VANIK AND SOVIET JEWRY

A precis of a report by Dr. William Korey, Director
Policy Research, International Council of B'mai B'rith

l

Should iet diplomacy"” rﬂplace the historic Jackson-Vanlk amendment, which'
ties trele benefits, including "most-favored-nation' status, to the removal of

obstaclef to emigration?

This is the argument offered by both Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger, who
believe that Jackson-Vanik has contributed to the recent decline in Soviet
emigration and to the disintegration of detente. Nixon and Kissinger argue
that the Soviets have reacted negatively to being put on the spot publicly by
Jackson-Vanik, which was adopted in 1974. 1Indeed, they attribute the rapid
rise in emigration in the early 1970's to "private pressure” and "quiet
diplomacy." They feel that if the United States is to have an impact om
Soviet internmal affairs, which includes emigration policy, it best be done
quietly.

The Nixcn-Kissinger analysis seems to be gaining some public support. Just
recently, the Washington Post suggested that Jackson-Vanik should "be wiped
off the books" because it had the "effect of staunching" cthe flow of
emigration and of "distorting American relations" with countries such as
Romania.

To the extent that the Nixon-Kissinger thesis gains public currency, and thet
it may be transformed into a guide for Administration or Congressional
strategy, it merits close scrutiny. What emerges, through careful analysis;
is in direct contradiction to the Nixon-Kissinger view.

It would be well to begin with some chronology. In 1968, fewer than 400 Jevs
enigrated from the Soviet Union. At about the same time, a variety of
pressures began to force the Soviets to loosen emigration restrictions. These
pressures included Jewish activism within the Soviet Union, a massive ocutcry
of world public opinion (such as the massive demonstrations when Kosygin
visited Canada), and the Kremlin's desire for increased trade and detente with
the United States. Soon after, emigration increased dramatically, reaching
over 14,000 in 1971 and over 30,000 in 1972.

This flood of Jewish emigrants alarmed the Soviets, especially because Jews
constituted, by percentage, the wmost highly educated segment of Soviet
society. In order to stem the tide, the Soviets decided in August 1972 to
impose a "diploma tax" which would have required emigrants to compensate the
state for the costs of higher education. This unprecedented "tax" became a»v
insuperable cbstacle to emigration -- which was the precise intent of its
sponsors in the Krewlin.

The American response to this violation of human rights was immediate. I
October, Senator Henry Jackson introauced as legislation what would later:
become the Jackson-Vanik amendment, which tied trade benefits and agreements
to emigration. -



Contrary to the premises of the Nixon-Kissinger thesis, the Soviets did not

react negatively to Jackson's proposed amendment. Rather, they made efforts
to placate the U.S. -=- they did not want to risk losing trade and credits. As
a result, they offered so many exceptions and exemptions to the "tax" that it
was virtually null and void. Consequently, emigration remained at its record
1972 level).and in fact increased to nearly 35,000 in 1973.

In January #1974, however, the Soviets devised new means of harassing and
intimidatfigg applicants for emigration. Though the Soviets still desired
trade and Bedits, their need was less intense because of a huge trade surplus
generated the quadrupling of oil prices in 1973. The harassment worked:
Jewish emigration decreased by nearly ome-half. This put existing and
prospective Soviet-American trade agreements in jeopardy. -

Both sides sought to compromise. The key question stood as follows: Would
the Soviet Union accommodate to some form of Jackson-Vanik that would grant
them fairly quick access to most-favored-nation status and credits? The
Kremlin acted fast, assuring President Ford that it would again 1lift
emigration barriers. 1In turn, Jackson modified his amendment with a waiver
provision allowing demonstration of good faith about future behavior to
replace current emigratiom practice as the criterion for granting trade
benefits. Essentially, each side got what it wanted: the Soviets received
Export-Import Bank trade credits and the Americans received assurances of free

- emigration. In December 1974, Congress passed the Trade Reform Act, including

the Jackson-Vanik amendment.

' The optimism of the U.S. - Soviet agreement was short-lived. Five days after

I~

the Senate passed Jackson-Vanik, the Soviets reacted angrily, condemning
America"s attempt to "interfere in the internal affairs" of the USSR. This
condemnation took the Administration by surprise, as the Soviets had said
nothing publicly before. But the real target was not Jackson-Vanik. Rather,
it was a completely different bill, the Stevenson amendment to the
Export-Import Bank Bill, that placed a ceiling on credits to the USSR. The
ceiling was 80 low ($75 million per year) that Henry Kissinger later called it
"peanuts in Soviet terms.” This amendment was considered and passed at the
same time Jackson-Vanik was passed. Thus, the Stevenson Amendment undermined
U.S. = Soviet agreements on trade and stood in fundamental contradiction to
the spirit of Jackson-Vanik. ¢

Essentially, the Soviets felt betrayed. As one Sovietologist put it, the
Kremlin thought it had struck a "bum deal.” In other words, the balance sheet
had been tilted in such a way as to wreck the delicately arranged
understandings -- the Soviets were not receiving emough in return for what
they considered an intrusion into their domestic affairs. In late December
1974, the Kremlin responded by launching an all-out campaign against
Jackson-Vanik, culminating in a unilateral repudiation of previous U.S. =
USSR trade agreements.

The vehemence of the Soviet attacks on Jackson-Vanik may have convinced some
diplomats that the amendment was to blame. But the vehemence, in fact, was
deceptive: Indeed, the Kremlin's reaction was low~keyed until the Stevenson
amendment was enacted.

=T
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There is further evidence to indicate that Jackson-Vanik was not an obstacle
to Jewish emigration. After the Stevenson amendment chilled relatioms,
emigration plunged to 13,221 im 1975 and hovered around the 15,000 range
through 1977. Were the Soviet Union to have considered Jackson-Vanik a
| rationale for reducing Jewish emigratiom, the figures would have continued to
| drop or xemained at this relatively low level. The opposite was the case.
For, in-@978, a significant leap forward occurred -- to 28,874, close to the
r 1972-7F glevels. And in 1979, the rate skyrocketed to 51,320, far in excess of.
. previousthigh levels. This figure is all the more remarkable when it is -
' remember®d that between 1945 and 1970, only 10,000 Jews were allowed to leave
the Soviet Uniot:. Aand it illuminates the fact that Jackson-Vanik was by no
means an insuperable obstacle.

This unprecedented rise in emigration took place because the Soviets did not
want to jeopardize detente. They were hoping for Senate ratification of SALT
1I, and they sought s more liberal agreement on trade and credits, including

~MFN, Most Favored Nation trade status. But as detente deteriorated because of

Afghanistan and other tensioms, emigration once agaiu began to decline. In
1980, the drop was to slightly over 21,000, and with the onset of the Reagan
Administration, Jewish emigration plummeted to 9,447 in 1981 and to a mere

i.2’600 in 1982, the lowest since 1971. As a top Soviet official at the Madrid

meetings on the Helsinki Accords acknowledged, '"the more detente prospers, the
more Basket III (emigration) prospers.” With detente frozen, he was
suggesting, there can be little progress on emigration.

Jackson=-Vanik has also played a positive role in promoting emigration from
Romania. Just recently, Romania was granted an extension of its MFN status
when it agreed not to enforce an educatiom tax on prospective emigrants.
Without the Jackson-Vanik lever, Romania might have succeeded in choking off
emigration in the name of stopping the "brain drain.” )

There is, then, no evidence to indicate that Jackson-Vanik has either
contributed to the decline in Soviet or Eastern European emigration or im any
way had a deletrious effect on the Kremlin's current emigration policies. &s
has already been indicated, the recent decline in emigration is a result of
other fartcrs, such as the souring of East-West relations and the Soviet fear
of a "brain drain." In blaming Jackson-Vanik for the deterioration of detente
and the declinme in emigratiom, Nixon and Kissinger confuse the symptom with
the cause.

Once East-West tensions diminish, Jackson-Vanik will be there as an incentive
for the Soviets to honor the right of emigration. 1n this sense, Jackson-
Vanik cmphasizes and symbolizes America's ongoing commitment to freedom of
emigration and, indeed, to human rights. Thus, beside promoting freer emi-
gration, Jackson-Vanik legitimizes detente by holding it accountable to
fundamental principles of international and human conduct. To do otherwise
would make a mockery of the process.

Precis prepared by Leonard Steinhorm, Assistant to the Director
International Council of B'nai B'ricth
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JACKSON-VANIK AND SOVIET JEWRY

by William Korey
Director, Policy Research
International Council of B'nai B'rith

Richard Nixon, in the course of a lengthy paean tc detente
published last summer 'in The New York Times, gave expression to a
new myth about the cause of the rise and decline of Soviet Jewish
emigration and, more specifically, the relationship between the
historic Jackson-Vanik amendment and emigration. Nor is it only
Mr. Nixon who voices the myth. His National Security Advisor and

Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, in his latest book, Years of

Upheaval, echoes the Nixon approach, lending it a kind of
informed and intellectual gloss. Elsewhere in important journals
of opinion and in the corridors of power in Washington, the theme
is beginning to pick up momentum and can be expected to become,
in the not-too-distant future, conventional wisdom. To the
extent that the Nixon theme may be transformed into a guide for
Administration strategy, it merits close scrutiny.

The former President dealt with the Soviet Jewish emigration
issue in an unhesitant and unqualified declarative manner.
Jewish emigration from the USSR, he writes, increased from less
than 1,000 in 1968 to 35,000 in 1973. "'This enormous and
unprecedented leap in figures had but one simple cause. It was,
said Nixon, "a result of our private pressure,® by which he meant
the "quiet diplomacy” of the White House. As elaborated by
Nixon: ®“The Soviet leaders want what the West produces, and they
are willing to give up something to get it." However, and this
is crucial, "they will give up more in private than they will in
public,” which explains the presumed effectiveness of "quiet
diplomacy."” '

What ruined everything afterwards and, particularly, the
impressive Jewish emigration figures, according to Nixon, was the
adoption by Congress of the Jackson-Vanlk amendment. The statute
had the effect of putting the Russians "on the spot publicly by
tying trade to emigration policies," with the result that ®“the
number of- Jews allowed to emigrate was cut in half."

Henr§ Kissinger, in his second White House volume, also
focused upon the dates of 1968 and 1973 and articulated the view
that the rise in Jewish emigration was due to private diplomacy,
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solely Nixon-Kissinger diplomacy. “Our diplomatic efforts,” he
wrote, "had achieved almost a hundredfold increase in the numbers
allowed to leave -- from 400 a year in 1968 to 35,000 in 1973.°
Such raordinary achievement was owed exclusively to "gquiet
diplomaky," a consequence of the U.S. not making "formal demands"
but raEher handling everything through ®"the confidential
Presidential Channel®

But what about the famed theory of linkage? Were not
Benefits which we might extend dependent upon Soviet behavior
elsewhere? Nixon, in his Times essay, appears to link trade
benefits to emigration. Immediately prior to his discussion of
the escalation of emigration fiqures, Nixon declared: "The key
. is to make very clear to them (the Russians) that there is an
iron link between their behavior and the West's willingness to
make the trade deals they hope for, while not doing so in such a
way that they lose face."

Nonetheless, a close reading of the Kissinger bock makes it
clear that he sharply rejected the application of linkage to
internal Soviet behavior. Linkage was applicable to
international conduct, not domestic practices. While Communist
countries are prepared to "pay a price®"™ for increased trade,
Kissinger observed, their "concessions" were more likely to be
found in the area of international conduct, presumably expansion
or extension of Soviet influence, than "over matters
traditionally considered within the domestic jurisdiction of the
$tate..." The rulers of the USSR would perceive a modification
of domestic practices in response to pressures of a foreign power
as "a direct impairment of their authority."

8till, Kissinger acknowledged that the Jackson-=Vanik
amendment did provide a certain leverage which the Administration
had found useful. However, once adopted into law, he insisted,
it was bound to have a contrary effect for the Soviets "could not
possibly change their policies in response to the act of &
capitalist legislature....” Ultimately, he charged, the
amendment “"wound up substantially reducing” emigration. This was
and is the central element of the Nixon-Kissinger myth.

What, in fact, .brought about the substantial increase in
Jewish emigration, beginning in 1971, and what was the
relationship between the exodus and Jackson-Vanik? Until March
1971, the number of Jews allowed to leave the USSR was extremely
low -- a total of 10,000 from 1945 (over a 25 year period). From
March on, the previous year's 1,000 level became a monthly level
with the total emigration figure reaching 13,000. How did this
happent? Nixon-Kissinger's "quiet diplomacy"? .

The initial radical leap upwards had little to do with -
diplomacy other than as a spur to the ultimate decision reached
by the Kremlin. Rather it was a result in part of the
extraordinary courage of Soviet Jewish activists whose .exodus
movement, stimulated by a growing anti-Semitism, could not -and
would not be halted by a series of Soviet judicial trials with
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harsh sentences imposed in late 1970 and 1971. Large-scale
petitions and numerous demonstration appealing for emigration
charactegized the movement. Surprisingly, neither Nixon nor
Kissinge¥ mention this critically important factor. :
i

What powerfully reinforced the domestic movement was a
massive ©Outcry of world public opinion, mobilized by the severe
punishments imposed upon Soviet Jews, and which found expression
in giant demonstrations in virtually every capital and major city
of the West. If the death sentences in the first Leningrad trail
were commuted, if the punishment imposed in subsequent trials was
less severe, and the barriers to exodus were significantly
although still incompletely lifted, it was in large part because
key sectors of the world opinion reacted with revulsion to the
trials. It was all too apparent to the Kremlin that its official
reportage of the judicial proceedings, in the form ot apologia,
had fallen on deaf ears. So tarnished had its image become, so
exposed. its Achilles' heel =-- the plight of its Jewish community
-= that the very conduct of its diplomacy was deleteriously
affected. And this occurred at a time when it sought, for a

"variety of reasons of state, to reach a detente with the West.

Soviet embarrassment reached a climax in October 1971, when
its top leaders Aleksei Kosygin and Leonid Brezhnev, traveled to
the West, the former to Canada and Denmark, the latter to France.
In Canada, the Soviet premier was greeted with giant, though
orderly demonstrations. He found himself especially on the
defensive when questioned in closed session for two hours by the
House of Commons External Affairs and Defense Committees, and at -
press conferences. Kosygin felt compelled to justify at length
Soviet policy toward the Jews and to provide assurances on exit
visas: "We are opening doors and will go on opening them." (In
Denmark, the challenge and response would be the same.)

Stung . by the Canadian demonstrations and no doubt fearful of
seeing them duplicated in France a week later, when Brezhnev was
scheduled to arrive in Paris, the Soviet Foreign Ministry
instructed its French ambassador, Piotr Abrassimov, to attempt to
placate French-Jewish opinion. The ambassador took the

- surprising and totally unprecedented step of inviting one hundred

Jewish leaders to a meeting, where he appealed for a cessation of
demonstrations. The meeting was significant in revealing the
responsiveness of Soviet officialdom to world opinion. As if to
emphasize this point, the number of exit visas granted shot up to
eighteen hundred during November 1971, and to three thousand
during December. The Kremlin was moving with a certain vigor ta
blunt the sharp edge of world concern. .
Soviet foreign-policy needs no doubt contributed to ihe
partial opening of what Andrei Sakharov had called the "gilded
cage.” The Kremlin sought deternite with the United States as well
as with the NATO powers in order to serve three princijal
objectives (1) defuse international tensions; (2) stabili:e the
status quo in Centrazl and Eastern Europe; and (3) open u» un
extensive amcunt of trade and commercial relations with the
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industrial capitalist powers. Trade was sought especially with
the United States. Both advanced technology, including computer
items, and large-scale gquantities of grain were desired. An
agreemept to limit the escalating arms race would enable the
Soviet-Qeadership to shift, to some extent, its priorities to
consuméz goods, light industry and public services. Besides,
there was the looming power of China, with which the Kremlin was
profoundly concerned. Detente with the United States would
facilitate the objective of protecting the Soviet Union's western
flank in the event of a possible conflict with China.

Thus, international events in 1971 and again in 1972
fortuitously conspired to assist the movement of exodus. For, as
long as the issue of the right to leave occupied a central place
on the agenda of the Western conscience, discussions leading to
detente would inevitably be strained. It was in this context
that world public opinion played a critical role. The USSR was
anxious, if not to shelve the burning human rights issue of
1970-71 concerning Jewish emigration, at least to reduce its
intensity and remove it to a far less pronounced sector of
priority items in detente negotiations. And, of course, western
public opinion, especially public opinion in the U.S., provided
the muscle that enabled Nixon's ®“quiet diplomacy™ to be
effective. '

Those who doubted the value of world public opinion pointed
‘to the invasion of Czechloslovakia by the Red Army in August,
1968 to destroy the Dubcek regime, then striving for "communism
with a human face." Did not the Kremlin totally disregard world
public opinion at that time? Indeed it did, but the question is
fundamentally irrelevant. 1In matters involving the vital
interests of the Soviet state (or, indeed of any state),
international opinion will be disregarded. Not only was the
Czechslovak experiment seen as potentially challenging, at its
very heart, the security system of the Soviet Union in Eastern
Europe (the Warsaw Pact structure); it constituted an ultimate
threat to the internal power of the Communist oligarchs in
Moscow. For, if permitted to develop, the Czechlosolvak "Spring~
would have stirred latent and, indeed, emerging reformist forces
throughout East Europe, including the USSR itself.

The Jewish nationalist movement within Russia was of an
entirely different order insofar was the vital interests of the
USSR were concerned. That movement did not seek internal changes -
within the USSR. Indeed, it carefully eschewed such an
objective. It was not reform within the Soviet society which was
sought; rather escape from the society (to Israel) was the goal:
In this sense, the Jewish movement was entirely different from-
the other national stirrings within the USSR (such as those among
the Ukrainians or among the Baltic peoples). For the ultimate
success of these stirrings might alter or at least affect the
distribution of power within Soviet society. In the same way,
the Jewish movement had a fundamentally different character from
that of the denccratic dissenters, whose aspirations were
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-regarded by the narrow and parochial occupants of the Kremlin as

genuinely threatening to their power.

Once permitted, Jewish emigration became a flood. During
the-&xrst half of 1972, the monthly average reached three times
the-ievel of the previous year's monthly average. Even more
s1gn1£1cant, the requests by Soviet Jews for affidavits (vizov)
from-Israecll relatives -- the first stage in the emigration
process == skyrocketed. A stunned Kremlin leadership decided to
halt the hemorrhaging by imposing in August a "diploma tax" which
would have required Soviet Jews to pay an exorbitant sum,
presumably compensating the state for the costs of higher
education. Some scientists with an average annual income of
2,000 rubles were asked to pay 40,000 rubles for themselves and
their families. Soviet activists saw the tax as establishing "a
new category of human beings -- the slaves of the twentieth
century."” Since Soviet Jews constituted, by percentage, the
most highly educated segment of Soviet society, with at least
one-third having completed a university education, the
unprecedented "tax" became an insuperable obstacle to emigration
-- which was the precise intent of its sponsors in the Kremlin.

It is at this critical historical moment that Senator Henry
Jackson advanced his proposal that would tie trade benefits
including "most-favored-nation” tariff treatment (MFN), credits,:
credit guarantees and investment guarantees to the removal cof
obstacles to emigration. He first prepared it orally in
September at an emergency meeting of the Jewish leadership, and
then, with the cooperation of Senators Abraham Ribicoff and Jaccb '
Javits, in legislative form in October. Three-quarters of the
Senate - 76 individuals -~ became co-sponsors of a draft statute
that would refuse trade benefits to a "non-market economy
country” which denied its citizens the right to emigrate or which
imposed more than a nominal tax on emigration.

-The timing was crucial. In the same month -.October 1972 -
the U.S. reached an agreement with the Soviet Union whereby the
U.S. would receive a fixed, even if small, portion (722 million)
of the huge Soviet Lend-Lease debt accumulated during World War
II. .In return, the Administration pledged to seek Congressional
approval of legislation granting MFN to the USSR.

The Kremlin did not react to the initial Jackson amendment
with contempt. On the contrary, it made efforts to placate the
U.S. During the subsequent months of November and December, the
number permitted to leave the USSR reached it highest level, well
over 3,000 each month. Moreover, on December 29, Soviet Deputy
Mxnister of Interior Boris Shumilin suddenly decreed that all
those who reached the age of 55 would be exempt from the "diploma
tax® and, moreover, the tax would be reduced to correspond to the
number of years that the individual worked for the State.

. Still the "“diploma tax,"” even if modified, was being applied
with a variety of other capriciouns devices to limit emigration.
Congressman Charles Vanik in the House of Representatives
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proposed legislation similar to Jackson's and by February 1973,
won 237 cosponsors - more than a majority in the lower House. 1In
a joint statement, they demanded an end to the “"outrageous price
list on -Wuman beings that reduced trained and educated men and
women to thattel.” Shortly thereafter - precisely a decade ago -
Jackson -¥eintroduced his amendment in the Senate with 75
co-sponsors (the Vanik supporters in the House, meanwhile jumped
to 272). °

A high level Soviet trade delegation visiting Washington at
the time was told over and over again that Soviet emigration
policy constituted, in the words of Senator Edmund Muskie, a
"major roadblock" to expanded trade. The moderate Muskie told
the Russians at a panel sponsored by the National Association of
Manufacturers that they "would be profoundly mistaken if they
underestimated American feelings on the exit visa question.
Americans properly perceive the exorbitant tax on Jewish
emigrants... as being in violation of fundamental human rights
and freedoms." Muskie was reflecting a basic American tradition
and value that grew out of the very character of American society
- "a nation of immigrants”®.

.Significantly, the Soviet officials, including V.S.
Alkhimov, the Deputy Minister of Foreign Trade, did not return to
Moscow in anger. Instead, they treated it as a lesson in
American political reality. Alkhimov, after a meeting with a key
Congressman, said: *"I can see we are not going to get
most-favored-nation out of this Congress and my job is to tell
Moscow that.® The same message at approximately the same time
-was. being delivered in Moscow to Brezhnev himself by Secretary of
the Treasury George Shultz. Shultz indicated that Soviet leaders
understood the political realities for they showed "both the
spirit to try to solve the problems and the willingness to tackle
them in very real terms." :

The impact was extraordinary. Probably, for the first time
in Soviet history, a Soviet edict, only six months after its
enactment, was made null and void. On March 19 and 20, the USSR
publicly disclosed that 44 Soviet Jews with a higher education
were allowed to leave without paying a tax. The next day, March
‘21, the Soviet journalist, Victor Louis, whose official
connections with the KGB and the Kremlin are well-known, wrote a
special article for an Israeli newspaper which announced that the
"diploma tax will not be enforced any more." After acknowledging
that the RKremlin decision was a result of Congressional pressure,
Louis concluded that Soviet Jews seeking to emigrate "have won a .
victory in the six-month war against the education tax."

Jackson-Vanik clearly had played a decisive role in
affecting Soviet Jewish emigration in a pcsitive manner even
though it was still an amendment to a much broader Trade Reform
Act which was making its way through the legislative mills of
.House and Senate committees. On December 11, the amendment was
adcepted by the House with a lopsided vote of 319 to 80. (The
Trade Reform Act was approved 272 to 140). In the meantime,
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Jewish emigration was reaching an all-time high of nearly 35,000
by the year's end. '

The extent of emigration may not have surprised the Kremlin
but the growing interest among Jews in considering the exodus
undoubtedly proved disturbing. Thousands of Soviet Jews were
requesting affidavits from relatives in Israel and these
documents, inaispeusable to the process of making application to
leave, were arriving, even with the inevitable delays and losses.
Since the extent of the atfidavits were known to the Soviet
authorities, they devised various means of harassment and
intimidation to reduce the number of emigrants. 1I£, during 1973,
the average monthly rate approximated 3,000, throughout 1574 it
was reducea by ueariy one-half, reaching about 21,000 for the
year.

(The 1974 drop which began in January can hardly have
explained the Nixon-Kissinger thesis since the Jackson-Vanik
amendment was not adopted until the very end of the year. The
Kremlin was clearly striving to slow the rate of emigration. A
pertinent factor probably affecting Moscow's decision was the
quadrupling of oil prices since the end of 1973. As a major oil
exporter, the USSR benefited greatly ending up the year 1974 with
a rare surplus of one-half billion dollars in its balance of
payments. The need for credits in 1974 became less intense.)

The Senate was now the battleground. Without assurances
from the Russians that harassment would be ended and emigration
would once again be permitted to rise, the entire Trade Reform
Act to which the Administration was strongly committed would be
placed in jeopardy, as would the Soviet American trade agreement
of October 1972. The key question about which there is
considerable confusion and misinterpretation stood as follows:
Would the Soviet Union accommodate to some form of Jackson-Vanik
that would grant them fairly quick access to MFN and credits?

The U.S. Administration was in frequent consultation with
Soviet authorities from May onwards to ascertain their view and
the answer was to be a ringing affirmative one. Soviet Foreign
Minister Andrei Gromyko met with Secretary of State Kissinger in
Cyprus in Hay ana evidently referred to the emigration level
being raised to 45,000. In June at a Nixon~Brezhnev summit in
Moscow, the matter was also discussed in a favorable manner.
Following the resignation of Nixon in consequence of the
Watergate scanaal and its revelations, and the accession oz
Gerald Ford to the Presidency on August 9, the Kremlin wasted no
time -in making a positive move. )

‘Ordinarily, Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin spends August
on vacation in the USSR. It was an indication of Moscow's strong
foreign trade strivings ana its willingness to accommodate to a
variation of Jackson-Vanik, that Dcbrynin interrupted his Moscow
vacation and flew to Washington to request a meeting witl! the new
President. Shortly afterwards, on August 14, Dobrynin net with
Ford in what must have been a most euncouraying discussicn. The
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" President, indeed, was so delighted by what he heard that the
nexc morning he invited Senators Jackson, Ribicoff and Javits to
join him at breakfast. They welcomed his intervention as g1v1ng
the entlre trade/emigration issue a "new momentum."

Indeed matters now moved very quickly. Intensive
KL551nger-Jackson discussion to which the Kremlin was, as it
were, a Bilent partner led to a forward exchange of
correspondence on October 18 and an agreement to modify
Jackson-Vanik. Kissinger officially stated in his published
letter that the Administration had been "assured" by the Kremlin
that "punitive actions" against would-be Jewish em.igrants and
"unreasonable impediments" placed in the path of visa applicants
would no longer exist. Job dismissal, the principal form of
intimidation, would no longer be applied. Only in the case of
persons holding "security clearance” would "limitations® on
emigration be imposed, and these were to apply to a limited time
period. Kissinger concluded his letter with the observation that
as a result of the new "criteria,” the "rate of emigraticen from
the USSR would begin to rise promptly from the 1973 level..."

" Senator Jackson, in turn, agreed to modify his amendment
with a special and critical waiver provision. The President, by
indicating that he has assurances about future performance of the
USSR in respect to emigration, can waive the Jackson-Vanik
restrictions on MFN and credits for an 18 month period. 1In other
words, current immediate practice could no longer be the
criterion, but, rather, the key test would be a demonstration of
good faith about future practice. (The President was to certify
that "he had received assurances®" that the emigration practices
of the USSR will "henceforth lead substantially to the
achievement of the objectives® of Jackson-Vanik.) -

But in order to validate and safeguard future practices, the
waiver provision required annual extension (after the first 18
month period) by the President with a concurrent resolution by
both Houses of Congress. Should they fail to give the required
assent, the President could, on his own, continue the waiver.
However, within a 60-day period after the renewal of the waiver,
either House could veto the Presidential action.

A week after the Kissinger-Jackson exchange - on October 26--
Gromyko handed Kissinger a letter complaining of "a distorted
picture of ocur (Soviet) position" suggesting "somc assurances and
nearly obligation on our part.” Gromyko "resolutely"” rejected
any “"interpretation" that projected an increase in the rate of
emigration. On the other hand, the Soviet Foreign Minister
acknowledged that "elucidations" were, however, of a character to
convince: the Secretary of State that a deal had been struck. He:
chose not to release the Gromyko letter. "

Instead, the waters could be tested once more when Ford
traveled to Vladivostok to meet Brezhnev on November 23-24 where
a ground-breaking agreement on strategic force levels was
reached. Undoubtedly, the trade/emigration issue was discussed
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and there is no indication of any reservations advanced by
Brezhnev on the understandings that had been reached on October

18.

Thus, when Kissinger gave the key and decisive testimony on
the issueito the Senate Finance Committee, on December 3, the eve
of the final Congressional action, he revealed no doubts
whatsoever about the understandings, whether called "assurances"
or not. In response to sharp questioning by the Senate panel,
Kissinger insisted that when he used the term "assured" in his
letter to Jackson on October 18 it was based upon solid evidence
offered and received at the highest level of government. Asked
who gave the assurances, he answered Brezhnev, Gromyko and
Dobrynin. Receiving the assurances were himself, Nixon and Ford.

Diplomatic tact did oblige Kissinger to add that since the
USSR "considered the issue of emigration a matter of its own
domestic legislation,"” therefore, he could not assert that "a
formal agreement on emigration” had been reached by the two
governments. Such a statement, he added "would immediately be
repudiated by the Soviet Government.® The critical phrase was
"formal agreement.” What the Secretary of State appeared to be
emphasizing was that an informal agreement, an understanding, had
been reached which permitted him to use the term "assured.”

It was on the basis of Kissinger's testimony that the Senate
unanimously approved on December 13, by a vote of 88 to 0, the
waiver provision on Jackson-Vanik. It then quickly adopted the
entire Trade Reform Act, including Jackson-Vanik by a vote of 77
to 4. Since the House measure did not carry the waiver
provision, the legislation had to go to a Senate-House conference
committee which was not scheduled until five days later.

Significantly, the USSR said nothing on December 13 or for
the subsequent four days, just as it said nothing publicly on
Kissinger's testimony on December 3 or, for that matter on his
exchange with Jackson on October 18. An angry Soviet reaction,
which became the basis of the new Nixon-Kissinger myth, suddenly
appeared on December 18. Tass, the official Soviet news agency,
asserted that "leading circles" in the USSR flatly reject as
"unacceptable” any attempt to attach conditions to MFN or to
otherwise "interfere in the internal affairs®” of the USSR. The
Tass statement went on to deny that the Kremlin had given any
specific assurances on emigration. Attached tc the release was
the Gromyko letter of October 26.

It is important to note that the immediate State
Department's reaciiun Lo the Tass bombshell was surprise. That
was followed by a calm and relaxed statement declaring that the
Secretary of State stood by the letter he had sent Senator
Jackson on October 18; moreover, the understandings elaborated in
that letter were in no way affected by the Gromyko missive. Even

- Soviet diplomats in Washington werc caught flatfooted by the Tass

dispatch: Some advised American officials not to get overly.
concerned. One Soviet diplomat in Washington telephoned an
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Israeli lobbyist in an effort to downgrade the Tass story as
"nothing new".

The development was, of course, quite new and reflected the
beginning of a totally changed Kremlin perception. What brought
about the change after extensive high-level discussion had sealed
firm understandings? The gquestion is crucial and goes to the
heart of the Nixon-Kissinger reinterpretation of the past. An
answer first necessitates a critical distinction between two
totally separate benefits provided by Jackson-Vanik in return for
the promise of eased emigration procedures. One was
most-favored-nation tariff treatment; the other was credits.

MFN (tari:zf rates at the level reserved for our friends and
most of our trading partners) was and is largely a matter of
prestige insofar as Soviet-American trade is concerned. U.S.
tariffs are imposed on finished or partially finished goods, not
on raw materials. Since most Soviet exports to the U.S. were in
the category of raw materials, MFN is not applicable. On the
other hand, Soviet finished goods, even with low tariff rates,
were and are unlikely to find a market in the U.S. Thus, the
significance of MFN was largely symbolic, not a central, material
issue.

Credits were quite another matter. Here the benefits were
palpable, concrete and significant. The USSR was and is anxious
to import and were already beginning to import gquantities of
American products, including advanced technological equipment and
even entire factories. As the USSR had little to sell to the
U.S., the Kremlin was interested in sizeable amounts of credits
for completing large-scale transactions at low interest rates.
The U.S. Export-Import Bank (Eximbank) was precisely the agency
which the USSR considered the principal means for realizing its
economic objectives. 1Indeed, by October 1973, Eximbank had
already extended one~half billion dollars in credits to the USSR.
And estimates of credits to be extended into the future ran into
the billions of dollars.

But it was at precisely the point when Jackson-Vanik with
its approval of credits by Eximbank was about to be granted, then
another amendment to a totally difterent bill - the Stevenson
amendment - about which little was publicly discussed at the time
but which placed sharp limits on credits to the USSR was being
approved.

The -Stevenson legislation (named after Senator Adlai
Stevenson 1il) was an amendment tc the Eximbank Bill extending
the life -of the Bank for four years. The amendment placed a :
ceiling on credits to the USSR of a mere $300 million over a rour
year period - an average of §75 million per year. K1551nger
later called the amount offered "peanuts in Soviet terms."” It
was, indeed, an extraordlnary limitation made worse by an
additional llnltatlon of $40 million for projects involving
exploration for gas and oil and no credits at all for actual
production of gas and oil.
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Further aggravating was a provision in the amendment which
dealt with Soviet requests for above-ceiling credits. It could
be granted by a Presidential declaration of national interest but
this act would also require Congressional approval. Stevenson
explained that such approval would depend upon Soviet moderation
in a variety of foreign policy areas. A Kremlin request for
above-ceiling credits could lead to interminable Congressional
debate with the outcome completely uncertain.

A Senate-House conference committee accepted the Stevenson
amendment on December 12 and four days later - December 16 - the
Senate was considering the committee report. What is remarkable
is the tact that the Administration made no determined lobbying
effort to halt the measure. Kissinger is reported to have
admitted to his aides that he was not focussing upon the
amendment when he should have.

On December 16, the Kremlin hastily assembled a one-day
closed session of the Party Central Committee. It is reasonable
to speculate that the Soviet President, Nikolai Podgorny, unlike
Brezhnev, no enthusiast of detente, led a strong attack upon the
understandings reached about Jackson-Vanik. He had publicly
opposed attempts at interference in ®"internal state policy.”
When Kissinger was asked in his Senate testimony as to whether
Podgorny was among those who gave assurances about Jackson-Vanik,
he answered in the negative.

. Two days after the Central Committee meétlng, on December
18, Ambassador Dobrynin met with Kissinger and, in a reportedly
stormy session, lashed out at the credit celllnq of the Stevenson

" amendment. The Tass statement on Jackson-Vanik appeared at the

same time. The Soviet initiatives were clearly designed to
activate vigorous last-minute Administration lobbying against the
Stevenson amendment. But it was already too late for the House;
it had adopted the conference report on that day, December 18.
The next day, the State Department branded the amendment as "most
unwise and unfortunate.® 1Its belated 1lobbying effort was
frustrated by favorable Senate action on December 19.

The Stevenson amendment, in fact, stood in fundamertal
contradiction to the Jackson-Vanik amendment. While the
understandings reached about the latter were perceived as an
exchange of money (in the form of credits) for bodies, then it
was hardly surprising that Moscow reached the conclusion that she
had struck a "bum deal®", as one Sovietologist put it. Kissinger
at the time commented, quite correctly: "I think what may have
happened is that the Soviet Union looked at the totality of what
it couuld gain in this trading relationship against the intrusions
in its domestic affairs.” The "balance sheet" - a Kissinger
phrase - had been tilted in such a way as to wreck the delicately
arranged understandings.

On December 21, the Kremlin launched an all-out medis
campaign against Jackson-Vanik, culminating in a unilatera.
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repudiation on January 10, 1975 of the Octocber 1972 Soviet
American trade and Lend Lease agreement.

The vehemence of Soviet verbal attacks on Jackson-Vanik
after December 21, 1974 may have convinced some American
businessmen and diplomats that the amendment was responsible for
Soviet hostility and anger. But the vehemence, in fact, was
deceptive. Indeed, the Kremlin did not react with more than the
usual low-key opposition until the Stevenson amendment was
enacted. And, as Kissinger himself vigorously acknowledged only
several weeks before the outpouring of vitriol, an accommodation
had been worked out. Even more significance can be attached to
subsequent Soviet actions which indicated that Jackson-Vanik, by
itself, was not a critical determinant of Soviet policy generally
and of its policy on emigration specifically.

A case in point is the agreement reached between Hungary and
the United States in 1978 concerning trade and credits. After
considerable discussions between the two governments and a formal
exchange of correspondence between the Hungarian Foreign Minister
. and the U.S. Ambassador in Budapest, Hungary was granted MFN and
access to Eximbank credits under the provisions of Jackson=Vanik
and .its waiver clause (which, .0of course, meant eased emigration
procedures) .

Although Hungary has not faced a significant demand for
emigration, its acceptance of the' U.S. trade agreement
implicitly suggests that the Kremlin did not have major
objections to Jackson-Vanik. Por, had the Soviets objected
strongly to Jackson-Vanik, had they regarded the legislation as
an intrusion into domestic Hungarian affairs, it is inconceivable
that they would have not pressured Hungary into rejecting the
agreement. Hungary is, after all, a key number of the Warsaw
Pact and the Red Army effectively demonstrated in 1956 that any
weakening of the vital relationship with Moscow was unacceptable.
Hungarian military forces, it may also be recalled, was utilized
by the Brezhnev Doctrine of "socialist internationalism"™ to
crush the Dubcek experiment in Czechoslovakia. If Hungary
reached an agreement with Washington under the rubric of
Jackson~Vanik, it ineluctably had the tacit assent of Moscow.

(Romania had reached a similar trade and credit agreement
"with the U.S. in 1975. 1It was the first such agreement since the
Jackson-Vanik became operable. But Moscow's writ, of course, did
not extend to Bucharest. Indeed, in crucial areas, the contrary
was the case. As will be noted later, with respect to Romania,
Jackson-Vanik played and still plays a key and pcsitive role
relative to emigration.)

A second indication of the Soviet response is evident in the
" Jewish emigration figures beginning almost immediately after
1975, when the rate had plunged to 13,221. Were the Soviet Union
to have considered Jackson-Vanik a rationale for reducing Jewish
emigration, the figures wouldé have continued to drop. The
opposite was the case. 1Ir 1976, the figures went up slicghtly to
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14,261 and in 1977 to 16,736. During the following year, a
significantly leap forward occurred - to 28,874, close to the
1972-73 levels. And, in 1979, the rate socared to a point far in
excess of those high levels. The figure of 51,320 for 1979
marked a stunning development and sharply illuminated the fact
that Jackson-Vanik was by no means an insuperable obstacle.

Explanation of the change in 1978-79 is not too difficult to
ascertain. SALT II had been signed and the issue of Senate
ratification loomed on the horizon, an objective strongly
supported by the USSR. Besides, there were preliminary
discussions that took place concerning trade and credits. The
likelihood of the Carter Administration's willingness to show
considerable flexibility in applying the waiver provision of
Jackson-Vanik was exceedingly great. There was little doubt in
informed circles that had detente continued, an economic
arrangement could have been reached.

But detente was eroded during 1979 by severe tensions over
the Soviet “"training brigade® in Cuba and various Third World
issues and collapsed with the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in
December 1979. From 1980 onward, emigration once again began
declining. Initially the drop was to 21,471. But with the onset
of the Reagan Administration and the resumption of an atmosphere
of frzgzdlty, Jewish emigration plummeted to 9, 447 in 1981 and a
mere 2,600 in 1982 - the lowest since 1971.

Certainly, Jackson=Vanik had nothing to do with the reversal
that occurred in 1980-82., Nor can it be said that a continuation
of detente relationships would have assured a continued high
level of emigration. The record monthly rate of 4,500 in 1979
tended to feed upon itself and the year saw a record number of
affidavits from relatives in Israel pour into the USSR. Some
200,000 Soviet Jews received such affidavits that year - four
times the number that actually emigrated.

That the Soviet authorities appeared both stunned and
concerned about the possibility of a vast exodus is suggested by
available evidence. Beginning as early as May 1979, Kremlin
emigration officials began clamping down on exit visa approvals.
Insistence was now increasingly placed upon the closeness of the
kin relationship. Only affidavits from direct blood
relationships were accepted. First applied in the Ukraine, the
practice by 1980 was extended to virtually all of the USSR.

Data from the 1979 census, available to policy makers, no
doubt contributed to the concern. The rate of population
increase had slowed considerably, from 3.3 mnillion per year
during 1959 to 1970 to 2.3 million per year during 1970-79. A
leading demographic spec1a115t on the Soviet Union, Dr. Murrary
Feshbach, predicts that, in the future, population growth could
halt altogether or could become a population decline. Under such
circumstances, restrictions upon "the brain drain®" could very
well become & major consideration, especially since the
demographic decline coincided with diminished rates of economic
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productivity. At the Madrid meeting of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe, Soviet officials in a private
encounter with a visiting delegation of U.S. Senators and
Congressmen in December 1970, referred to the "brain drain" as a
factor affecting emigration policy on Jews.

Significantly, the emigration decline also applied to Soviet
Germans, the other principal Soviet ethnic group allowed to leave
during the era of detente. During 1976 to 1977, Soviet Germans
reached their highest annual emigration rate about 9,500. In the
subsequent two years, the annual rate dropped to about 8,000; a
figure comparatively respectable. But in 1980, the amount fell
to 7,000 and in 1981, plunged to some 3,000. The very low level
was repeated in 1982. Soviet Officials have expressed concern
over the loss of Germans in the rural sector.

The Soviet German emigration pattern merits attention in
throwing light upon Kremlin policy. (some 80,000 have been
allowed to emigrate compared to 260,000 Jews. Estimates of the
‘number of Germans seeking to leave are in the 400,000 range.)
The Federal Republic of Germany has nothing equivalent to
Jackson-Vanik legislation. 1Instead, the West Germans have
preferred to rely on "quiet diplomacy.” 1If anything, Jewish
emigration exceeded by more than three times the size of German
emigration. And the recent decline in German emigration
coincided with the decline in Jewish emigration even if
Soviet-West German relations are warmer than Soviet-American
relations.

What appears to be the dominant factor in Soviet emigration
policy, at least in terms of broad parameters, is the degree of
detente relations. A top Soviet spokesman at the Madrid
meetings, Sergei Kondrashev acknowledged this point:

The more detente prospers, the more Basket III
prospers. Thus, those countries that do not want
detente also limit the implementation of Basket III.

Basket III of the Helsinki Final Act gives emphasis to "freer
movement of peoples," especially "reunion of families."-
Signatories of the Act are obligated to "facilitate"” reunion of
families. This is not irrational, given the perception of the
Kremlin with regard to emigration. Emigration of Jews (or
Germans), as noted earlier, is but a2 marketable chip in exchange
relations under circumstances of detente. When the Soviet Union
seeks benefits, whether SALT II or trade and credits, she 1is
prepared to throw into the bargain Jews (or Germans), not that
the bargaining chip is without limitation. Shortage of skilled
labor or technological talent is an inevitable constraint to slow
the emigration process.
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Jackson-Vanik, never an obstacle to emigration, has acted as
a catalyst tc hasten the emigration process once circumstances
are appropriate. And it also has served to reduce, moderate or
eliminate constraints such as education taxes. The evidence is
clear that Jackson-Vanik has performed a meaningfully positive
function. And not only with respect to the USSR. Romania, too,
provided a case study in miniature of the value of Jackson-Vanik.

Granted MFN and Eximbank credits since 1975, Romania was
accused regularly since then with placing difficulties in the
path of emigration for Jews seeking to leave for Israel (or,
along with some non-Jews for America). Complaints from American
Jewish non-governmental organizations took on special meaning
during the months May through July, every year, as the President
annually required in June, to certify, under the Jackson-Vanik
waiver provision, that Romania was taking steps toward eased
emigration procedures. Congressional committees from both Houses
would hold hearings, usually in July, on Romanian practices.
Each of the legislative chambers could, if it so chose, veto a
positive Presidential decision.

It was scarcely a curious coincidence that, during the
.summer months, the number of Jewish emigrants escalated along
with the number of approved passports to be utilized later.
Without Jackson-Vanik, the escalation would certainly not occur
and, indeed, emigration could have been negligible. 'Still, the
emigration rate to Israel was kept, by various subtle means, at a
fairly low rate of approximately 1,000 per annum. In 1982,
President Reagan decided to utilize the certification procedure
to warn Romania that its "normalized” status could be in jeopardy
if its emigration procedures were not improved and if Jewish
emigration to Israel did not increase substantially. The tough
position, perhaps not surprisingly, produced a positive
consequence - a fifty percent increase during 1982 in the Jewish
immigration rate. v .

For reasons that remain inexplicable, Romanian authorities
in early November 1982 decided to impose an education tax on all
emigrants. They would be required to pay, under a special edict,
the full costs of their secondary and higher education, and the
payment is to be made in hard currency. (When Assistant
Secretary of State Elliott Abrams visited Romania in October, he
had been assured that no education tax would be levied.)

The Romanian edict, if enforced, stands in violation of the
- Jackson~-Vanik legislation which, in fact, had been triggered by a
similar edict enacted in the Soviet Union in August, 1972.
President Reagan sent a message to President Nicolae Ceausescu
through the U.S. Ambassador David Funderburk recommending that
the tax be withdrawn. Ceausescu told the Ambassador that he
would not cancel the edict but would receive a special envoy from
Washington to discuss the matter. The task of explaining the
serious consequences for Romania with respect to trade and
credits has been placed upon the State Department's second
highest offizial, Lawrence Fagleburger, who visited Bucharest in -
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January 1973. The real alternatives are clear enough: either
the edict remains a dead letter as happened to the similar Soviet
edict; or MFN and credits will be withdrawn. Notification of the
withdrawal was given to Romanian Deputy Foreign Minister Gheorghe
Dolgu in Washington on February 28; Romania has until the end of
June before the decision goes into effect.

Jackson-Vanik was the first piece of American legislation
that drew its inspiration from the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, specifically Article XIII - "the right of everyone to
leave any country, including his own, and to return to his
country."” Such legislation was particularly appropriate for a .
"nation of immigrants.”™ BRut polarity in values in the interna-
tional community has lent the legislation a special urgency.
This was noted and underscored in an extraordinary "open letter®
written by Andrei D. Sakharov and addressed to the U.S. Congress
on September 14, 1973.

. Sakharov urged adoption of Jackson-Vanik legislation as an
indisputable first step for assuring detente. According to him,
the Soviet Union has for decades isolated itself from the world
community, an isolation which has brought "the ugliest
consequences.” Detente can end this isolation, but a meaningful
detente requires that the Soviets accept basic international
principles of conduct. And a basic international principle,
Sakharov argues, is respect for human rights, whzch includes the

. right to emigrate.

Jackson-Vanik, then, serves two crucial functions. Firs¢,
it does not, as the Nixon-Kissinger thesis holds, obstruct the
flow of Soviet emigration. As has already been indicated, the
recent decline in emigration is a result of other factors, such
as the souring of East-West relations and the Soviet fear of
*brain drain."” Once these factors have been resolved,.
Jackson-Vanik will always stand as an incentive for the Soviets
to honor the right of emigration. In this sense, Jackson-Vanik
emphasizes and symbolizes America's ongoing commitment to freedom
of emigration and, indeed, to human rights. And second, -
Jackson-Vanik legitimizes detente by holding it accountable to
fundamental principles of international and human conduct. To do
otherwise would make a mockery of the process. -

‘Sakharov put it most eloquently. He told the American
Congress that if the United States abandoned the "principle" of
emigration, it would constitute "a betrayal of the thousands of
Jews and ron~-Jews who want to emigrate, of the hundreds in camps
and mental hospitals, of the victims of the Berlin Wall."
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EXTENSION OF JACRSON~-VANIK WAIVER AUTHORITY

Testimony by Senator Hen M. Jackson

Subcommittee on International Trade
Senate Finance Committee
Friday, July 29, 1983 - 9:30 A.M.
Room 215 Dirksen Senate Office Building

- Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to express my support
for the President's recommendation for a further extension of the
general waiver authority pursuant to Section 402(d) (5) of the Trade
Act of 1974, and for the continuation of the waivers applicable to
the Socialist Republic of Romania, the Hungarian People's Republic,

H

and the Peoﬁle's Republic of China.
- | As this Committee is aware, Section 402 (The'Jackson-Vanik amend-
ment) is a milestone effort to encourage respect for the basic human
right to emigrate =-- whag is aptly called “"the life-saving right of
last resort.” As the law of the land, s;ction 402:prohibits MFN treat-
ment and government credits to nonmarket economy countries until those

governments explicitly and clearly commit themselves to freer emigra- .

tion policies and practices.

The' Jackson-Vanik amendment drew its inspiration from Article 13
L_‘f the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights == "the right of

everyone to leave any country, including his own, and to return to his




"principle" -of emigration, it would bé "a betrayal of the thousands
of Jews and non-Jews who want to emigrate, of the hundreds in camps

and mental hospitals, of the victims of the Berlin Wall."

I also remind the Committee of Governor Reagan's commitment in
his letter to me of October 24, 1980, that as President he would
faithfully.uphold Jackson-Vanik and implement fully the letter and

spirit of the freedom of emigration provisions of the 1974 Trade Act.

The Administration's recommendation to continue in effect ﬁhe
waiver authority is welcome. That authority constitutes a significant
means for strenéthening mutually constructive relations bétween certain
of the East European countries and the People's Republic of China.

The waiver authoriﬁy has allowed the United States to reach and to
continue in force bilateral trade agreements-with Romania, Hungary andé
China. As President Reagan has said: “These agreements continue td

be fundamental elements in our politicai and eéonomic relations with
those countries, including our important productive exchanges on human
rights and emigration matters.” Furthermore, coﬁtinuation of the
waiver authority could make possible the mutual strengthening of our
bilateral relations with other nonmarket economy countries, as favorable

chances may develop.

I realize that the Administration's testimony on the implications

of the Chadha decision for legislation in the fields of foreign affairs

and national security is billed as "preliminary views" and "tentative

conclusions.”

But-I am encouraged by the early signs. Three things are now

\.cather clear. 1In testimony July 20 to the House Committee on Foreign

-
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to preserve the baéic integfity of Jackson-Vanik and to sustain the
amendment's role in promoting freer emigration. If experience proves
this not to be the case, if we have good reason' to be dissatisfied
with the performance of the Administratioﬁ, Congress will have to take

further counsel on the matter.

In short, I am advising that we not try to open up Jackson-

.. /anik to revision in an effort to find some statutory subgstitute for
the "legislative veto." For one thing, any radical move is premature
since Chadha is not likely to be the £inal word of the Supreme Court
on this issue; there may be other decisions ahead, and different
decisions. 'Fgrthe:more, the suggestion made by some that we try to
give Congress the waiver authority -- by joint resolution, passed by
both houses, :equiring the signature of the President, and a two-thirds
vote‘in each House to override a veto =-- would surely make the waiver
pfocess enormously time-consuming, and so unwieldly as to be virtuaily
unworkable. Beyond this, we are treading on dangefous ground in opening
up the Jackson amendment to modification. It took us two years to get
this.éiéneer legislation péssed;‘there are still some who would use any
opening to try to wipe the amendment off the book§ or, on the othef hand,
to so load it up with further conditions for Qranting the waiver, that
it would lose its usefulness in fﬁrther bargaining for freer emigration
with nonmarket economy countries, including the Soviet Union. |

Leave well enough alone for now is my recommendation. And‘atlthe

same time, let the Congress take advantage of th;\manvaays in whicﬂ
it can play its part in encouraging accountability of the Executive
to the Congress in implementing Section 402 and in helping the Executive

( romote the purposes of Jackson-Vanik.
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ubon“the &nticipated findings informally and privately before the

Executive submits its formal annual report.

In conclusion, let me'juét add: the burden of my message this
ﬁorning is that the Chadha decision, far from reducing the role of
Congress in promoting freedom of emigratidn, requires us to be more
on our toes than ever. We will need to be steadily active and involved
.hroughouf each year. I am confident the Congress will rise to that

challenge.

-

Mr. chairman, I ask that the full text of President Reagan's
letter of October 24, 1980, be included at the conclusion of my

testimony.

(Note Attathment).

>
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Address by Senator Henry M. Jackson

70th Anniversary Dinner
of the
Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith

Washington Convention Center.Ballroom, Washington, D.C.
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Mr. Bialkin, Nate Perlmutter, Dave Brody, Distinguished Guests

and friends:

I am profoundly gratified to share this 70th Anniversary evening’

with you.

I rejoice that your Joseph Prize for Human Rights is given this
vear to Isaac Stern and Zubin Mehta. That is a very special prize.

Tonight it is being awarded to two very special and beloved Americans.

And I am delighted that on this festive occasion J. Willard

Marriott is being honored by your distinguished Americanism Award.

As you might guess, I am a long-time fan of the Anti-Defamation

League. You have always been serious about individual liberty and




ecual opportunity, not just this month or this year but steadily

since your founding.

Your central concern has been the struggle against racial
prejudice and discrim;nation. But because you understood that the
fate of all minorities is intertwined, you have championed equal .

rights and fair treatment for all citizens alike.

[

I know from personal cexpericnce what the ADL was doinqg when
Senator Joe McCarthy was on the rampage. Your leaders understood
that of all the forms of tyranny over the mind of man, fear is the

worst.

You don't have to repeal the Bill of Rights formally to deny
the Americaﬁ people their rights. It can be done as McCarthy did it
by spreading a clfﬁate of fear which throttled freedom $f éxpression,
freedom of association, and freedom of inquiry, and which reached
into the central counciis of foreign policy-making, profoundly

corrupting American policy toward China for a generation or more.

The ADL deserves everlasting thanks for sharing in the brave

resistance that finally brought down Joe McCarthy. You spoke out

Y

. and helped when too many others remained silent.

- I also know from personal experience ADL's record on other

vital fronts:

One. You have recoghized the danger to democracy, not only of
ignorant and stupid demagogues and hate groups like the Ku Klux Klan,

but also of educated miscreants. They are the ones with the know-how,




the cuns, the techniques of modern science in their hands, the skills
for propaganda and terror, and all the rest. We are living in a
generation where not science alone but education, too, has made

humane values and ethical standards ever more imperative.

Two. ADL has understood that the struggle for the rights of
Soviet Jewry and other persecuted minorities is a long-term contest

of will and resolve in which victory will turn on steadiness.

Tens of thousands of people ~-- Jews, Christians and others -
have escaped from captivity because of the Jackson-Vanik amendment.
For thousands of others who want to emigrate, that amendment is
still their principal hope -- their lifeline: it constitutes
absolutely indispensable 1evefage in the ongoing bargaining with
the Soviet Union for freer emigration. I welcome the solid ADL

support for the amendment.

I might add that just last week -- thanks to our amendment --
the Rbmanian'government formally agreed not to implement the onerous
"education repayment tax" it had imposed on persons wishing to

.exercise the basic human right to emigrate.

Three. ADL has recognized that Israel is an indispensable
western asset in the Middle East. No other nation in the region
has its structural demdcratic stability, its strong pro-western
orientation, its substantial military forces, and its proven capacity
to fight effectively when challenged. You have upheld treating Israel,
in our own natioﬁal interest, as the essential and honorable ally

which it truly is.
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Despite.all the uncertéinties in the Middle East, therec is one
thing we can noQ be thankful for: the Israeli-Lebanese agreement
to end hostilities and to bring about troop withdrawal from Lebanon.
This agreement is a courageous, constructive, hopeful achievement;
if it is followed by a wise and tough diplomacy, it could become
another historic turning point in reaching stability and peace in

the region.

And it begins to look as though the Reagan Administration has

finally grasped a basic truth about the Middle East -- that a strong,

unwavering U.S.-Israel relationship must be the core of American

policy in the area.

The President's release of the 75 F-16s to Israel is positive

news. So is the decision to proceed with the delayed transfer of

fhe téchnoiogy needed for production of the Lavi fighter.i

Meanwhile, efforts to implement the Israeli-Lebanese agreement
are turning into quite a lesson for the Administration on what
friends and allies are -- and what they are not. The contrast with

Israel is obvious.

There is another basic truth about the Middle East which has
implications for American foreign policy generally: poverty,
illiteracy, disease, lack of economic opportunity, denial of human
freedoms and tyrannical governments constitute a formidable long-term
threat to peace and stability. The area continues to be fertile
ground for Soviet infiltration and for exploitation by oligarchic

elites and terrorist leaders.




Israel, i1n contrast to most of its neighbors, is a modern
oasis -- a nation of democratic institutions, civil rights,

economic opportunity, advanced education, and superb health care.

What is the basic lesson here? I think it is that military
approaches alone are not enough to achieve stability and security.

Arms alone will not do the job. The underlying economic, political

and social causes of instability and violence must be dcalt with.

This is a lesson Israel and the ADL have always understood:
an adequate national defense is a necessary shield for a society -

but it is not the answer to just, decent, and predictable government.

Now in Central America -- right on our own doorstep -- the

American government is’ having to learn the lesson all over again.

There is a growing'recognition in the United States that
stability in Central America is of enormous strategic importance
to our country. A sequence of crises leading to Castro-type regimes
throughout Centrai Amefica,'including Mexico, would have disastrous
conseguences. None of us relishes the prospect of living in a
garrison state, unable to meet our commitments to our NATO allies,
to friends in the Middle East, and others. Nor do we like to
contemplate the threat such a course of events poses to the

fundamental nature of American society and her democratic institutions.

Despite the high stakes involved, our policy in Central America
has been paralyzed as we confront the poverty, social injustice, and

abuse of human rights endemic to the region. We don't move forward;




the moral ambiguities inhibit an active foreign policy that cleafly

demonstrates American purposes in Central America.

At this stage, the last thing we should be doing is trying to
preserve our strategic interests in Central America with military

approaches alone. Down that road lies failure.

Some security assistance will obviously be required in the
face of armed communist insurgencies, but our sccurity aid should
be understood in one way: 1t is a shield behind which endangered
nations can protéct themselves from external threats as they work
to rectify injustices, build democratic institutions, and hold
free and fair elections. Our security assistance ought not to be
the main focus of.naéiona; debate, for it ought not to be the

foundation of our policy toward Central America.

And one thing is clear: the shield protecting Central Americans
from communist insurgency and domination will crumble unless we
addreéss the economic deprivations and human rights abuses in the

region.

Another thing should be clear: piecemeal proposals and frantic,

ad hoc programs are inadequate.

Moreover, appointing a special envoy for the area -- able as he
may be -- is no solution. Nor does the answer lie in replacing the
two senior diplomats charged with the conduct of Central American

policy.



The difficulty goes deeper. There 1s no long-term comprehensive
U.S. policy for the region understood and supported by the American

peorple.

I believe it is high time for the President to bring in the
major sectors of American society to play key roles in the

formulation and implementation of our Central American foreign policy.

I have proposed, and T urge it again tonight, the appointment
by the Administration of a national bipartisan commission for
Central America. Composed of respected American leaders of government,
business, labor, education and the hispanic and religious communities,
the Commission's charge would be to chart a future course of hope
for the peoples of Centfal America. It would function as the
instrument to help build the necessary agreement on a long-term,

overall U.S. policy for the region.

The proposed Commission would consult with governmental and
other leaders of Central America, invite their views and receive
their recommendations on the policies which would best assist them

in their future economic development and security needs.

Such a Commission is not without an encouraging précedent;

- The Marshall Committee, headed by Henry Stimson, and drawn from the
leadership of all sectérs of American society, was more responsible
than any other factor for forging consensus in the country to get
the Marshall Plan for European Recovery through Congress and under

way.




In conclusion, let me add this:

While serving over the years in the House and the Scnate,
I have worked along side many private groups and national
organizations. There is nonc I apprcciate more than the ADL.

-

To your eternal credit, you haQe exemplified loyal and
effective cooperation among Jews, Catholics and Protestants and
among Amcricans no matter what the color of their skin or ethnic
background. The best way to get together across dividing lines is

to work together on common tasks, and you have demonstrated that.

You and i have worked side by side in great historic causes --
human riéhtév sbcial justice, democracy and world peace. Yo; afe
not among the fainthearted, nor do you tire of the struggle.

We share the conviction that persiétence has its rewards.

And as far as I am concerned, the 70-year record of the ADL proves it.

~
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Comment by Senator Jackson

on MFN and Romania

I support President Reagan's decision to terminate Romania's
Most—Favored—Nétion status at the end of June if the Rcocmanian
"education repayment tax" remains in force at that time.

Romania's onerous "education repayment tax" imposed on persons
wishing to emigrate violates the assurance freely undertaken by that
nation when it was granted MFN and other benefits -~ the aséu;ance
that it would henceforth promdte freer emigration. -

AIf Romania had.continued a good faith effort to respect the
right to emigrate, it would continue to receive Most-favored—Nation
status. The Romanian authorities brought this trouble on themselves.
Both the Administration and tﬁe Congress gave them plenty of warning.

There is still time for the Romanian government to reconsider.
I have urged continued efforts by President Reagan and others to
persuade President Ceausescﬁ to withdraw the "education repayment tax"
and return to the mutually beneficial policy of cooperation under
the terms of Section 402_(Jackson—Vanik).

This experience underlines the wisdom of maintaining in the law

provision for an annual revicw of the performance of those non-market

economy countries which pledged to promote freer emigration in

cxchange for preferential U.S. trade considerations.
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JACKSON-VANIK WAIVER AUTHORITY EXTENSION -- ROMANIA, HUNGARY, CHINA
TesTiMONY By SeENATOR HENRY M. JACKsON

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

Tuespay, AueusT 10, 1982, 9:30 A.M,

MR. CHAIRMAN: [ APPRECIATE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO RECORD MY SUPPORT
FOR THE PRESIDENT’'S RECOMMENDATION FOR A FURTHER EXTENSION OF THE GENERAL
WAIVER AUTHORITY CONFERRED BY SECTION 402 (c) oF THE TRADE AcT oF 1974,
AND FOR THE CONTINUATION OF THE WAIVERS APPLICABLE TO THE SOCIALIST
RepuBLIC oF RoMAaNIA, THE HUNGARIAN PeopLe’s REPUBLIC, AND THE PEOPLE’S
RepuBLIC OF CHINA, | |

» » » *

As You ARE AWARE, MR. CHAIRMAN, SecTion 402 oF THE TRADE AcT of 1974
(THE JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT) IS AN HISTORIC EFFORT TO ENCOURAGE RESPECT
FOR THE FUNDAMENTAL HUMAN RIGHT TO EMIGRATE -~ WHAT HAS BEEN APTLY CALLED
“THE LIFE-SAVING RIGHT OF LAST RESORT.” AS THE LAW OF THE LAND, SECTION
402 ProHIBITS MFN TREATMENT AND GOVERNMENT CREDITS TO NON-MARKET COUNTRIES
UNTIL THOSE GOVERNMENTS EXPLICITLY AND CLEARLY COMMIT THEMSELVES TO FREER

EMIGRATION POLICIES AND PRACTICES.

| REMIND YOU THAT THE OBLIGATION TO RESPECT THE RIGHT TO EMIGRATE
HAS BEEN FREELY UNDERTAKEN BY THE SIGNATORIES OF THE DECLARATION OF HuMAN
RIGHTS, THE INTERNATIONAL COVENANTS ON HUMAN RIGHTS AND THE HELSINKI
ACCORDS. INDEED, IN VOLUNTARILY JOINING IN THESE INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS,
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THE SovIET UNION, TOO, COMMITTED ITSELF TO RESPECT THE RIGHT OF A PERSON
TO CHOOSE HIS COUNTRY OF RESIDENCE.

To URGE A NATION TO LIVE UP TO ITS FREELY ASSUMED COMMITMENTS IS
NOT INTERVENTION IN THEIR INTERNAL AFFAIRS. IT 1S PRECISELY IN THE NAME
OF THE VOLUNTARILY ACCEPTED OBLIGATION OF A NATION UNDER INTERNATIONAL
LAW THAT WE ASK IT TO RESPECT THE RIGHT TO EMIGRATE.

TENS OF THOUSANDS OF PEOPLE == CHRISTIANS, JEWS AND OTHERS -- HAVE
BEEN ABLE TO EMIGRATE BECAUSE OF THE JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT, FoRr
THOUSANDS OF OTHERS WHO WANT TO EMIGRATE, THE AMENDMENT IS STILL THEIR
PRINCIPAL HOPE, ITS PROVISIONS CONSTITUTE INDISPENSABLE LEVERAGE IN
THE ONGOING BARGAINING FOR FREER EMIGRATION.

MR. CHAIRMAN, | WELCOME THE ADMINISTRATION'S RECOMMENDATION TO
FURTHER EXTEND THE GENERAL WAIVER AUTHORITY PROVIDED BY SECTION 402 (c¢).
- THAT AUTHORITY HAS MADE IT POSSIBLE TO REACH AND MAINTAIN BILATERAL TRADE
AGREEMENTS WITH ROMANIA, HUNGARY, AND THE PeoPLE’s REPuUBLIC OF CHINA,
BEYOND THAT, A CONTINUATION OF THAT AUTHORITY KEEPS THE DOOR OPEN TO THE
-EXPANSION OF OUR BILATERAL TRADE RELATIONS WITH OTHER NON-MARKET COUNTRIES,
AS FAVORABLE CHANCES MAY ARISE.

I WANT TO SPEAK BRIEFLY ON THE CONTINUATION OF THE WAIVERSFOR CHINA

AND ROMANIA. |
L J L J » L J

AS THE MEMBERS OF YOUR COMMITTEE KNOW, THE CHINESE-AMERICAN RELATION-
SHIP HAS COME A LONG WAY, AND IS TODAY COMPREHENSIVE AND COMPLEX., CHINA'S
LEADERS EXPLICITLY RECOGNIZE SHARED AND PARALLEL INTERESTS WITH US, AND
our NATO ALLIES, AND JAPAN. THEY ARE PLAYING A KEY STRATEGIC ROLE IN
WORLD AFFAIRS, INCLUDING THE EFFORT TO DETER SOVIET EXPANSION IN SOUTHEAST
AND SOUTH AsIA,
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THE TRUTH IS WE AMERICANS HAVE AN IMPORTANT STAKE IN THE CONTINUING
EXISTENCE OF AN INDEPENDENT, STRONG CHINA. OuR COOPERATION WITH THE
PEoPLE'S REPUBLIC IN ITS DRIVE TO BECOME A MODERN INDUSTRIAL STATE AND TO
WORK WITH HER LEADERS WHERE OUR STRATEGIC AND BILATERAL CONCERNS RUN
PARALLEL ARE IN AMERICAN AS WELL AS CHINESE INTERESTS.

As THIS COMMITTEE KNOwS, [ STRONGLY ADVOCATED THE U.S.,-CHINA TRADE
AGREEMENT PROVIDING FOR THE EXTENSION OF MOST-FAVORED-NATION .TREATMENT AND
ACCESS TO OFFICIAL CREDITS. IT HAS LAID THE BASIS FOR THE SIGNIFICANT
INCREASE OF TRADE AND FINANCIAL TIES BETWEEN OUR TWO COUNTRIES, WITH
SUBSTANTIAL MUTUAL BENEFITS. IT GIVES UNITED STATES FIRMS A BETTER POSITIO
TO COMPETE WITH FIRMS FROM OTHER NATIONS.

MoreoverR, THE PRC CHOSE COOPERATION WITH US IN PROVIDING THE ASSURANCE
REGARDING ITS FUTURE EMIGRATION PRACTICES CALLED FOR AS A CONDITION OF THE
WAIVER OF JACKSON-VANIK. "AND THIS COOPERATION IS ENHANCING THE PERSONAL
LIBERTY FOR MANY CHINESE WISHING TO EMIGRATE OR VISIT OR STUDY ABROAD AND
CONTRIBUTING TO THE ECONOMIC ADVANCE OF THE CHINESE PEOPLE. - AS REPORTED
By THE ADMINISTRATION, U.S. FOREIGN SERVICE POSTS IN CHINA ISSUED 6,920
IMMIGRANT vIsAs IN FY 1981, AND over 15,293 NON-IMMIGRANT VISAS FOR
BUSINESS, STUDY AND FAMILY VISITS. MORE THAN 8,000 CHINESE ARE NOW IN THE
UNITED STATES FOR LONG-TERM STUDY AND RESEARCH,

» ® * *

WITH RESPECT TO ROMANIA, | WISH TO UNDERLINE THE CONTINUING AMERICAN
INTEREST IN A VIGOROUS, POLITICALLY EFFECTIVE ROMANIA, ABLE TO ACT
INDEPENDENTLY ON KEY FOREIGN POLICY ISSUES. ROMANIA AND THE UNITED STATES
SHARE MUTUAL AND PARALLEL INTERESTS ON MANY INTERNATIONAL MATTERS. THERE
ARE NUMEROUS TASKS ON WHICH WE CAN WORK TOGETHER. [T SERVES OUR NATIONAL
INTEREST TO HEARTEN AND ENCOURAGE ROMANIA TO EXERCISE ITS RIGHT AS A
SOVEREIGN STATE TO GREATER FREEDOM IN THE FACE OF KREMLIN POLITICAL-
DIPLOMATIC PRESSURES AND DOMINANT SOVIET MILITARY POWER.
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ROMANIA WAS THE FIRST COUNTRY TO COOPERATE WITH US IN ACCEPTING THE
TERMS OF THE JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT AS ONE OF THE BASES OF INCREASED TRADE
WITH THE UNITED STATES. IN REVIEWING THE RECORD, [ NOTE THAT IN 1981 ABouT
2,400 PERSONS EMIGRATED FROM ROMANIA TO THIS COUNTRY, CLOSE TO SIX TIMES
THE PRE-MFN LEVEL OF EMIGRATION. | ALSO NOTE THAT APPROVALS TO LEAVE
ROMANIA TO COME TO THIS COUNTRY IN THE FIRST SEVEN MONTHS OF 1982 ARE ABOUT-

2,238 WHICH APPROACHES THE LEVEL OF ANNUAL APPROVALS FOR THE LAST FOUR
FULL YEARS (1978-1981). |

AMERICAN CONCERN THIS YEAR HAS CENTERED PARTICULARLY ON THE LAG IN
ROMANIAN EMIGRATION TO ISRAEL., As You KNOW, MR, CHAIRMAN, THE ROMANIAN
GOVERNMENT HAS BEEN PRESSED FROM MANY QUARTERS TO TAKE THIS CONCERN
SERIOUSLY AND HAS RECENTLY SOLVED MANY OF THE DIFFICULT CASES, INCLUDING
LONGER-TERM HARDSHIP CASES. MR. JAcK SPITZER, PRESIDENT oF B’'NAI B'RITH,
1S SCHEDULED. TO VISIT BUCHAREST IN SEPTEMBER TO DISCUSS WITH THE RESPONSIBL
INSTITUTIONS, AS AMBASSADOR MALITZA PUTS IT, “NEW WAYS TO FURTHER CLARIFY,
SIMPLIFY AND EXPEDITE” THE PROCEDURES FOR EMIGRATION FROM ROMANIA TO ISRAEL

IN TALKS WITH ROMANIAN OFFICIALS THIS YEAR, | HAVE PARTICULARLY URGED
THEM TO STREAMLINE THE ROMANIAN EMIGRATION PROCESS SO THAT APPLICATIONS
ARE HANDLED EXPEDITIOUSLY AND ADJUDICATED PROMPTLY, AND ALL HARASSMENT OF
APPLICANTS AVOIDED.

IN AN AuGUST 2 LETTER TO ME FROM AMBASSADOR MALITZA HE GIVES THIS
ASSURANCE:

"

« + « THERE IS A FIRM DESIRE OF THE ROMANIAN GOVERNMENT TO
MAKE FURTHER PROGRESS IN THE FIELD OF PROCEDURES OF EMIGRATION,
INCLUDING THE QUESTION OF REDUCING THE TIME PERIOD REQUIRED FOR
PROCESSING THE APPLICATIONS.

“AT THE SAME TIME, THE ROMANIAN AUTHORITIES REAFFIRM THEIR
POSITION OF NOT SUBJECTING THE PERSONS TENDERING APPLICATIONS FOR
EMIGRATION TO DISCRIMINATIONS AND ARE DETERMINED TO TAKE THE .
NECESSARY STEPS IN ORDER TO HAVE THIS POLICY STRICTLY IMPLEMENTED.
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| WELCOME THIS ASSURANCE AND WANT AMBASSADOR MALITZA TO KNOW THAT I

PERSONALLY APPRECIATE HIS CONSTRUCTIVE EFFORTS TO RESPOND TO THE CONCERNS
WHICH HAVE ARISEN.

MR, CHAIRMAN, [ AM PERSUADED THAT THE ANNUAL REVIEW PROCEDURE UNDER
SEcTION 402 -- INCLUDING THE ANNUAL HEARINGS IN THE HOUSE AND SENATE --
HAS AGAIN PROVED ITS IMPORTANCE IN IMPLEMENTING THE INTENT AND PURPOSE OF
THE JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT,

I ALSO BELIEVE THAT CONTINUATION OF THE WAIVER FOR ROMANIA WILL GIVE
US THE CONTEXT IN WHICH TO CONTINUE TO COOPERATE WITH THE ROMANIAN GOVERN-
MENT IN THESE MATTERS OF MUTUAL CONCERN.

K » * *

[ WANT TO THANK You, MR, CHAIRMAN, FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT THIS
TESTIMONY TO YOUR COMMITTEE THIS MORNING.,
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The Honorable Sam Gibbons

Chairman, Subcommittee on Trade

Committee on Ways and Means o

House of Representatives : “
1102 Longworth House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mi—Chatrman:

In connection with your Subcommittee hearing on July 12,
I welcome the chance to write this letter for the hearing record
giving my views on the extension of our current trading relation-
ship with Romania, Hungary and China.

As the members of your Committee know, Section 402 of the
Trade Act of 1974 (the Jackson-Vanik amendment) is an historic
effort to increase respect for international law by encouraging
regard for the fundamental human right to emigrate =-- what has
been aptly called "the life-saving right of last resort."™ The
obligation to respect this right has been voluntarily undertaken
by the signatories of the Declaration of Human Rights’, the '
International Covenants on Human Rights and the Helsinki Agree-
ment. Let us remember the USSR too has committed itself in

these historic accords to respect this basic human right among
others.

It is not interference in internal affairs to urge a nation
to live up to its freely assumed commitments. Indeed, it is
precisely in the name of the voluntarily accepted international
obligation of a nation that we ask it to respect the right to
emigrate.

I know the initial cosponsors of the Jackson-Vanik amendment =-
and its multitude of supporters -- are gratified with the way our
amendment is fostering greater regard for the right to leave a
country and continues to constitute vital leverage in the ongoing

-bargaining for freer emigration.

I support the President's recommendation for a further exten-
sion of the general waiver authority conferred by Section 402 (c),
and for the continuation of the waivers applicable to the Socialist
Republic of Romania, the Hungarian People's Republic, and the
People's Republic of China.

Beyond the fact that the general waiver authority has made it
possible to reach and maintain bilateral trade agreements with
Romania, Hungary, and the People's Republic of China, a continua-
tion of that authority opens the way to the expansion of our
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bilateral relations with other non-market countries as opportuni-
ties arise;

I want to add a few special words on Romania and China.

We Americans continue to have a strong interest in a vigorous,
politically effective Romania, able to act independently on key
foreign policy issues. Our two countries share many parallel
concerns, including opportunities for mutualiy useful trade.
Obviously, it serves our own national interest to hearten and
encourage Romania =-- as well as Hungary and other nations of
Eastern Europe -- to exercise its right as a sovereign state to
greater freedom in the face o€ Soviet military might and Soviet
political-diplomatic pressure.

We remember that Romania was the first to choose cooperation
with us in accepting the terms of the Jackson-Vanik amendment ‘as
one of the bases of enlarged trade with the United States. 1In
1981, as the Administration reports, about 2,400 persons emigrated
from Romania to this country, close to six times the pre-MFN level
of emigration. The Romanian emigration to Israel, however, has
not met the expectations some of us expressed last year. I, for
one, had urged that the annual number approved for emigration to
Israel be doubled over the 1980 level, but that has not happened.

I have emphasized in talks with Romanian officials this year
that they can and should do better with respect to emigration to
Israel. I have also urged them to streamline the Romanian emigra-
tion process so that applications are handled expeditiously and
adjudicated promptly, to avoid all harassment of applicants, and_
to quickly resolve the still outstanding special hardship cases.

In a July 6 letter from Ambassador Malitza, I have been
assured that it is the position of Romanian institutions "to
constantly improve these procedures, to eliminate any bureaucratic
procedures or abuses which might happen." The Ambassador also
wrote that his government was prepared to hold discussions in the
future, if it is considered necessary, "in order to achieve a
clearer view on the matter, to examine with care any question of
concern, in the interest of the good relations between our
countries.” :

I am persuaded that the annual review procedure under Section
402 =-- including the annual hearings in the House and Senate =--
remains an indispensable part of the process of encouraging the
Romanian leadership to take our concerns with due seriousness.

I also believe that continuation of the waiver for Romania
will give us the context in which to continue to cooperate with
the Romanian government in implementing the intent and purpose
of the Jackson-vVanik amendment.

With respect to Chiha,-the}members-of your Committee are
doubtless aware that I was a strong advocate-of the U.S.-China
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trade agreement providing for the extension of most-favored-nation
treatment and access to official credits. It has laid the basis
for the significant increase of trade and financial tiés between
our two countries, with important mutual benefits. It gives
United States firms a better position to compete with firms from
other nations. '

Also, the PRC chose to cooperate with us in giving the
assurances regarding its future emigration practices called for
as a condition of the waiver of Jackson-Vanik. And this coopera-
tion is enhancing the personal freedom for many Chinese wishing
to emigrate or visit or study abroad and contribuyting to the
economic well-being of. the Chinese people. As reported by the
Administration, U.S. Foreign Service posts in China issued 6,920
immigrant visas in FY 1981, and over 15,293 non-immigrant visas
for business, study and family*visits. More than 8,000 Chinese
are now in the United States for long=term study and research.

I appreciate this opportunity to express my support for the
continuation of the waivers . to these three countries.

With goodAwishes.

Sincerely yours,

enry M. Jagkson,
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THE STRUGGLE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS AND DECENCY

Address by Senator Henry M. Jackson

Seventh Annual Presentation of the &bseph Prize for Human Rights
Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith
October 24, 198l - 6:30 P.M.
Fairmont Hotel, San Francisco, California
I am profoundly gratified to receive your Joseph Prize for Human
'Rights. This is one .of the most deeply appreciated honors that has
ever come to me. I feel very humble about it, knowing that it is not
‘8o much a tributé to me, as to all those with whom I have been joiaed 
over the years in the bgttles for the defense and advancement of
human liberties and opportunities. |

I consider this Joseph prize very special. I remember that the
I.S. Jose?h family was among the closest and most active supporters
of our dear friend, Hubert Humphrey. And from what I know of ﬁhe
leadership of I.S. and Anna Joseph in the Minnesota community =--— -
Jewish-and non-Jewish alike == I believe they would be very proud and
delighted at the ﬁ:emendous dedication to the public good of Burton “
and Geri Joseph, and of Betty and Al éreenberg.

All of us are grateful to Burton Joseph for his superb contribu-
tion as national chairman and leader of the ADL -- and to Geri Joseph
for her life-long interest and participation in the American political
process and her fecent distinguished sefvice as United States

o Ambassador to the Netherlands.



The Anti-Defamation Leagque

' As you might queés, I am particularly grateful to receive this
award from the ADL. -You have always been serious about humap rights,
not just this month or this year. But unceasingly since your founding
in 1913.

Your continuing concern has béen the struggle against racial
prejudice and discrimination. H.G. Wells once said: "Racial
discrimination is the most evil thing in the world" -- and I agree

with him.

You have persistently championed equal rights and fair treatment

~

for all our citizens.

I know £rcm'per§§nal expérience what the ADL was doing when
s;nato: Joe McCarthy was on the rampage. Your leaders understood
that of all the forms of tyranny over the mind of man, fear is the
worst. '

You don't have to forh;lly repeal the Bill of Riéhts to deny
the American people th.ir.rights. It can be done as McCarthy did it
by spreading a climate of fear which throttled freedom of expression,
freedom of agsociation, and freedom of inq@iry, and which reached
into the central councils of foreign policy-making, profoundly
corrupting American policy toward China for a generation or more.

In my book, the Anti-Defamation League deserves eternal thanks
for sharing in the brave resistance that finally brought down
Joe tha:thf -=- when so many of our fearful friends were cutting and
runninq;

I would also eméhasize:

== ADL's courageous exposure of_ other demagogues and hate

groups of the right and of the left, including Gerald L.K. Smith,

Father Céughlin, the Klu Klﬁx Klan and the PLO;
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-- your leading role in the passage of the 1960's Civil

Rights laws;

-= your advocacy of America's vital stake in a just and

secure Middle East peace that would reduce world tension

and permit Israel to prosper with normal relationships

with its neighbors; |

-~ your unremitting efforts on behalf of Soviet Jews,

Christians and others caught between religious-cultural

genocide and the denial of their basic right to emigrate.

To the everlasting credit of the ADL, you‘have exemplified loyal
and effective cooperation among Jews, Catholics and Protestants and
among Americans no mattef what the color of their skin or ethnic
background. The best way to get together across dividing lines is

to work together on common tasks, and you have demonstrated that.

~Thé Middle East

Oon all our minds these days are the urgent issues of the Middle
East, following the assassination of Anwar Sadat. | |

For some time, United States' policy in the area was based on
three strategic cornerstones —? The Shah of Iran, President Sadat,
and Prime Minister Begin. Now only Begin is left.

It is obvious that President Sadat's death accentuates the
instability in the Arab world and in. the Middle East. Anwar Sadat
understood the overall strategic picture developing in the area.’

He was the main factor in Africa blocking the twin penetration--n by
Moscow and by Libya's Qaddafi -- across Chad, Sudan and Ethiopia to
the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean, placing Egypt in mortal danger and

threatening the whole Western strategic position on the African

continent.’




Will President Mubarak succeed in establishing himself as the
leader of his people and the master of the Egyptian army? Aand is
he determined to block Colonel Qaddafi's Soviet-backed expansion?
President Sadat considered a quiet eastern border with Israel an
essential condition for handling the threat from Libya. Will
President Mubarak similarly perceive this interconnection between
the border with Libya and the Israeli peace treaty?

Israel will scon learn whether it made peace with Anwar Sadat
or peace with Egypt.

Meanwhile, the basic stability of Israel contrasts with the
instabilities in the surrounding Arab areas and highlights the
strategic value of Israel to.the West.

My friends, Israel is an indispen;abie Western asset in the
Middle East. No other nation in the region ha; its structural
‘stability, iﬁé strong pro-wWestern orientatiqh, its substantial
military forces, and its proven capacity to fight effectively whén
challenged. We should take advaﬁtage of vpat the Israelis can offer =-
in ways acceptable to them. I §b not understand why the Reagan
Administ:ation is so slow to get the point. _

Before Anwar Sadat's assassination, the Administration had failed
to fashion a general well-understood U.S. strategy for dealing with
the range of threats to the Middle East. I have in mind not only
direct Soviet military moves, but also indirect, more subtle forms of
penetration and coercion, internal insurgencies and military coups
in critical states. Will the Administration now finally pull itself
together and develop a well-considered overall strateéy for the regich?
That is the big and fateful question.

And do our leaders understand that the United States cannot deter

the Kremlin's efforts from 7,000 miles away? We require a credible
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U.S. presence in the area with appropriate facilities == a clear

deterrent signal to Moscow and to Moscow-sponSored aggressors.

. International Human Rights

‘Another set of issues on our minds these days are the mounting
assaults on intermationally recognized human rights.
The fact that modern society can be a mask for ancient brutalities
explains, I think, the strong interest of the American people in
human rights on a worldwide basis. In 1948, the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights was unanimously adopted by the UN General Assembly.
Our own Eleanor Roosevelt led the spirited campaign for its adoption
precisely because we had learned that those deprived of their basic
rights in any one country needed the protection of internmational law
even against their own go&ernments. The UN Declaration was reaffirmed
in the UN Human Rights Conventions, and in the Helsinki Final Act =—
- thereby making individual rights and free‘mo#ement matters of
legitimate international concern -- indeed of intermational responsi-
bility.
Beyond this, the advancement of fundamental human riéhts has
important impiication; for world stability and a durable peace.
As that noble man, Andrei Sakharov, puts it: -
"I am convinced that there are certain guarantees
for the political and civil rights of man that cannot
be separated from the main tasks before mankind.
Freedom of conscience, freedom of the exchange of
information, freedom of movement and of choice for
one's country of residence are all inseparable from
the goals of assuring intermational security,
facilitating economic and social progress, and
preserving our environment."”
In 1972, I introduced in the Senate an amendment that made trade
concessions to the Soviets and other non-market countries contingent

upon a libéralization of emigration policies that had turned the

Soviet Union into the world's largest prison.
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It took us two and a half years to get the Jackson amendment
adopted -- with the welcome help of the ADL and other stalwart
supporters. But Qhen the dust had cleared, the Congress of the
United States had passed the first statute in this century linking
economic policy with respect for international human rights. As the
law of the land, it prohibits MFN treatment and government credits
to non-market countries until those governments explicitly and
clearly commit themselves to freer emigration policies and practices.

Tens of thousands of people -- Jews, Christians and others --
have escaped from captivityibecause of the Jackson amendment. For
thousands of othars who want to emigrate, the Jackson amendment is
still their principal hopeh- their lifeline. Without the assurances
that the law requires, we would have no way of knowing what to ‘expect '
from the Sovigts in the future. And we know how cruel and capricious
their emigration policies can be. o |

I, for one, will oppose any weakaening of the Jackson provisions
eithei by amendment orAlnterprétatioh. Those prﬁvisions constitute

absolutely indispensable leverage in the ongoing bargaining with

" - the Soviets for freer emigration.

There has recently been a serious drop in the rate of Jewish
and other emigration from the Soviet Union, deliberately managed by
Soviet bureaucratic maneuver. Moscow has chosen this policy for
its own reasons, but one reason may be that it thinks the United
States and the West no longer reallf care. At one time, the fate
of Soviet Jewry and the.cause of freer emigration were a primary
subject of public attention. Of late, public attention has focused

on Iran, Afghanistan, Poland, and now the new crisis in the Middle

East.



It is high time we set the record straight. Let us speak up
for those denied their fundamental right to emigrate. Let us call
upon President Reagan and the Western governments to champion the

emigration rights of Jews, Christians, and others. Let us insist

-
— -

that our leaders puﬁ freer ;migraﬁion on the agenda of their negbtia-
tions with Moscow. As we talk about free trade, let us again talk
about free people.

I am thinking of Ida Nudel, Alexander Lermer, Naum ﬁeiman,
Vliadimir and Maria Slepak, Viktor Brailovsky, Viktoras Petkus,
Yuri Orlov, Mykelo Rudenko, the stepdaughter of Andrei Sakharov ==
Liza Alexeyeva, the wife and son of Vikﬁor Korchnoi, and Anatbly
Shcharansky.

I remind you that these brave people, and countless others who
have not yet been freed, are our staunchest allies. And we cannot

leave our allies on the battlefield.

Conclusion

To all of us to whom the future of human rights is entrusted,
there is put the question that was put to the Prophet Jeremiah:

~ "If you have raced with men on foot and they

have wearied you, how can you compete with horses?
And if in a safe land you have fallen down, how will
you do in the jungle of Jordan?"

The point is == and it has been my theme today =-- we are engaged.
in a great historic process, in a struggle of which each momentary
skirmish or battle is but a small part, in a contest of will and
resolve in which wvictory will turn on steadfastness and courage.

My friends, you and I fought for human rights before it became
fashionable. I am confident that we will continue even after the

fainthearted have tired of the struggle. Persistence has its rewards.

and the'great record of the Anti-Defamation League is here to prove it.

e
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.The, Honorable John C. Danforth
Chairman, Subcommittee on Internatlonal

‘Trade -
Committee onr Finance V . .
United States Senate . . 3 -

2227 Dirksen Senate Offlce Bulldlng
Washirngton, D.C. 28015

Dear Hr:‘thaééaaa- ’4&_ —~————

In connectlon W1th the July 27 hearlng of your Subconmlttee,
I welcome the chance to provide you.with my views on the extension
~of our present tradlng relatlonshlp w1th Romania, Hungary and Chlna.
As the members of your Committee are’ aware, in its concern for
international human rights, the Congress has put special emphasis on
the right to'emigrate. . Of ‘all the individual liberties contained
in the UN Declaration of Human Rights, none is more fundamental than
that in Article 13 =-- the right to free emigration. It is. the life--
saving liberty of last resort for individuals or rellc*ous or ‘ethnic
groups who.either cannot tolerate or be tolerated by their own - - .
governments. - It is not interference in the internal affairs of :
another country to encourage respect for the right to emlgrate, which.

has been affirmed in solemn 1nternatlonal agreenents and ' is part of
the body of international law.

I belleve the orlglnal COSpONsSOrs of the! Jackson-Vanlk amendment
and its host of supporters -— can be gratified as our amendment "
encourages greater regard for the right to emigrate.

I support the extension of the waivers applicable to Romania,
to Hungary and to.China as requested by President Reagdn, and I want
to add a few words on Romanla and China. -

We.Americans have a clear interest in a strong, politically .
effective Romania, capable .of an independent position on key foreign
policy issues. In many respects the concerns of our two countries
run parallel, lncludlng the opportunities for mutually helpful trade.
The United States is presently. the third trading partner for Romania.
Certainly, it serves our national interest to encourage Romania -—
as well as Hungary and’ other_.East European nations -- to exercise

~its right . to greater freedom as a sovereign state in the face of
Soviet m111tary power and Soviet polltlcal pressure.

I do not forget that Romania was the first to choose cooperation
with us in accepting the terms of the Jarxson Vanik amendmznt as one



--the Honorable John C. Danforth -2 - July 22, 1981 . e

of the bases of increased trade with the United States. In 1980,
as the Administration reports, more than 2,800 persons emigrated
from Romania to this country, nearly seven times the pre-MFN level
and almost twice the 1979 level.. The Romanian emigration to West,
Germany remains high, although it is slightly below last year's
record rate. The Romanian emigration to Israel, however, -has

fallen off substantially and low rates in the early months of this"
year are of special concern. " . :

It is necessary for. the Romanian leadership to do much better
with respect to emigration to Israel. I have empha51zed this matter
in talks this year with Romanian officials. They should more than
double the annual nunber they are approv1ng for emigration to Israel

- I have also urged them to simplify and shorten the Ronanian
‘emigration application process, end all harassment of appllcantS.
and finally resolve the still outstanding hardship cases.

I share the view of the Adnministration that continuation of
the waiver for Romania will give us the context in which to further
urge the government to take very seriously our concern over emigra-—
tion to Israel emigration procedures, and cases of special hardship

_ With respect to China, the members of your Committee are doubt-
less aware that I strongly advocated the U.S.-China trade agreement

. providing for the extension .0f most-favored-nation treatment-and-

access to official credits. It has laid the basis for the 1“creas=
.0f trade and financial ties between our two countries; w1th "importan

mitual. benefits.” It gives United States' firms a better position
to compete with firms from other nations.

Also, the PRC chose to cooperate with us in giving the assuranc
regarding its future emigration practices ‘called for as a condition
of the waiver of Jackson-Vanik. -And this cooperation is enhancing
‘the personal freedom for many Chinese wishing to emigrate or visit

abroad and contrlbuting to the economic well- being of the Chlnese'"'
people. '

As reported by the Administration; American posts in China . -~
issued 3,400 immigrant visas in FY 1980, and over 12,800 non-irmigre
visas for business, study and family visits. More than 5,000 Chines
have come to this country since 1979 for long-term study and researc
Our own numerical limits imposed on entry of immigrants to this .
country by our immigration law continue to be more of a hindrance
Lo 1mmigration from China than PRC.ex1t llmitatlons. '

I apprecmate this opportunity to express my ‘support for the
continuation of the waivers to these three countries.

With good. wishes.

Sinceiely you s

enry M acxg
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The Honorable Sam Gibbons

Chairman, Subcommittee on Trade
Committee on Ways and Means

House of Representatives

1102 Longworth House Office Bulldlng
Washington, D.C. 20545 '

Dear Nz -Chadsmmarre | ——

In connection with the June 22 hearing of your Subcommittee,
I welcome the opportunity to give you my views on the extension
of our present trading relationship with China, Romania and
Hungary. :

As your Committee is aware, in. its concern for human rights,
the Congress has particularly emphasized the right to;emigrate.
It is the touchstone of all human rights and a central provision
of the UN Declaration of Human Rights and other historic inter-
national human rights agreements. It is not interference in the
internal affairs of another nation to encourage respect for: the
-«xright to emigrate, which has been affirmed in international law.

As an initial cosponsor with Congressman Vanik of the Jackson-
Vanik amendment, I believe we ~- and its host of advocates =-- can

take satisfaction as our amendment encourages greater respect for
freer emigration. ' .

No doubt your Committee is aware that I strongly supported
the U.S.-China trade agreement providing for the extension of
most-favored-nation treatment and access to official credits.

It has laid the basis for the expansion of trade and financial
ties between our two countries, with important mutual benefits.
It assures United States' firms a better position to compete with
firms from other nations.

Moreover, the PRC chose to cooperate with us in giving the
assurances regarding its future emigration practices called for as
a condition of the waiver of Jackson-Vanik. And this cooperation
is enhancing the personal freedom for many Chinese w1sh1ng to
emigrate or visit abroad and contributing to the economic well-beir
of the people of China.

As reported by the Administration, American posts in China
issued 3,400 immigrant visas in FY 1980, and over 12,800 non-immi-
grant visas for business, study and family visits. More than 5, 00¢
Chinese have come to this country since 1979 for long-term study
and research. Our own numerical limits imposed on entry of
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-2,800 persons emigrated from Romania to this country, nearly saven

~give us the context in which to further press the Romanian govern-

The Honorable Sam Gibbons -2 - June 18, 1981

immigrants to this country by our immigration law continue to be
more of a hindrance to 1mmlgratlon from China than PRC exit llmlta-
tiens.

In the light of this record, I support extension of the waiver
applicable to the People's Republic of China as requested by
President Reagan. _

I also support the continuation of the waivers applicable to
Romania and to Hungary as requested by the President, and I want
to add a special word on Romania. ’

We Americans have a clear interest.in a strong, politically
effective Romania, capable of an independent role in key foreign
policy issues. 1In many respects the concerns of our two countries
run parallel, including the opportunities for mutually helpful
trade. Certainly, it serves our national. interest to encourage
Romania -- as well as Hungary and other East European nations --=
to exercise its right to greater freedom as a sovereign state in
the face of Soviet military power and Soviet political pressure.

I have not forgotten that Romania was the first to choose
cooperation with us in accepting the terms of the Jackson-Vanik
amendment as one of the bases of increased trade with. the Unitea
States. This last year, as the Administration reports, more than

times the pre-MFN level and almost twice the 1979 level. The
Romanian emigration to West Germany remains high, although it is
slightly below last year's record rate. Meanwhile, the Romanian
emigration to Israel has fallen off substantially and recent low
monthly rates are of concern.

It is essential for the Romanian leadership to face up to the
problem and do better with respect to emigration to Israel. I have
emphasized this point in recent discussions with Romanian officials
I have also counseled them to simplify and shorten their emigration
application process, to end all harassment of applicants, and to
finally resolve the remalnlng long—-standing hardship .cases.

It is my considered view that continuation of the waiver shoul]

ment to take with due seriousness. our concern over emigration to
Israel, emigration procedures, and cases of special hardship.

With good wishes.
Sincerely yours,

¥7

Henry M. Jadkson, .S.S.
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Senate

THE JACKSON-VANTR AMENDMENT

& Mr_JACKSON. Mr. President. before
the Presidential election this fall. I had
an exchange of letters with Governor
Resgan and President Carter regarding
section 402 of the Trade Act of 1974,
known as the Jackson-Vanik amendment

My letter of October 2 posed the issue
as follows:

As you know, current law prohibits the ex«
tension of most-favored-nation treatment
and government credits to non-market coun-
tries that deny their citizens the fundamen-
tal human right to emigrets. This provision
of the Trade Act of 1974 has long been the
principal hope of thousands of Soviet Jews
and others who have struggied to obtain visas
80 that they might emigrats to Israel. the
United States. or other countries where they
are free to live and worahip according to their
faith-—a (reedom denied them in the Soviet
Union.

There have been & number Of proposals
since 1975 almed at revising the Trade Act
to remove or weaken the credit and MPN re-
strictions in order to facilitate trade concese
slons for the Soviets without & significant
agreed movement toward freer emigration
from the Soviet Union. Last year. for exam-
Pls. thare were proposals that the credit/
MPN restrictions could be waived without an
explici? understanding with the Soviews on
future emigraiion practices, an approach

that would viotate the freedom of emigration
prgvmom of law embodied in the 1974 Trade
Ac

x'nry much hope that you share my view
that there must be DO weakening of the ex-
isting law. either by amendment or interpre-
tation.

I suggested in my letter that many
brave men and women who have suffered
reprisals as a result of having insisted on
the right to emigrate would be heartened
to know that the next President of the
United States will support section 402 of
the Trade Act.

My letter concluded as follows:

T am particularly delighted that Gov-
ernor Reagan—now President-elect
Reagan—inciuded in his response this
firm essurance: -

1 bave supported the legislation. now pub-
lic law. known as the Jackson-Vanik Amend-
ment. I believe tl.at it was right and proper
to link trads concesstons to the Soviet Union
with significant movement toward {ree emi-
gration. B

As President I would implement fully the
letter and the spirit of the freedom of emi-
gration provisions of the 1974 Trade Act. We'
would seek to maRe it clearly understood that
we will uphold the law, and that we wilt
make po effort to modify the Jackson-vVanik
Amendment.

I ask that the letters from Governor
Reagan and President Cartcr be printed
in the Recoep. -

The letters follow:

OcTrosex 24, 1980.
Hon. Hevwey M. JACKSON.
Senate Ofice Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dzar Sgxatos Jacksow: Thank you for
your letter of Oectober 2, 1980, to which I
am pleased to realy. .

I have supported the legislation, now pub-
lic law, known as the Jackson-Vanik Amend-
ment. [ beliéve that it was right and proper
to link’ trage concessions to the Soviet
Union with significant movement toward
free smigrazion.

As President I would implement fully the
letter and the spirit of the freedom of emi-
gration provisions of the 1974 Trade Act
We would seek to make it clearly under-
stood that we will uphold the law, and that
we will make no effort to maodify the Jack-
son-Vanik Amendment.

Pine worda about human rights are one
thing: action ls another. The Congress took
conerets action in passing the Jackson-
Vanik Amendment; its effect has DbDeen
blunted by holding out thé hope to the
Sovieta that it might be modified or repesled.

I am proud indesd of the extraordinary
bravery of those seeking to emigrats f{rom
the Soviet Union. The Sovist Jews in- par-

A statement of your support {or Section tigular have shown the world what courage
402. and your insistence on o clear S0vie; and the determination to be free can mean
commitmens to (reer on as & condi- gven for men and women wiho couid be im-
tion of any walver of the Act’s restriction OB prigoned ss & result of their dasire to emi-
MPN aad credits. would be especiaily wel- grace,
come in the current mood of uncertainty

I received responses {rom both Presi-
dent Carter and Governor Reagan which
I wish to include in full in the Rzcoro.
I can report that both letters afirm
continuing strong support for section 402
of the Trade Act of 1974.

-You have my assurance that I will work
together with you (n support of thess brave
people.

Sincerely.
ROMALD REAGAN.
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THE Wrrrs HoCsE,
Washington, D.C., Octoder 25, 1980.
Hon. Heve Y JACKSON.
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Drag SINATOR JACKSON: Tou wrote w0 ask
my views about section 402 of the Trade Act
of 1074, the Jackson-Vanik amendment.

From the beginning of my Presidency I
emphasized our commitment as a nation to
human rights as a fundamental tenet on
which our foreign policy would dbs based,
That commitment of mine is as deep and as
tmportant to me today as it was then. >

You have always been a pioneer in the
area of human rights and your leadership
and support have been instrumental in our
success. [ am sure that the record will show
that American words and actions in the last
period ‘have left their mark on the rest of the
world. Because of our leadership the defense
of human rights has its rightful place on the
world agenda for everyone to see.

The Jacksen-Vantk amendment. which you
suthored. represents An important statement
of our nation's commitment to the fzee emi-
fration of Soviet Jeury. As you well know.
1. along with you. have been specifically con-
cerned bout Jewish emigration from the
Soriet Union. The year before I became Pres-
ident, Jewish emigration was about 14.000.
Last year it was up to 60.000-—the highest
-Jevel in more than 10 years. The lower rate
this year in the wake of the Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan is of great concern. We will
continus %o r_gilter our strong concern about
this low level of emigration at the Review
Conference on Security and Cooperation
which will meet in Madrid next month. The
Soviet Union has av obligstion to honor its
Helsinki commitment. )

After the Afghantstan invasion. I took a
number of steps. Including the suspension
of grain sales and the restriction of high-
technology exports to the Soviet Union, to
make quite clear to the Soviets that we can-
oot conduct dDusinems-as-ususl with them
while their troops are occupying another
eountry. :

With the Soviet troops still in Afghanisten
and with unacceptable dentais of free omi-
gration. it is totally inappropriate to consider
any changes to section 402 of the Trads Act
of 1074. and I have no intentiom of doing eo.
Furthermore. I can assure you that the U.S.
delegation under the leadership of Ambassa-
dore Grifin Bell and Max Kampelman at the
CSCE Conference in Madrid will take every
opportunity to make ¢lear to the Soviet
Unilon that their record of emigration is a
violation of the Helsink accords.

I value your views on this subject and I
look forward to working closely with you on
these very vital issues.

Sincerely,
JidyY CABTER.@
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Neo. 129

Senate

ACCOUNTABILITY POR COMMIT-
: MENTS

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, now$

thers.

At Madrid, the delegates should start
right off with an accounting of their gov-
ernment’s support for the fundamental
human rights afirmed in ths Helsinki
Final Act. Accountability for solemn
commitments voluntarily undertaken
shouid be the dominant theme of the
Madrid Conference.

‘There is no need for more high-sound-

is faithful perform-
ance—respect for obligations freely as-
sumed by the nations in the United
Nations Charter, in the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights, in the Inter-
national Covenants on Human Righta,
and in the Helsink{ accords.

Let us remember, the USSR. has
committed itself to respect the human
rights enumerated in these historic docu-

The participating States will respect hue
man rights and fundamental fresdomae, ine
cluding the freedom of thought, conscience,
religion or belief. . . - They confirm the right
of the individual to know and act upon his
rights and duties in this field. !

What have the Soviet Union and East~
* ern Europe done to respect these come
mitments? That is the question—and
that should be the focus of the Helsinki
meeting.

For the Soviets to keep signing up as
champions of human rights and then
systematically violating them, calls into
question the seriousness of the entire
Helsinki process, undercuts the integrity
of all future East-West agreements, and
invites Sovist noncompliance with other
treaty cbligations.

Of first concern to the Helsinki Con-
ference should be the fate of the Soviet -
East European members of the
groups formed to monitor compliance
with the Helsinkt accords. Ironically, it
is the members of these groups who are
suffering special persecution. More than .
40 members of these watch groups are
now imprisoned or exiled.

From his exils in Qorky., Andrd
Sakharov wrots of the monitors, “* * °
it was from the ranks of the people that
the defenders of humen rights emerged,
standing up against deceit, hypocrisy
and silence, armed only with pens, ready
to make sacrifices, yet lacking the stim-
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anti-Semitism and a
e human rights move-
the Soviet Union are more accu-
reasons for his incarceration. In the
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has happened. But this is not #0. I am happy.
T am bappy that I have lived honestly, in
peace with my conscience., and have never
betrayed my aoul. even when I was threat-
sned with death.

Shcharansky's hesalth continues to
deterforate as he serves s sentence not
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(202) 224-9378

JACKSON-VANIK WAIVER AUTHORITY EXTENSION -- CHINA,'ROMANIA, HUNGARY
TesTimony By SENATOR Henry M. Jackson

SUBCOMMITTEE oN INTERNATIONAL TRADE
- - SENATE FiINANCE COMMITTEE

S ‘H@M'}-’JULY_ 21‘._._7,-19___80,_1& AM.

MR. CHAIRMAN: THANK YOU FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT MY

VIEWS ON THE EXTENSION OF OUR PRESENT TRADING RELATIONSHIP WITH CHINA,
ROMANIA AND HUNGARY, '

AS MY COLLEAGUES KNOW, THE CHINESE-AMERICAN RELATIONSHIP HAS COME
A LONG WAY. WE HAVE SEEN THE ADMISSION OF THE PEoPLE’S REPUBLIC To
THE UNITED NATIONS, PRESIDENT NIXON'S VISIT To CHINA AND THE SHANGHAI
COMMUNIQUE, THE ESTABLISHMENT OF LIAISON OFFICES, THE LIFTING OF THE
BAN ON DIRECT TRADE WITH CHINA, CULTURAL AND SCHOLARLY EXCHANGES,
VISITS BY GOVERNMENT LEADERS, THE NORMALIZATION OF RELATIONS AND THE
EXCHANGE OF AMBASSADORS, AND THE COMING INTO FORCE OF THE U.S.-CHINA

TRADE AGREEMENT PROVIDING FOR THE EXTENSION OF MOST-FAVORED-NATION
TREATMENT AND ACCESS TO OFFICIAL CREDITS.

- TODAY OUR RELATIONS WITH THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC ARE COMPREHENSIVE

AND COMPLEX. CHINA IS A DEVELOPING NATtON WHICH LOOKS TO US AS A

SOURCE OF STRENGTH IN ORDER TO COUNTERBALANCE THE STRENGTH OF THE

SOVIETS -~ NOW THEIR PRINCIPAL ADVERSARY. THEY WANT FROM US TECHNOLOGY,

-
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CAPITAL AND EXPERTISE TO ACCELERATE THEIR MODERNIZATION, THE UNITED

STATES 1S A DEVELOPED COUNTRY WHICH LOOKS ON CHINA AS A COUNTERWEIGHT
70 THE SovIET UNION, A POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT SOURCE OF STABILITY
IN ASIA, AND A LIKELY AND TANTALIZING MARKET .

CHINA'S LEADERS EXPLICITLY RECOGNIZE SHARED AND PARALLEL INTERESTS

WITH US, WITH our NATO ALLIES, AND WITH JAPAN. THEY ARE PLAYING AN .

IMPORTANT STRATEGIC ROLE IN WORLD AFFAIRS, INCLUDING THE EFFORT TO
DETER SOVIET EXPANSIONISM IN SOUTHEAST AND SOUTH ASIA.

THE FACT:1S THE UNITED STATES HAS AN IMPORTANT STAKE IN THE

CONTINUING EXISTENCE OF A STRONG AND INDEPENDENT CHINA. UNITED STATES

COOPERATION WITH THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC IN ITS EFFORT TO BECOME A
MODERN INDUSTRIAL STATE AND TO WORK WITH HER LEADERS WHERE OUR

STRATEGIC AND BILATERAL CONCERNS RUN PARALLEL ARE IN AMERICAN AS WELL .
As CHINESE INTERESTS.,

As THIs COMMITTEE KNows, | STRONGLY SUPPORTED THE U.S.-CHINA

TRADE AGREEMENT PROVIDING FOR THE EXfENSIbN 0# MOST~FAVORED—-NATION

TREATMENT AND ACCESS TO OFFICIAL CREDITS. IT HAS LAID THE FOUNDATION

FOR THE EXPANSION OF TRADE AND FINANCIAL TIES BETWEEN OUR TWO COUNTRIES

WITH MAJOR MUTUAL BENEFITS. IT ASSURES UNITED STATES FIRMS A BETTER

POSITION TO COMPETE WITH FIRMS FROM OTHER NATIONS.

MoreoveRr, THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC CHOSE COOPERATION WITH US IN
PROVIDING THE ASSURANCES REGARDING ITS FUTURE EMIGRATION PRACTICES

CALLED FOR AS A CONDITION OF THE WAIVER OF JACKSON-VANIK. AND THIS

COOPERATION IS ENHANCING THE PERSONAL LIBERTY FOR MANY CHINESE WISHING

TO GO ABROAD AND CONTRIBUTING TO THE ECONOMIC ADVANCE OF THE CHINESE
PEOPLE.
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OVER THE LAST TWELVE MONTHS, CHINA HAS DEMONSTRATED ITS COMMITMENT
TO FREER EMIGRATION BY SIMPLIFYING THE PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING EXIT
PERMISSION AND BY ITS HUMANITARIAN RESOLUTION OF LONG-STANDING HARDSHIP

CASES INVOLVING SEPARATED AMERICAN-CHINESE FAMILIES. IN FACT, OUR

OWN NUMERICAL LIMITATION oF 20,000 IMMIGRANTS PER COUNTRY PER YEAR IS A

LARGER IMPEDIMENT TO CHINESE EMIGRATION TO AMERICA THAN THE PERFORMANCE

OF THE PeoPLE’s RepusLiC. INDEED, A LARGE BACKLOG OF CHINESE ALREADY

in HonG KoNG WISH TO JOIN THEIR RELATIVES IN THIS COUNTRY AND THE
BACKLOG IS NOT DIMINISHING. | ‘

GIVEN THESE CONSIDERATIONS, I SUPPORT EXTENSION OF THE WAIVER

APPLICABLE TO- THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA AS REQUESTED BY PRESIDENT
CARTER.

MR. CHAIRMAN, I ALSO SUPPORT THE CONTINUATION OF THE WAIVERS
APPLICABLE To ROMANIA AND TO HUNGARY AS REQUESTED BY THE PRESIDENT,

I WISH TO UNDERLINE TODAY THE CONTINUING AMERICAN INTEREST IN
THE EXISTENCE OF A POLITICALLY STRONG ROMANIA CAPABLE OF AN INDEPENDENT
ROLE ON KEY FOREIGN POLICY ISSUES. ROMANIA AND THE UNITED STATES
SHARE MUTUAL AND PARALLEL INTERESTS ON MANY INTERNATIONAL MATTERS.
THERE ARE NUMEROUS TASKS ON WHICH WE CAN WORK TOGETHER. IT IS IN OUR
NATIONAL INTEREST TO ENCOURAGE ROMANIA — AS WELL AS HUNGARY AND OTHER
EAsT EURGPEAN COUNTRIES -- EFFECTIVELY TO ASSERT ITS LEGITIMATE RIGHT

AS A SOVEREIGN STATE TO GREATER FREEDOM IN THE FACE OF KREMLIN PRESSURE
AND DOMINANT SOVIET MILITARY POWER,

ROMANIA WAS THE FIRST. COUNTRY TO COOPERATE WITH US IN ACCEPTING
THE TERMS OF THE JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT AS THE BASIS OF INCREASED TRAL



. : -h-

o : 12
WITH THE UNITED STATES. IN REVIEWING THE RECORD OF THE LAST YEAR,
[ AM HAPPY TO SEE THAT THERE HAS BEEN AN INCREASE OVER PREVIOUS YEARS
IN THE NUMBER OF THOSE PERMITTED TO EMIGRATE, AND ALSO A LESS
FLUCTUATING RATE OF DEPARTURE,

THERE REMAIN CONCERNS IN THIS AREA WHICH WE NEED TO IMPRESS UPON
THE ROMANIAN GOVERNMENT.

IT IS VERY IMPORTANT FOR THE ROMANIAN LEADERSHIP TO MOVE
EXPEDITIOUSLY TO RESOLVE REMAINING LONG-STANDING HARDSHIP CASES.
. BEYOND THIS, AS | CONTINUE TO EMPHASIZE IN DISCUSSIONS WITH ROMANIAN -
OFFICIALS, THE ROMANIAN EMIGRATION APPLICATION PROCESS NEEDS TO BE
'SHORTENED AND SIMPLIFIED, AND ALL HARASSMENT SHOULD BE STOPPED. IN
THIS WAY, THE NUMBERS LEAVING WOULD MORE CLOSELY CORRESPOND TO THOSE
WHO REALLY WISH TO EMIGRATE, '

As THIS COMMITTEE IS WELL AWARE, IN ITS CONCERN FOR INTERNATIONAL

HUMAN RIGHTS, THE CONGRESS HAS PARTICULARLY EMPHASIZED THE RIGHT TO
EMIGRATE. OF ALL THE INDIVIDUAL LIBERTIES CONTAINED IN THE UN DecLArA-
TION OF HUMAN RIGHTS AND OTHER INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS, NONE IS MORE
FUNDAMENTAL THAN THE RIGHT TO EMIGRATE. IT IS NOT INTERFERENCE IN

THE INTERNAL AFFAIRS OF ANOTHER NATION TG ENCOURAGE RESPECT FOR THE

RIGHT TO EMIGRATE, WHICH HAS BEEN AFFIRMED IN INTERNATIONAL LAW,

Mr. CHAIRMAN, AS AN INITIAL CO-SPONSOR OF THE JACKSON-VANIK
AMENDMENT, YOU CAN TAKE PROFOUND SATISFACTION AS OUR AMENDMENT

ENCOURAGES GREATER RESPECT FOR FREER EMIGRATION., | COUNT IT A HIGH

PRIVILEGE TO HAVE WORKED WITH YOU FROM THE BEGINNING IN THIS HISTORIC
ENDEAVOR. ' '
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) "'OVER THE YEARS, MR. CHAIRMAN, YOU HAVE PLAYED A LEADING PART IN
THE STRUGGLE FOR INTERNATIONALLY RECOGNIZED PERSONAL RIGHTS. ASs You
CAN GUESS, WE ARE COUNTING ON YOUR ONGOING HELP IN THE PERIOD AHEAD

AS YOU ASSUME NEW RES‘PONSIBILITIES IN THE PRIVATE WORLD,
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LENINGRAD THREE -

@ Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, just 10
yoars ago. an June 15, 1978, 13 citizens
of Leningrad who feit they could no lon-
ger live without freedom united in plan-

they could act on their plans, all were
arrested.

Ten of the group were Jows whose em-
igration applications had been ignored
or refused. Two were Slave—Yuri Flodo-
rov and Alexit Murshenko—who had lit-

tle expectation of ever being allowed to:

emigrate.

Today, 10 years later, these two, along
with Yosef Mendelevich, are still impris-
oned—now in the severe regime camp
No. 36 at Perm in the Urals.

The other nine members of this Lenin-
grad group have been relessed and, un-
der ane arrangement or another, have
been allowed to leave the Soviet Union.
One of the group, Sylva Zaimanson, was
released in 1974. Eduard Kuznetsov and
the professional pilot Mark Dymshits
were included with Pastor Georgi Vins,
Alexander Ginshurg and Valentyn Moros
in the prisoner exchange of April 1979.
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of
Union last spring. There was no
tion why Mendelevich. Plodorov and
al::nhenko were not {reed at the same
e.
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& compieted h

gravated by loas of life, serious injury or

damage to state property—is 3 to 10
‘Theses men-—~who

released and allowed to
freedom which they sought at such a
price.®




'SENATOR o
jacksoN / INews

U.S. Senator Henry M. Jackson of Washington (202) 224-9378

EXTENSION OF JACKSON-VANIK WAIVER AUTHORITY -- CHTNA, ROMANIA; HUNGARY

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HenrY M, JACKSON

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRADE
House CoMmiTTEE ON WAYS AND MeaNs

-Tuespay, June 10, 1980, 9:30 A.M,
MR, CHAIRMAN, | WELCOME THIS OPPORTUNITY TO GIVE THIS COMMITTEE

MY VIEWS ON THE EXTENSION OF OUR PRESENT TRADING RELATIONSHIP WITH
CHINA,

As [ HAVE EMPHASIZED ON MANY OCCASIONS, WE SHARE WITH CHINA A
COMMON INTEREST IN KEY STRATEGIC ISSUES, AND IN MANY AREAS OUR
INTERESTS RUN PARALLEL. [T WAS THIS MOTIVATION THAT LED US TO
NORMALIZE OUR RELATIONS WITH THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA, AND IT

IS THE BEDROCK UPON WHICH THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OUR TWO COUNTRIES
RESTS.,

TobaY, THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC PLAYS A CENTRAL ROLE IN THE GEO-
POLITICAL BALANCE OF POWER IN THE WORLD, INCLUDING THE STRUGGLE TO
DETER SOVIET EXPANSIONESM IN CRITICAL AREAS., IN SOUTHWEST AsiA, CHINA
HAS BEEN BELEAGUERED PAKISTAN'S MOST FAITHFUL CHAMPION. IN SOUTHEAST
As1A, CHINA IS RESISTING VIETNAM’S EFFORT -- UNDERTAKEN WITH Moscow's

BLESSING AND LARGE-SCALE MATERIAL SUPPORT -- TO DOMINATE CamBoDn1A,
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THATLAND -AND OTHER PARTS OF SOUTHEAST Asia., IN THE FAR EAsT, CHINESE
LEADERS ARE DEVELOPING A CONSTRUCTIVE RELATIONSHIP WITH JAPAN, THE
CHINESE REALIZE THAT THEIR SECURITY IS AFFECTED BY WHAT HAPPENS IN
EUROPE, AND THEY ARE ADVOCATES OF A STRONG NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY
ORGANIZATION., THEY ARE SUPPORTERS OF AN INDEPENDENT YUGOSLAVIA,

RECOGNIZING THAT, IN THIS POST-TITO PERIOD, IT COULD BECOME A TARGET
FOR ANOTHER ‘APPLICATION OF THE BREzZHNEV DOCTRINE,

THE TRUTH 1S THE UNITED STATES HAS A SIGNIFICANT STAKE IN THE
CONTINUED EXISTENCE OF A STRONG AND INDEPENDENT CHINA. UNITED STATES
EFFORTS TO AID CHINA IN ITS DRIVE TO BECOME A MODERN INDUSTRIAL STATE
AND TO WORK WITH HER WHERE OUR STRATEGIC AND BILATERAL CONCERNS RUN
PARALLEL ARE IN AMERICAN AS WELL AS CHINESE INTERESTS.

As TH1s COMMITTEE KNOWS, | STRONGLY SUPPORTED THE U.S,-CHina TrADS
AGREEMENT PROVIDING FOR THE EXTENSION OF MOST~FAVORED-NATION TREATHENT
AND ACCESS TO OFFICIAL CREDITS. [T HAS LAID THE FOUNDATION FOR THE
EXPANSION OF TRADE AND FINANCIAL TIES BETWEEN OUR TWO COUNTRIES, WITH
MAJOR MUTUAL BENEFITS. CHINA’S PURSUIT OF A LONG-TERM MODERNIZAT ION
PROGRAM CALLS FOR ONGOING HIGH LEVELS OF IMPORTED CAPITAL GOODS AND
TECHNOLOGY, AND CHINA'S LEADERS ARE STARTING TO PLACE SIGNIFICANT
ORDERS WITH FIRMS IN THIS COUNTRY,

AS MY COLLEAGUES ARE AWARE, IN ITS CONCERN FOR INTERNATIONAL
HUMAN RIGHTS THE CONGRESS HAS PARTICULARLY EMPHASIZED THE RIGHT TO
EMIGRATE. [T IS THE TOUCHSTONE OF ALL HUMAN RIGHTS AND A CENTRAL
ELEMENT OF THE UN DecLARATION OF HuMAN RIGHTS AND OTHER HISTORIC
INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS AGREEMENTS, [T IS NOT INTERFERENCE IN THE
INTERNAL AFFAIRS OF ANOTHER NATION TO ENCOURAGE RESPECT FOR THE RIGHT
TO EMIGRATE, WHICH HAS BEEN AFFIRMED IN INTERNATIONAL LAW,
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- CHINA CHOSE COO-PERATION WITH US IN GIVING THE ASSURANCES REGARDING
ITS FUTURE EMIGRATION PRACTICES CALLED FOR AS A CONDITION OF THE WAIVER
OF JACKSON-VANIK. AND THIS COOPERATION IS ADVANCING THE CAUSE OF
PERSONAL LIBERTY FOR MANY CHINESE WISHING TO GO ABROAD AND CONTRIBUTING
TO ADVANCING THE ECONOMIC WELL-BEING OF THE CHINESE PEOPLE,

OVER THE LAST YEAR, CHINA HAS DEMONSTRATED ITS COMMITMENT TO
FREER EMIGRATION BY SIMPLIFYING THE PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING EXIT
PERMISSION AND BY ITS HUMANITARIAN HANDLING OF MANY LONG-STANDING
HARDSHIP CASES INVOLVING SEPARATED AMERICAN-CHINESE FAMILIES. Our
OWN NUMERICAL LIMITATION oF 20,000 IMMIGRANTS PER COUNTRY IS A LARGER
IMPEDIMENT TO CHINESE. EMIGRATION TO THIS COUNTRY THAN THE PERFORMANCE
OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC, IN FACT, A LARGE BACKLOG OF CHINESE ALREADY
IN Hong KONG WOULD LIKE TO JOIN THEIR RELATIVES IN AMERICA AND THE
BACKLOG SHOWS NO SIGNS OF DIMINISHING.

GIVEN THESE CONSIDERATIONS, | SUPPORT EXTENSION OF THE WAIVER
APPLICABLE TO THE PEoPLE’s REPUBLIC OF CHINA AS REQUESTED. BY
PRESIDENT CARTER.

» » »

| ALSO SUPPORT THE CONTINUATION OF THE WAIVERS APPLICABLE TO

 ROMANIA AND HUNGARY, AND WANT TO MAKE THIS BRIEF COMMENT ON ROMANIA.

»

As | HAVE OFTEN SAID, THE UNITED STATES HAS A STRONG INTEREST IN
ROMANIA’S CONTINUED EXISTENCE AS A NATION CAPABLE OF AN ‘INDEPENDENT
ROLE ON KEY FOREIGN AFFAIRS ISSUES. ROMANIA AND THE UNITED STATES
SHARE MUTUAL CONCERNS ON A BROAD RANGE OF FOREIGN POLICY MATTERS.

IT IS CLEARLY IN THE AMERICAN INTEREST TO ENCOURAGE ROMANIA -- AS WELL
As HUNGARY AND OTHER EAST EUROPEAN COUNTRIES -- EFFECTIVELY TO ASSERT
ITS LEGITIMATE RIGHT TO GREATER FREEDOM IN THE FACE OF KREMLIN PRESSUR
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AND DOMINANT SOVIET MILITARY STRENGTH,

ROMANIA WAS THE FIRST COUNTRY TO CHOOSE COOPERATION WITH THE
UNITED STATES IN IMPLEMENTING THE JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT. IN LOOKING
AT THE RECORD OF THE LAST TWELVE MONTHS, | AM HAPPY TO NOTE THAT THERE
HAS BEEN AN INCREASE OVER PREVIOUS YEARS IN THE NUMBER OF THOSE ALLOWED
OUT, AS WELL AS A STEADIER RATE OF DEPARTURES. |

As I HAVE EMPHASIZED IN MY TALKS WITH ROMANIAN OFFICIALS, WHAT
CONTINUES TO BE IMPORTANT IS FOR THE ROMANIAN GOVERNMENT FINALLY TO
RESOLVE THE REMAINING LONGSTANDING HARDSHIP CASES, SIMPLIFY THE
EMIGRATION APPLICATION PROCESS, AND DISPENSE WITH ALL HARASSMENT.

» » »

MR, CHAIRMAN, AS COSPONSORS OF THE JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT,

I BELIEVE WE'-- AND ITS HOST OF SUPPORTERS -~ CAN TAKE SATISFACTION
AS OUR AMENDMENT ENCOURAGES GREATER RESPECT FOR FREER EMIGRATION,

[ WARMLY COMMEND You, MR, CHAIRMAN, FOR YOUR DILIGENT AND
SUCCESSFUL EFFORT IN FOLLOWING THROUGH ON OUR JOINT ENDEAVOR., You HAVE
PLAYED AN INDISPENSABLE PART IN THE CONTINUING STRUGGLE FOR BASIC
HUMAN RIGHTS, AND WE WILL COUNT ON YOUR HELP AS YOU TAKE ON NEW
RESPONSIBILITIES IN THE PRIVATE WORLD.

I wANT TO sAY TO THIS COMMITTEE WHAT A PRIVILEGE IT HAS BEEN TO
WORK WITH CONGRESSMAN VANIK ON THIS HISTORIC INITIATIVE;
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(Insertion in Congressional Record by Senator Henry M. Jaékson)

Tuesday, April

The Gallant Ida Nudel

I am happy to join in this expression of admiration and

concern for Ida Nudel, the woman whose name is synonymous with

courage.

Tiny, modest, she is a woman who does not know the word defeat.

Consigned to Siberia for four years of existénce under shocking
conditions, she has been hostess to concerned visitors whose brief
cﬁmpanionship and thoughtful gifts, including the dog Tolya, have
done much to make her life bearable.

This is not what her oppressors had in mind, of course. On
Fébruary 28 of- this year, after she had triumphantly survived
nearly half of her sentence, they published a viciously'slanderous,
anti-Semitic article about her in the Tomsk newspaper Red Banner.

Instead of cowering before this aggravation of the local
hostility around her,.she cabled appropriate Soviet officials and
also the Dutch Embassy which represents Israeli interests declaring:
"I accuse the authors of this article of knowing1y~inciting hatred
for the purpose of bringing about Qiolent reprisals.”

This show of spirit and defiance was followed by the announce-
ment of her resolve to go to court to '"prosecute the editors on
three counts: 1libel, insulting behavior and racist incitement.”

In a long phone conversation with her sister Elena Fridman in
Isrtael, Ida Nudel added: "it's difficult to find a lawyer for a

case like this . . . Please tell my corfespondents from me that I

won't be writing for the next two months. I will need to study

the law. I must deal with this stupid article. I have to be ready

o e e sesmD. s P

- 18
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to go to court, however it might turn out. I might even get
sentenced again myself, but ihat doesn't matter any more. I will
use all legal means to defend my character . . . I have to study
the criminal code and learn how to conduct my own defense . . .
I will have to defend myself if I can't find a lawyer."

As we salute Ida Nudel today, we are letting the Soviet
authorities know that their persecution of this woman holds them
up to the world as uncivilized violators of their own laws. In

their own interest, they should let her go.
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While we have talked, they have acted.

Our country now confronts, for the first
time, o potentially adverse strategic balance,
o changing balance against us in thester nue
clear forces in Burope, and a continuation of
the West’s inferiority in regionsl conven-
tional forces.

As our deficienciss have become apparent,
and as the Soviets have surpassed us in one
category after another of military power, they
have become bolder, and we have becomse dif-
-fident, divided and unsure of ourselves.

the damger now facing our country i
the gravess in the modern od.

budiget that is in any way relevant to the

magnitude of the problem?

Where is the raliying of our alliss in o
t defenss efiort comparable to the launche.

in NATO in the aftermath of World War

were, of ¢lse it will make & bad situstion
worse. The real danger—the growing threat
of Soviet Hegemony in the Middle East—re-
quires a long-term, hard-headed geopolitical
perspective. We cannot afford & foreign pol-
icy tuned to the vagaries of Presidentl

primaries and Presidential polls. :

4!
i

The President often says he is & reader
and admirer of Professor Rsinhold Nlebubr.
I urge him to take to heart these words of
that distinguished :

“There has never been & scheme
in history which did not have a

el

w
B
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U.S. Senator Henry M. Jackson of Washington (202) 224-9378

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

-~

THE MAKING OF A HUMAN RIGHTS ACTIVIST: ANATOLY SHCHARANSKY

Statement by Senator Henry M. Jackson

Senate Floor, Tuesday, March 18, 1980

_ When he was 17, his "best friends beat him up when they found
out that he was a Jew,” Avital Shcharansky repprté of the experien;e
which made Anatoly think of himself as a Zionist.

Later, after his emigration applications were requed, he began
joining small refusanik demonstrations. Frequent arrests, frequent
refusals, and he renounced his Soviet citizenship for that of Israel.

By the time President Nixon was expected in Moscow, Anatoly was
‘a marked refusenik who was one of those put under préventive detention
for the duration of the visit. At the same time, Avital was giQen her
visa and told she would have only two weeks to prepare for departure.

Her preparations included sewing her wedding dress, cooking the
wedding feast and hoping that Aﬁatoly would be out of detention in
time for the wedding and to see her off. He was, and when they last
saw one another at the Moscow airport in July- 1974, Anatoly was a
refusenik with the additional reason for emigration -- a new bride
awaiting him in Israel.

By 1976, he was working with the Helsinki Monitoring Group and
Anatoly Shcharansky was no longer only a refusenik but was now .one of
those Andrei Sakharov honors as a courageous participant in the
struggle for human rights because he "unites in his activity all
aspects of the struggle for human rights in the USSR."

So the Kremlin arrested him March 15, 1977 on trumped-up charges
of trecason and impfisoned him for an arbitrary term of 13 years.

Mr.‘President, I am glad to add my voice to those of my colleague§
'who today are paying tribute to this hero in the struggle for human

decency and basic rights.
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Senate

ANDREI SARKHAROV AND HUMAN
RIGHTS

@ Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, in a re-
cent interview between Nobel Prize win-
ner Andref Sakharov and Kevin Klose of
the Washington Post, Dr. Sakharov, from
his place of internal exile, singled out 28
Soviet citizens among the countless who
are suffering because of their efforts to
win respect for human rights fn the
Soviet Union. :

In calling Western attention to these
28 “prisopers of conscience,” Bakharov
emphasized:

I do not recognizs as legal any of the re~
strictions placed on me, particulariy on my
right to speak out on those quastions which
I consider to be critically important for our
eountry and the world, or for the fates of .ine
dividusls whose rights have, in my opinion,
been violated. I realiss that every such state~
meant may bring upon me and my family e«
gal repression end Mafla-like reprisals. I rely
for the support of my rights an bogtest people
in the Soviet Union and the worid over—on
statesmen, cn my ssientist colleagues, on ali
who value peace and freedom of speech. I am
grateful to all those who are speaking out in
my defense.

Mr, President, as we speak out in de-
fense of Andreli Sakharov, we also can
give special recognition to those on his
“honor roll” of human rights activists.

I ask that Sakharov’s list, as published
in the Washington Post on March 9, 1980,
be printed in the Recoap.

The list follows:

Saxxasov Ly

Moscow.—In his intarvisw, Andrei Sak-
harov called attention to 28 Sovist citisens
among the doasns of “prisoners of cofi~
sctence” jalled or under investigation by the

KGB secret police for human rights
activities.

‘“They have been courageous participants
in the struggle for human rights for many
years,” Saxharov declared. “They enjoy everye
body’s respect and affection. Their imprisone
ment is particularly important for the aue
thoritiss because each of them unites in his
activity all aspects of the struggle for human

-rights in the USS.R.” This is Sakharov’s liat

of the 28 persons and their activities and
dates of jslling or sentencing:

1. ‘Tatyana Velikanove, human rights cam-
paigner, Nov. 11, 1979.

2. Viktor Nekipelov, Helstnki Group mem-
ber, Dec. T. 1679.

§. Malva Landa, Helsinki Group member,
under investigation for alleged anti-Soviet

slander.

4. Beargel Eowalyov, founding member,
Mascow brinch, Amnesty International
Dee. 27, 197¢.

8. Yurl Oriov, Helsinki Group founder,
Peb. 10, 1977. .
@ Valery Abramkin, contributor to the
tioal journal Searches, Dec. 4, 1979.
7. Turt Grimm, Searches contributor, Jan.

Bakhmin, psychiatric abuses

investigator, Feb. 13, 1980.
10. Antanas Terieckas, Lithusnian 2a-
ww.1m human rights activist, Oct. 30,

11, Juiius Sesnaukse, Lithusnian buman
rights activist, Dec. 11, 1979.

12. The Rev. Gleb Yakun in, dissident Ore
thodox prisst, Nov. 1, 1979.

13. Ths Rev. Dmitrt Dudko; dissident Or-
thodox priest, Jan. 18, 1980, -

15 Nikolal Goretoi, Pentscostalist presby-
ter, Dec. 13, 1879.

18. Mykola Horbal, Ukrainian activisg, Oct.
23, 1979. .
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Senate

ANDREI SAEHAROV

Mr. JACXSON. Mr. President, I want
to add my voice to all the others on be-
half of House Concurrent Resolution 272
in support of Dr. Andrei Sakharov and
his friends, the other Sovist Helsinki
Monitors who have been imprisoned for

30 long.

This resolution very properly specifies
that ths treatment of Nobel Laureats
Sakharov and the Soviet Helsinki Moni-
tors be raised at the coming review ses-
sion in Madrid of the Conference on Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe.

Mr. President, in this connection, I
wish to submit for inclusiom in the
Rzconp three remarkable letters which
appearsd in !ast Priday’s New ¥York
Times. These letters were written by
exiles, bearers of famous names, who
suffered in the Soviet Union for their
devotion to human rights. Valery Chal-
idze, s Georgian, calls for Sakharov's

I ask unanimous consent that these
thiree letters be printad in the Rxzcomp.
My. President, I want especially to
m&MSmmtmmmtum

There being no objection, the letters.

(Prom the New York Times, Peb. 18, 1980]
Waar Axncaw SCiRwTIsTe OWR
u-nm

his hurnn-rtchtl activities ov-' [ 10-1.!
period, Arst .o Moscow and later from New
York. I know that threats will never keep

will acciaim him, but

will, I fear, prove in-
capable of ssving him.

Governments will express their concern
but maintain a policy of business as usual.
Eminent scientists will publicly regret that
the persecution of their colleague will hinder
contacts with Soviet scholars. But let's be
serious, nothing will really change. American
seientists will amile politely at their Soviet

colleagues. They will remain foreign mem-
bers of the Soviet Acadamy of Sciences. They
will shaks the hands that signed the resolu-
tions and letters against Dr. Sakharov.

Sakharov has sufered more than one biow
in the course of events during ths past
seven years. And each time [ have heard
American scisntists say:

“If the Soviet suthoritiss dare go one step
further, then we will taie strong action.”
But only strong individuals can take jtrong
actions. ‘Are American scientists worthy of
their traditienal role as s moral autbority
for society?

I have always spoken against s boycott of
scientific coatacts, but with ons reservation:
& boycott is justified when a scientist's ethie
cal cods requires such action. Now is the
moment whan theil senss of morality shouid
prompt scientists to break of all contacts
with the repressutatives of s goverament
that is braganly desttoying & truly excepe
tional member of the worlid scieatific come
munity.

Dr. Sakharov's fresdom of movement must
be restored, and Ahis safety The
values of our civilimation count for little if
they permit us to remain passive in the face
of the viclence directed against Andrel
Sakharov.

Varzay CRALIDZE,
New York.

am——
WILL THME WarTER oD HUMANIST Lev Eorerey
Bz Nexr?
To the Editor:

am:pn..uuauymnu known that
such s step is usually foilowed by others,
1ike arrest, as ln the cases of Shcharansky,
Ginghurg, Oriov and many others, of exile,

campa.

Then. \n 1948,
officer In the Red Army he had tried t0 save
prisoners of war from being killed by Soviet
soldiers and officers. Later
ritory. he tried to mave uu civillan popuia-
tion=ethe e¢lderty, women and shildrelew
from being raped, robbed snd killed by 30-
viet soldiers. He secved his full term and
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SENATOR .
JACKSON / News

U.S. Senator Henry M. Jackson of Washingron (202) 224-9378

THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA,
: TRADE AND MFN

Statement of Senator Henry M. Jackson

Senate Finance Subcommittee on International Trade

Thursday, November 15, 1979, 10:00 A.M.

Mr. Chairman, I want to fhank you for this opportunity to testify
before your Committee in strong support of the Trade Agreement between
the United States and the People's Republic of China, which includes
a provision for giving China most-favored-nation treatment and opening
the way to the granting of credits. 4

This U.S.-China Trade Agreement lays the foundation for the
expansion of trade and financial ties between our two countries, with
major mutual benefits. China's pursuit of a long-term modernmizatiom
program calls for ongoing high levels of imported capital goods and
technology, and Chins's leaders are counting on placing substantial
orders with firms in this country.

As many of us in the Congress see it, the United States has a
significant stake in the continued existence of a'strong, independent
China. We share with China a common interest in kéy strategic areas.
China's leaders explicitly recognize shared security interests with
us, with Japan, and with our NATO allies in Europe. In fact, the
People's Republic is playing a central role in the geo-political -

balance of power in the world, including the struggle to deter Soviet
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aggression and expansionism in critical areas of tension. Efforts

to aid China in its drive to become a noderﬁ industrial state, and to
work with her where our strategic and bilateral concerns run parallel
are in American as well as Chinese interests.

A basic difficulty in getting this trade agreement before the
Congress in timely fashion has been thg position of top Administration
officials iavoring a policy of "even-handed treatment’" of Russia and
China. In fact, we find that Administration officers -- notabiy in
the State and Commerce Departments -- have not finally shaken them-
selves free of this misguided view. ‘

According to this notion, if we gi%e the benefits of MFN and‘
credits to China, we must also give them to the Soviet Union. If
China is in conformity with our law and the Soviets not in conformity,
then it is argued, efforts must be made to interpret the law to
accommodate the coimtr): that has chosen not to conform. In the
present case, the country that has chosen not to conform is the Soviet
Union and th§ law in question is Section 402 of the Trade Act of 1974.

In faét, China and the Soviet Uniom are two very different »
countries at different stages of development, with different interests
and ambitions, differont.assOCiatos and allies, and different relations
with this country. They should be treated on separate tracks and,
in our own national interest, they cannot be treated alike.

I have been told that this basic position was stated to the
Chinese leaders by Vice President Mondale during his August visit to
the People's Republic. I am fully aware, however, that the Administra-
tion is not all of one mind on this matter.

As my colleagues know, Section 402 of the Trade Act of 1974, che
Jackson-Vanik Amendment, prohibits the extension of most-favéred‘nation'

treatment and official credits, credit guarantees, or investment
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guarantees, to any non-market-economy country which restricts the
right of its citizens to emigrate freely. The President, however,
may waive these prohibitions with respect to a particular country,

if he reports to the Congress that: (1) he has determined that such

waiver will substantially promote the objective of free emigratiom, and
{2) he has received assurances that the emigration practices of that
country will henceforth lead substanti#lly to the achievement of the
.objective of free emigration.

The President has determined that these requirements have been
met by the Pecple's Republic of China, and he has issued an Executive
Order waiving the application. of Section 402 (A) and (B).

I am pleased to see that the President has based his case fof
MFN to China both on official assurances regarding future smigration
practices provided by Chinese leaders in diplomatic exchanges, and
on official assurahces_publiclqutated by senior Chinese leaders.

Administration spokesmen have informed us that before the trade
agreement was signed this year om July 7, top U.S. Embassy officers
discussed Chinese emigration policy and practice with the Ministry
of Poreign Affairs in Beijing in light of the legal requirements of
the Jackson-Vanik Amendment. The Chinese were fully apprised of these
requirements, including the requirement that assurances regarding
future emigration practices be given, and at that time senior Chinese
. officials provided the assurances the law requires. We are informed
that there is a written record of these official exchdnges which
Administration officials should certainly make available to this
Committee.before it votes on S. Con. Res. 47. .

On several recent occasions Chinese leaders have publicly given
assurances regarding their government's futuyre policies on emigration. -

For example: in a Washingtonm, D.C. speech before the Nationmal
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Association of Chinese-Americans and Overseas Chinese in the U.S.A.
on January 30 this year, Vice Premier Deng Xiaoping said:

'"Many of you may have relatives living on the mainland
of China and wish that they may come over for a family
reunion, and others may wish to go back to China to visit
their relatives. This is quite matural and understandable.
The Chinese Government will treat these legitimate wishes
favorably and with sympathy and will adopt effective
measures to satisfy these wishes. You may rest assured
on this score."

For another example: on the occasion of the formal establish-
ment of the Embassy of the PRC in the U.S.A. in March this year,
Ambassador Chai Zemin gave the following public pledge:

"Among the Americans and overseas Chinese residing in

the United States, who have relatives living in China,

some. may wish to have their relatives come to the U.S.

for family reunion and some may wish to visit relatives

in China. This is quite natural and understandable,

and is in accord with the interest and desire of the two

peoples and is also beneficial to the enhancement of

mutual ynderstanding and friendship. Now that relations

. between our two countries have been normalized, the

movement of people between the two sides will certainly

increase significantly. I avail myself of this opportunmity

to solemnly declare: Our Government will adopt positive

and effective measures to satisfy the reasonable wishes

of people who wish to visit their relatives or reunite

with them." :

Mr. Chairman, of all the individual liberties contained in the
U.N. Declaration of Human Rights, none is more fundamental than the
right to emigrate. We in the Congress have particularly emphasized
that right because it is the touchstone of all human rights. And in
this effort we have internationazl law on our side. As cospomsor with
you of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment, I believe, we -- and the vast
multitude of supporters of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment -- can take
satisfaction from the way our amendment is encouraging greater respect
for freer emigration.

In closing, let me just say that I appear here today to urge this
Committee and the Senate to move expeditiously to pass S. Con. Res. 47
the resolution to approve this promising Agreement on trade with the

People's Republic of China.
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U.S. Senator Henry M. Jackson of Washington (202)224-9378

CHINA, TRADE AND MFN
STATEMENT OF SENATOR HENRY M. JACKSON

SUBCOMMITT%E ON TRADE
House WAYs AND Means COMMITTEE

THURsDAY, NovemBer 1, 1979, 10:00 A.M.

MR. CHAIRMAN, | APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO APPEAR BEFORE
YOUR CoMMITTEE TODAY IN supporRT oF THE U.S. TRADE AGREEMENT WITH THE
PeopLe’s RepuBLIC OF CHINA, WHICH INCLUDES A PROVISION FOR EXTENDING
MOST-FAVORED-NATION TREATMENT AND OPENING THE WAY TO THE GRANTING
OF CREDITS TO CHINA.

THIS TRADE AGREEMENT IS THE MOST IMPORTANT DEVELOPMENT IN OUR
RELATIONS WITH CHINA SINCE FORMAL DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS WERE
ESTABLISHED EARLY THIS YEAR. [T PROVIDES THE BASIS FOR STEPPED-UP
TRADE BETWEEN OUR TWO COUNTRIES, WITH MUTUAL BENEFITS, AND IT ASSURES
UNITED STATES FIRMS A BETTER POSITION TO COMPETE WITH FIRMS FROM
OTHER NATIONS.

THE LEADERS OF THE PeopLE’s RepuBLIC OF CHINA ARE DETERMINED TO
TURN THEIR GREAT NATION INTO A MODERN INDUSTRIAL STATE BY THE YEAR
2000, THEY ARE COMMITTED TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF THE LATE PREMIER
CHou EN-LAI'S "FOUR MODERNIZATIONS” OF AGRICULTURE, INDUSTRY, SCIENCE
AND TECHNOLOGY, AND NATIONAL DEFENSE.- [HE PRESENT LEADERS
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ARE ALSO RESOLVED TO DO WHAT IS IN THEIR POWER TO INSURE THE SECURITY
AND TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY OF CHINA SO THAT THE MODERNIZATION OF THE
NATION CAN PROCEED WITHOUT INTERRUPTION. THEY EXPLICITLY RECOGNIZE
SHARED AND PARALLEL INTERESTS WITH JAPAN, THE WEST EUROPEAN COUNTRIES
AND THE UNITED STATES. IN FACT, THE CHIHESE ARE PLAYING A SIGNIFICANT
STRATEGIC ROLE IN WORLD AFFAIRS, INCLUDING THE STRUGGLE TO DETER
SOVIET EXPANSIONISM IN KEY AREAS OF TENSION.

FOR OUR PART, WE HAVE A SIGNIFICANT STAKE IN THE CONTINUED
EXISTENCE OF A STRONG, INDEPENDENT CHINA, WE SHARE WITH CHINA A
COMMON INTEREST IN VITAL STRATEGIC ISSUES, AND OUR INTERESTS RUN
PARALLEL IN MANY AREAS OF THE WORLD. [T WAS THIS MOTIVATION THAT LED
US TO NORMALIZE OUR RELATIONS WITH CHINA, AND IT IS THE BEDROCK UPON
WHICH THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OUR TWO COUNTRIES RESTS.

DURING THE PAST TWO YEARS, CHINA HAS TURNED OUTWARD -TO THE WEST -
IN AN EFFORT TO ACCELERATE ITS DEVELOPMENT DRIVE., IHE CURRENT
LEADERSHIP OF CHINA HAS GIVEN US AN UNPRECEDENTED OPPORTUNITY TO SHOW
THAT COOPERATION WITH THE WESTERN WORLD AND INVOLVEMENT WITH THE
INTERNATIdNAL COMMUNITY WILL BENEFIT CHINA FAR MORE THAN A POLICY OF
NON-COOPERATION AND LOOKING INWARD., [HE PEOPLE’'S REPUBLIC HAS A RIGHT
TO BECOME A MODERN INDUSTRIAL STATE. EFFORTS TO AID CHINA ALONG THAT
ROAD AND WORK WITH HER WHERE OUR STRATEGIC AND BILATERAL CONCERNS RUN
PARALLEL ARE IN AMERICAN AS WELL AS CHINESE INTERESTS.

IN THIS CONTEXT, THE PENDING TRADE AGREEMENT WITH THE PEOPLE’S
REPUBLIC IS A SIGNIFICANT STEP, U.S.-CHINA TRADE IS GROWING, WITH
CHINA PROVIDING AN EXPANDING MARKET FOR U.S. ExPORTS. CHINA'S
MODERNIZATION PLANS CALL FOR ONGOING HIGH LEVELS OF PURCHASES FROM
ABROAD, AND CHINA'S LEADERS ARE COUNTING ON PLACING SUBSTANTIAL ORDERS
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WITH FIRMS IN THIS COUNTRY.,

As MY COLLEAGUES ARE WELL AWARE, TITLE IV oF THE TRADE AcT OF
1974 PROVIDES THE LEGAL BASIS FOR TRADE AND ECONOMIC RELATIONS BETWEEN
THE UNITED STATES AND NON-MARKET ECONOMY COUNTRIES,

SecTion 402, THE JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT, PROHIBITS THE EXTENSION
OF MOST-FAVORED-NATION TREATMENT AND OFFICIAL CREDITS, CREDIT |
GUARANTEES, OR INVESTMENT GUARANTEES, TO ANY NON-MARKET-ECONOMY
COUNTRY WHICH RESTRICTS THE RIGHT OF ITS CITIZENS TO EMIGRATE FREELY,
THE PRESIDENT, HOWEVER, MAY WAIVE THESE PROHIBITIONS WITH RESPECT TO
A PARTICULAR COUNTRY; IF HE REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS THAT:
(1) HE HAS DETERMINED THAT SUCH WAIVER WILL SUBSTANTIALLY PROMOTE
THE OBJECTIVE OF FREE EMIGRATION, AND (2) HE HAS RECEIVED ASSURANCES

' THAT THE EMIGRATION PRACTICES OF THAT COUNTRY WILL HENCEFORTH LEAD

SUBSTANTIALLY. TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF THE OBJECTIVE OF FREE EMfGRATION.

WITH RESPECT TO THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA, THE PRESIDENT
HAS DETERMINED THAT THESE REQUIREMENTS HAVE BEEN MET AND HAS THEREFORE
ISSUED AN ExecuTive ORDER WAIVING THE APPLICATION OF SECTION 402 (a)
AND (B), |

[ AM GLAD TO SEE THAT THE ADMINISTRATION IS GROUNDING ITS CASE
FOR MFM To CHINA ON ASSURANCES REGARDING FUTURE EMIGRATION PRACTICES
PUBLICLY STATED BY SENiOR CHINESE LEADERS, AS WELL AS ON ASSURANCES
PROVIDED BY CHINESE LEADERS IN DIPLOMATIC EXCHANGES,

ON SEVERAL OCCASIONS THIS YEAR, CHINESE LEADERS HAVE PUBLICLY
GIVEN ASSURANCES REGARDING THEIR FUTURE EMIGRATION POLICIES.

For ExAMPLE, ON JANUARY 30, 1979 IN A SPEECH BEFORE THE MATIONAL

. ASSQCIATION oF CHINESE-AMERICANS AND Overseas CHINESE IN THE U.S.A.,
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DURING HIS HISTORIC VISIT TO WasHingTON, D.C., Vice PrREMIER

DeENG X1AOPING SAID:

"MANY OF YOU MAY HAVE RELATIVES LIVING ON THE MAINLAND

OF CHINA AND WISH THAT THEY MAY COME OVER FQR A FAMILY

RUUNION, AND OTHERS MAY WISH TO GO BACK TO CHINA TO VISIT

HEIR RELATIVES. IHIS IS QUITE NATURAL AND UNDERSTANDABLE,

HE CHINESE GOVERNMENT WILL TREAT THESE LEGITIMATE WISHES

FAVORABLY AND WITH SYMPATHY AND WILL ADOPT EFFECTIVE

MEASURES TO SATISFY THESE WISHES, You MAY REST ASSURED : .
ON THIS SCORE.

To TAKE A FURTHER EXAMPLE, ON THE OCCASION OF THE FORMAL
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE EmMBAssy ofF THE PRC 1w tHE U.S.A., IN MARCH THIS
YEAR, AMBASSADOR CHAT ZEMIN GAVE THE FOLLOWING PUBLIC PLEDGE:

"AMONG THE AMERICANS AND OVERSEAS CHINESE RESIDING IN
THE UNITED STATES, WHO HAVE RELATIVES LIVING IN CHINA,
SOME MAY WISH TO HAVE THEIR RELATIVES COME To THE U.S.
FOR _FAMILY REUNION AND SOME MAY WISH TO VISIT RELATIVES
IN CHINA. THIS IS QUITE NATURAL AND UNDERSTANDABLE, AND
IS IN ACCORD WITH THE INTEREST AND DESIRE OF THE TWO
PEQOPLES AND IS ALSO BENEFICIAL TO THE ENHANCEMENT OF -
MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING AND FRIENDSHIP, Now THAT RELATIONS
BETWEEN OUR TWO COUNTRIES HAVE BEEN NORMALIZED, THE
MOVEMENT OF PEOPLE BETWEEN THE TWO SIDES WILL CERTAINLY
INCREASE SIGNIFICANTLY, | AVAIL MYSELF OF THIS OPPORTUNITY
TO SO' EMNLY DECLARE: QUR GOVERNMENT WILL ADOPT POSITIVE
AND EFFECTIVE MEASURES TO SATISFY THE REASONABLE WISHES
OF PEOPLE WHO WISH TO VISIT THEIR RELATIVES OR REUNITE
WITH THEM.,”

WE HAVE BEEN INFORMED THAT BEFORE THE TRADE AGREEMENT WAS SIGNED
oN JuLy 7, top U.S. EMBASSY OFFICIALS DISCUSSED CHINESE EMIGRATION
POLICY AND PRACTICE WITH THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS IN BEIJING .
IN LIGHT OF THE LEGAL REQUIREMENTS OF THE JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT.
THE CHINESE WERE FULLY APPRISED OF THESE REQUIREMENTS, INCLUDING THE

REQUIREMENT THAT ASSURANCES BE GIVEN, AND AT THAT TIME SENIOR CHINESE
OFFICIALS PROVIDED THE ASSURANCES THE LAW REQUIRES,

MR. CHAIRMAN, THE RIGHT TO EMIGRATE IS A GREAT FUNDAMENTAL HUMAN
. RIGHT. IT 1s AT THE HEART OF THE UNIVERsAL DECLARATION OF HuMAN RIGHTS,
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As Co-AUTHOR-WITH YOU OF THE JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT, | BELIE = WE --
AND THE MANY MILLIONS OF SUPPORTERS OF THE JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT --
CAN TAKE SATISFACTION AT THE ROLE OUR AMENDMENT [S PLAYING IN
ENCOURAGING GREATER RESPECT FOR FREER EMIGRATION.

IN CONCLUSION, LET ME SAY | HAVE COME HERE TODAY TO URGE THIS
CoMMITTEE AND THE UONGRESS AS A WHOLE TO MOVE EXPEDITIOUSLY AND TO

PROMPTLY APPROVE THIS TRADE AGREEMENT WITH THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA,
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MEFN AND ROMANIA 29
Statement of Senator Henry i(. Jackson

Senate Finance Committee
Subcommittese on Internationsl Trads

Thursday, July 19, 1979, 10:00 A.M.

- Mr., Chairman, I appreciate this opportmty to give this
comnittee my views on further oxtmion of our present trz.d.:.ng
relationship with Romania. o e

As I have emphasized on many occasions, the United States has
an important stake in the continued existence of a Romania capable
of an independent role in key foreign policy matters. Last fall
I visited Bucharest vhere I had frank talks with President Ceausescu
and other leading Romanian officials on a broad range of foreign
policy issues, in many of which we share a mutual concern. Clearly,
the United States wants to encourage Romania -- and other East ‘
European countries -- effectively to assert its legitimate right

to greater freedom when facing Saviet pressures and ovorﬁholming

‘Soviet military power.

' In this context, it is in the Romanian and United States
iﬁt;rut that sources of temsion between our two countries be
lhndlcd’ and resolved r03ponsi$1y and amicably. »

As my colleagues are aware, in its concern forv i,ntcmtiona; .
human rights the Congi'ess has attached special importance to the .
Tight to emigrate. That right is 2 'eontral element of historic
international human rights agreements: the UN Declaration of Human
Rights, the UN Covenants and the Helsinki Final Act. Respect by a
government for the right to em'.grite is possible without causing

fundamental changes in the internal structure qf many states which

PRy e — A e emmmm ninnn D —— e e T B o e oo
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'todzy do not raspoct the right of their cztizans to leave. It is
not intsrferencs in the internal affairs of another cnuntry ‘to ask
that the rzzht to free em;xrz:ion, which has been affirmed in intar-
‘national law, be respected. .

The experiencs with Rnuan;a evidencas the value to all parties

of a constructive approach to U.S. law cond;tionzng MFN and credz:s

' to non-market countries on. the relaxation of restr1=tzons on euigra-
tion. Romsnia chose caoporltion with us ia this matter -- a result
that has advanced the canso.ofvpersonnl liberty for those wishing
to leave Romania, most often to be reuﬁited with their families, -
and advanced the economic progress of the Romanian peopie.

- In looking at the record of the last 12 months, thq aumber of '
Romanians who hgve'beeﬁ able to eniirate to the United States has
increased over . the previous 12 months. The total number of Romanians
emigrating this past 12 months, including the large number going ta
the Federal Republic of Germany, compares favorably with the total
for the previous 12 months. ]

on ‘the other hand, there are some unsatisfactory and troubling
aspocts to the record: '

- First: The already lengthy process far applying for en;gration
has been further cnnplicatcd by additional steps and additional
reviews. These conpl;cations are added to the intimidation, the job
loss, the threats of demotion and the other pressures which have -
been familiar in so many cases. ' ' '

Two: There are too many unsolved cases of indivi@uais or
families who are caught in one or another stage of the application
process -- some of them dating back to the time of the signing of

the Trade Agreement. In my own office files, I have the names of |
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over 500 individuals or families (some 1552 persons) who have not
yet been able tocenizrateAto join relati#es in the United States =--
among them cases of extreme hardsth whzch should be given urgent ‘
-proctss:ng. '

Three'v Thc £1gures on Ron:nizn emigration ta Isrzel are

‘ particularly disturhing. The tntal number of such enigrants for the

£irst six months of 1979 is at s suhstantially Iowar annual rate

than last year.  Sometimes we are told this is becznse ‘of a dacl;ne o
ih applications. But even with current discouragencnts to those

who might wish to apply, thers are hundreds of individuals seeking.

- to emigrate to Isrsel who either have been unable to obtai; applica-
tion forms, or who have appliad but been turned down, or who have
received no answer, or who have been approved by the Romanian

_anthorities but recsive no passport.

Four: Thers is a special category of emigratiom cascs which
is of new concern -- Christians, particularly of the Baptist and
Pentacostal congregations, 3ho in-attacpting to'practicp their £aitp .
acco:ding to their own conﬁciences, are being harassed and persecuted
in cno way or another. To practice their faith in zreator freedom,

_ some aTe docidinz to c-izrat.. 1 bolicvc'thcy shculd be allowed to ,‘
do so. . ) . -

Some of us have discussed with the Romanian offic;als over a
period of time the disappointing aspects of their emigration practice.
We have told them we expected thgm'to do better, and that we knew
they could do better. Recently, American Jewish leaders and
Romanian cuthorities discussed the poor record of Romcnian Jewish
emigration. In the course of those discussions, the Romanian govern-
ment provided a number of assurances that, if lived up to, could

Temove many of the problems of Jewish emigration.
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I said last year that the further oxtans:!.on of MFN and economic
credits for Romani_'a will con_.t:lnuo to be a realistic reflection of
our mutual interests "only so long as Romania siﬁcorely lives up
to its pledge of the humanitarian treatment of emigration cases.”

What is now important is that the Romanian government honor in

good faith its new assurances to remove impediments to Romanian
Jowish emigration. - 7

What is important now is that the Ronanzan government simpl:.fy
its routines for handling all emigration applications, make a-
strenuous effort io resolve outstanding cases ao.d let those pecple
go unscarred by the final petty harassments which too often occur
in even expeditiously handled cases. | _

Holding these views, and after thorough consideratioo. of the
'rocord Mr. Chairman, I shall not oppose in the Senate oztonsion of
the waiver for one yur as roquostod. by President Ca.rtor. But I
am publicly reserving my position regarding any further extensions --
beyond ;his one year -- until the assurances and pledges by Romanian
anthoritios.foz- improved onigratioo' pﬁcticas‘oud results have been
in fact implemented. . '




CSENATOR f a7,
JACKSON / News

U.S. Senator Henry M. Jackson of Washington {202) 224-9378

)

FOR RELEASE: A.M.'s
Monday, June 11, 197%

REMARKS BY SENATOR HENRY M. JACXSON®

National Conference on Soviet Jewry
Sunday, June 10, 1979 - 8:00 P.M.
Shorehanm-Americana Hotel, Washington, D.C.

I an hono;ed and pleasad to receive this Solidarity Award from
the National Conference on Soviet Jewry. Ne have been friends for a
long time. And while awards among friends are never necessary, they'
are always appreciated. I thank you.
In the struggle of the Soviet Jews to cbtain their freedom, we
have come a long way.
We have a Iong way yet to go.
Together, we will bri;g,hou- the refuseniks. And the prisoners.
And thelthousaﬁds who have applied to leave but have not yet received
their visas. And the thousands more who would spply if they believed
that their families would be safe from retaliation and harassment. |
¥e cannot -- we must not -- settle for less.
A For those who have not yet been freed are our staunchest allies.
" And we cannot leave our allies on the battlefield.
There are some officials in this goverament who have recently

eibraced the notion of evenhandedness. They think we ought to give

benefits to the Soviet Union because they are ready to giv§ them to

China. They believe that, if there are two countries, one in conformity .
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with our law and the other not in conformity, we must interpret the
law to accommodate the country that has chosen not to conform. In the
present case, as everyone here willrappreciate, the country that has
chosen not to conform-is thg Soviet Union and the law in question is
Section 402 of the Trade Reform Act of 1974,

' I hope that the Soviets will resolve the tension between cur ~
desire for emigration and their dessire for trade by giving us the
assurances the 1awvrequires=that henceforth their emigration practices
will lead substantially to the achievement of free emigration.

This meaﬁs letting pecple leave without harassment, without
intimidation, witﬁout punitive action. It means letting the refuseniks
and their families emigrate. It means letting out the prisoners of
conscience. It means a Treasonable correspondence between the number
of appiications_fnd the number of visas -- letting peopie leave whether
they live in Moscow or Tashkent, whether they are young or 61d,
withéut waiting two, three, four, even six or seven years for a visa.

As of now, the Soviets have not givuh ﬁs those assurances.

And however joyously we may welcome the special few who have been
pernmitted to loavo,.vo must not furgit the many who have not.

For them, the legal requirement for assurances from the Soviets
is a lifeline. '

Tonight, among all the others, I am chinkigz especially of
Ida Nudel, Alexander Lerﬁer. Naum Meiman, Yosef Mendelevich,

Vliadimir Slepak and Anatoly Shcharansky.

) Without the assurances the law requires, we will have no way of
knowing what to expect from the Soviets in the future. And we have
seen how cruel and capricious their emigration policies can be:

sometimes sopnrnting parénts from children, or husbands from wives,
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sometimes permiﬁting the numbers to rise, sometimgs holding them dowm.
We have seen the education tax designed to bring emigration to a halt,
and the trials designed to intimidate would-be applicants and imprison
those brave enough to resist. We have seen enough, in short, to know
‘that without a firm commitment to freer emigration from the Soviets
themselves, any concessions on trade or credits would be a leap in the
dark -- with consequences for the prisoners gnd refuseniks and all
who desire to emigrate -- that cannot be foreseen.

I, for one, do not intend, after seven years of the Jackson Amend-
ment, to rewr;t? the law to accommodate some bureaucrat's ﬁreference
for evenhandeanss. And we as a nation cannot allow the law to be
rewritten through guileful interpretations and slippery maneuvers.

So I will resist a waiver for the Soviets unless it is accompanied
by genuine assurances from the Soviets -- assurances that meet the |
tesi of the law. And I know that you would not support a move to
accommodate a.fundauentally inadequate Soviet performance by pretending
;hat.the Tecent increase in emigration figures satisfies the require-
ments for a waiver nﬁder,the Jackson Amendment.

The struggle goes on.

In this struggle, we have international law on our side.

Throughout history, fréedon ag movement has been the main test distingui
ing the freeman from the siave and the serf. The'right to emigrate is

a great fundamental human right. It is at the hca:t of the Universal
Declaration of Human Righis. the United Nations Human Rights Conventions
apd the Helsinki PFinal Act.

My friends, we are engaged in a great historic effort.

' Together, we will stay the course.

We will prevail. -




- —

SENATOR J a
JACKSON / News

L

U.S. Senator Henry M. Jackson of Wushington {202) 224-9378

Sunda April 29, 1979

REMARKS BY SENATOR HENRY M. JACKSON

Solidarity Sundav

Dag Hammarskjold Plaza, New York City
Sunday, April 29, 1979 - 1:30 P.M.

This is a triumphant moment. Eduard Kuznetsov and Mark Dymshits
are with us today -- in freedonm.

Alexander Ginzburg, Valentin Moroz and Georgi Vins are out of
prison and in America.

We welcome these heroic five. We take them to our hearts.

Their part in the struggle for human rights has been marked by the
highest integrity, consistency and firmness of spirirc.

It took an exchange with two conviéted Soviet spies to get them
free. We are thankful for the exchange. But what a terrible judgment
on the Soviet system that this grotesque expedient was necessary..

It is a reminder to the world that the struggle for free emigra-

tion continues. We are engaged in an historic effort, in a struggle
-of which each momentary skirmish or battle is but a small part. We’
will prevail in the long run only if we have the will to stay the
course -- whatever the odds against us.

The struggle goes on,

And a part of that struggle revolves around the effort the Soviet

Union and its business partners here are making to wiggle out from

et e ——— tm e rm i me e mct—— = = . ——— = me

=
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under the conditions of the Jackson Amendment.

Those conditions are simple: no credits and no most-favored-nation
treatment to countries that deny their citizens the right and the
opportunity to emigrate.

- That shoe fits the Kremlin and they will have to go on wearing it
until they let people leave -- without harassment, without intimidation,
and without punitive action. It means letting people leave whether

they live  in Moscow or Tashkent, whether they are young or old, whether
they are pfoninent or unknown. It means letting the refuseniks and
their families emigrate. It means letting out the prisoners of
consciencs.

There are those who believe that because the number of people
leaving the Soviet Union has increased we ought to repeal the Jackson
Amendment. I want you to know that many of those who are now urging
repeal because the numbers have been going up were urging repeal-last
year because they- said the numbers were going down. )

The fact is that the numbers they are interested in a;e preceded
by dollar signs. They want government credits to finance trade with
the Soviet Union because they hope to have the U.S. government supply
the cash the Soviets need to buy their products.

They're not interested in visas; they're interested in bills of
lading. . They're not interested in how many people are gaining their
freedom from Soviet oppression; they're interested in the volume cof
goods they can ship to Soviet customers.

And some of them will sell anything for which they can wheedle a
license out of a confused Bureaucracy. They'll sell a computer to TASS
even though they know that TASS has close operational ties to the KGB.
For the White House to allow the purchase of this sophisticated computer

by the Soviets -- thus reversing the action taken in support of Anatoly
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Shcharansky and his colleagues -- makes'a mockery of the Administration's
policy of promoting human rights.

There are some who believe that the Soviet performance is now
acceptable and that we should grant them most-favored-nation status
and billions in credits. Among those who urge this course there are
even some former supporters of the Jackson Amendment.

They may think that the current situation is good enough. I say
it is not good enough.

It is not good enough as long as the prisoners remain in jail.

It is not good enough when one is punished for asking to emigrate.

It is not good enough when one has to wait two, three, four, even
six or seven years for a visa.

My friends, the President promised us, in writing, that he would
_ fully implement the freedom-of-emigration statute.

He promised to abide by the law denying benefits to countries
that do not allow their citizens the right and opportunity to emigrate.

In short, he pledged to uphold the Jackson Amendment.

I intend to hold ﬁim to that promise.

[t was not simply a promise to me. [t was a promise to all of us.

It was a promise to Ida Nudel.

[t was a promise to Alexarider Lerner.

It was a promise to Anatoly Shcharansky.

If the Soviets wind up a most-favored nation, if the credits begin
to flow, if the Kremlin begins to enjoy trade benefits before they
meet the test of the law -- that promise will have been broken.

The law is clear. The Soviets cannot qualify.for trade concessions
until they assure the President that henceforth their emigration

practices will lead substantially to thé achievement of free emigration.



39 1

We have a right to demand that the law is upheld, that the promis:
is kept.

In this effort, we have international law on our side.

My friends, we are engaged in a great historic process, in a
contest of will and resolve.

Together, we will prevail.




. COMMENT ON THE JACKSON-VANIK AMENDMENT ON FREER EMIGRATION

Open Letter From Andrei Sakharov to The Congress of The United States
Moscow, September 14, 1973

"

. . « I am appealing to the Congress of the United States to give
its support to the Jackson Amendment, which represents in my view and
in the view of its sponsors an attempt to protect the right of emigra-
tion of citizens in countries that are entering into new'and friendlier
relations with the United States. )

"The Jackson Amendment is made even more significant by the fact
that the world is only just entering on a new course of detente and it
is therefore essential that the proper direction be followed from the

-

outset. This is a fundamental issue, extending far beyond the question
of emigration.

“Those who believe that the Jackson Amendment is like1§ to undermine
anyone's personal or governmental prestige are wrong. Its provisions
are minimal and not demeaning.

"It should be no surprise that the democratic process can add its
corrective to the actions of public figures who negotiate without
admitting the possibility ©f such an amendment. The amendment does not
represent interference in the internal affairs of socialist countries,
but simply a aefensc_of international law, without which there can be
no mutual trust. . . .

"The‘abandonment of a pplicy of principle would be a betraxal of -
the thousands of Jews and non-Jews who want to em?grate, of the hundreds

in camps and mental hospitals, of thé victims of the Berlin Wall."

Statemcent from Refusenik Professor Naum Meiman, Moscow, March 3, 1978

"Over a long range the Jackson-Vanik amendment is one Bf_ﬁhe most
effective ways to assist the emigration movement. I am convinced that
it will still play an extrcmely substantial role in promoéing freedom
of emigration.

"Let me underscore that the Jackson-Vanik amendment is important not
only for Jewish emigration, even not only for any kind of emigration.~
It is a stimulus in the general efforts for human rights.

"Let me close by noting that the amendment has alrcady prcduced tell!
though not always apparent, results. There are grounds to maintain that
it has restrained the Soviet authorities from committing further, strong.

reprisals against participants in the emigration movement."
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'Letter to the Members of the United States Congress, February 1979
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"We are addressing ourselves to you, inasmuch as the situation in
the field of emigration from the USSR remains far from satisfactory.
Although the Soviet Union is a signatory to and has ratified five
international agreements which stipulate freedom of emigration, and
although this freedom is granted to citizens of the USSR by its laws,
nevertheless today, as previously, in this sphere tyranny continues to
prevail. . . .

"Under these circumstances, the only legislative enactment which,
to some extent at least, acts as an obstacle to the unbridled tyranny
of the Soviet authorities in their emigration policies is the Jackson
Amendment to the foreign trade bill, accepted by Congress. {(1972-1974). .

"During the discussions on the Amendment and after its acceptance,
there was both an increase and a reduction in the number of exit permits
granted, as well as a lessening and a hardening of the repressive acts.
But we, who have been living in this country all our lives and who for
many years have been feeling on our backs every change in the political
winds of the leaders of the country, are deeply convinced that the
Jackson Amendment has played, is playlng and we hope will continue to_pl:
a great, signifcant and positive role in restra;nzng the Soviet
authorities from commiting the severest of repressive acts. . . . *

"We believe that, in the long run, this Amendment will eventually
lead to a liberalization of Soviet emigration policies when the leaders
of the USSR come to the realization that the U.S. Congress will stand

firm in its position of defending freedom of emigration as one of the
fundamental rights of man.”

(signatures)

MOSCOW: Alexander Lerner, Judith Perelman, Boris Chernobilsky, Elena
Chernobilsky, Yakov Rakhlenko, Vania Belkina, Victor Elistratov,
Batsheva Elistratov, Evgeny Tsirlin, Galina Tsirlin, Arkady Mai,
Elena Seidel, Ida Milgrom, Mikhail Kremen, Galina Kremen, Leconid
Shabashov, Olga Shabashov, Alla Drugova, Yakov Shmeyevich, Igor Goods
Lev Blitshtein, Vladimir Cherkassky, Ludmilla Cherkassky, Yakov Alber
aba Stolyar, Gita Rogovskaya.

LENINGRAD: Y. Kogan, Alexander Genusov, Lev Furman, Vladimir Khanokh, -
Yuri Spiesman, Nelly Spiesman, Lev Israelev.

MINSK: Lev Ovsisher.

LVOV: David Shvarts.

KHARKOV: Alexander Paritsky.

VILNIUS: Eitan Finkelstein.

ODESSA: Lev Roitburd.

TIBILISI: 1Isai Goldstein, Elizabeta Bykova.

KIEV: Sergei Rotshtein, Elena Qreni, Dimitry Raizman, Yefim Frimerman.

As of February 12, 1979, another 23 had signed.
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"We want you to know how much we appreciate the assistance you have
provided to us. As a result of this assistance, emigration became
possible for many Jews. . . .

"We belleve that an opportunity for further improvement in the issue
of emigration is connected not with declarations and statements of
sympathy but with specific actions such as the U.S. Foreign Trade Act.
We hope that the support which the Congress provides to the cause of the

struggle and realization of the rlght of free emigration will continue .
and strengthen."”

Signed: _
Moscow .
A. Lerner N. Meyman
V. Rubin ' D. Samoilovich
V. Slepak I.. Shabashov
" A. Sharansky A. Rakhlenko
D. Bellina Y. Baras -
I. Beilin F. Kandel .
M. Azbel S. Lipovsky
V. Brailovsky N. Tolchinsky
M. Mikulinsky A. Polishuk
‘M. Shepelev A. Koltunov
0. Kornilova o M. Novikov
I. Nudel Yu.Kosharovsky
V. Schakhnovsky V. Fain
L. Ulanovsky E. Sirotenko
L. Gendin ’ E. Smordinskaya
2. Tesker : I. Begun
L. Tsypin R. Feldman
I. Essas : Yu.Gelfand
V. Prestin A. Druk
P. Abramovich V. Lazaris
M. Chait

Lehingrad: G. Yoffe, G. Sokiriansky
Tibilisi: I. Goldstein, G. Goldstein

Odessa: L. Lenchik, B. Bronfman
Kishinev: M. Abramovich, Yu. Shekhtman
Minsk: L. Ovsischer, Y. Davidovich
Vilnius: V. Rayz, P. Adamsky

Kiev: V. Kislik

Vinnitsa: M. Mager

Tallin: B. Gurfel

ia’lin

Riga: V. Kaminsky
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Sunday, Qctober 1, 1578

REMARKS BY SENATOR HENRY M. JACKSON

The Coalition For A Demogcratic Majority Human Rights Dinner
Saturday, =epcember 30, 1978, 8:00 P.M.

Waldorf Actorta Hotel, New York City

1 want to welcome all of you to this dinner sponscred by the

Coalition for a Democratic Majority.

We are here tonight in support of a group of men and women whose
comnitment to human rights in their own country has been characterized

Sy the highest integrity, consistency and courage.

Our gathering tonight sends the message to Orlov, Ginzburg,

Shcharansky, Slepak, Petkus, Meiman, Yakunin, Tikhy, Rudenko,

Podrabinek, Pyotr Vins, Elena Bonner and their collo.quci: we salute you.

These brave people have sought to monitor eh§ Soviet record of
compliance with the Helsinki Pinal Act. They are simply asking the
Xremlin to respect the human rights and humanitarian obligations which
<he Soviet. leaders themselves frealy undertook in the 1975 Helsinki
Agreement, and in several other legally binding declarations and
sovenants. 1In cheir efforts, the Helsinki Monitors have international

law on their side.
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imitators while leaving the bully alone, We are slipping into a

double standard =-- and that 18 no standard at all,

Oonly with sensible priorities can we hcpe to forge an effaective
policy out of the impulse to support the cause of human rights. only
by reasserting our congern at the denial of human rights in the Soviet

Union can we make credible and convincing our concern about human

143

ichts elsawhere.

The awarding of the Nobel Peace Prize to the Soviet Helsinki
Monitoring Groups is an obvious and natyral step for :Ac Nobel Committee
to take. The Senate of the United States, I am pleasad to say,
adopted by a 90 to 1 vote my resolution asking the Nobel Committee

to 30 just that.

I call upon President Carter to jo§n with the Senate in urging
the Nobel Committee to recognize the contribution of the Helsinki
'Honitors to the cause of peace and decency -~ by conferring on them
the Nobel Peace Prize. By the test that always counts, the test of

sacrifice and courage, they are uniquely deserving.

L] * * *

Now that Camp David has again become a sleepy vacation retreat,
I want to reflect a moment on the meaning and future of the Agreements

reached there on September 17.

At this time the Camp David Agreements remain a political framework

a foundation -~ for the construction of a new political relationszip
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®n:s can and must pe changad. The potential rescurces are ricn
aad pientiful. Wich peace cney can be developed, and with peace one

~ar imagine a fruitful partnership 3f unprecedented proportions betwees

israel, Egypt ané the United States.

In nelping to alleviaze poverty in Egypt and elsewhere Ln the
Middla East, I oelieve that thare is a great and historic role for
ehe United Stazes, a role that we once before were able to play in the

~sconstruction of postwar Europe.

As was the case with the Marshall Plan, it is essential that any
such crogram for the Middla East be based on a full partnership with
-ne Israelis and Egyptians. They should work with us for ﬁha common
cevelopment of their countries and, eventually, the region as a whole.
Among them, the countries possess all the potential resources:
capital, ingenuity, management skills, labor and, with our involvement,
cechnolagy and markets. Together we can do much to reverse the misery

of centurias, to make the deserts bloom.

I urée President Carter to take the lead by inviting Egypt and
Israel to join with us in embarking on a New Marshall Plan tér the
Middie East, and I urge President Sadat and Prime Minister Begin to

come to us with proposals for cooperation and development.

The American government can and should let all the countries of
«ne Middle tast know that there is a path to the realization of their
peaceful cdregams along whicp we are willing to accompany them. And at

the same time we must make it plain that those who are uawilling to join
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the cynical exploitation of regional conflicts. It is significant
tnat peace between Israel and Egypt only became possible when Presidents
Sadat uncarstcod that Soviet ambitions in the Middle East were in-
compatible wi:h a stable peace and with the independence of Cgypt and

cther countries in the region.

The Camp David Agreements are, we trust, a significant sﬁep on
the road to a stable peace in the Middle East. At the end of that-
road there are enornous, and enormously positive, possibilities -~ that
all the people of the region will discover the truth about their
neighbors as the walls that have divided them for so long come down.
for the peace to last it must bo'more than a peace among armies and
diplomats, more than an official peace. It muﬁt come to occupy a place
in the daily lives of Arabs and Israelis alike. There must be movemert
across once fortified borders that can now bacome gateways to the develop-
ment of social and political and economic relations -- first amcng the

Israeli and Egyptian people, and in time among all those in the Arab

world who are willing to live in peace,
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U.S. Senator Heney M. Jackson of Washington (202)224-9378
' July 13, 1978

SENATE VOTES 90 to 1 TO APPROVE JACKSON
RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF 1978 NOBEL PEACE PRIZE'FOﬁ
HELSINKI MONITORING GROUPS IN USSR

WASHINGTON -- The Senates. today overwhelmingly approved
Senator. Henry M. Jackson's bipart1san resolution in support
of the nom;nat;on of the Helsinki Honztorlng Groups in the
U.S.S.R. for" the 1978 Nobel Peace Pr;ze. The resoluticn,
adopted by a vote of 90 to 1, had 58 Senate co-opon;ors

including Majority Leader Byrd.znd Minority Leader Bokérl
 Members of the Helsinki Monitoring Groups, of varloué faiths
and nationalities, include Alexander_Gianzburg and Anatoly Shcharansky
whose trials are now under way in the U.S.S.R. Others include
Yuri Orlov, Vliadimir Slepak, Victoras Petkus, Naum Meiman, .
Father Yakunin, Oleksy lehy, Mykola Rudenko, PyorT Vzns znd tho
wife of Andrez Sakharov Elena Borne.. : :
. Thc Helsinki Monztorzng Groups ssek to encourage tho'Sov1etﬂ
"+ authorities to honor the human ;.ghts and humanitarian obligations

voluntarily undertaken by -Secretary Brezhnev in signing’the ths;nkl
Pinal Act in 1975.. .

"These brave men and women have placod their freedom at rzsk
‘Senator- Jackson said, ‘"because they believe individual Tights and
frce information are -directly related "to peace among nations.

. Their extraordinary dedication to peace -and decency earns them the
special recognition the Nobel Institute in Oslo can best zzve L

"*In persecuting theé Helsinki Monitors -- as in the current
cases of Ginzburg and Shcharansky -- the Soviets have violated
both international law and their own laws by conducting improper
searches, prolonged pre-trial detentions, and denzal of procedural
rights to defendants on trial."

The “onltorzng Groups have been nom1n1ted for the 1978 Nobel
Pcace Prize by parliamentarian groups in Norway, Belgium and
Grcat Britain, and by members of the U.S.. Commission on Secur1ty
and Cooperatzon in EBurope (CSCE).
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MEN AND ROMANIA

Statement of Senator Henry M. Jackson

Senate Finance Committee
Subcommittee on International Trade

Wednesday, July 12, 1978, 10:00 A.M.

Mr. Chairman: I appreciate this opportunity to give this committee

™ views on extension of our present trading relationship with Romania.

First of all, let me say that our country has a significant stake
in the continued existence of a Romania capable of an independent role

in important foreign policy matters.

I have had candid talks with Presgidszt Ceaucescu and other Romanian

officials. I found that they respac: Irarmx discussion of matters

whather we agree on them or not.

L4 -

Clmarly, it is in the interest of both the United States and Romania
that sourcas of tansion between us, such as disputses over the disposition
of emigration casas; ba rssolvad as amicably as possible. We fo: our
part have shown considerable patience in the years since Romania first
became eligible tbr MFN as the Romanians have endeavored ﬁo resalve
many cutstanding cases.

In a gpirit of cooperation much can bes done to advance the cause
of personal liberty for those wishing to leave Romania ~-= usually to be
reunited with loved ones ~-~ and to advance the economic progress of the
Romaniaﬁ pecpla. Horeover, the United States wishes to encourage the
countries of Eastearn Europe effectively to assert their legitimate claim
to greater autonomy in the face of Soviet demands and overwhelming

Jviat power,

The further extension of MFM and economic credits for Romania -— an

r —— —— e —— i ——— + ot meme
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* axercisé of' accommodation on both sides -- is a realistic reflection of

our mutual intarests. 53

Needlass to say, this will continue to bs the casa only so long as
Romania sincerely lives up to its pledge of the humanitarian treatment of
emigration casas. I hope and trust that Qe will continue to work éoqeth.:
to resolve those cases still outstanding, and that in so doing we will

place U.S.-Romanian relations on an increasingly sound and stable basis.

I've always believed that among the internationally recognized human
r i1ts none is more fundamental than tha right to emigrate. Freedom to
emigrate can be accomplished without causing fundamental changes in the
internal structure of many states which today deny their citizens the right
_to leave. It need not be considered, and indeed is not, interference in
another state's internal affairs to insis<e :haé the right to free

eniqration; which has been enshrined in international law, be honored.

That, I believe, is why the Cc:;£§£§ nas attached special importance
to the right to emigrate, and why that right is a central feature of so
many international agresments.

The éxpc:ienca~with Romania illustratas the value to.all parties of a
;onstznctive'appruach'to existing United States law conditioning MFN and
czoditi to non-market countries on the :.lnxation of rist:ictions cﬁ
emigration. While some countries have chosen confrontaticn, eth@rs, likae
Remania, have preferrad cooperation -- a result that has served the in-

tesrests of both our countries and the cause of intarnational human rights.

Holding thesa viaws, and after thorough consideration of the reccrd,
I urge this committee to recommend to the Senats axtension of the waiver

as raquasted by President Carter.
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U.S. Senator'Henry M. Jackson of Washington (202) 224-9378

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

Tuesday, July 11, 1978

STATEMENT ON ALEXANDER GINZBURG
Press Coriferenca Sponscfed by

the Alexander Ginzburg Defemse Conmittee '
Room 2200, Reyburn Building, Tuesday, July 11, 1978

It is a great homor to share with Mrs. Natalia Solzhenitsyn and other
nu_lbers of the Alexander Ginzburg Defm;e Commiztee this occasion to speak
out t:or a good and brave man who yesterday went onmal in Kaluga for
charity toward political prisoners and :h&r"fnﬂiﬁ,“md for speaking the
tzuth about Soviet non-compliance with international ac;ords on 'hgmn rights

to which the Soviet Union itself is a party.

The Ginzburg trial again raises the central question of Soviet
trustworthiness -« .43 the Soviet govermment ;1gns'-‘.i.nternutidnal agreements '
affirming the right to 5ustica, toithc free flow of information, and to the

Tight to emigrate, and then wantonly denies those rights.

The txrials that began yesterday are a direct challenge to the support
for fundamental human rights that this Administration, and this nation, has
elected to make a central theme of our foreign policy. There is no way that

. the Prasident can reconcile inaction in the face of the Ginzburg and Shcharansk

~

trials with any serious claim to leadership on behalf of human rights.
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We are not without resources to give substance to the claim that we
stand for international adherence to international agreements concerning

human rights. ) - .

The President has it within his power to disapprove the transfer of vital
American technology to the Soviet Union. He could have several pending Soviet

requeﬁts on his desk within the hour. He could disapprove them.

Lot ne give two exanples.' :

One: Dresser Industries proposes to build a mlti-uillion dollar plant

in the Soviet Union that would twrm out tungsten carbide oil drilling bits

" essential to the fm.'ther development of: Sovieﬁ enefty resouﬁas. Ipcluded
also is an electron beam welding capability. Soviet industry, like our own,
Tuns on oil. So do Soviet tanks and aircaft and navy vessels. This is no
time for the Administration to approve an export to the Soviets of American
technology t;u.t could assist them to fuel their industry, their army, navy anc
their air forcs. o B

Two:. The Administration is currently considering whether to approve the
sale to the TASS News Agency of n. Sperty Unilvac computer system vastly -larg'er
than any comparable system pM@ly sold to the Soviets and with capabiliti:
greatly in excess of existing transfer guidelines. This comes at a tims when
the American correspondents of the New York Times and the Baltimore Sun in
Moscow have had serious charges preferred against them by the Soviet governme
TASS, I need hardly say, is the Soviet Union's official p-ropagaﬁda. organ.
Many’of its so-called reporters aré in faet agents of the Soviet sccret polic

I call upon the President to disapprove these two license requests, and

do so this afternoon. 1I1f in responsc to the trials of Ginzburg and Shcharans




56

Qo
~~

-3 -

the President approves high technological assistance to Soviet industry, the.
Soviet armed forces, and the Soviet pr_dpaganda and intelligencs organ, he will
make a2 mockery of our nationzl policy to support fundamental internationally

recognized human rights.

There ars, of course, hundreds of_peﬁding requests for the transfer of
U.S. technology ia the Soviet Union. All of these requests should be reviewed.
Only the most compelling arguments for such trarut;erﬁ should be permitted to.
'prwa.il over the urgent need to take a;ction in response' to these ;:utrageous
trials and to the pattern of the unremitting sbuse of human rights that they
synbolizc.'
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Rews Irom:

senator henry m. JAICKEDM

- * FOR RELEASE: P.M.'s

Monday, April 10, 1978

TEE JACKSON AMENDMENT
and
FREER EMIGRATION

Remarks by Senator Henrvy M. Jackson

: . National Leadership Assembly
of the National Conference of Soviet Jewry
Monday, April 10, 1978, 8:30 A.M.
The Intarnational Inn, Washingtom, D.C.

I am.pleased to be with you for what has now becomé an aqnual
event -— a chance to join with the National Conferance on Soviet Jewry
at its Washington Conferance. This is far from the worst moment in
the history of the struggle of the Soviet Jews to obtain their £reedom:‘
unhappily, it is also far from the best. The pqint is == and it is my
thaqn today -~ that we are enéaqod in a great historic process, in a
struggle of which each momentary skizmish«of battle is but a small

:part,ina contest of will and resolve in which victory will turnm on
steadfastness and courage. I am confident that the Soviet Jews will
pravail in the long run because they have the will to stay the course
no matter how uneven the odds against them.

ft took us two and a half years to get the Jackson Amendment
adopted. But when the dust had cleared, the Congress of the United
States had passed the first statute in this century linking econcmic
policy witp respect for international human rights.

" In supporting the Jackson Amendment for freer emigration, we have

tm e e ———— —— -
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international law on our side. By adhering to the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights and to the UN Human Rights Conventions, and by signing
the Helsinki Final Act, signatories have made the right to emigrate a
matter of legitimate international concern -- indeed of international
respons i.bility .

Congressperson Pat Shroeder recently returned from Moscow whars
Professor Naum Maiman asked her to deliver to me a letter and a statement
entitled "The Jackson-Vanik Amendment”. In his letter Professor Meiman
writes that, "Academician Sakharov has read this statement and expressed
full agreement with it." I want to read Profassor Meiman's statement
to you bscause I believe the views that ought to carry the greatest
weight are those of the men and women who are on the front lines in the
Soviet Union. We are the support troops. _We can help. We can encourage.
We can speak and we can legislate. But it is they who bear the gresatest
burdens —— for themselves and for those who will come after tham. Here
" is what Profcisor Meiman says in his statement dated March 8; 1978:

. "The Jackson-Vanik amendment is a constant target of
attack by the Soviet mass media. It aggravates American-Soviet
relations and has not achieved its inmmediate goal of facilitating
emigration from the USSR, particularly for Jews. This rouses
doubt in a certain section of the Amarican public as to the ad-
vigsability of preserving the amendment. Notice should he taken
of the systematic campaign against the amendment by a2 narrow,
but active group of businessmen, such as the management of Pepsi-
cola, who are specially interested in Soviet trade. The clash of
views and opinions compels me to present my stand on this
question. .

“I believe the Jackson-Vanik amendment is of far greater
importance than transient politics. Perhaps it will be properly
assessed with the passing of time. The amendment is more than
an important Act of Congress. It is something altogether new,
something unprecedeanted. For the first time in history the
top legislature of a great country deemed it necessary to pass

a law supporting one of the basic human rights, that of freedom
of movement, on a global scale. This right was throughout
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o history the main criterion, the main test, distinquishing the
: freeman from the slave and the serf.

The Jackson=-Vanik amendment created an entirely new
situation, making it impossible once and for all to consider
freedom of emigration as a domestic affair of the country from
which one wishes to emigrate,

This is understood perfectly by the Soviet Government,
which has to take it into actual acsount in spite of all the
thunder in the Soviet press. The Soviet Government quite
soberly sees the amendment as a political reality.

Over a long range the Jackson-Vanik amendment is one of
the most effective ways to assist the emigration movement. I
am convinced that it will still play an extremely substantial
role in promoting freedom of amigration.

The amendment has gained special significance since the
Belgrade Conference, where the USSR in fact refused to carry out
its human rights commitments under the Helsinki agreements. The
Belgrade Conferenca highlighted the need for permanent practical

- measures to make the USSR respect human rights.

Let me underscore that the Jackson~Vanik amendment is important
not only for Jewish emigration, even not only for any kind of
emigration. It is a stimulus in the general efforts for human
rights. R

Lat me close by noting that the amendment has already
produced telling, though not always apparent, results.

There are grounds to maintain that it has restrained the

Soviat authorities from committing further, stronger reprisals
against participants in the emigration movement.”

The Senata made the Jackscn amendment the law of the land in. the
Trlde Act of 1974 by a vote of 88~3. President Carter has plecdged, in
writing, the full implementation of the amsndment. But we keep dis-
covering Members of Congrass moved by special economic interests, and =
buresucrats who have not gotten the message, who want to nibble away
at the Jackson amendment, or repeal it outright.

They want to reverse the course wpon which we set when we
tied trade benafits for the Soviets to a liberalization of their

emigration practices.

e e
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- ' Righ£ now efforts are underway by some Senators to try to
grant credits to the Soviet Union andé other non-market countries, with
no quid pro quo whatsoever in freer emigration.

" We must resist these efforts -— we must persuade their
proponents if possible, and defeat them on the Senate floor or in the
contest of public opinion if personal persuasion doesn't work.

The underlying logic of the-Jackson amendment is simple: " we have

proposed to the Soviets that they relax their restrictions on emigration
and that we, in turn, relax our restrictions on access to our market and
cradits. They have so far refused our offer. So we must do the same.
We must continue to withhold credits and most favored nation status. To
do otherwise would be to throw in the towel, to run up the white flag —
to tell the Soviets that they can have the economic benefits they desire
wiﬁhout giving anything in ratuzn.. .

I believe the proposition we have put to them is one that they
will eventually recognize as reasonable and one that they will eventually
come to accept.

The Soviet economic future is bleak in so many areas =-- agricultu:
high tgchnology,‘enprgy and:manpower. The Soviets stagger under a
military budget that takes twice as much of their resources as our
budget takes of ours.

| As the Soviet economy deteriorates, the continued practice of
‘rnprassive emigration becomes increasingly costly. We can afford to be
patient until the Soviets recognize where their real interests lie. The.
Jackson amendment constitutes. just the sort of leverage that we ought
to be using on behalf of basic human liberties.

I urge you to make it clear to the executive bureaucrats and
to the Members of Congress that you expect them to implement the Jackson

amendment fully:; there will be no MFN, there will be no credits until
there is a flow of people.

As we talk about free trade, let us talk about free people.
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news from:

senaior henry m. l.%%%
8ifan Corcaren, Press Secretary, 202~224-3441

" FOR RELEASE: A.M.'s
Friday, Jamuary 27, 1978

REMARKS BY SENATOR HENRY M. JACKSON
The Coalition For A Democratic Majority Dinner
In Celebration of its Fifth Anniversary
January 26, 1978, 7:30 P.M.

Sheraton Park Hotel, Washington, D.C.

I want to welcome all of you to this gathering of the Coalition for A
Democratic Majority.

ﬁe Coalition's Fifth Birthday is cause for celebration. Five-year-olds
are supposed to be seen and hot heard. The Coalition has been uboth seen and
heu-.d since its founding. It is a robust and healthy five-year-old and we can
take pride in that fact. ’

. . *

We are gathered together tonight to honor some absent fﬁends: those
brave men and women who have dared to insist that their government abide by the
humen rights provisions of the Helsinki Final Act.

Some languish in exile. Others are behind the barbed-wire and gun towers
of the labor camps. Still others continue to risk arrest and punishment to
carry on the struggle for individual rights in the Soviet Union.

I am proud to join in honoring them.

We have filled this ;:oon tonight to say zo Orlov and Rudenko and Ginsburg
and Slepak and their collengt;es: -you are not alone.

Ne have filled this room tonight to say to thc'SQViec érosocucor: stop

this ridiculoys attempt to accuse Anatoly Shcharansky of spying -- let this
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brave and long-suffering young man leave and join his wife.

We have filled this room tonight to say: the great tradition of a
commitment to individual liberty is alive and well and living in Washington.

The Coalition for a Democratic Majority is serious about the cause of
human rights. Not just this month or this year. But unceasingly. After all,
we fought for human rights before it becaze fashionable. And we will continue
even after the fainthearted have tired of the struggle. Persistence has its
rewards, my friends. And Simas Kudirka is with us tonight to prove it.

- . *
In 1972 I introduced in the Senate an amendment that made trads

concessions to the Soviets contingent upon a liberalization of emigration

.policies that had turned the Soviet Union into the world's largest prison.

It was opposed by the Nixon Administration.

It was fought by some self-interested businessmen who thought.théy saw
great profits out of trade with the Soviets.

It was opposed by the detente theorists who subscribed to the view
that to get along, it was necessary to go along.

It took us two.and a half jens-to'get the Jackson amendment adopted.
But when the dust had Elenred, the Congress of the United States had passed the
first statute in this century linkini aeconomic policy with respect for intsr;
national human rights.

In supporting the Jackson amendment for freer emigration, we have
international law on our side. By adherinz to the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights and to the UN Human Rights Conventions, and by signing the Helsinki
Final Act, signatories have made the right to emigrate a matter of legitimate
international concern -- indeed of international responsibility.

The fight for the Jackson amendment was long and hard. The Soviets and
their friends lobbied and threatened and cajoled and maneuv;red. When they

thought they could defeat us by defusing the issue, the Soviets temporarily
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opened the gates and let rore than 57,300 out in two years while the amendaent
was pending in the Congress. They have turned the flow of exit visas on
again and off again in a cynical campaign to influence the Congress, to weaken
our resolve.

In the three years since Qe passed the amendment, the Soviet economy
has stagnated, her hard-currency debt has mounted and her prospects have
become increasingly bleak. Labor and energy shortages arz on the horizom
while the Soviets stagger under a military budget that takes twics as much of
their resources as our budget takes of ours.

Now, the Jackson amendment is based on the simple principle that the
Soviet leldcrﬁhip must choose between the denial of basic rights and economic
_asgistance from us. They camnot have both. .And as their economy deteriorates,
the continued choice of repression becones more and mevre costly. We can afford
to be patient until the Soviets recognize where their true in:eres§§ lie.
Three years after its passage in the Cangre;;, the Jackson amendment canstizutes
the sort of leverige that we ought to 5 using on behalf of fundamental libertie:

The Carter Administration has co:mittgd itself to human rights. Presiden:
Carter has pledged, in writing, the full implementation of tke Jackson amendment
But like bad pcnnies,‘we ksep turning up bureaucrats, in this agency or that,
who haven't got the message -~ who draft position papers and circulate memos
speculsting on and sometimes urging repeal of :ho_an-nd-nt.

I call upon the President to instTuct the executive agencies -- the

State Department, the Treasury, the Comzsrce Department -- to join the

_Administration's campaign for human rizhts. I urge Presidsnt Carter to make

it clear to the bureaucracies in Moscow and in Washingtonm that we are going
to implement the Jackson amendment full:; there wil: be no MFN, there will be
no flow of credits until there is a flow of people.

As we move to increase trade, let us move to decrcase tyranny.
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As wo talk about free trade, let us talk about free people.
We are serious abdut huran freedom.
. . .

My friends, we must press our comuitment to human rights in our relations
with the Soviet Union, not only because this commitment is a most solemn pledge,
not only because these values are right in themselves, but because it must be
a puzrposs of our reslationship to help bring the Soviet Union into the commmity
of nations -- to hasten the end of what that great and couragecus man, Andrei
Sakharov, has called "an intolerable isolation, highly perilous for all mankind."

Without greater individual liberty in the Soviet Union, without greater
freedom of conscience, without the ‘frn'r flow of people and ideas across the
barriers that divide East from West -- thers can be no sﬁre movement toward
a more pesceful \forld. It we permit the human rights struggle to falter, we
will not only fail ta keep oqur own most solemm commitments, we will, in the long

run, fail to keep the peace.
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WASHINGTON, TUESDAY, JUNE 14, 1977

No. [02

Senate

HUMAN RIGHTS AND THE JACKSON-
VANIK AMENDMENT

© Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, because
of the special concern of Congress for
the right to free emigration, I ask unani-
mous consent that the text of my ad-
dress on June 14, 1977, to the Congres-
sional Forum of the National Confer-
ence on Soviet Jewry be printed in the
Rxcorp. )

There heing no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed {n the Rxconro,
as follows:

HumaN RIONTS AND THE JACKSON-VANTE
N AMENDMENT :
{ Remiarks by Senator Hxwey M. Jacksow

In the area of the defenss of human rights
the naw Administration has departed marked-
1y from ' its predecessor. Those of us in the

freedom to leave s
final lifeline for victims of racial, religtous,
and political persscution. I remind you that
the Senate made the Jackaon-Vanik amend-

spDlies to Jews and Gentiles, without dis-
crimination op the basis of race, religion, or'
national origin. The fact is that tens of
thousands of people——Jews and non-Jews
slike=-have sscaped from persecution and

I want to commend President Carter for
his comnsitment to lmpiement the Jackson
l.;l;r;ndment. He wrots me on September 29,
19762

“I share your deep comcern over the pro-
tection of human rights and freedom of emi-
gation in the Soviet Union and throtighout
the worid. The legisiation which you c¢o-
suthored, which is now the law of the land
and which is aimed at securing those rights,
will be effestively implemented by s Carter--
Mondals on. As the platform of
our Party makes clear, ‘America must take a
firm stand .to support and implement exist-
ing U.S. law to bring about liberalization of
emigration’ policy i countries which limit
or proliibit free emigration’.’
L 4 L . L ] L ]

Now as before there are great pressures to

the governments of the

ve made the right to emigrate a
of justified internationsl concern and
international responasibility.

including one’s own. That declarstion was re-
afirmed in the Intsrnational Convention on
the Hlimination of All Forms of Racial Dis-
crimination of 1968 and the Intermational
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights of
1966, each of which was ratified by the So-
vist Union. Moet recently, in the Helsinki
Pinal Act, the 38 signatories, including the
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Semzte

FREEDOM OF EMIGRATION

Mr. JACESON. My, President, I am
pleased to be a cosponser of Senate Con-
current Resolution 7.

I want especially to emphasize that {n
the struggie for the right of {ree emigra-
tion the world’'s peoples have interna-
t.onal law on their side. Article 13 of the
Declaration of Human Rights—unani-
mously adopted in 1948—afirms the right
10 leave any country, including one’s own.
That declaration was reaffirmed in the
International Convention on the Elimi-
nation of All Porms of Racial Discrimi-
nationn of 1965 and the International
Covenant on Civil and Pelitical Rights of
1966, each of which was ratified by the
Soviet Union. Most recently. in the Hel-
«inki Pinal Act. the 33 signatories, in-
ciuding the Soviet Union. agreed to act i
conformity with the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights.

In short, Mr. President, the govern-
menss of the world have made the right
to emigrate a matter of justified imter-
national concern and of recognized inter-
national responsihilic:-. i

The Congress has particularly empha-
sized lhis right to {ree emigration he-
cause the freedom to leave a country is
the traditional flnai lifeline for victims
of racial, religious, and political persecu-
t103. T reminid you that the Senate made
the Jackson-vanik amendment the law
of the land in the Trade Act of 1374 by a
vote of 88 to 0. That ameudment states,
n essence, that if the Soviets and other
Zastern bloc countries want U.S. trade
concessions and special subsidies. they
will have o moderate their restrictive
policies on the emigration of their citi-
zens. The amendment applies to Jews
and gentiles. without diserimination on
the basis of race, religion, or national
origin.

The amendment does not affect nor-
mal trade on a pay-as-you-go basis. It
withholds special U.S. trade concessions
.and unlimited U.S. credit until the trad-

ing pariner moves substantially to re-
spect the obligations on freer emigration
which it has previcusly subscribed to in
solemn international agreements.

The Jackson-Vanik amendment does
not interfere in any country's internal
affairs; We simply ask in that amend-

ment that a nation respect e right to
free emigration which is established in
internaticnial accords and agreements 0
‘which that nation itself is a party.

Last Wecneaday afternoon, I had the
honcr to spend an hour with the heroie
Russian human rights leader. Viadimir
Sukovsky. As we all know, Bukovsky has
only recently reached the West after sgu-
fering repes.ted imprisonment in Russian
jails and L.same asylums because of his
courageous deferse of humauitarian
values. I was very moved when Bukovsky
told me that just that morning he had
told a hearing of the U.S. Helsinki Com-
mission that “the Jackson amendment
was a tremendous moral victory for th
United States.” :

The fact is that tens of thousands of
people-~Jews and non-Jews alike—have
escaped from persecution and repression.
becsuse of the Jackson-Vanik amend-
ment on {reer emigration. It was only
after Henry Kissinger turned his back on
the amendment and pledged that the
Ford administration would try to destroy
it that the Kremlin tightened up the
SCTewS again.

If the Soviets want to have some of the
trade Genefits from this country that
other nations enjoy—-iet them at least
honor the basie right to emigrate.

In this connection, I want to com-
mend President Carter f{or his support
af the Jackson-Vanik amendment. He
wrote me on September 29, 1976:

I shore your deep conceru over the pPro-
teczion of human rights and {reedom of emi-
gration in the Soviet Union and throughout
the worid. The legislation which you co-
authored. which is now the law of the land
and which 1s aimed at securing those rights,
wiil be effectively implemented by a Carter-
Aiondale Administration. As the piatform of
our Party makes clear, “America must take s
firm stand 0 support and {mplement. exist-
ing U.S. law to bring about liberalization of
emigration policy in countries which limit
or prohibit free emigration.”

I am glad to join today in suppart of
Senate Concurrent Resolution 7 which
underlines our steady, continuing con-
cern that the Soviet Union, and other
natfons. hanor the obligation they have
unidertaken in international agreements
to respect the internationally recognized
elementary right of free emigration.
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Senate

INTERNATTIONALLY RECOGNIZED
HUMAN RIGHTS.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, in the
past week world attention has been
focused on the renewed efforts of the
Soviet Government to silence—and to
imprison—an extraordinary group of

human rights activists. The human
- rights movement in the U.S.S.R. is not

only the conscience of that unhappy.

country, it is also one of the best hopes
that the Soviet Union can be brought
to respect internationally recognized
standards of conduct. It is for these
reasons that the Senate of the United
States should address the recent devel-
opments in the Soviet Union and ree-

ognize their great importance. For the

issue of human rights is fundamentale
and certainly cenmtral to our foreign
policy. ’
- When I first entered the Congress in
1941 the worid was already in the midst
of World War II—a conflict to deter-
mine whether Western civilization and
its values would survive. The real horror
of modern totalitarianism became fully
apparent only after the conclusion of the
war when we learned the whole and ter-
“rible history of the Nagi rewime. I visited
Buchenwald just after its liberation, and.
was profoundly moved. I believe the
world inherited an obligation to insure
that such barbarous crimes are never
again repeated. ’ :
Americans learned more slowly per-
haps but no less surely of Soviet totali-
tarianism, of mass executions and de-
portation, of the “Gulag Archipelago.”
In 1968 I talked to Robert Conquest, the
British author, and read his classic book
‘“The Great Terror.” That monumental
work definitively describes the dreadful
authoritarian excesses in the Soviet
Union that still haunt the world. The
bloody massacres, the suppression of
whole peoples, the persecution of racial
and religious minorities, the mass im-
prisonment of individuals for their poli-
tical views—all these are sources of in-
ternational instability and turmoil. In-
deed, we have learned that governments
that engage in wholesale violations of
human rights are, more often than not,
threats to the peace.
The fact that modern society can be a
mask for ancient brutalities explains, I
think, the strong interest of the Ameri-

can people in human rights on a world-
wide basis. In 1948, with the spirited
leadership of Eleanor Roosevelt, the
United States pressed for the adoption
of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights. We did so precisely because we
had learmned that those deprived of their
basic rights {n any one country needed
the protection of international law even
against their own governments. TheDec-
laration—unanimously adopted by the
U.N. General Assembly—sets forth
standards of individual liberty in a
splendid, pioneering '“Bill of Rights” for
the world.

The Declaration affirms the right to
{reedom from torture and {reedom from
arbitrary arrest. detention or exile; it af-
firms the right to leave any country, in-
cluding one’s own; it affirms the right to
freedom of peaceful assembly and asso-
clation; it affirms the right to freedom
of opinion and expression: and it em-
phasizes freedom of thought, conscience -
and religion. and freedom—either alone
or in community with others and in pub-
lie or private—to manifest one's religion
or belief in teaching. practice, worship,
and observance. '

Subsequently this U.N. Declaration
was reaffirmed in the International Con-
vention on the Elimination of all Forms
of Racial Discrimination of 1965 and the
International Covenant on Civil and Po-
litical Rights of 1968, each of which was

- ratified by the Soviet Union.

Most recently, in the fina] act of the
Helsinki Conference—33 Euronean coun-
tries. including the Soviet Union. to-
gether with Canada and the United
States—have agreed to act in conformity
with the Universal Declaration of
Human Richts. While the Helsinki Ac-
cords dealing with specific rights are
often {mprecise and hedged, they never-
theless constitute an official commitment
by the governments that—

In the fleld of human rights and funds-
mental freedoms. the partizipating States
will act in conformity with the purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Na-
tions and with the Universal Deciaration of
Human Rights. They will alsh (uifill their
obligations as set forth in the international
declarations and agreements in this field, in-
cluding inter alla the International Cov-
enants on Human Rights, By which they may
Be bound.

So. in the struggle for human rights
and fundamental {freedoms the peoples of
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t.he world have internarticnal law on their
side. Their governments have made in-
dividual rights and free contacts matters
of legitimate international concern—in.
deed of international responsibifity.

Mr. President, the bright promise of
these international accords has not been
realized. Abuses of human rights con-
stitute a continuing chronicle or suffering
and injustice.

Qurs is not only a humanitarian con-
cern {or our {ellow men and Womef—
although I personally believe that alone
would justify efforts on their behalf.
There is also the matter of contributing
to the achievement of a more civilized
world, the only kind of world where peace
can flourish. For real peace must be based
on international trust and openness,
measured in part by increased respect
for the standards which the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights enshrined
in the body of international law.

We must be willing to use our humsan
rights concerns in the bargaining process
with other nations. Nations seek our
grain, our arms, our technology. Why
should we not seek greater protection
for internationally recognized human
rights?

That is the essence of our effort in
Congress to piace America's economic
power behind the basic right to emigrate.

Of all the individuval liberties con-
tained in the UN. Declaration of Human
Rights, none is more fundamental than
that in article 13—the right to {ree emi-
gration. The Congress has particularly
emphasized that right, because it is the
touchstone of all huwman rights. The
right to emigrate is critical for oppressed:
minorities, disaident intellectuals, and
divided families. It Has been the tradi-
tional, vital lifeline for victims of re-
ligious and racial persecution through-
out the world, many of whom found re-
Hef in the United States and helped to
establish the f{resdoms we take for
granted in our own couniry.

Virtually all of us owe our American
citizenship to the right to emigrate,
There is a famous story about Frankiin
D. Roosevelt once causing a great stir
by addressing an audience of the DAR
as “My fellow immigrants . . . ."” But
the fact is, as I often remind American
audiences, we are a nation of immi-

. grants—and that gives us a special re-

sponsibility for the right to emigrate.

The Jackson-Vanik amendment on
East-West trade and freedom of emigra-
tion is supported by an impressive coall-
tion of groups representing diverse re-
ligious and ethnic backgrounds. It be-
came part of the law of the land in the
Trade Act of 1974. It states, in essence,
that ‘if the Soviets and other Eastern
bloc countries want U.S. trade conces-
sions and special subsidies. they will have
to moderate their restrictive policies on
the emigration of their citizens. The
amendment applies to Jews and Gentiles,
without discrimination on the basis of
race, religion, or national origin.

70

Also. the amendment does not affect
normal trade on a pay-as-you-go- basis.
It simply withholds special trade conces-
sions and unlimited U.S. credit until
the trading partner moves substan-
tially to respect the obligations on freer
emigration which it has alresdy sub-
scribed to in solemn international agrec-
ments. The Jackson amendment, far
{rom being an intrusion into anyone’s
internal affairs, is one small step along
.the road to an international community
based on law.

Tens of thousands of people—Jews and
non-Jews alike—have escaped {rom
captivity, because of the Jackson-Vanik
amendment on {reer emigration. It was
only after Henry Kissinger pledged that
the Ford Administration would try to
destroy the amendment that the Krem-:
lin tightened the screws once again. If
the Soviets want some of the trade bene-
fits from the United States that other
countries enjoy—let them at least honor
the right to emigrate.

Mr. President, it is of profound ime-
portancs that our country—as the leader
of the free nations and the most in-
fluential voice in Western public opin-
jon-—use the opportunities we have to
promote greater respect f{or interna-
tionslly recognized human rights. While
the United States can and must deal
with nations whose.systems of govern-
ment may be anathema to there
should be no doubt that the United
States stands opposed to flagrant viola-
tions of human rights and fundamental
{reedoms.

So I applauded the State Department’s
move this week in standing up for the
Russian poet Alexander I. Ginzburg in
the name of internationally accepted
human rights.

Tt hiss often been the case that senior
officials in the Department of State—
who tend. naturally perhaps, to value a
superficia: cordiality—shy away from
out on behalf of human rights,
where doing so may be regarded as an
frritant in our relations with authori-
governments.

E

saying at hig first press conference this
intends to speak out
strongly behalf of
human r:ights, expressing at the same
time his deep regret at the incarceration
of Alexander I. Ginzburg.

Today—-in the presence of my Senate
colleagues—I want to protest the arbi-
trary arrest in the last few days of Alex-
ander I. Ginzburg, Yurt Orlov, and My- .
kola Rudenko.

Alexander I. Ginzbhurg is a disttncuish
ed human rights leader—an inmate of
the Gulag Archipelago with Alexandr
Solzhenitsyn—and is the administrator
of the fund established by Solzhenitsyn
to sustain political prisoners and their
families, '



- Physicist Yuri Orlov, 2 long-time meme-
ber of the Moscow human rights move-
ment, is.a founder of the unofficial
U.S.S.R. group monitoring compliance
with the humanitarian provisions of the
Helsinki final act.

Mykola Rudenko, Ukrainian writer and
member of Amnesty International, is
head of the Ukrainian committee moni-
toring implementation of the Healsiniki
agreement. '

There is some talk that the arrest of
these three human rights Jeaders is a de-
liberate test of the will and staying
power of President Carter. This may be
s0; and, if it is, the President made a
good start in his press conference re-
sponse this week. The President’s deter-
mined followup will be of central im-
portance.

There 13 also the fact that the Soviet
Union is seeking to throttle the Soviet
citizens wha are trying to promote the
observance of the humanitarian articles
of the Helsinki Agreement. June 15-the
dats for the opening of the Belgrade
session of the CSCE~—is approaching.
These human rights defenders have been
exercising their intemationally afirmed
right to freedom of opinion and expres-
sion, informing the government signa-
tories to the Helsinki Agreement, as well
as the public at large, of cases of flagrant
violation of the human rights articles,
The Soviet authorities hear this criticism
and comment. and they hope to have it
silenced before the Belgrade meeting
gives the truth a world audience. -

The US.S.R. has bound itself to re-
spect the exercise of the right to freedom
of opinion and expression for its citizens
by becoming a party to the Universal
Declaration of Euman Rights, the Inter-
national Covenants on Human Rights
which it ratified. and by the Helsinki
Accords, which reafirm these earler in-

said, less than 1 month ago in a speech

at Tula: .

Standing now in the center of European
politics is the task of fully impiementing the
accords resched by 38 states & year and a
half ago in Heisinki We regard the PFinal
Act of the Buropean Conference as & code
of International obligations aimed at en-
suring lasting peace. Of course, all Its pro-
visions should be fuifilled and that s our
daily concern.

It is precisaly in the name of these
freely accepted international obligations
that I call upon Secretary Brezhnev to
release thess three heroic human rights
leaders and permit them and their col-
leagues to exercise their simple, elemen-
tary rights.

(Mr. DECONCINI assumed the chair.)

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JACK3SON. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator.

Mr. HEUMPHEREY. Mr. President, I rise
to join with the distinguished and

courageous Senator rrom wasqungton .,
his remarks today. I do so because 1
think a number of voices in the Senate
should be heard.

What has happened here {38 a gross
violation of human rights on the part
of the Soviet Union. What has hap-
pened here is a violation of internation-
ally accepted and agreed upon codes of
conduct and, as the Senator from Wash-
ington has pointed out, the Soviet
Union is a signatory to the UN. Declara-
tion of Human Rights. It was the central
force for the so-called Helsinki Agree-
ment. It afiixed its signature and its so-
called Zonor to that agreement. And it
behooves the people of the United States
and their duly elected representatives
{n Government from the President to the
Congress of the United States to maks
it manifestly clear that we expect that
these covenants will be obeyed and that
these covenants will be respected.

Mr. President, there is no greater force
that the United States has for interna-
tional peace and for international good
than to stand firm on the issue of human
rights. We cannot remake the governe
ment of other countries. That we know.
But we can at least st peoples around
the world and their leacers know that
we do not in any way modify our come
mitment or weaken our dedication to
the principle of humnan dignity and hue-
man rights.

We celebrated cur 200th anniversary
as. a nation and as a free independent
country. The whole theme of the Dec-
laration of Independence is the mes-
sage of God-given rights of life, liberty.
and the pursuit of happiness. .

The message of that declaration is
that governments were established
among men to secure these rights. For
the United States in any way to deviate
from those principles would be to weaken
ourselves and to deceive others.

- S0 I say to the Senator from Wash-
ington that the message that he has
given hers today speaks for me. I be-
lieve that it speaks for an overwhelming
majority of the Senate. I hope it speaks
for every Member of Congress, and I
think it does. I commend President Car-
ter on his stand on this great issue of
human rights. I see a new day in Ameri-
can foreign policy on this issue.

The best thing that our neighbors in
the Boviet TUnion can do—and I say
neighbors in the world sense—is to re-.
think what: they have done, and for
Secretary Brezhinev and his associates to
understard that the release of these
prisoners and the cessation of this har-
assment of their fellow citizens is the
one best way to secure the easing of ten-
sions and to find the path to peace. I
hope and pray that it will be done, and
T do not say that in anger or rancor. I
say it in a plea for sensitivity to social
justice, and I hope that the sensitivity is
there in the minds and the hearts of
the Soviet leaders.



- They have their opportunity now. The
message has been given, and I thank the
Senator from Washington.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, it goes
without saying that no one in this body
has been more effective In speaking out
on the subject of international human
rights than the distinguished senior
Senator from Minmesota. I think he
would agree with me that we have had
very fine bipartisan support for our ef-
fort to mske known ths views of the
Members of this body Iin connection
with a series of violations, may I say,
Mr, President, of international law.

Some people sometimes argue that we
are trying to interfere in the affairs of
another country. That is nonsense. All
we are asking, Mr. President, is that a
pation adhers to the standards of con-
duct established in internationsl acgords
and conventions to whickh they are a
party and which they have juridically
accepted as & part of international law.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. JACKSON. I salute the Senator
from Minnesota for his able remarks.

Mr, NUNN. Mr. President, may I be
recognized for 1 minute by unanimous
consent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection. it is so ordered.

Mr. NUNN. I commend the Senator
from Washington for his statement and
the Senator from Minnesota for his
" praise of that statement. I would also
like to join in the comments of the Sen-

ators concerning the position of [eader- -

ship thai President Carter has taken in
this regard. I belleve he is off to a good
start in this area of human rights.
. Mr. JACESON. I thank the Senator
from Georgis. Since he has come to the
Senste. he has participated effectively in
& number of our efforts to speak out in
behalf of individuals in the Soviet Union
and elsewhere who have been deprived of
the humen rights and basic freedoms to
which they are entitled under interna-
tional law.
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Septembex 23, 13878

The Honorable Henry Jackson ,
United States Seaate v .o .
137 014 Senate Office Building ) _
Washing:an. D. €. 2050 :

near Scoop: .

el

“I- am delighted that you arc cmpa:.gnmg in behela. of the
Cartor-idondale ticket. - In talking with our friends and supporters
I hope you will take the opportunity to convey my strong perscnal
interest in two issues of substantial :.mportnnce to the foreiqn
pol:.cy of our count:y. e o

R:.ght now, the Conqress has an opport\m:.ty to cnact d::e
fa.rst new laegislation in ten yvears dealing with. the Arab-sponsorsc
‘boycott of the State of Isrxael. We ought to resist ali attempes
by foreign governments to impose racial or religicus discriminatic

on American citizens as the price of doing business. Morscves,'
.i.n my judgment, legislation shouid be passed to make compliance -
with any secondary boycott of Israel illegal. I regret thak thg
Ford Administration continues to oppose such lagislation which
seeks only to bring America'’s cormercial practices into bar=ony
with America's humana principlaes.

I shara youxr daep concern ovar the protaction of human
rights and freedom of emigration in the Soviez Union and
throughout the world. The laegislation which you co-authored,
which is now the law of the land and which is aimed at securzring
those £ights, will be effectively impiemanted by a Carter—-iondale
Adnminigstration. As the platform of our Party makes clesar,
"America must take a firm stand to support and implement e*:is‘._*ng
U.S. law to bring ahout liberalization of emigration policy in
countries which limit or prohibit: frea emigxation.®

e i e mmms e v e w4 e e ————
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Senator. Henry Jackson -2- September 25, 1976

The 1976 election is an important nilestone in the
history of our country. It is an election where the
people will, I am confident, choose an Administration which
shares their belief in human decency and fairx play. I value
your support and help. ' ‘

Very truly yours,

3C:3

Jm{r/za/*;;e/r

—————— - o——— ——— ———— - —_——— e
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Senate

FREER EMIGRATION FROM SOVIET
UNION

Mr. JACKSON.. Mr. President, the
Jackson-Vanik amendment on freer emi-
gration is part of the struggle for human
rights for all peoples. The amendment
applies to nonmarket economy countries
and to all the peopls in those countries—
whether they be Jewish or Gentils, with-
gut discrimination on the basis of race,
religion, or national origin.

I believe that the day the President of
the United States makes it plain to the
Soviet leaders that he will uphold the law
of the land——that there will be no U.S.

us have fought for 30 long. -

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
martks on the struggle for freer emigra-
tion from the Soviet Union which I ad-
an

al molt-ravoreg-ORWOon STtatus ana access o
subsidized credits.

The fight for free emigration from the
Soviet Union is part of the larger struggle
for human rights 1 all lands and for all pec-
ple. We see |t taking place today in Rhodesia,
in Chile, {n the Far East and in Latin Amer-
ica. We see it, in the Soviet Union, among
Jews and Gentlles, {n the Baltic States, in
the assertion of new demands for local au-
tonomy. The struggle is being waged by Cath-
qlics, by Baptists, by Ethnic Germans and

that it was

The the Amsrican people has
besn overwhelming, a reaffirmation of our
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mise =ith an Administration that opposed
us every step of the way.

passage of the Jackson
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State sent the Kremlin an mouzimng-mufz.’ﬂon status and Exim credits if he certifies

sage: despits the assurances, despits the
negotiations, despits the Presidential pledges,
the Administration would work to wreck the
law of the land by contriving to give the
Soviets what they wanted. President Pord
echoed this dizmal message in his State of
the Union speech.

We always knew that even a negotiated
agresment with the Soviets could, if they s0
chose, be violated. We did not belisve that
the man who put {n writing the Soviet
pladge to permit freer emigration, the Sec-
retary of State, would vioiate his solemn
undertaking. And to this very day I remain
disappointed beyond my capscity to expresas
it at the esss with which the President of
the Unitad Statas cailously betrayed the con-
fidence we had placed in him in agreeing
to a compromise version of the Jackson
smendment.

From the time we met four years ago, at

way when individual liberty was thrsataned.
‘I believe that-our efforts that began in the

that doing so will lead to s significant ime
provement in Sovist emigration policy? Do
they know-=those who argue that s gestire
aow will free those who in the
camps—that the Jackson amendment gives
the President all the legal authority he needs
¢0 make the gesture they are urging? The
logic of the Jackson amendment is simple:
the Soviet rulers must choose between their
emigration practices and trade concessions
from the United States. They cannot have
both. Freer emigration will bring the trade
relationahip they desire, and it wiil do so
under the Jackson amendment. Those who
wish to modify the amsndment must under-
stand that they will relieve the Soviats of
the necessity to choose; for their approach
would enable the Sovieta to receive the
trade bepefits they desire without changing
their brutal and capriclous aemigration

icy.

I am not prepared to let the Soviets sscape
the choice they now face. We have seen the
results of giving the Soviets what they de-
sire first and weiting for the promise of prog-
ress on human righta iater. That s the
formula to which we succumbed at Helsinki,
It didn’'t work there and it will not work
here.
~What will work is patisnce, steadfastness
and unity within the government of the
United Statas. Nothing has been so damag-
ing to the cause of free emigration as the
Administration’s i{ll-conceived pledge to re-
ward the Soviets with a reversal of the Jack-
son amendment in return for Moscow's re-
fusal to honor ita pledge to freer emigra-
tion. The day that the President of the
United Statss makes it plain to the Soviet
leaders that he will uphold the law of the

_ land, that there will be 20 trade concessions

without movement toward free smigration.
we will see the beginning of the change for
which we have fought so long.

Let us look for that day=together
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Senate

AMERICA AND BEUMAN RIGETS

Mr. JACESQN. Mr. President, I ask
uranimous consent to have printed in
th> Rzcorn an address of mine entitled
“America and Human Rights” given ce-
{fore a World Affairs Council of Philadel~
ptia luncheon on April 19, 1976.

There being no objection, the address
w2s ordered to be printed in the Razcorp,
2s follows:

AMERTCA AND HUstanw RIGHATS
(By Semator Henry M. Jackson)

I am delighted to be here at the World Af-
fairs Council luncheon.

Two centuries ago, our Founding Fathers

the belisf that Amarica’s attain-
ment of greatses lberty would be accom-
praied by stmilar schisvements in other
parts of the world. This was & belief ground-
oc {n strong moral convigtion, but it siso rep-
resented & practical coz=clusion about ths
prospects of our democcatic soclety if the
world as & whkols were Intolerant of our
democratic walues. For us security, lUberty
acd peace have always been closely linked;
for we bDelleve thet trus pence reguires a
moral corsensus based on respect for the in-
dividual.

My talk today willi deal with this themo—
with the nsed for the Unitsd States to re-
main a champion of human rights—for I
belisve that such a stance serves ouwr best
national intsrest. And I shall siso speak of
tow cach of us can in qur own way individ-
usally champifon human rights.

Qut of the ashes and tragedy of Warid
War II and the Holocaust, thare 2roae &
Taitsd Nations intanded to promaoie world
peace and to protect fundamental freedoms
for all.

In 1948, the U.N. adopted the Universal
Dsclaration of Euman Rights, s splendid,
picneering docurnent which sst forth a kind
o2 Bill of Rights for the world. But the bright
promise of the universal Declaration has not
Ssen realized. '

South Africa and Rbhodasis engage in
raciam against blacks, sad Uganda does the
339 against whitas and browrns. The Soviet
Union commits poiltical protasters to insane
ssylums, stiftes the right of (ntellectuals to
s3eak thelr mind and publish their visws,
tnd denies its citizens the right to leave.
Syria psrsecutss its Jewish minority. Para-
guay abuses the Ache Indians. And India,
iz whom we had so much hope, is the latest
ration to suppress libariy and repress au-
man rights. -

‘The list ls not exhausted. The abuses of
hu=orn rights form an unhappy chronicle of
{njustice and despsir. R

Meanwhile, thers Ls n growth in self-serving
hypocrisy at the Unitsd Nations so that
human rights concerce are not dealt with on
hizir werits, but are exploited and manipu-

lated to serve polltical ends. In such aa
atmospaere, Zlonism Is outrageousiy equated
with rzcism. In such an atmosphere, repres-
sion In the USSR, or recism in Uganda never
even reach ths agenda of the Euman Rights
Commission; every day, principle is presti-
tuted to powerful voting blocs.

In the face of these developmants, the Ford
Administration has defaulted in the struggle
for human rights. Dr. Kissingers detente is
s body without a soul——a policy indiffarent
to human rights. .

Everyons across the country was shocked
when President Ford saubbed Nobel Laureate
Alexandr Soizhenitssyn.

For o brief moment we had a represents-
tive at the United Nations, Pat Moynikan—
who spoke up for human rights—but he wos
Quickiy and unwisely eased off stage.

I the United States does not stand up for
fresdom, who will? I bsliave it's time for &
foreign policy in Washington which reflects
our deepest beliefs 23 a people, which em-
bodies thenbest in our democratic and hu-
manitarian heritage.

America cannot be true to itself without
o commitment {0 human rights. Thie United
States was founded-—in this city—on that.
very commitment. And this ration has suf-
fered through great crisas whish tosted and
2Mrmad that commitmens: Ths Allar and
Sedition Laws, Secession, the Mitchell Palmasr
raids, the McCarthy hearings, aad Watergate.
all cheallenged our Uberties. Yet, lndividual
rights prevalled and those lipsea are lookes
upon ar woeful events in our history. If
Americs does not toke a strong stand for
human rights, we will have 2bandoned the
very hesrt and soul of our own tradition.

Moreover, furthering human rights has !m-
portant practicsl consequences. for world
stability ang peacs. The suppression of whole
peoples;. the persecution of reiigious and
racial minorities; the imprisonment of in-
dividuais for their poiitical views remain
msajor sources of International iastabliity
and Surmoil today.

On the other hand, the freer exchange of
Ideas across nstional frontiers is a vital in-
.gredisnt (n building the kind of {ntana-
tional understanding that a genuine, stable
:.eace requires. Alexandr Solzhenitsyn said (t
:loquently in the address he propared te
deliver on acecepting the 1970 Nobel Prize for
Literatire:

“We are threztsncd by destructicn !'n the
fact that the physically compressed, strainec
world i§ not ailowwved to blend spiritually: the -
molscules of knowleds> and sympsathy ar
a0t alloswed to jump over from ons half &
the other. . . . Suppression of informatior
renders international signatures and agres
ments {llusory; within a muffled zone it cost
nothing to reinterpret any agreement, eva:
simpler—to forget {t, as though it had nevs
rezlly axisted.”

Furthermore, {n the strusvle for huma:
righis, we have (nterastional law on our sid:




The Declaration of Humsh Richts was re-

afirmed in the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rirhts and the Interna-
sional Conventlon on the Ellmination of All
Forms of Raclal Dlscrimination, waich the
Soviet Union ratifled in 1968 and 1989 re-
spectively. The Helein*{ accords. which the
Soviet Unlon joined in signing just last Au-
gust, also pledee all narticinatine stotes ¢
uphold ths Universal Declaration: indzed
they go considerably further (n promising
cooperation for the freer movement Of
peoole.

The United Statss and tis world commmu-
aity must not allow thoe Soviet Tnion to dis-
miss as “‘domestic privileges” or ss “private
husiness” its wholasnle vioiations of funda-
mental human rights. They are violations of
international law, pure and simple,

I belleve that tha American pecple and
their representatives {n Conzress have a bet-
ter understanding than the Pord Adminis-
tmailon of the need for a genuine, human
dectantc—a detentes which benefits the pso-
a3 of Zast and Tast, not a U.S.-Sovist
“srmula for capitulaiion on human rights.

That i§ why =y colleagues and I are noa
sponsoring legislation to set up a commis-
sion to monitor comnilance with the human
Tights provisions of the Helsinki Accords.

And that is why we pasted the Jackeon
Amendment on Preedom of Emigqration. So-
Tiet ratification of the 1968 and 1559 Con=
ventions endsd once ard for all the pretanss
that Soviat emigratisn polizy is an Imnroper
cubject for action by the internationsl come
muaity. The Jackson amendment far from
being ar intrusion into anyone's internal
aZairs, i3 one small st along the read to an
{nterpational commuity based on levw.

Human rights concerns should be in tha
dey-to-day calculus of Amarican forelgn
relicy making. They should be felt at all
levels of Zorsign policy—not just a2 Moyni-
han spesking In splendid isolation at the
TM.—~but {n the diplomacy of ths President
end tas Secretary of State, In U.S. missions
ebroad, in bilateral nsgotiations, in interna-

t1902! monetary funds: in shert, feit in all

tha razches of our foreign poiley. Such is nos
the case now.

Anzwomnstb-wmm'taunmhmn'

Tights concarna in the

rith otkher nations. Nations seek our g'a.!.n.
our arms, our technology. Why should we
ot seek greater protection for internation-
elly recognizad human rights?

-And we must have better supportive orga-
nization. Ths human rights ofler iz ths
Stai> Department !s {n fact a none-entity.
Qur government should take the !nitiative
“0 roform the maze of obstacles which pre-
vents humen rights co'r'platnts trom belng
propeily heard at the U.N.

Above ali, we need 2 Chle! Executive and
A Secrotary of State who take seriously hu-
men rights {n foreign palicy.

S9 Jar I havs talked about the public s2c-
“or. But what cen ladividuals do=—in their
own vay?

Human rights have always nesded Mndf«
Tiducls who dare to resist injustice.

I think of Rosa 2arks, who simply re-
Jused to go to the back of a bus; I think of
unkrown freedom riders; I think of James
Mearacith, who dared to appiy t0 thos Unl-
78raity of Mlsslsslpptl: ol three young civil
rights <nricers wno dicd in Phiiadelphis,
Misslssinnl; of two young reporters on the
""n.smngror Post, who persisted in their in-
vestigntion of Watergete. Thase were oil prive
ate persons ol no great authority and with-
Ut repulation. Yet their accomplishments

are rmly inscribed in the annals of our hise
torv. — .

" faith, our representativo ingtit:

tos
- sl
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On the internatlonal scene, too, bands.of
dedicatsd individuals have achieved much.

Two oragnizations-—small organizations
with sparse funds and small resources—are
Amnesty . International and the Interna-
tionel League for the Rights of Man. Most
of their members are pesople like syour-
selves—people willing to work, to write, to
protast, to lift their voices.

Some years ago, the Luternational League
made contact with a small group of per-
sons In the Soviet Union who believe deeply
in intellactual freedom and who formed
o Moscow Human Righis Commitiae. The
leader of that committee was Andrei Sakha-
rov. Sakharov and Solzhenitsyn welcomed
contact with the League. They welcomed
the knowledge that they wers not in isola-
tion, that organizations which appeared be-
fore the T.N. were interested in their piight,
and that the outside world was not apathet-.
iz and remote.

And wwhan thes harrassment and repression
incTsasad (n the Sovist Union, the Laogus
heiped marshal writers, authors, sclentists
and others throughout the world to iift their
voices on behalf of Solzheniisyn, Sakharov,
and other beleaguered dissidents.

Valery Challdze, one of tha members of
the Moscow Human Rights Committee who
was axiled, analyzed it this way: He said he
did not tnow what would help the dissident
voices in the Soviet Union. But, he said, “T
only know that they will not be helpsd by
silence.” .

An arocused opinion has & power of its
own. And its power can sometimes be de-
cistve. We know that the aggragats of small,
powerless voices can ofien produce a lsver -
strong enough to mova tyTants, to obtain
relasse of political prisoners, to reducs san-
tsnces, to secure amnesties and to help
bring to the free world Valery and Galina
Panov, Leonid Tarassuk, Syiva Zalmsnson,
Alexander Gallch, Simas Rudirka, Pavel Lit-
vinov, Viadimir Maximov and so many ot.her
brave souls.

Thers i3, as you know, much talk about
the role of power in international affairs. But
physical rssources alons are not necsssarily
the best measure of national strength. An
Amaerican foreign policy which stressss our
basic values reflects, in fact, what w2 have al-
waYs tnown to be trus—that our damocratic
utions, free-
dom iiself, ara our mecst mportant stradagic
assats. And lat us remember ttat 'nutory is
on our side; for freedom. not tyranny, is stily
the Dasic acpiration of men snd women
in secisty.

Ganuine self-respect and .el.'-co-ﬂdence.
therefors, can give us 2 forsign policy that
is both patieat and deta-m.tnad—:-.nd. most
of all, committed to our bast mational pur-
poses.
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Senate

THE 27TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF
HUMAN RIGHTS

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, today,
the 10th of December, should be a day of
celebration. On the 27th anniversary of
the Universal Declaration of Euman
Rights, we 3hould be able to rejoicé in
great progress in the area of human
rights around the world. And the Nabel
Committee should be welcoming in Qslo
a great defender of human rights, Andrei
Sakharov, the recipient of the Nobel
Peace Prize.

But the dream of 27 years ago remains
a dream. The reality in too many parts

of the world {s a nightmare. And Sak- -

harov himself was refused permission to
accept his prize in person, refused the
elementary human right. guaranteed by
the Universal Declaration, “to-leave any
country, including his own, and to re-
turn to his country.”

This right, specifically, and the dec-
laration itself were reaffirmed in the
International Covenant on Civil and Po-
litical Rights and the International Con-
vention on the Elimination of All Forms
of Racial Discrimination. which the
Soviet Union ratified in 1968 and 1969
respectively. The Helsinki accords, which
the Soviet Union joined in signing just
last August. also pledge all participating
states to uphold the Universal Deciara-
tion; indeed. they go considerably fur-
ther in promising cooperation- for the
freer movement of people.

In legislative initiatives, I have associ-
ated myself particularly with the right
to emigrate because I believe it is the
touchstone of all human rights. It is the
lifesaving right of last resort for in-
dividuals or religious or ethnic groups
who either cannat tolerate or be tolerated
by their own governments. Moreover, as
long as this right is respected. govern-
ments must pay some lhions: ty other
rights or risk losing some of their most
valuable citizens.

Despita Soviet commitments in intar-
national agreements, and Soviet assur-
ances conveyed to the U.S. Congress by
President Ford and Secretary of State
Kissinger, the Soviet Union continues
its wholesale violations of the fundamen-
tal right to emigrate—a right especially
critical for minorities and intellectuals.

The Helsinki provisions on family re-
union should have a special meaning for

many people of Baltic descent in our own.
country. One especially poignant Lithu-
anian case concerns Martja Jurgutiene
and her 12-year-old daughter, who are
still denied permission to join their hus-
band and father in Chicago. She has
been living under constant threat of im-
prisonment for over a yvear and a half.

We are all aware that the Soviet Gov-
ernment. in Its determination to frighten
would-be emigrants away from the visa
office, subjects leading activists to har-
assment even more obscene than that
visited on lesser known applicants for
emigration. I am thinking of people like
Viadimir Slepak, Mark Azbel, and Vitaly
Rubin, who for several years have been
objects of particular harassment and
persecution because they have sought to
emigrate.

Another apparent target of this cam-
paign is Mark Abramovich of Kishinev,
whose application to emigrate has been
refused repeatedly since February 1973.
on grounds of previous army service—he
was demobilized in 1971. Abramovich's -
persistence in demonstrating for his
right to emigrate is now being met by the
sort of press attacks which have fre-
quently preceded condemnation to long
labor camp terms.

~Just such an attack was made on Dr.
Mikhail Shtern after his sons applied
for visas to Israel. Dr. Shtern. a well-
loved aad respected physician in
Ukraine. was arrested, convicted on
trumped-up charges at a show trial last
December, and sentenced to 8 years at
hard lahor. Already suffering from spinal
tuberculosis and stomach ulcers, he has
been subjected to such inhuman treat-
ment that he was unable to recognize his
wife when she visited him recently.

Ever since the Soviets reneged on the
agreed compromise on trade and emi-
gration In the Jackson-Vanik amend-
ment. the Ford administration’s policy
has been to join the Soviet Government
in seekirg to ignore international law
and emsculate our own.

And or, top of this shabby record, the
administration has now refused to co-
operate with the Congress in implement-
ing the Cranston human rights amend-
ment in the current Foreign Assistance
Act. That amendment states that it is the
sense of Congress that ‘“except in ex-
traordinary circumstances” security as-
sistance should be reduced or terminated
for “any government which engages in a




consistent pattern of gmss violations
of internationally recognized human

rights.” The legislation also calls on the -

President to provide Congress with re-
ports on the status of human rights in
each affected country. The administra-
tion has cavalierly defaulted on its re-
sponsihilities under this reporting pro-
vision on the peculiar grounds that hu-
man richts violations are just too"wide-
spread” in the nations we are aiding—
which is precisely the source of congres-
sional concern.

Therefore, to give further substance to
this concern, Senator CRANSTON has now
introduced a similar amendment, but
with language that would be binding on
the President, and I am proud to join him
as a cosponsor.

If any administration wishes to con-
tribute U.S. aid for purposes other than
progress toward a more peaceful and
humanitarian world, then the Congress
and the American people have the right
to demand an explanation. And i{f the
Ford administration insists on continu-
ing to send the American taxpayers’
money to bolster antidemocratic regimes
of either the left or the right—without
any effort to advance respect for basic
human rights and freedom of move-
ment—then it i{s up to this Congress to
undertake action stronger than nonbind-
ing sense-of-Congress statements,

And it is up to us here, today, to rededi-
cate ourselves to the goals of the Univer-
sal Declaration of Human Rights, which
the United States so proudly saw through

© to unanimous adoption by the United Na-

tions exactly 27 years ago. .
Mr. President, on November 18, th
Senate Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations, which I chair, heid a hear-
ing on the American role in negotiating
for progress on human rights- issues in
the international community, with an
emphasis on those rights associated with
ifreedom of expression. We were privi-
leged to hear testimony from a number
of distinguished American literary
figures, including Mr. Arthur Miller, and
it is especially appropriate today to call
the attention of the Senate to Mr. Mll-
ler's statement before the subcommittee.

I ask unanimous consent that this
material be printed in the Rxconp.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Reconrn,
as {ollows: )
STATEMEINT 37 ARTRUR MIrir: oN Farzpox 10

. WRITE AND PUBLIsK

This s an .imperfect worid. The United
States cannot go about lecturing other gov-
ernments on how to treat their own citizens.

-Let us do business, as much &8 We can

wherever we can and at the same time see O
our military defenses. The lntarnal affalrs of
other countries are not for us tq judge, any
mcTe than they have a right to judge us.

So runs the argument on which the policy
of detente (s based. It is clear, concise and
persuasive. The only trouble with it is that
it leaves out the facts.

We do not merely do business with certain
countries. We instituted what in egect was
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a financial blockade of the Allende govern-
ment in Chile and our influence was crucial
in toppling it. making way for the present
bloody dictatorship, and we are going to the
sid of that dictatorship.

We are not merely doing business with
the South Korean dictatorship which has
cancelled whataver democratic protections
its people once had. I will spare the Com-
mittee the long list of Latin American dic-
tatorships which we have either heiped to
set up or subsidized afterwards.

The problem is not how to justify inject~
ing moral judgments intc commercial transe
actions abroad, but how to justify our claim
that we are businessmen and do not attempt
to influencs the way foreign governments
treat thelr own people. We do 30 attempt and
we always have where it {srpogsible. and the
real problem now is how to make that influ-
ance positive, how to place our weight on the
side of human rights and the sanctity of the
human person.

We did this once. We came out of Werld
War II with a prestige unmatched by any
other nation In history. It was not merely
that we had demonstrated overwheiming
military power: the fact ls, the Russians
demonstrated an equal if not greater mili-
tary power. It was that the United States
represented freedom, the freedom to read, to
vrrits, to speak, to worship without hin-
drance by governmental posver.

Whay that prestige was lost is too compii-
cated s question to go {nto here. 1t is enough
to say that we compound that loss and we
confirm it with a foreign policy of a moral
eunuch. When we set up the West German
Government, we did 2ot tell them to do as
they pleased with lberty: our military and
financial support was contingent upon thair
rejecting a revival of Fascism.

Nor were we a perfect democracy at homse
then, any mote than we are now. But the
democratic {deal and the struggie to realize.
it were not irrelevancies as we faced the
worid. We were called hypocrites at worst,
and naive innocsnts at best, but for millions
of ordinary peopie everywhere that promise,
unrealized as it was, represented a goal and
4 human coatant for the otherwise terrifying
power we posssssed.

The sciuvtion is not to set up in the State
Departmer.t s new division which will read
moral lectures to dictatorships. I would sug-
gest instesd., that the Senate and Congress
begin by ifaforming the Administration. this
one and those to come, that the hard-won
wealth, the resources and the talents of the
Amsrican people are not to be travestied in
the support of anti-democratic dictatorships
20 matter how anti-Communist they adver-
tiss themssives to De.

I would suggest that if we will resolve to
clean our own hands, we will begin to move
away frony the defensiveness, the inner un-
certainty, the confusion which characterizes
our relations with the Soviet Union and the
Third Worid.

It is no-secret that detente i3 less a pollcy
than an agresment by ourssives and the
Soviet Union to leave the status quoO undise
turbed. This would be fine if it were poasible,
but it is lika commanding the sun not to
set, or summer not to change to fall, To live.
i8 to change, and a policy worth the name
either guides the future toward justice or
away, toward or away from a respect for
the human

In any case, detente {s right now far more
than the empty gesture it appears to be,
but its impact {s far more various than its
detractors or supportars are willing to see.



I% 18 certain, for example, that exchanges of
hockey teams, symphony orchestras, art exe
hibitions are weak reeds on which to build
& structure of peace. That two iron barreis
are bholtad together in space is bound to
strike us with limited amazement and hope
when down on the ground in Czechoslovakia
& whole generation of writers is still black-
Usted, still forbidden to publish their works,
thelir unfinished manuseripts swept of their
desks by the secret police. If American and
Soviet astronauts can tragsfer from one space
ship to another appiasuse comes hard when,
a8 Ludvik Vaculik has recently written, he
and other Czech writers cannot transfer a
thought from the right to the lsft sides of
their brains without fsar of retribution.

. It is foolish, however, to dismiss detente
a8 s gag. With all its insubstantiality it does
provide & rationale on which demands for
intellectual freedom can be based. It s
hardar t0 justify represaion as necessary for
aational sscurity when the eremy has to
some extent becoms a friend. From my own
experience (n Eastern Europe, I can say
that no dissident writsr has ever spokan
longingly of the Cold War situation. A rever-
sion by the United Statss to the old hostility
can only make it far harder for these pecple.
But Cold War or this moral impotence are
not the only options.

My own view is that detente at present
is a body without a soul, but that its promise
ls enormous if we will seize it. The fact is,
that the Heisinki accords bind both sides
t0 respect elementary human rights. Why

are wWe 30 powerless t0 speak to this issue?,

Is it that we fear the other side will start
making noises about the race situstion (n
Boston? The tortures in ocur client-state.
Chile? The re-arrest under fake charges of
the South Eorean poet, Kim Chi Ha?
" The answer is, not to sweep our own sins
under the same rug as the Soviets—or for
that matter, the sins of South Africs, but to

competition? .
The truth is that such eriticism s going
on anyway, but from the other side, not rom
ours, st least not openly, Dot as part of our
relationships with repressive regimes, And I
repeat, this super politeness, at least in part,
stems from a clouded conscience. But the

mal standards c2 respect for civil righta at
least in those countries whose dependence on
our support is nearly total. And if you say
that we cannot be held responsible for what
another government does, I can only answer
that we are already responsible when thas
government cannot exist excepting with our

This is not s question of coming cut with
high class spesches supporting academic or
inteilectual freedom. We are supporting re-

process we can twn to oUr new trading part-
ners and say, “We meant what we signed to
in the Helsinki accords; we are sctively work-

dependent on us—what are you doing %o
carry out the obligations in regard to human
rights that you signed to?™ This i3 not la-
terference in another coumtry's internal af-
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tairs! it is an attempt to implement a signed
agreement, and the Soviet Union has the
right, even the obligation,to demand that we
1ive up.to our part of it as wuil.

The question inevitably srises as to wheth-
er we should refuse, for example, to sell
wheat until the human rights provisions of
the Helstnki accords are lived up to. I be-
lleve {t would be unwise and unproductive
to equate sO many bushels witk so much
liberty. Besides, enlarging commerce not only
benefits both sides materially, it |3 also a
manifest of gocd will and good faith and as
suchrcan serve as a base upon which to bulld
s new forthrightness in our relationships
with the Soviet worid. To again think In
either/or terms at all times and in every
instance can only lead back to imipotence,
and on the Soviet side must lend justifica-
tion to those who can see ounly a threat to
Soviet power {n any deepening relationship
with the United States.

Detente may indeed be a gesture empty of
human content, but 3o is a letter of intent
that precedes & binding contract. As with
such a letter, everything depends on the
next steps, and we apparently have no inten-
tion of talking such steps. It is the business
of the Senate and Congress to decide whe-
ther such steps should be taken to implement
the Helsinki agreement.

For example, a specific number of writers
In Czechoslovakia (a country where large
numbers .of Soviet troops are stationed) s
dented the right to publish their works (o
the Czech or Slovak languages. Certain of
them have had their unpublished manue
scripts seized {rom their homes. Many, if nov
most of thess writers are former members of
the Communist Party and have never advoe-
cated a return to Capitaiism, nor do they
now. Their chief sin is to have advocated an
indigenous, independent Czech culture re-
sponsible to their own people rather than
the demands of Soviet authortties. The black-
list against these writers (s so broad that the
regime has found it lmpossible to staff a ilt-
Orary magazine or newspaper. ’

The situation of the Czech writers and in-
tellectuals s not. unique in a worid where
repressgion, jailing, and the outright murder
of writers LY their governments (s ordinary
news. But thers is one respect in which they
are special; they have nowhere to appeal for
relief.

As citizeas of s Socilalist country, it (s
futile to look to other Socialist states for
support, and their case s ambiguous in the
eyes of the European Left whose anti-capi-
talist stande mutes its indignation against
repression in the East.

The prospect, therefore, is that they will
continue to be sacrificed on the altar of
peace. The- Soviet Government evidently be-
leves that any liberalization will ultimately
menace its hegemony, and the United States
must blind {tself to what is happening or
risk Soviet displeasure.

It should be added that even (n other
Socialist cquntries the Czech situation is an
oml t. In Eungary, for example, I
could walk with Hungarian writers and meet
with them in restaurants without a secret
policermman dogging my footsteps. Not so (n
Prague where a plainciothesman will take a
table a fow feet away, openly and brazealy
waraing all concerned that the regime {s obe
serving them. I had a drink one night in a
Czech writer's home with five or six of his
colleagues present, when his teenage son
looked out the window and saw an unmarked
car drive up with piainciothesmen i{n (t; they
simply sat. there silently warning my host

~-that he was driving another nall into his
cofn.
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.~ International P.E.N., an organization of

© writers with centers in some seventy coune

trise, exista to defend the freedom of writers.
One of its oldest centsrs was in Prague, and
it still has thriving centsra {n all the other
Eastern European countries. The Prague cen-
tar no longer answers mail, it has been driven
to stlenice.

I have wulked In Prague with a certain
playwright whose works are played all over
Europe and in the United States; he once
bad his own theater and acting company.
He still writes plays and can send them out
of the country for production and publica-
tion, but like hls colleagues he cannot be
played in his owm country or in his own
languags. Moreover, the Czech newspapers
reported that he had emigrated, flown to the
West, no longer exists in Czechoslovakia, He
lUves and works quite openly in Prague, but
i3 & non-person to his compatriots. He 18 ale
lowed to write for export and his royalties
are taxed at ninety percent, a literary milk
cow, condemned but exploited.

The wives of these writers are not per-
mitted to hold jobe above the most menial
Taelr children are forbidden entrance in all
but the lowest grades of school. Women hold-

blacklist. Czechoslovakis lives undei 3 nere.

manent stats of McCarthyism from which
thers {s no appeal. .

Ualike Chile, South Korea, tke late regime
in South Vietnar and other places, the

. Uaited Statss is "ot responsible for this

dizistrous situst! .. But are we not ime
pli:itly assuming . esponsibil'‘y when we
s nge to utillzr : s Helsinl agresment
waich we signed .:.t. the Sov... Union ob-
J;sting both 4icc: 0 protec* certain ele-
L.entacy freednins t: our territ. ~'es? .

< 13 net tellipg you that th¢ « 2ech writers
tn 77 t3 ug for Lclp. It is far w:ov2 than that.
+ ~elleve they Rave long sinc: - :sumed that
= 2ave decliled to collabcrn * with the
~:7'at Union a8 a trading picr.iir and that
% ld unrealicile for tham to -(pect us to
rock the boat. And cthis 1s wh - ° eir situstion
is 30 meaningful; it has all ! : earmarks of
e long fuiure in whici. .mall nations
especially muist settle for ¢ modicum of
prosperity in exchange for wi.ch their souls
will be excisnd, quietly, remo :elessly, all for
& good cause, the cause of pance between
glants. .

I do neot bdelleve we have to cut out our
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tongues in order to reassurs any other coun-
try of our pesceful intentions, or that W
must adopt the impotence of mord
esunuchs so that the volumse of trade may
grow. The Hsisinki acoords explicitly
scknowledge that our relations with tke
Soviet Union encompass far more than trade,
far more than cuitural exchanges, and that
fundamental protections of human free-
dom on both sides are of the essence.

The Senate and the C , 1t seems to
me, have the obligation to decide whether
Czech repreasion 18 in contravention of the
Helainki accords. 1f 1t is, then the State De-
partment should be instructed to ask the
Soviet Government what it intends to do
about the matter as a signatory to the agree-
ment. If, for example, the existence of this
blacklist {s denied, the Sanate can discover
evidence that it indeed exists. If the Soviet
Goverrunent still refuses to attempt to core
rect the situation—indeed, if no concrete re-
sult comes of the whole effort something
vital will nevertheless have been gained.

The United States will have at least begun’
to establish befors its own citizens and the
worid that its power exists not only to make
the world safe for American business, but
to kasten the evolution of humanity toward
a d..cent respect for the human person. And
if such an approach can only lead to coun-
ter- tharges against ourselves, so be it. A
lon,, evolutionary path les before us, too,

" anit nobody knows this better than we do.

It ..2eded no foreigner but the United States
OL.ze of Education to tell us that thirty
pe—tent of our people are effectively illiterate,
th.t we {sar to walk the streets of our cities,
th it a vast proportion of our Black and

Puerio Rican youth cannot 3nd work.

‘“he fatluresof American society are known
eV :rywhers now; we can only gain by learn-
1D : how others really see us. Perhaps our
ri. itful pride ln our frcedom does need to
bt wmecasured against our injustices, and so
o] 'aly as to be an element in the diplomatlc
P1 ‘cess. We have nothing to hide for those
w .1 eyes tO ses. And |{f we have to take it
o1 ‘e we dish it ous, perhaps this new neces-
81 ° will help us, if only for our pride.before
tl. world, to revive that will, that insistencs
& faith in our capacity to make a society
tl: tis just to all.
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Senate

UNITZD STATES-ROMANIAN TRADE AGREEMINT
AND FREXDOX OF EXOGRATION

Mr. JACESON Mr. President, I am
pleased to urge favorabie Senate action
on Senats Concurrent Resolution 35, the
resolution of approval of the United
States-Romanian ‘trade agreement,
which would make Romania the first
Communist country to qualify for most-
favored-nation tariff treatment and par-
ticipation In US. Government credit
programs under the Jackson-Vanik
amendment.

Along with providing the means for
closer commiercial relations with an
Eastern European country which has
managed to develop a relatively inde-
pendent and relatively positive policy to-

ward the West, implementation of this

agreement should bring about a parallel
accommodation in the equally important
area of human relations. As the author
of the East-West trade and freedom of
emigration provisions of the Trade Act
of 1974, I especially want to address my-
self to the significance of approving Ro-
manian eligibility for the affected trade
henefits on that basis, peinting out some
necessary reservations as well as the
hopeful prospects.

" Under the terms of the compromise on
trade and emigration in the Trade Act
the President may waive the trade re-
strictions in the free emigration section
for a nonmarket country”\f he reports to
the Congress that:

First. He has determined that such
waiver will substantially promote the ob~
jectives of this section; and

Second. He has received assurances
that the emigration practices of that
country will henceforth lead substan-
tially to the achievement of the objec-
tives of this section.”

This formula was drafted jointly by
the administration and the Congress,
adopted by the Senate by a vote of 88 to
0, and signed into law by the President.

Nevertheless, the Presidential report
of April 24, 1975, exercising the waiver
authority for Romania, fell far short of
the language specified in the legisiation.
The President failed to report that he

- had received assurances on Romanian

emigration and relied instead on a vague
phrase relating to the ‘“solution of hu-
manitarian problems” in a 1973 joint

Declaration by then President Nixon and
Romanian President Ceausescu. That
Declaration makes no mention of emi-
gration and had yielded no progress on
emigration since its signing. Further-
more, although the administration urged
Congress to take into account the “sen-
sitivity” of the issue by making our judg-
ment on the basis of Romanian emigra-
tion performance rather than pressing
for detailed assurances, Romanian per-
formance both leading up to and in the
period immediately following the Presi-
dent’s action showed no improvement
whatsoever which would allow Congress
to determine that satisfactory assur-
ia:zces had been received, as required by

W,

Progress on Romanian emigration
came only In recent weeks, after it be-
came clear that Congress would withhold
approval of the trade agreement in the
ahsence of concrete evidence of move-
ment to fll the gap in the President’s
report. In addition to continuing consuil-
tations with the State Department, for
the past several weeks many of us in the
Senate and House have been in close
contact with representatives of the Ro-
manian Government, with humanitarian
organizations concerned with emiigra-
tion, and with members of divided
United States-Romanian families wha
will be so personally affected by the reso-
lution of this issue. Some of us also had
the opportunity to stress the need for
genuine progress at a meeting with
President Ceausescu in Washington in
early June.

I believe that this was 2 very healthy
interaction for all concerned, and I am
encouraged by the spirit of cooperation
with which the Romanian Government
has recently responded. Some 1,250 em-
igration applications were approved in
June, including primarily Romanians
seeking to be reunited with families in
the United States, and Romanians of
Jewish and German origin who wish to
g0 to Israel and the Federal Republic of
Germany, respectively. This improved, if
not entirely satisfactory, rate of ap-
provals has been continuing in July. Cb-
viously, we expect that these approvals
will mean that the persons receiving
them will soon depart for their chosen
destinations.

My own decision to support the trade



agreement at this time is based on tﬁe
" expectation that these signs mark the
Jbeginning of a steady upward trend in

Romanian emigration—the only real

basis we have for determining the legit-
imacy of the President’s waiver and,
mareover, for determining whether a re-
newal of the waiver authority is justified
when it comes before Congress in 11
months. .

The Senate Committee on Flnance and

the House Ways and Means Committee

are to be congratulated for the strong
legislative record they established both
during the hearings on the trade agree-
ment and in their reports on the resolu-
tion of approval last week to their respec-
tive Houses. By withholding action until
‘Drogress on emigration was clearly dis-
cernible, both committees made full and,
in my judgment, critically productive use
of the time allotted to them for consider-
atdon of the trade agreement. I fully sup-
part their conclusion that the language
of the President’s report alone was not
sufficient to allow favorable action en
the part of the Congress. I also endorse
their position that action on Romania is
not to be interpreted as a precedent for
countries other than Romania. It is the
recent sharp increase in Romanian emi-
gration and Romania’s special circum-
stances in the Communist bloe which
Justify our willingness to extend the
benefit of the doubt in this case.
It should also be noted. a relaxation of
Romanijan emigration restrictions would

“be consistent with the more liberal emi- -

gration policy practiced by Romania up
through the mid-1960’s, as well as with
the provisions on emigratich in the In-
ternational Convention on the Ellmina-
tion of All Forms of Racial Discrimina-
tion, acceded to by Romania in 13970.
PFreer emigration is also in keeping with
the family reunification provisions ot
the Conference on European Security
and Cooperation declaration, which Ro-
mania is expected. to sign later this
month. Romania’s earlier emigration
practices and the cooperative attitude
which the Romanian Government is ap-
parently ready to renew provide a wel-
come contrast to the Soviet Union's dis-
missal of the human dimension of dé-
tente and hypocritical accession to the
same internatiopal agreements,

Mr. President, it seems to me that Ro-
mania is beginning to appreciate what
the Soviet Union and the handful of na-
tions bound to the Soviet Union have yet
%o understand: That emigration is cause
for national embarrassment and inter-
fational concern only when it is denied,
and that the freer movement of peoples
should be a bridge rather than an ob-
stacle to improved East-West relations.
I hope that Romania has in fact decided
to join the rest of the international com-
munity in respecting the fundamental
human right to emigrate, and that the
continued Romanian progress expected

in this area will make it possible for’

Congress to renew Romanian eligibility
{or trade benefits next year.

S —
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Senate

EAST-WEST TRADE AND FREEDOM
OF EMIGRATION

Mr., JACKESON. Mr. Pregsident, I ask

unanimous consent to have printed in

the Rzcony a statement which I made on
Sunday, January 26, in response to. Sec-
retary EKlssinger’s announcement of
January 14 that the Soviet Union had
decided not to bring into force r.be 1972
Trade Agreement.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Rzcorp, as follows:

STATTMENT 5Y SEwatoR Heway M. Jacxsow
o SECRETARY EKISSINGIR'S ANNOUNCEMENT
OF JANUARY lé
On January 14, Secretary of State Kissinger,

informed us that the Soviet Union hag de-

ctded not to bring into force the 1972 Trade

Ammnt granting Moscow mast-{avored-

nation treatmaent by the United States sub-

mmnmudhuycw
wmmuvumwm

Iation, and misundsrstanding. mmu
coms to sst the recoed straight.

Az the outses, I wish to make my own posi«

the Soviet Union, despits its rejection of the
1972 agreement; and ordinary comumercial
trade—profitable to both sides, and requiring
ro government subsidies—may well continue
to grow. But the fact i3 that to the Soviets
the 1972 Trade Agreement was designed to
bring not so much our trade, as our aid—
in the form of s huge infusion aof American
capital at subsidized interest rates. On this
we have the authority of Dr. Kissinger in his
January 13 Business Week tntsrview:

“The Soviet Union was much more inter-
estad In credits than it was in trade be-
cause, for the next four or ive years, it wm
have very little to give in reciprocal trade.”

The Trade Agreement of 1972 was not, in
economic terms, the sort of “mutually bens-
ficial trade relstions with the Soviet Union”
Secretary espoused in his January
14 statement; rather the stream of benefits in
that sgreement flowed one way only—east to
Moscow. Well aware of this, Congress insisted
that the imbalance of benefits be redressed—
not In economic terms (for there is no real
prospect of that), and not in geopolitical
terms (whers Soviet accommodation ' bBas
proved wholly elusive), but in terms of
movemant toward the implementation of
Article XXX of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights which provides for free emi-
gration. Despite the Administration’s timid-
ity, the judgment of Congress prevailed. By
overwhelming marginsg in both Houses, credits
and most-favored-nation treatment were
linked to elementary human rights.

INTIRNATIONAL LAW AND INTIRNAL AFFAIRS

By acceding to the "Ictarnational Conven-
tion om the Hlimination of All Porms of
Racial Discriminstion” in 1969, the Soviet
Union acknowledged that emigration policy
goes beyond the limits implied by the term
“internal afairs” Soviet ratification of this
convention ended once and for all the pre-
tense that Soviet emigration policy is an im-
proper subject for action by the {aterna-
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tional community. ‘'he 1969 convention spec.
\les that: “. .. Parties undertake to ... .
guarsntee the right of everyone, without
distinction as to race, colour, or national or
ethnic origin . . . to leave any country, in-

‘cluding his own, and to return to his coun-

try.” The Jackson amsndment, far from being
an |ntrusion into anyone’s internal affairs,
is one small step along the road to an in-
ternational community based on law. Had the
international community acted in this spirit
&t other times and places, much of the brutal-
{ty and suffering that have marked the first
three quarters of the twentieth century
might have been avoided.
A SHORT NISTORY OF THR JACRSON
AMENDMINT

On October 4, 1972, prior %0 the signing of
the 1972 T.S.-Soviet Trade Agreement, more
than 70 Senators joined me in introducing
what became known as the Jackson-Vanik
amendment. In Decamber 1973 the House of
Repressntatives passed this amendment by

& vots of 319=80. At that time there were:

T7 Senators cosponsoring the Jackson amend.-
ment in the Senats. Its passage was cestain.
Nevertheless, 1n the intsrest of reconciling
the Soviet dssire for unconditional American
trade concessions and the Congressional view
that these concesaions should be accom-
panied by Soviet action in the area of human
righta, I, along with Senators Ribico and
Javits, entsred into negotiations with Sec-
metary Klsinger simed at producing.s fair
compromise. These negotiations, carried on
over a period of nins months, led to agree-
ment on the texts of two letters—one from

-Sacretary Kilssinger to me and ons from me

to Secretary Kissinger. The unique form of

these letters, in which Dr. Kissinger con-

veyed to the Congress assurances that he had
received from various Soviet leaders, was de-
veloped to sccommodats the Soviet Union's
refusal to become a party to s government-
to-government sgieement relating to what
they still contended was an internal matter.
THEE OCTOBER 18 COMPROMISE

The negotiations that resulted in the ox-
change of letters of October 18, 1974, were
conducted over an extended period with the
utmost care. At his press conferencs on Jane
uary 14, Secretary Klssinger uxpuund why
the negotiations were SO pro

**The reason the negotiations wm: the
Senators took 30 long was our concern
make sure that we would communicate noth.
ing that we could not back up. The Soviet
Union gave us certain descriptions of their
domestic practices, which we attempted to
communicats as accurately as we could . . .

they [the Soviets] have never disavowed the
assurances or the statements {n my letter
[to Senator Jackson].”

The compromise of October 18 was m es-
sence this: the Administration would con-
vey assurances to the Congress that the rate
of emigration from the Soviet Union would
increase and that punitive action against in-
dividuals sesking to emigrate would cease.
In exchange, I agreed to intreduce an amend-
ment to the trade bill that would enable the
President to waive the credit and MFN re-
strictions of the Jackson amendment for 13
months with subsequent one-year waivers
subject to Congressional approval.

The compromise of October 18 had been
negotiated with Kissinger and ap-
proved by President Ford. It was an encour-
aging example of constructive cooperation
between the Congress and the Administra-
tion that effectively bridged our philosophi-
cal differences on the substantive. question
of tying trade concessions t0 human rights.
To implement the October 18 compromise
the three Senators drafted, along with Ad-
ministration and Finance Committes repre-
sentatives, the agreed upon waiver authority.
The Senate approved it by a vote of 88-0, and

-it was adopted by the full Congress with t.he

trade bill on December 20.

Having negotiated the October 18 com-
promise in good fsith, we thus deiivered on
our half of the bargain: we had authorized -
the President to extand MFN to the Soviet
Union and to permit the Soviets to partici-
pate in U.S. government credit programs.
The Russians, for their part, wers sxpected
to live up to the assurances that Secretary
Kissinger had been authorized to convey to
the Congress.

THE ASSURANCES ON EMIGRATION

The October 18 compromise thus revolved
around the assurancss conveyed to Congress.
AS & result, the Sovist renunciation of the
Trade Agreement cannot be understood un-
less the substance of those assurances, and
the attitude of the ts toward the
compromise to which they led, is clear. On
these issues Secretary Kissinger's testimony
before th. Senate Finance Committee on
Decamber :. ia upccnuy instructive. Asked
about the utun the assurances in his
October 18 letter, Secretary er went
beyond what had aiready been made public:

“I have had many conferences on this sube
ject: with Ambassador Dobrynin and con-
ferenices with Foreign Mintster Gromyko . . .
In addition, when President Ford took office
be had some confersnces in which the state-
ments that I have made here were recon-
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firmed by the same Individuala. Pinaily,
General Secretary Brezhnev has made ane
alogous statements to President. Nixon, to
myself and recently to President Ford. Thia
{s the structure of the assurances that we
h"..ll

Senator Hazrxe. “Are the assurances then
made from Mr. Brezhnev, Mr, Gromyko, and
Mr. Dobrynin?”

Erxssmvcre. “That is. correct.”

Secretary )
At the same hearing, urging support for

the new proposed waiver amendment, Secre-
tary Kissinger stated:

“I believe & satisfactory compromise was
achieved on an unprecedentsed and extra-
ordinarily sansitive set of {ssues . . . I be-
lieve it 3 now saseritial to let the provisions
and understandings of the compromise pro-
cesd {n practice.”

Cleariy, an arrangement such as the Octo-
ber 18 compromise could only be negotiated
on the baais of good faith on the part of all
the participants, and continuing good faith
Was a prerequisites for its successful impie-
maentation. Secretary Kissinger and Presi-
dent Ford understood this well, As the Sec-
rntuy put it on December 3:

‘“This understanding which is reflected in
thess lottars can operats cnly on the basia
of good faith by all the partiss concerned
and good will among the Senators and our-
selves . ., . This i3 & specific sssursnce whiak

one that the Administration would taks very
seriously. The President, on s number of
occasions, has toldr the three Senators that

‘with respect to what s contained in our

m&. he belleves that he can stand behind
As late as December 18, 1974, when the
trade biil was under considerstion in a
House~Senate conference committee aund
after the Sovist news agency TASS reiessed
the text of a sscret October 38 letter from

Q00D PAITE AWD THR SOVIET UNION

I have quoted st length from remarks of
the Secretary of State becsuss I am aston-
iahed thas, in all thet has bDeen said about
the recent Soviet action, there has been %0
little recognition of the simple fact that the
Boviet Union has unilatsrally abrogated &
good-faith compromise on which the ink was
hardly dry. i

Reading the commentariss of the Soviet

press one would have thought that there had
never been' a compromise on October -8, &
lapse ‘of memory that recalls George Or-
well’s famous charscterization of the Soviet
TUnion as a country in which ‘‘yesterday's
weather can be changed by decree.” It was
» bizarre cage of blaming the lender for the
borrower’s failure to pay his debts. Rather
than saying plainly that the Soviets had
reneged, the Administration sought to blame
the Congress—and then to exploit the Soviet
action to inhibit the Congress from playing
{ts Constitutional role in establishing tariffs
and regulating credits.

Some commentators have suggested that
the October 18 compromise might have
worked if it had been kept secret. Not only
is this contradicted by the repeated public
reatfirmations by the Adminiatration of the
October 18 compromise after it had been
announced but, more important, It lmplies
that the Congress would have been willing
to modify the Jackson amendment on the
strength of intimations that there had been
& “secret deal” that would justify such. ac-
tion. I could not ask my 534 Congressional
colleagues to snact authority for the Presti-
dent to waive the House-passed Jackson-
Vanik smendment without a full disclosure
of the compromise that justified doing so,
nor oowld Congress have fulfilled its statu-
tory obligation to review the implementation
of the compromise after 18 months I it had
remained secret. The fact s the Administra-
tion fully understood that the compromise
could not be a “secret deal.”

EMIGRATION, CREDITS, AND THE FUTURE

The $300 million ceiling on loans to the
Soviet Union can, under existing law, be
increased with Congressional approval. In my
judgments, the Congress should not abdicate
its responsibility to oversee the disposition
of US. eredits, particularly to the country
whose policies require us to spend billlons
of dollars for defenses. Congress cannot for-
feit the pubiic’s confldence by giving the Ad-
ministration s multi-billion dollar blank
check to subsidize the Sovist economy. On
this matter, I would like t0 commend to my
colleagues the excellent statement dy Sen-
stor Adlai Stevenson on January 1.

In supporting the Jackson-Vanik amend-
ment the Congress has upheld the tradi-
tional Amserican commitment o {ndividual
ljberty. In negotiating the compromise of
October 18 and incorporsting (ts provisions
witti te original Jackson-Vanik language
into the Trade Act, the Congress acted both
in the hope that our good faith would be
rewarded by good faith on the Soviet side,
and with the prudence of providing legislae
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tive safeguards which dsny the afected eco~
nomic benefits to the Soviet Union in the
event of bad faith,

Our detsrmination on these¢ matters is all
the more justified by President Ford's Jan-~
uary 21 statement that the Administration
intends to “work with the Congreas to elim-
inate any of the problems in the trade bill
that might have precipitatad the action by
the Soviet Union.” This unfortunate reaction
suggests that we shouid reward an egregious
Sovies breach of good faith withy "increased
largesse and a weakening of our insistence
that they move toward freer emigraiion.

I do not beliieve that the Congress will

to the diseppointing Soviet move
by abandoning its commitmsnt to help bring
about the freer movemant of people and ideas

between East and Weet, and I expect the

President and the Secretmiy of State to stand
by their own commitments embodied In the
compromise.

89
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Por Zurther information FOB DOEDIATE RELEASE
wil 224-9732  Wednesday, Ja 15, 1

JOINT STATEMENT BY SENATORS JACKSON, RIEICOFP ARD JAVITS AND CONGRESSMAN VANTK
On Emst-West Trade and Freedom of gggtion
Jenuary 15,

Secretary Kissinger's announcement that the Soviet Union will act put inte
force the 1572 trade agrsement under which it was to have received most-favored-
oation status from the United States is a dsappoigtiog development.

We belleve that the compromise under which most-favored-aation status end
U.S, govermment credits could be extended to non-market econcmies was fair and
equitable, holding forth the promise of an immt in human rights as vell as
«panded Eagt-Weat trade. ‘

The compramise o which we and the Administretion labored loog and hard -
a0d 1o 8 spirit of fairmess and good faith weat far toward reconciling the Saviet
ioterest in economic assistance and the American interest in the freer movement of

- peaple across international fromtisrs.

A It is now cearly three months since the exchangs of correspoudence between
Secretary IDisginger, on behalf of the Administration, and Senator Jackson oz behalfl
of the Congress. In the period since October 18 the n.mnces contained in
Secretary Kissinger's lstter have been resffirmed on seversl occasicns - by
Geraral Jecretary Brezhnev in Viadivostok and by Secretary Xissinger in Washington.
At 00 time have we been informed by the Adwinistration to which the essurances
were made that they hgvebeen withdrawa,

Consistent with the compremise reflected in the October 18 correspondence,.
we introduced legislation sumbliang the President to waive the restricticns on
tariffs and credits contained in the previously aprroved Jackson-Vanik amendment.
That wvaiver authority is now on the statuts books. Should the Soviets choose to
eater into a aew trude arrengement at some future date, the President, subject
to the assurunces in the October 18 corrsspondence, will be easbled to exercise
the required waiver. Until such time there caa be mo Soviet participation in
U.S. goverament credit programs. Normal e-.-cui trade, without American

—— -—— — e ——— e o — s’
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subsidies, can cecatinue; if commercial institutions find it profitable to sogege
in such trade.

We cannot know why the Soviets have chosen to scuttle the 1972 trade
agreement. We do lnow that the compramise of October 18, vhich was freely
entersd into by all coacermed, appears to have lost its appeal to the Soviets
only when it became appareat that the Congress would anot approve
govermment credits for multi-billion dollar development programs in the Soviet
Uaion.

We in the Congress remain ;:cmittod to the view that a broadening of
trade relations must be accompenied by progress in the ares of human rights. We
shall not diminish our efforts to help those who seek freedom. Progress
toward free emigration is especially critical for minorities and.. to the
reuniting of families.

With or without a trade agreement we have a right to expect the Soviet
Union to honor the Universal Declaration of Human Rights acd the lntermational
convention, now a part of the body of intermstional law, that affirms the

right to free qnimtiau.
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I_n connection with Secretary Kissinger's anncuncement yesterday (Janusry 14,
that the Soviet Union has elscted not to implement the tzrads agreement

of 1972 it is useful to review the chain of events that lsd to and followed frem

the correspondence which Secrstary Kigsiager and Senztor Jackson exchanged on

October 18, 1574k, on behalf of the Administration and the sponsors of the

Jackgon-Vanik amendment respectively:

May 1372: President Nixon and Genersl Secretary Brezhnev held a Summit
Conference in Moscow and agreed tc make proviaions for the expansion
of U.S.-8oviet trade.

July 1972: The United States extended 2 $750 millioa line of credit to
the Soviet Union for the purchase of American graia.

Avgust 1972: The Soviet Union imposed a tax on emigraats that required
iodividusls to pey up to $30,000 to obtain an emigration visa. With
average Russian sslaries st $150 per month, amigration of parsons with
any siguificant educatiop wvas all but impossible.

Qctober 4, 1572: More thap 70 Senators introduced legislation limiting
most-favored-aation status and credits for non-mavket economies to those
that permit their citizens the right and the opportunity to emigrate.

October 18, 1972: A Sovist-American trade agreamsot vas signed, providing
for the extension of most-fevorsd-nation tariff trsatment ead creditas,
Tequiring implementing legislation. It is this agreement which the
Soviets have decided not to put into force.

Pursusnt to this agreement, the United Statas began 2 program of sxteading
subgidized credits to the Soviet Union, initially at 5% and later at

T% ioterest. The first such loan, $86.5 million for a Soviet truck plamt,
vag followed by eadditiomal loans, bringing the- present total to
approximetely  $470 million,

December 31, 1972: Emigration figures for the year indicated that
approximately 32 000 persons were parmitted to lesve. Most came from
rural areas in the ocutlying provinces. The Jractice of harassing

would-be emigranta by arrests, trials, imprisomment, dismissals from their
eaxployment, etc. remained commooplace. Indi7siduals from Moscow, Leningrad,
Klev and other metropolitan aress wers, with a faw exceptions, unable

to cbtain vizas.

April 1973: After majorities in both hou.ns of Congress went om record
as cospoasors of the Jackson-Vanil amendment’ on trade and emigration,
President Nixon reported to a Congressional meeting Soviat assurances that
the education tax had been suspended, that emigration would proceed at a
rate of sbout 35,000 per year. The comnmitment to msintain the 35,000
rete vas not honored in 1974%; harassment continued in 1973 and 1974 and
in some ceses was intengified. |

December 1973: The House of Representatives passed the Jackson-Vanik
amandment by a vote of 319-80.
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Jaguary 1974: Negotiations began between the Congressicoal spoasors and
the Administration, aimed at developing a campromise that would provide
for aubstantial movement toward f{ree emigration in exchange for
Presidential authority to waive the provisions of the Jackson-Vaaik
amendment,

October 18, 1974: In an exchange of letters with Senator Jacksonm,
Secretary of State Kissinger conveyed assurances based on discussions with
Soviet authorities that harassment of applicants would ceasge and that the
aumber of visas would "rise to correspond to the number of applicants.”
These sssurances did not constitute 8 govermment-to-govermmsat agreement,
Rather, they took the form of an understanding between the Congresgs and the
Administration. The Congress, as i%s part of the coopromise, would adopt
an ameandment to the original Jackson-Vanik ameondment perzitting the
President to conditionally waive the restrictions on mat favored-nation
status aod goverument credits.

November 23-2L, 1974: The Soviets reaffirmed the understanding of October
18 during the Viadivostok swmit, as reported by Secretary Kissinger-
in testinmony to the Senate H.nnncn Committes on December 3.

December 3, 19Th: Secretary Kigsinger. testifying before the Semate
Finagce Committee, urged passage of the trade bill with the waiver
authority iacluded.

December 13, 1974: The Semate, implementing the ccnpromise of October 18,
adopted the amendment enabling the Pregideant to vaive the restricticns
of the Jackson-Vanik smendment or the basis of the agsurances of October 18,

December 16, 1974: The Senate voted to insist that credits for the
Soviet Unicn be limited to $300 million; amounts in excess of $300
milliocn could only be lent wiih Congressional approval.

December 18, 1974: The Soviet newe agency TASS released the text of a
private letter fram Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko that had been
delivered to Secretary Kisainger in Moacow on Qctober 26 -- despite

the fact that the October 18 understanding had beea reaffirmed at
Viadivostok three weeks earlier. The State Department issusd an immediate
statement that the privete communication "does oot in our view change
the understandings referred to in the Secretary's letter to Senator
Jackson of October 18." There vere indications from a aumber of sources
that the limitation on U.S. goverument credits disappointed the Soviets
who had hoped to receive several billion dollars in credits to dmlop
their natural resources and industrial capacity,

January 3, 19795: President Ford signed the trade bill into law. The
Trade Act comtains the original Jackson-Vanlk amendment as well as the
authority to waive {ts provisions under conditicns that would promote
freer amigretion.
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Section 402
Excerpts from .
- Public Law 93-618
93rd Congress, H.R. 10710
January 3, 1975

TITLE IV—TRADE RELATIONS WITH'@ =
COUNTRIES NOT CURRENTLY RECEIV- ' -. ..
ING B NONDISCRIMINATORY TREAT- ( =~ ™.

. SEG &L FREEDOM OF EDUGRATION !X EAST.WEST TRADE
-(a) To assurs the continwed dedication of the United States to
fundamentai human rights, and notwithstanding any other provision
aof law, on o after the date of the ensctment of this Act products from
* any nonmarket economy country shall not be eligible to receive non- |
MM”W(M&M-M?&:‘&M).M??;E )
shall not participate in Program o overament o . .
gﬁdsubwhiehm-ds:ziumm rantaes or investment =
mmdindyorindimﬂy,nd}h t of the United
shall not conelude commarcial agremnent with say such
country, during the mxz@mmg with the date on which the .
‘dni;'hdmm:;' ¢ or opportanity ¢ . igrate
i or 0 emi H
;hpmmm;npmm:PnMGmm
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andi ending on the date on which the Presistent determines that such
cvuntry is no longer in violation of parayraph (1). (2), or (3).
(b) After the date of the cnactment of this Act, () products
of a nonmarket economy country may be eligible to reevive nondis-
eriminatory trestment (most-favored.nntion treatment), (1) such
eountry may participate in any progrmam of the Government of the
United States which extends ercdits or credit miaranices or investment
snarnntess, anl (C) the President way conclude a2 commercial agree-
ment with such eountry. anly after the President has submitted to the
Congres o repost indicating that such country is not in violation of
puragraph (1), (2), or (3) of subsection (a). Such report with respeet
to such conntry shall include informntion 2s tn the nature and imple-
mentation of emigmmtion lnww and policies and rescrictions or diserim-
ination applied to or aguingt persons wishing to emigrate. The report
requiresl by this subseetion Jmll bee submitted initially as provided
herein ami. with enerent infoemation, on or bufore ench June 20 and
Derember 31 therenfier s long a8 such treatuwent is received, such
erudifs or imarantees are extemied. or such agreement is in offect.
(0) (1) During the 18-month period beginning on the date of tie
r of this Act. the President is aurhorized to waive by Exeen-
tive order tha application of sulwection (2) andd (b) with respert to
sny country, if he reports to the Congress that—
(A) he has determined that such waiver will substantially pro-
mote the objectives of this section ; and
(B) e has reccived asurances that the emigmtion practices
of that country will henceforth lead substantially to the achieve-
!')"l;::ig: ob)momim the 18 h period referred
any peri ! t to 18-month period refe
lo(l! paragraph (1), the [*residant iz anthocized to waivs by Exccu.
tive order the application of suhsections (a) and Sb) with respect to
any country, if the waiver anthority grunted by this subwection con-
tinues to apply to such conntry pursiant to subsection (d), and if he
repartsta the Congress that— :
(A) hse has determined that such waiver will substantiaily pro-
mote the objoctives of thisscction ; and
(B) bhe has received assurances that the emigration practices of
that country will henceforth lead substantislly to the achievemans
of the objectives of this sertion.
(3) A waiver with respect to any country shall terminate on the
day aftar the waiver authority granted by this subsectinn ceases to be
active with respect to such country pursnant to subssction (d). The

President may, at any time, terminate by Executive order any waiver
~ yﬂﬁl ) on. by ’agy

1

oty grant by mubeaction {0y 1) il ebatanally Promors to
a ion (o nt P (]
Sl i i ey T o e s ot
or & ° monthe. Any such recom-
mendation shall—
A) be mads not later than 30 days before the expimation of
authority;

(B) bemadsin & docoment transmitted to the Houss of Ropre-
sentatives and ths Senats setting forth his reasons for recommend-
ing the extension of such authority; and

. m?C} inelude, for each country with reapect to which 2 waivee
granted under subsection (c) (1) is in effect, 2 determination that:
contizmation of the waiver applicable to that country will sub-
snt.hnfy promote the cbjectives of this seetion, and a statement
setting forth his rensons far such determination.
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_(2) I the Prosident recommends under paragraph (1) the exten~
sion of the weiver authority granted by subsection (c) (1), such author-
)tI shall continus in effect with rospect to any country for & period
of 12 months following the end of the 18-month period referred to
in subsection (a) (1), if, befors the end of such 18-month period, the
Hoase of Reprasentotives and the Senato adopt, by an afirmative vote
of s mejarity of the Members prevent and voling in ench House and
ander the procedures set forth in section 133, o concurrent resolution  Amts; p. 2008.
approving the cxtension of such authority, and such resolution does
not name such country as being excluded from such authority. Such
authority shall ceass to be offectivo with respect to any country nnmed
in sueh conenrrent resolution on the date of the adoption of such con-
curtent resolution. 12 before tha end of such 1R-month period. a
coucurrent resolution approving tho extension of sach antherity is
not adopte] by tlﬁ: Housa and‘tl&owSmnte, bm-'?o&h I:hO Ilowse and
Senate vote ou the quostion of pasmage of such a concurrent
resolution and—

{A) botk the TInvse amil the Scmte {ail te jmws such a conenr-
rest reendution. the authority grantai by subwetion (0} (1) shall
cvw to be offcctive witis respect to ail countrics at the end of surh
1%-month pariod ;

(13} both the Houss and the Senate pass such a enocurrent

- rewslutinm which names such conntry as being exclulded frum such

suthority, such anthority shail cease ta be effecrive with respeet
te such country st the end of such l8-month perind; or

(C) ass Houss faile to sucl 2 concarrent resnlution and
the other jlouss puspes 0 concurrent resaintion which names
such country as being excludsd froan such authority. soch authar-
ity shall crane to be effective with rewpect to such country at tm
enal ot such 1S-manth period.

(3) If the Pretident recrunmends under paragruph (1) the exten-
sion of the waiver autbority grunted by sulsection (¢) (1), and at the
ewl of the 18-mnuth periad referrod to in subseetion (¢) (1) the House

Ii ives and. the Senate hutvo not adopted a concurrent reso-
Iution approvisg the extansion of such authority and subparngraph
(A) of pargraph (2) does not -prly. sueh aathority shall contivue
in efipet for & period of G0 days following the end of such 18-mnonth

jod with reapect to any country (except for any country with
IWT.G to vh‘ieh ;ueh nnthohritymvn n?é )ut:ndnd by m )of (nk:
applieation of su ph (B) or of paragrap .2
§u in .ktf- g ing the end

(-1
=N

continne o period of 12 months follow
8 18-month period with respect to any such country if, before
the end of such §0-day period, the IIoume of Representatives and the
ﬂ" by s tive vots of 3 mejority of the Members
pressnt vating in eseh House and under the procedums st forth
in section 138, 2 concurrent resolution approving the estansion of such
ity, and such resolution doss not name such country as being
from such authovity. Sveh suthority shall cense 10 be effce-
tive with respect to any country named in such concurrent resolution
an the date of the sdoption of such concurrent resoiution. If before
the end of seeh 60-day period, & concurrent resolution approviny the
axtengion of sweh au ity is not adopted by the House and Senate.
bus both the Houss and Senate vote on the question of final passage of
2 concurrent resolution and-—

(A) both the Houss and the Senate fail to pam such a concur
reat resolution, the authority granted by subssction (e) (1) shall
cense to be efflective with respect to all courftries on the date of the
lnt. on the question of final passage by the Honse which votes
st ; :

{

g

i
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(B) both the House and the Scnats pass such s concurrent
resolution which nanmes such country as being excluded from such
authority, such authority shall cesse to be effoctive with respect
to such country a¢ the end of such G0-day period; or .

(C) ane Housa fails to such a concurrcnt resolution and
the other Houso passes such a concurrent resolution which names
soch counity s being cxcluded from such anthority, sach author-
ity shall crase to bo cffective with respect to snch country at the
end of such G0-day period.

_(4) If the President recomimends undor pamgraph (1) the exten-
sion of the waiver authority =rnted by suhsection (c) (1), and at the
end of the 60-day perind referred to in pamaraph (3) the 1louse of
Represenfutives and the Senato havo not adopted a conenrrent reso-
Tution: appruving the extension of such authority and subparagmph
{A) of pamgraph (3) does nnt apply, such authority shall continua
in offect nntil tho endl of the 12.month peried following the end of the
18-montis poriod referred to in suimection (¢) (1) with napeet to any
conntry (except for any country with respect to which snch authoritv
vu( én)lt c‘sttnd«l b_\"lmmuz A ofltho uppli:ﬁo!;l)of mg urxfagrnph (Bl)
4 of paragrap ) or subpamgra; or of paragraph
(3)), nnlems before thc(cnd of thz 4&dnyppor£cd lolléwing snch 60-day
period either the Houss of Representatives or the Senate adopts, by
m affirmative vote of a majority of the Members present and voting
in *hat *Tonse and under the pracedures set forth in section 153, a reso-
lution disapproving the extension of such authority generally ar with
respect to such country speeifieaily. Such nuthority shall cense to be
effective with reapect to all countries on the date of tho adoption by
either Homm beforn the end of such 43-day period of a resolntion dis-
spproving the extension of such authority, and shall crase to be offec-
tive with respeet to any countzry on the dato of the adoption by either
Tows before the end of snch 43-day periol of 2 resnlution disapprov-
ing the exteimion of such authority with respect to such countrv.

(85) If the waiver authority granted by subsection (c) has been
axtended nnder paragraph (3) or (1) for aay country for the 12-
menth nerind: referred to in such paragrapha. and the President deter-
mines that the further extension of such anthority will substantially

' promote the obiectives of this scetion, he may recommend further

wtensions of such anthority for successive 12-manth periods. Any such

(A) be made not later than 30 dsys bafor the expiration of
not Iater ¢ 3 re expiration
such suthoritys . )
. (B) be made in a document tranamitted to the Houss of Repre-
sntatives sad the Senate setting forth his reasons for recom-
u‘g’h(ﬂnct}limfluhnuhugy;nﬁ Hich a =
include, for each country with respect to which a waiver
ited under subsection (c)‘rx’a.in offect, 3 dotermination that
continastion of the waiver spplicable ty that country will sub-
- stantially promote the objectives of this seetion, and 2 statement
satting forth his reasons for such determination. .
If the President recommends ths further extmsion of such anthoritv,
soeh authority shall continue in effect until the end of the 12-month
period following the u(ad of u;. previous gmlth extension ;‘ntl}:
to any conntry (except for any countxy with respect to whicl
muhoritv has not been extanded under this subsection), uniem
before the end of the 60-day period follovin,umh previons 12-month
extension, «ither the House of Representatives or the Senate adonts,
by an affirmative vota of 2 majority of the Members present and voting
in that House and under the procedures set forth in section 133, s
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resolution disspproving the extension of such authority genesily or
with respsct to such country ifeally. Such authority shall cease

- to be effective with respect o all countrics on the date of the adoption

by either JTouss before the end of such G0-day pericd of a resolution
disspproving the extension of such anthority, and shall cease to be
sffective with respect to any conntry on the date of the adoption by
sither House before the end of such G0-day period of a resofution
dispproving the extension of such authority with respeet to such
country. ]
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THE CONGRESS ON DECEMBER 20, 1974.

Uaited Stras

'THE JACKSON PROVISIONS ON "EAST-WEST TRADE AND FREEDOM OF EMIGRATION"
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THE SECRETARY OF STATE
WASHINGTON

Qctober 18, 1974

Dear Senator Jackson:

I am writing to you as the sponsor of the Jackson Ameadment
to the Trade Bill (H. R. 10710) which is curreatly before the Senate
and in whose early passage the Administration is deeply interested.
As you kaow; Title IV of that Bill, as it emerged from the House,
is not acceptable to the Administration. At the same time, the
Administration respects the objectives with regard to emigration
from the USSR that are sought by means of the stipulations in
Title IV, even if it cannot accept the means employed. It respects.
in particular your own leadership in this field.

To advance the purposes we share both with regard to passage
of the Trade Bill and to emigration from the USSR, and on the basis
of discussions that have been conducted with Soviet representatives,

‘I should like on behalf of the Administration to inform you that we

have been assured that the following criteria and practices will
heaceforth govern emigration from the USSR.

First, punitive actions against individuals seeking to emigrate
from the USSR would be violations of Soviet laws and regulations
and will therefore not be permitted by the Covernment of the USSR.
In particular, this applies to various kinds of intimidation or
reprisal, such as, for example, the firing of a person from his job,
his demotion to tasks beneath his professional qualifications, and
his subjection to public or other kinds of recrimination.

Second, no unreasonable or unlawful impediments will be placed
in the way of persons desiring to make application for emigration,
such as interference with travel or communications necessary to
complete an application, the withholding of necessary documentation
and other obstacles including kinds frequently employed in the past.

Honorable Henry M. Jackson,
United States Senate,
Washiangton, D. C.
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Third, applications for emigration will be processed in order
of receipt, including those previously [iled, and on a non-discrimina-
tory basis as regards the place of resideance, race, religion, nationmal
origin and professional status of the applicant. Concerning pro-
fessional status, we are informed that there are limitations on
emigration under Soviet law in the case of iadividuals holding certain
security clearances, but that such individuals who desirs to emigrate
will be informed of the date on which they may expect to hecome
eligible for emigration.

Fourth, hardship cases will be processed sympathetically and
expediticusly; persons imprisoned who, prior to imprisonmaent,
expressed an interest in emigrating, will be given prompt consideration
for emigration upon their release; and sympathetic consideration may
be given ta the early release of such persons.

" Fifth, the c'nuoeﬂ.on of the so-called emigration tax on emigrants
which was suspended last year will remaia suspended.

Sixth, with respect to all the foregoing poiants, we will be in a
position to being to the attention of the Soviet leadership indications
that we may have that these criteria and practices aze not being N
applied. Our representations, which would include but not necsssarily
be limited to the precise matters eaumerated in the foregoing points,
will receive sympathetic consideration and response.

Finally, it will be ocur assumption that with the appiication of the
criteria practices and procedureas set forth ia this letter, the rate of
emigration from the USSR would begin to rise prcmptlv from the 1973
level and would coatinue to rise to correspond to the asumber .of applicants.

Il understand that you and your assaciates have, iz addition, certain
understandings incorporated in a letter dated today respecting the fore-
goiag criteria and practices which will heaceforth govern emigration
from the USSR which you wish the Presidesat to accept as appropriate
guidelines to determine whether the purposes sought through Title IV
of the Trade Bill and further specified in ou: exchange of correspondence
ia regard to the emigration practices of non-market sconomy countries
are being fulfilled. You have submitted this letter to me aznd [ wish to
zdvise you on behalf of the President that the understandings in your
letter will be among the coasiderations to b’ applied by the President

\
J




107 Ve

in exercising the authority provided for ia Section _* of Title [V
of the Trade Bill.

I believe that the coataats of this letter represent a good basis,
consistent with cur shared purposes, for proceeding with an accept-
able forrmulation of Title [V of the Trade Bill, including procadures
for periodic raview, so that normal trading relations may go forward
for the mutnal benefit of the US and the USSR.

Best regards,

s

Henry A. Kissinger

sStatutory language authorizing the Presideat to waive the restrictions
in Title IV of the Trade Bill under certain conditions will be added as

& new, as yet undesignated subsectioan.

il
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PASTINGTON, D.C. 19818

Qntober 13, 1974

The Honorable Heozy A, Kissinger
' Secretary of State
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Secrstary:

Thank you for your letter of October 18 which I have aow had an
spportunilty to review. Subject to the ficther understendings and inter-
pretations outlized in this lstter, I agree that ws have achisved a
suitable tasis upon which o modify Title IV by inzorporating withia it
a gSraviszion that would eneble the President ts vaive subsections designatad
(2) and (b) in Sse. 4C2 of Title IV a3 passed by the House in circwzstances
chat would substantially prormots the objactives of Title IV.

It is our undarztanding “hat the punitire ictions, intimidation or
reprisals tmt wvill zot be zermitted by the Goverr=ent of the USSR inslude
the use of puniiive conscripiion against versons ceaking to eaigrate, or
puxbers of their families; and the bringing of 2rizipal actions against persc
in circumgcances that suggast a3 relationsiip betveen their desire to emigrate
and the crinsinal prosecution against them.

Second, we understand that a=cng ths mTszscneble im;edinents that will
no longer he placed in the vay of persons seakiag to emigrate is the require-
zent that adult applicants receive the permission of their parents or other
relatives.

Third, we understand that the special regulations to be applied to
persons who have had access %o genuinely sansitive classified iaformation
will aot consTituts an unreascnable i=pedizeat to emigration. Ia this
congection we wonld axpect such persong to be:ome eligibie for emigration
Jithin three "ears of the dat: or which ther lazt ware esposed to sensitive
and classi’ied information.

Tourth, ve understand tist tha zetomal awibar of emigronts would rise
dromptly frem the 1673 level =zand souli cozziaue to rise to corresvond to
the nunber of atplicants, and cecd (0,CCO per anamm. We
world consider a henchzmark -- 2 Dooa stasiard or dnitlal corslianc? .-
ts te she issuanse of vises at the rr*e of £C,020 ner anncn; aand we undersiand
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that the President proposes to use the same beachmarlk as the mini=mum

standard of initial cospliance. Until such time a5 the actual nuzber of
enigrants corresyonds to the nuxber of applicants the bencimark figur

«will not include categories of persoas whose emigrasion has been the

subject of diszcussion between Soviet officials aad other Furopean governments.

In agreeing to provide discrestionary authority to waive the provisions
of subsectioas designated (a) aand (b) in Sec. LO2 of Title IV as passed by
the Houss, we share your anticiration of good faith in the irplementation
of the assurances contalsed ia your letter of October 18 and the uader-
standings conveyed by this lettsr., In particular, with respect to pafagraphs
thres and four of your letter we wish it to be understood that the eaumeration
of types of puaitive action and unrsasounable impediments is aot 2nd cennot be
consgidered cazprehensive or ccaplete, and that nothing in this exchangs of
correspondencs stall be construed as permitting types of puaitive action
or unreascnable irpediments not enwzerated therein,

fMnelly, in order adequately to veritff compliance with the standard set
forth in these letiers, ws understand that communication by teleptone,

telegraphk and post will be permitted.
Sincerelv yours,
/ . ,g_,., -a—‘f'/ (e P T
H 43,

erry H. Ja.z‘:.f.snn N
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EXCHANGE OF LETTEIRS BETWEEN SECRETARY KISSINGER
" AXD- SEXATOR JACKSON

(Reprinted from Report of the Senats Fivance Committee on

the Trade Reform Act of 19T4)

Qerount 18, 1074,

Dear SenarTor Jacxson: I am wriling (o you, ax the spoasor of the

Jacksun Ameniment, in regard to the Trade Bill (LK. 10710) which
is currently beforr the Senate and in whose early passnge the sdminis-
tration is deeply interested. As you know, Title IV of that bill, as it
‘emerged from the House, is not acceptable to the administration. At
the sama time, the administration respects the objectives with regard
to emigration from the USS.R. that are sought by means of the
stipulations in Title IV, aven if it cannot nccept the means employed.
It _xl"upo:l:zs in p-mh icular your own t&uda:ohlixp in m@&. p
0 sdvance tde purposes we share both with- to o
the trade bill and top emigration from the U.SS.R., and on Jxe basis of
discussions that have been couducted with Soviet representutives, I
should like-on behalf of the administration to inform you that we have
been amwured that the following criteria and practices will henceforth
govern emigration from tha U%.;S.B. . )

First, punitive sctions aguinst individuals secling to emigrate from
the US.5.R. would be viol of Soviet laws and regnlations and
will therefore not be rmumd by Wc of the US.S.R.
In particular, this applies to various kinds of intimidation or reprisal,
such as, for exampie, the firing of & person from his job, his demotion
to tasks beneath his professionul qualifications, and his subjection to
public or other kinds of recrimination. .

Secondd, no unrsssonable or unlawful impediments will be placed in
the way of persous desiring to maks application for emigration, snch as
interfercuco with travel or communications necessary tn complete nn
:wimtion, the withholding of neccasury documentation and other

acles including kinds frequently emplored in the past,

Third, applications for emigration will be processed in order of
receipt, lucluding those previously fled, and on s nondixcriminatory
besis as regards the place of residence, race, religion, national origin
and proleesional status of the spplicant. Concerning professional
status, we are informed that there are limitations on emigration under
Soviot law in the case of individuals holding certain security clear-
ances, but that such individuals who desirs to cmigrate will be informed
of the date on which they way expect to become eligible for cmigration,

Fourth, hardship cases will be processed sympathetically and

parly persous.
ilth, the collecttion of the so-called emigration tax on emigrants
which wus suspended [ast year will remain suspended.

Sixth, with respect to all the foregoing points, wr will be in a
position to bring to the attention of the Sovir¢ leardemhbip indicatinnn
that wo may bave that these criteria and >ractices ure not being
spplied. Qur representations, which would include but oot necemarily
be limited to the precise mattars snumerated ia the foregoing points,
will recwive sympathatic consideration snd re-pouse.

Finally, it will be our sssumption ‘that with the sppucation of the
cnizratin from the U35 B wetld begin 14 Hse prommdty Tram tox

Tom .R. wou tq rise prom rom the
1973 level and would continus to rise to co pon: to ):mmbc ol

canis, :

undarstand that you and your associates Rase, in addition, certain
undenstandings incorporated in a letter dated today respecting the
foregoing criteria and practices which will henceforth govern emigration
(rom the USS.R. which you wish the President to aceopt as appro-

rinte guidelines to determine whether the sought through
Il,'ithls d:hou:dobﬂlmdfnﬂhcspe«:?m,munhmol
'5 '
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correspontlence in regard to the emigration practices of noun-market

ceonnmy countries are being fulfilled. You have submitted this letter to

e and [ wish to advise you on behalf of the President that the under-

stundings in vour letter will be untonug the considerations to be applied

hy the President in exercising the authority provided for in See. 402" of
itle IV of the trade bill.

1 believe that the contents of this letter represent a good bawis,
cunsistent with our shared purposes, for proceeding with un acceptable
formulation of Title IV of the trade Lill, includiug procedures for
periodic review, so that normal teading relatious may o forward {or
the mutual benefit of the U.3. und the U.S.S.R.

Best l!gﬂlb'
Hexny A. Rissixaoen.

: OcToren 18, 1974.

Dear M. SEererany: Thank you fur your letter of Oct. 1S which
1 bave nuw had an opportunity to review. Subjeet to the further
undepstandines and interpretations oucdlined in this lecter, I
thut wo have achieverl a wiitable basis upon which to modify Eq ith
IV by incorpornting within it o provision that wouid enable the
President to waive mibsections designuted (a) nnd (b) in See. 402 of
Titde IV s passed by the House in circumstances that would sub~
stantially promote the objertives of Title IV.

It is aur underatunding that the punitive actions, intimidation or
reprisals that will not be permitted by the government of the U.S.S.R.
include tho use of punitive. conscription inst persons seeking to
emigrate. or mcmbers of their families; and the bringivg of eriminal
actions agninst persons in circumstances that suggest o relationship

. between their desire (o cmigrate and the criminal prosecution agninst

them.

Second, weo understaad that mmong the unreasonable impedimeonts
that will no longer be piaced in the way of persons seeking to emigrute
in the requirement that aluit applicants receive the permission of
their parents or other relatives.

Third, we understand that the special 1cguiations to be appliod to
penwons who have had sccers to genuinely sensitive classified inforinu-
tion will not constitute an unrensonable impediment to enigration.
In this cunuertion we would expeet such persons to becmne eligible
{or cmigrution within thres yoars of the date om which they lust
were expowed Lo sensitive and classified iuformation.

. Fourth, we understand that the actual number of emigrmnts would
rise promptly from the 1573 level and would coutinue to rise to
correspond o Lhe numaber of applieants, and may therefore exeeed
60,000 per aunum. We sould consider o benchmark—a minimum
stendard of initial complinnce—to be the isaance of vinas at the mte
of 80,000 per annum; asnd wo understand that the Pronident proposes
to use thn same benchmark as the minimum standard of initial com-
pliance. Unlil such time es the sctusl number of emigrnnts cotre-
sponds to the number of upplicants the henchmark fiznre will not
incinde categories of persons whose emigration has becn the subjeer
of discussion betwoen Soviet officials and niher Eurnpean governments.

In agreeing to provide diseretionary authority to waive the provie
sioun of subsections designated (a) and -(b) in See. 402 of Title LV as
pamed by the l{onse, we share your anticipation of gnord faith in the
unplementation of the assurances crataiued n your letter of Oet. 18
and the understandings conveyed by this letter. In particniar, with
respeet to paragraphs three and four of your letter we wish it (0 he
underntood that the enumeration of types of pnnitive astion und
unreasonable impediments is not and canrot he considered rampre-
hensive or complets, and that nothing in (his exchange of cormspouci-

ce shall be cnnstrued as permitting types of punitive uction or
nreasonable impediments not enumerated therein.

Finally, in order adequately to verily complinuee with the <tandued
set forth in these letters, we understand that communiention by
teleplione, telegraph and post will be permitted.

Sincerely yours, :
Hexry M. Jacxeox.

m—
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| Gacwtery laaguagy the President t9 waive the restristions 1n Thie [V of the Trade BIR
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OFFICE OF THE WHITE HOUSE FRESS SZCRETARY “i

| THE WHITE HOUSE

PRESS CONFEREICE
oF
SENATOR HEMRY M. JACKSON
OF WASHIGTON
SEMATOR AERAHAM A, RISICOFF
OF COMNECTICUT
: AND
SEMATOR JACOB K. JAVITS
OF NEW YORK

THE BRIETIIG ROCM
9:31 A.M, EDT

MR, TER HORST: Gentlamen, the Prasident had breakfast this zorming fren
8 to 9:10 with the three Senators in the Reaidence. This is his first breakfast
in the Residance. They obviously discussed =any thiags, dut they particularly
concentrated on the trade bill, sad I have hsre to talk to you the three Senators
who had braakfast with the President, Senators Jackeoa, Javits aad RibicofZ, and -
I will turn the neeting over to Senator Jacksea.

SEJMATOR JACKSON: We had n moet produstive meeting with the Presgident anmd
Dr. Kissinger. I nmight Just point ocut that the thre= of us have been meeting
with Dr. Kissinger over a period oow of severnl monmths ia an offort to nsgotiate
a solution in connection with ths amandmeat to the trade bill, providing for
free 2xigretion from the Comauniat countries.

Ve wvant to express o spprscietioa to President Ford for directly partici-
pating in this matter. This is tbe first time that a Prasident has deen involved
ia these discussions. I think it is fair ¢ cay that ve nmada very good pregress.

We ar= haopaful that we will be 2hle to resolve this matter in tine for
appovriate action by thisz Congress. We are deeply irdebtsd tc the direct ints:est
of President Ford in comnectiom with thiz long dispute that has existed betwesn
our Goverrnmest and specifically and more pasticularly the Soviet Unica.

I will ask oy colleagusza to slao camxant,

SEXATOR JAVITS: First, I would like to aasocistas myself with everything
Senator Jacksoan has said; second, to empbasizs that the rols of the Presidsnt, 1o
my judgment, will prove to be decigzive in f::u.s ;atter in tarms of our arriﬂng at
n agreenent without in amy way susTendersss Uhe fine objectives which Senator
Juckson initisted, and which already bave had suclh splendid resulis in terms ot
).oounirg up the situation ru'p-etinz the BoTist Union.

We heve had & relapse this year a3 against 19;_,, tut we believe that
enaditions can be vestorsd if the Resaians T=2lly vant a trade bill and really
vant to do soz- Ju Sice ia thisz aitvaticn. He vill soon find that out.

I vould like Lo emnhasize that my strong fezling from tae bYreakfast was
that =y collsagues im thz Ssnate -- and I certainiy fee) that vay -- want 2 trade
bill, and if it iz husaaly possible, we will 2ame to 2a agreasiznt, at the sars
tine observing in coasciznss~ the wondarful oblectives uhich Senator Jackson has-
set for the thres of ua.

SZMATOR RIBICOFY: I em doeply immransad with Sracideat Fard's involvemeat

"in the Jackson smendment. I am confident that his perzonal involvemsat will make

it possible to ccme to ar underctznding »n the Jackzoa amendaent without in any
way going back snd downgrading *tirs objmciivas of <ks Jackanon amendment.

I an confident thei these discuzniosns that havs taken placs asw ilavolving
the President person3ally will succesd, and wiih thsir success 2 trede bill can
b: paaazd in this eession of Comgroas,

SEIA’fOR JACZSOM: Va2 +r21l ke glzd 47 ectsrisin any quastioas.
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Q. On vhat lines dn you think the compromise oa agreement might emerge,
and specifically. sir, vhen you talk about the President’s initiative, do you
mean with the Senzte or with the Russians, or both?

SENATOR JACKSON: The President's initiative here runs to both. He met, I
believe, with Mr. Dobrynin yesterday. The President's direct interventioa ia this
matter, which is the new development -- this had not taken place bafors -- has
given it new momentum, new movement. The lasues that we are struggling with of
course are basically harassment, for those who try to apply, end numbers, but we

can report, all three of us, thet the results this morming, I think represent
the biggest movement thus far,

Q. Msy I follow up, sir?

'SENMATOR JACKSON: Yes, sir.

Q.  Are you suggesting that the President is now about to make a new
initiative with the Russians?

SENATOR JACKSON: The Presideat has already, with the talks yesterday,
undertaken new initlatives with the Russians on thisz specific poiat, sod this
goes to the heart of the trade bill. I think my colleagues would agree on that.
Senator Ribicoff is on the Cammittee on Finance and it is s key to what happens
on the trade bill, very candidly, and the significance of it, fruom the standpoint
of what Congress will do on the trade bill, the real significance is in the area
of human rights, and that iz the thing we went to emphasize.

SENATOR RIBICOFF: My feeling is with the President's involvement we gst
off dead center on the Jackson amendment as far as the Russlans are coccernsd and
as far as the trade bill is concerned, and I am confident the cbjectives of the
Jackson amendment will be achieved. The formula is in the process of being worked
nut. There are a 1ot of technicalities, this is rewriting of the law, but I do
believe with the President's initiative and involvemeat, we will be able to solve
this prablem here in this country and with the Soviet Union.

Q. Would you geatlemen describe ia a-little more deteil what the
President's initiative was? He apparently said scmething to Dobrynin yesterday.

SERATOR JACKSON: Obviously vhen you are in the area of negotiatioas, we
cannot discuss the substance of those talks, othervwise we defesat the whole
abjective hers of resching aa accord. But I would sey that the significant
develorment is the President's direct participation ‘aad as a result of that
perticipation and with Mr. Dobrynin's return nere, there has been movement,
Mr. Debryain had nnt planned t» come te Vashington at this time. tut he has
made e special return trip early and he has addreased himself tn this spenific
problen in owr relati~ag with the Soviet Unioa. Thst is tha significazce
of it.

Q. You seem to be implying that the Russians may be willing to come
across with something in agreement with your amendment. Is that correct?

SENATOR JACKSON: We are moving in the direction of an agreement, and there
has been significant Russisn movement. I think that is the best way to dsscribe
it.

SENATOR. RIBICOFF: I would even add further that it is important for the
Soviet Unisn- to understaad the mesning of the Jackzon amendment and its role in
any trads bill and their desire for MFN and credits.

My feeling i3 that they- now understand this, sad I am confident that there
will be movement on the Soviet Union's part which will enable Senator Jackson,
Senator Javits and myaelf and 76 cosponzers to achieve the objective and at. the
same time of achieving the objective that the Soviet Union can get MFX with
certain aafeguards.

Q. You say you are moving in the direction of an agreement. Is that an

agreement with the Russisns or an agreezent by you to modify or drop in some
way your amendment?

MORE
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SENATOR JACKSON: The amendment will nnt be dropped., It will be in the
directisn of granting the President certain discretioe vhich ve have to wark out.
This is 2 subject of negotiation, but the amendment per se will be in the bill,
and we are exploring the posaibility of how we will relate the understandings that
will be worked out between the President and the Congress end the President, of

. couwrse, in turn, has to have understanding with the Russians, but we doa't

negotiate directly with the Russians.

Q. What does your smendment say thea iz its refinement?

SENATOR JACKSON: This is what we are gegatiating and ve are dealing with
the besic target of granting to the President certain authority which he does ot
now have ia the bill =s it passed the House, but that would be, in turn, tied
to the understanding thst will be reached betwean the Presideat and ourselves.

Q. Hss Dr. Kisainger chansed his mind frem earlier vwhen he said that your
amendment vould be an interference in Russian internal affairs?

SENATOR JACKSCN: We didn't discuss that tnday.
Q. Did you make amy reference to that feeling of his?

SEMATOR JAVIXS: May I just say in talking about ths form of the amendzent,
et cetera, we nlss the forest for the trees., What we are sesking is substance;

" in other vords, will people be 2dble to get cut ~f the Soviet Union who want to

emigrate in adequate mumbers, considering the number thet want to get ocut without
the harsssment and ssnctions that they have endured, and we are satisfied -- and
oy collesgues will correct me if I em wrong -~ we are satisfied that this
Presideat will himself sees that whatever is agreed tn is performed, and there are
lots of thiags he can do which are in and out nf the Jackson amendsent.

Q. that you have said, to wy mind, does mnt adapt to completely free
movement.

SEMATOR JACZSON: Look, let's make oune thing very clear. The three of us
have never insisted that the amendment would contemplate that those who want to
lesve all leave at once. That has not ever been the position. What we are
spelling out is a rational, sensible approach of free movement that is realistic -
and ichievable, and vhat ve went is prograss, 2ad we waat more than what is
happening now,

They have cut back to 1000 e moath, end that is going in the wrons'di:-ection.'
We sre intsrestad in human rights, we want to see movement in this ares asmd at
this stage of the negotiation, there is movement.

Q. Dad yon discuss Cyprus and the possidbli: expulsion of U.S. tracps from
Greece? '

SEMATOR JACXSON: Well, on the light side, ~he biggest prnblez I have had,
frankly, was getting the Big Cypress bill through the Senate Interior Cormittee
yesterday, and ve got it through by on= vote, and 1 den't eovy any President
deeling with anything called Cyprus. It is tough. We hed a brief discussion
about it, but we -rere just brought up to dete.

Q. Wili th- e be somethinz in writing betueen the United States and
the Soviet governzent cegarding the Jacks~n amendzent, which vill ensure, es you

“have said, the {rse movement of p=ople?

SENATOR JACKSQN: Tast will be n watter, ~f course, that the President will
have to work out. There will ha written cxchangec betwcen the President and the
Congress.

0, Will it be with the Russiansz?

SEMATOR JACKSOl: You know, that is up tmn the President, he is the one vhe
will have to guarantee, and what arrsag~zents he makes with the Russians that will
be a wattar for him. But hehas essured us that vhatevar is werked out that he wil

see that the guaranteec are there, period. And ve will rely on his integrity
for those assurancnes, and we have faith in that integrity.
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Q. Is it fair to say that the President's well-known desire tc errange
compronises and so forth has prevailed upon you to back away a bit from the
earliest forms of your amendment?

SENATOR JACKSON: No. The substanca of the amendment will be there, We
bave faith in the President, in his ability to be prudent and to exercise that
kind of judgment that will help achieve what we all have in nind, and I think it
is fair to say that the President has a very, very strong syzpathy for what we
are scexing to do allfirmatively.

SEHATOR RIBICOFF: If I may add, there is no backing away. The objectives
of the Jackson amendzent, which is to move minorities out of the Soviet Union, will
be achieved if the negotiations mow going on, the President's iovolvement, succeed
and I am confident that they will,

SENATOR JACKSOH: May I sey finally that Congressman Vanik end Caongresspan |
Mills will be kept advised by this, because, as you know, that amendment passed
the House four to one, and ‘e are working together as a team, and we are grateful
for the spirit of Grand Rapids, which was the first breakfast --

Q. Did he cook his own breakfast and what did you have?

SEMATOR JACKSON: We hd en unusual bresakfast, scrambled eggs and orange
Juice, and we had a choice of English muffins &nd sweet rolls, bacon and sausages,
sand I bad tee. (laughter) o

I don't know vhere that puts me, but I have very strong feelings about tea.
I take a firm stand on tes. (Laughter)

Q. Do you have any idea as to when you might get an answer from the
Russians developing from this?

SENATOR JACKSQN: The Pressident is in touch. Mr. Dobrynin made & special
trip back. We are goiag to work over the weekend. We are making real progress.

Q. Did he come back just to discuss the trade ®ill? .

SENATOR JACKSON: He was not scheduled to be back here this month, and
the trip was largely on thig subject. He made a special trip back for that
purpase. .

~ THE PRESS: Thaok you, gentlemen.
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L . Vazxy viich
secicd to prohibit extension of uade
entitty or ecedil Judranices to any node
masnet (conemy country which deies op
unduiy resTicts the fundamental human
richt of emigration, In offening hia
amexdment, ouwr colleague from Chio is
merelr atiempiiog o restore the origical
provisions of the so-called Mills-Vanik.
Jackson aimendment.

As now vwritien, the cammiitse bil}
psohibicts extension of most-javored-na~
tion status to countriss that deny [ree-
dome of emigration. The credit [Imitation
languace s not contained.

It should be no sezzet that these prohi-
bitions are primarily ained at achisving
a relexation or altersiion in Soviet emi-
sration policy. Thers is no zeed to de-
scribe in detafl the many oficial and
nozoficial hazTiers a Soviet ‘citizen ene
counters if ha wishes to exsrcise hiz fun.
camental human right to emigrate. Eve

reddering of lipservice to the principle
of fres emiss E
The credit much more

granting of most-favorsd-nation statusg,
‘The Soviets are muek zore interested in
obtaining cradit financing for industrial
development than fa ol MNP

H

s,
Moccover, there is another, and per-
haps more pelling to t
e Vanik amendment. In view of today’s
intarnational situation, it is questionable
whather the United States should guar-
antee or extend any credits to the Soviet
Unfon. We must remembar that these
credits, American money, will ba used to
fuei the Russicn state »and its
industrinl develooment. They will enable
tie Soviet Urion ta continut and expand
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ite hish expondisuses for defun o s e
wemment in mifilary bmiuw Tew-
me:qber. 17 ¥ neamaskct ccommiar there
i no diffwsentiation deiwedn U
oz pubdlic seciors. W
to the Soviets lor ¢rotwnll deve’. 4
e ASU pebily mMonesy 20 e S9Tius Gove
ornoen:. Extension of trade credus to
Ruysia ty actualiy s dts=ulsed or type of
ALz oo™ foreirm ~id. Im prisetple, I
nuee heeR consistenitly opposed Lo fursigs
ald, My opposition harders, however,
when the {oreign aid e given to a coun~
try which, despita detente, remsing our
princigal internationsl adversary.

Why should we spend upwards of $80
billlon annually for defenss 2fainse the
Soviet threat, snd then turn around end
provide American money 0 fuel the Rus-
sian military-ingustrial comples? In my
mind, there aphears to be sn inconsist-
ency involved here. The potantial ex~
paaditures involved for our Government
are not limited to extensigns of credit.
Think of thiz. What { we are forced

worlid will be free of artificial barriers,
since ail human beincs shere the same
small planet,

Ta rench this point, it is essential that
we in the Uniled States indleate what
are he standards of human freedoem.
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hald dhilferent wulum ord 1 ey ot tuene
but -oms umiverThl humwan s~y mest
not be atetrised. Y frecdin
1@ €0:203¢ ane's i uf shulonere o tite
TeT 10 Ghserve st aTn ot llnines
fer cxnrpie. The

Dvesmtation ol Huwman
Tusits. which just this week muried it3
=Stl aantveryasy, hae 11002 22 00 theve
petnte.

Yo Rewe rlibts are boing denjed o
Soviet Jews Tho are now ubjest to exit
{ees, the amount depending on the ex-
tent of their education and the country
to which ther with W go. Sometimes, as
in the case of hichly T=ined scientists.
the amount may run nto Wousands of
dofiars.

Under these circumstances, the
amcndment before us and title IV of this
act i3 the correct response.

I look forward to tke Ume when all
countries will have a {ree emigration poi-
icy 5o we may proceed Witk a {reer trade
cY.

‘There should beno price tag on humaz

ts, .
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vole, on tha ayes and noss on ths voice
vote. - ' :

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will siate
that the Chair did not rule on the vaies
vote. When the centleman Srom Missouss
Tcte he requested a recorded vote.

A recorded vote-was ordered, -

The rote was taken by eecironic de-
vics, and there were-—ayes 319, noes 0,
not voting 13, as follows: .

. (Reii No. 863]
° ATIS=319
Almrag 1 arwtnakt
Lo burks, Fia. Dickzingen
Addanbo Burks, A\fzse.  Digcs
Alexundep . Burton + Dineal)
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(=TT A Carney, Ohlo s
Andersen,Ill.  Casey, Tex. Drinan
Andrews. X.C, Caderberg
e Sume Peess
[ t
Aahhrosit g:n: Le! {9 1
puatialiia} o en Rdwargs, A
Baksr Dea X Pdwasda,
Rarrett 2-‘ Dal Diberg
34
bewrd Clovelnad Eshl
2ol Cochran vina, Tena,
Bonnett =aben Prsasll
Barginud Colliase, 1. Mooy
Benld -olling, Tex. Novern
Bagmt Conlen Poley
D=2z Conte Fosd, °.
Bingham Conyers William D.
Blackdurn Corman ha
pou~Ealiad Cadter Pountain
bocys Coughlin
Baoland Crane Prenzet
Bolting Prey
Brademes Culver Prochiieh
Brasco , Dam Pultea
Rremux . Daniel, Robart M™unua
heeekinridgey w., Je, CGaydos
Brinkiey Duniels, Getiys
D V. Claimo
Eroumiieid Davis. Ga. Ginbons
Drotzmon Daris, $.C. Gltman
Brown, Callf.  dJde!2 Garea Guteny
eown, llleh. Dilaaey Coklzater
Reoyhill, N.C.  Deilums Gonzalre
Brevhill, Va. o Crasso
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Cny T ML ArR. Thempeon, N1,
Manien, Wesh. Min=hail. Obis Thornion
Kopert Maapr prad, Veyzer
leinn Culit Waisa
Huse Paunan Ware
a9 Rouary, X.Y. Wyats
Ceoap
Michal Stekes

So the smendment was agreed to.

The resuld of the vote was snnounced
a8 abgve recorded.

Mr. CAREY of New York, Mr. Chalre
man, ¢ i3 with dificulty that 1 vole
sgainst the pending teade bill. The Com-=
mittee on \Ways and Means worked dil-
Uigently on this complex issue. Howaver,
the fallure of the bili to contaia provi-
dons ancouraging and developing sppro-
priate Intermational mechanisms to de-
sign & pasition of solidarity for tha oll-
consuming nations, has contribuled to
the sOrTT enetgy State—an cuersy shast-
aze for the United States that I have
been warning agzainst for everal year.

The report on X.R. 10710, on page 36,
pasagraph 2, contains language the com-
mittes sccented at my urgiog. The aware-
ness of the problem is clear, but was not
translatad (ato statutory language. I do
take some comfort {rom the fact that the

portant problem of establishing 2 ratlonal
and equitable allocstion. of imported

During discussion {n committes, X bave
urging thas our trading partnscs,
the EEC, Japan, and others, should die~
euss formally and work together to do=

consolidated oil-inporting and

I
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rover Aezviniky Ssieriing
Guae Mulford Shtpley
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Haley ke Sixes
Hasotey MNisghell Md. Sk’
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Hays Moorhead, Pi. Staguets
Hurhder, W, Vo Mors00 stantot.
Hecidor, *ass, Soss . Willlam
Heazrmn Murphy, N.Y. James V.
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3
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Syuns
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‘Tisraan
Towsil, Nev,
Treen
Tdall
Rara Dasaly Tan Desrlln
sy Ress Yool
ooy Rgala Watzeaney
Runp Raid Waidie
Xiag Rewsy Wamplay
Rivearmld Rrgie White
pRicn-atice)
Ruyksadall Radarts Whittan
Robiston, Y3,
Lasdgrebe Robisoa, ¥.X. Willlams
LALTS Poding, Wilson, Beb
Leous —) ' Wilsea,
SwEam, Raoers E 9
Rzaceile, W SalL
119 N.T. Wiea
Leve Mt P Tex.
Ry Wien
Lzian Rasamthal Wl
Rostankowski Wrydler
MeComnask Lomahy Wris
PRonil neiied Wizma
1rRay Y Tatm
MeKlansy Roreal . Tatrem
N Ruansls TYoung, Alaslin
Mardden e Young, Fis.
Moniean * 88 GuRaln Toung., Ot
Starset Casdmon, Yeung, 8L
Aartin. K.Co  Sammaim Yeung. 8.0
Yeuny, Tan.
Liazhin Oa Sastertfivid 2oy
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e
Acdrews, Hammer-

N. Dalt, el mlals) Fassman
Arada jitslnina) Peiis
Aramresg Mansen. Jdahe Poage
AnStey Uneaha Preyaw
Boeea Hesmar Price,

By Jerman farals)
Prown. Ohie  Johsmm, Cola Railabeekt
T XKa RKhouea
sritsem, Mim,  Ketchy Ruppe
Gamp Landrom Ruith
[- Lirtes 3
< ReQery Seveliue
Coilisw MeCailistar Sxublms
Qonabie Mefwea Seaiger. Win,
Daria, Wik MaPull Stadhens
=) Manmen Tasames. Wia
Dunmis Hallllard Theus
Nillasy Tibnas
C:ans, Col,  Jartin, Xebs, Vander Jags
FiaZley Mayne Vigerity
Firns © o Moaneom Whalea
rreilng Myzts Wizgt
Gcadling Maicher Wrighs
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CGress Myere Zwaeh
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U.allten Ohay
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Addoer Butlar Domhue
Asim Quray, X.T. Frsnbesa
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Busie, OIE Dunteivea Ftaher

policy. This was not adopted,
unless changes are mads in this dill
iz our trading partners’ attitudes. ve
all be going to the oil bargaining

our hat In one hand aod an
in tha-other. Reeent ovie
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sbly, aCest everyone, is our Na, 1 sduca-
toanl priority in upcoming trade discus-

- An amendment [ propased (o the
trada bl while {n committse would have
required establishment of the cdininis-
trative and negotiating mechanisms
necessery to cope with the expecied 3-
year wordd shortage of fosail fucls, pag-
ticularly oit and gasoline. It wot ld have
establishad within OECD and GATT
rules for negotiating for these nreemmary
engryy commoditics. It could liave ro-
suited in a reasodable and, inder d. prov-
ident com:nen nosition of seiida sty that
we and our tradlilg partners must take
with the OPEC, U we are lo avoid an
inevitable czcalation of ofl blackmail—
blackhmail surely turning ours from an
sse of geopolitics, to an aga of goo-
econoenies. :

1 hope that the Senate Flnance Com=
mittes, when and if the bill Is discussed
by them, will keep vhat I have said ia
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mind. Duriug hearings bafSre Lhat come
mittce, it is my hope to lesiify, and re-
mind them that the trade bill remains
the sole, most likely vehicle for consolls
duting 2 commoa bhutsining position
with which ta face the oli-preducing na-
tions of the world We fase o world
shortage of encrgy. Wa must not st the
failure of NATO to provide solldarity for
our resupplying on attacked Israed, be
the pattern for absoluicly necessary cco=
namic solidarity,

As 3 member of the Ways and eans
Comnitles’s Task Torce on Energy, I
ahail worik strenuously to develop legis-
Jation that possidtly can ba added to the
trods bill in the near future. Surcly, the
timing and urgency of such a move ate
my Y. Such mpro 8 in thils
legislation will provids the menans of cs-
tabifshing (nternational irstrumentall-
ties and negotiatng mechanisms to fa-
cilftate 3 common sil-cansurner position.

The trada bill Before us, curfously, has
about the same durztion—S5 years—as the
projectad severe worid shartage of fosasil
fuels and energy. During this time, we,
in. the United States, must work (o see
that our research eJotts arc heightensd
to the point whers cur tezhnological and
scientific lecdorstip reassert themselives.
and the warid again bexts a path to our
doors to share in the new caergy wealth
we shall cnie=sh through oil abals de-
velopmant, coal-gasification, nuclear,
solar and geothermal energy.

At this time, there iscn injurious trend
which will affect all consumers, because
of the oil embarge. Not until key con-
sumer astions jein logether will wa bring
this “c2teh-as catch-can” and “grab-
box” for ofl procurement to an end.
Then oaly will the blackmnil actlous of
the oil-producing natlans cease dzaizst
\he peonle of this and other democratic

nationa,
Quita franily, [t would be prefetable

the President—
dissretion to deviss ths needsd intermna-
tionsl systems and our role in them, and
confidence that i:s would instill needed
trust snd amity in our fellow ofl-cone
sumers. Howsver, this administration’s

.track record on ‘enersy has Leen dlsmal

—ungarillsied. This administration has
fatled to mess long-predicted enerxy and
fuel deficienclss across the United
States—knowing that the wamings wes
havs hh:d in tha pest seversl years couid

shortagss (1 tha {uture.

I also hesitats to entrust this kind of
macdats to a Presidant who Is so clearh
positically allisd with those who wouit
segmn L0 Be (nvaived In oil prolteering.
simply csnuot condonas or approve o
either these failuves to address the Na
tion’s cnergy problems swiltly and eiff
ciently, or expect tha President to mov
stronzly to requise necessary priciug an
supply respoesibilily and responsidic
ness on the past of the major ¢
olizzopaly.

I am not and have never bren 2 ot
tectionist, I have niways favared [
reciproeal trads. Yel the present bill <o
not go quits faz enouzh 1o {asure th
we are rot tradiag 'n tha jobs of Anc
fean workera, Toaumodilles and irun
factures are praper media for trac

o ——
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DETENTZ AND HUMAN RICEIS

Speech by Senator Henry M, Jackson

Pacem in Terris Conference
Sheraton-Park Hotel
Weahington, D.C.

Thursdey, Ottober 11, 1573

At no time since the end of World War II bas the Western demperatic world
been more hopeful, nor the struggling democrsts in the East more apprehensive, at
the nrospects',or the developing international detents. And nowhere should the V
fears and apprehensions of those whose love of freedom has survived behind the
Iron Curtain find a more receptive and thoughtful éouiderstica mn at a gather-
ing devoted to Pacem in Terris. S0 my remarks this morning are devoted to the
question of detente and human rights.

On Monday anight the Secretary of State and the Chairman of the Senate
Foreign Relations Cammittee -- vho agree on little else -- came before you to share
their b-uér that it is wrong for the United States to condition trade concessions
to the Soviat Uniop o;z adherence to the fr_eo exigration provision of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

Semator Fuldbright, who is bBeguiled by the Soviets, and Dr. Kissinger, who
believes that he is beguiling them, manage to find comion ground in rejecting
Dr. Andrei Sakharov's wise counsel against promoting s "detente” unaccempanied by
incrensed openness and trust. ‘

I believe in the Universal Declarstion of m:Ri&hta; and I believe that

WV, 25 years aftar its adoption by the United Nations, it is not too late or too
early to begin to implement it. And I am sustained in the belief that the best vay
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t do thisz iz through pressing my cnendment tn the trade bill by these brave words
from the great Soviet physicist, Andrei Sakharov:

™he abandomment of a policy of principle would be a betrayal of
the thousands of Jews and non-Jews who want to emigrats, of the
hundreds in camps and mental hospitals, of the victims of thes Berlin
Wall.

Such & denial would lead to stronger repressions on ideological
gounds. It would be tantamount to total eapitulation of demoeratic
principles in face of blackmall, deceit and violence. The consequences
of such a capitulation for intermational canfidence, detente and the
eatire future of mankind are difficult to predict.

I express the hope that the Congress of the United States, reflect-
ing the vill aad the traditiocnal love of freedom of the American
people, vill realizes its historical responsibility before manikind
and will find the sgtreagth to rise above tamporary partisan considera-
tiocns of commercialism and prestige.

1 hope that the Congress will support the Jackson Amendment."

o ,_ |

In an age of ouclear veapons, Sematar Fuldbright suggests, the Soviet Union
is "the one country whose cocperation is absolutely essential.” Dr. Kissinger,
vho Tecognizes that our traditional commitmeat to individual liberty poses maral
dlemmss, implies that this commitment must ve veighed against "the profound mersl
concern...of the attairment of pesce.” Semator Pulbright hints darkly that our
very swvival may depend op the pursuit of a detente without human rights.

Bat is the risk of nmlur'lrmm;ain.gtb:'mcirthc&ml
copnditions most-favored-nation trestment to the Soviet Union oo free emigration?
Does Senator Pulbright believe that the Soviet Union will bde aoy leas cautious
about the risks of & suicidal auslear war if we choose not to subsidize their
foreign vorrowing? I concur in Dr. Sakharov's belief ;ht "the danger of nuclear
wer continuss to be the foremost concern for all of k\’f-n.ity," and vith him I
support "all messures to avert this danger including med meagures of armament

—— r
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reduction.” The pfccess of reducing the risks of nuclear var can and will continue
because it is in the mutual intarest of both the United States and the Soviet
Union to do so. But the development of more extensive mutual interests, of a
cloaer and more cordial relaticnship between the two countries, must be based on
something more solid and more snduring and more comprehensive than bargain-
bagement credits and one-sided caxmercisl transactions. '

A true peace, an endurx.ngh pesce, can oaly Ye built ocn a morsl consengus,
What better place to begin building this consmensus then on the principles embodiad
in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, emong which the right to choose the
country one lives 1n—tuu¢ntudétu&nly4-umthemathuic.

We are asked to believe that the prospects for peace are enhanced by the
flow of Pepsi-Cola to the Soviet Uaion and the flow of Vodka to the United States.
I say that ve will move mmnch further along the road %o a stable pesce vhen ve see
the free flov of people and ideas across the darriers that divide Fast from West --
& flow unchecked by srbitrary and capricious power. ' . '

buod

How, at this time in history, we have beex preseated with an unparalleled
oppartunity. The growth of the Soviet econamy -- the means by which the Soviet
Urion has so long been hoping to "overtake aad swpas:” the United States -- has
begun to falter badly. The Soviet economy, despite eiormous inefficiencies, had
mnaged to sustain significaat economic growth only by rescrt to & staggering rate
of capital mﬁmu, twice that of the Unitad States. In recent years, the |
Productivity of that capital has declined drsstically, The inflexible Soviet
economy has found it inereagingly aifficult to ud.niiste modern technology, Even
magsive infugion of thoir own capital no longer pzm;cs to sustain economic

—— e — . } o Tt ovemm
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If the Soviet Union were a minor country with no external ambitions, it
might stagger along indefinitely with a no-growth or slow-growth economy. But
she 13 not such B country -- and therein lies our opportunity and our challenge.
The task that the Soviet leaders wish to impose on their rigid ecopomic system i3
oothing less than to mske the Sovie: Union the dominant world power -- economically,
militarily and politically. They hope to achieve a high rate of economic growth
and hold their economy up as a.model for the less-developed world. They wvant to
continue to divert a disproportionste share of their resources to military
spending -- more than twice the percentage of GNF as in our case -- to sustain
their bulld-up ~f strategic arms and conventional forces in Esstern Europe and on
the Chinese border -- and to underwrite the military forves of their Arab allies,
The Soviet govermment needs desperataly to improve the quality and quantity of
goods available to the Soviet consumer, because it is only too aware of the
political threat posed by the continued frustration of consumer demands. Yet the
Soviet leaders are also afraid -- or perhaps they do not know how -- to relax
their rigidly controlled econamy -- and 30 tﬁq bave come to us for help. We
would be ill-adviged to treat this request as just another dusiness prcpoeition‘ .-

ar even as & routine request for foreign aid. ’

7 In my judgment, the most abuadsat and positive source of much nesded help
‘for the Soviet econcmy should come, mf from the United States, but through a
reordering of Saviet pricrities away from the militayy into the civilian sector.
And in thig connection, it is high time that we propxse aé;-ioua ddsermament at the
SALT negotiations -- not the sort of fiddling st the margins that bas
characterized the approach to arms control thus faz, ;but serious reda:ﬁtiom of
strategic weapons on both sides. I see 0o reason, for exsmple, why we caanot, in
concert with the Soviet Union, agree that 900 ICEMs and 35 nuclear submarines are
.a.gme for both sides. Would this not be better than the present situation in

vhich they have 1600 ICEMs and are bullding toward 62 submarines and we have 1,000
ICEMs and 41 submar’ aes?
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'he Soviets are seeking billions of dollars in U.S. govermmest subgidized
credits -- long-term lom at 6 percent interest. Neither Dz'. Kissinger nor
Senator Fulbright chose to dwell on this aspect of what the Secretary of State
euphemistically tarmed "a carefully shaped, overall mosaic.” What is involved
here are credit transfers that will dwarf last year's grain deal -- or, as I prefer
to call it, the great grain robbery.

There are, in my judgment, countries snd purposes more deserving of owr

agsistance, whose nesds are greater -- in some cases ‘gire ==~ and vhose use qt owr

I

aid for humanitarian purposes is more readily asswred. The drought-striken nations
of the African Sahel come immediately to mind.

Let us not lose this apportunity t0 bargein hard for human rights. Let us
ot te misled by arguments that the time is ot yet ripe or that we will be able
to aceomplish more uéer, after we have ermeshed the Soviets in some entangling
veb of investments and business deals. As Dr. Kisginger so eloquantly stated here
& few nights ago, opportunities once lost msy never recur again. What are now
clearly recognized by the Rugsians as concessions on our part will eveantually be
demanded ag the normal way of doing things. Already we see Dr. Kissinger insisting
that the discretion or the Congress to grant or deny or condition moat-favered-
naticn status no lcager exists because he has bargained it eway, never zinding
thet he had no suthority to do so. Does snyone believe that American corporetions
vill be more \dll.ibg, vhen they have massive iavestments to protect, to insist
on the rights of Soviet digsenters than they are now? At this momeat we have an
opportunity -- which oy not again be repeated -- vhen the Soviet people are
graced vith men with the stature and prestige of Sakharov a.ndéolzbenitsyn vho have

courageously spoken out on bebalf of human rights. Their plea must not fall on
deal ears.

As Sakharov said in his apen letter to the Congress:

"The Jackson Amendment is made even more significant by the fact
that the world is only just entering on 2 new course of detente
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and it is therefore esseatial that the proper direction be followed

from the outset. This is a fundamental issue, extending far beyond
the question of emigration.

Iv.

I believe that we ought to press our traditional comnitment to human rights
in the emerging detente not oaly because this camitmant is a most solemn pledge,
not only because these values are right in themselves, but because it must be a
Furpose of the datente to bring the Soviet Union into the community of civilized
nations, to hasten the end of what Sakharcv has called, "an intolerable isolation,
bringing with it the ugliest consequences.” The isolation of the Soviet Uniosm,
vhich, in Sakharov's words, "is highly perilous for all mankind, for internationsl
copfidence and detente,” is as dangercus as and comparable to the isolation of

Germany in 1937. In that year the great German writer Thames Mann wrote these
vorda:

\

"Why isolation, werld hostility, lawlessness, intellectual inter-

dict, cultural darkness, and every other evil? Wby oot rather

Germany's voluntary return to the Eurcpean system, her reconcilia-

ticn with Burope, vith all the imwvard accompeniments of freedem,

Jjustice, well-being, and human decency, and & jubilant welcome

from the rest of the world? Why not? Only because a regime

vhich, in word and deed, denies the rights of man, vhich wvants

sbove all else to remain in pover, would stultify itself and be

abolished 1f, since it cannot make war, it actually made peace.”

Too oftem, those who insist that the pace snd development of detente should
reflect progress in the ares of human rights are accused of opposition to detente
itself. Nothing could be further from the truth, The argument is not between
the proponents and detractors of detente, but between tose who wish a gesuine ers
of internaticual accommodation based on progress toward indivigual liberty and
those vho, in the final analysis, are indifferent to such progress.

¥e will have moved from the appearance to the reality of detsnte vhen East

Ewropeans can freely visit the West, when Soviet students in significant numbers
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:an come t0 American universities, sad vhen Amarican students in significant.
mmbers can study in Russia. When rudﬁ:g the Western press and listeming to
Western broadcasts is no longer an act of tremson, vhen families can be reunited
across cational borders, when emigration is free -- then we shall have a genuins
detaste betvesn pegples and not a formula between govermments far capitulation on
the issue of human rights.

Without bringing about an incressing measure of individual liberty in the
cammunist vorld there can be no gepuine detents, thers can be no real movement
toward a more peaceful world. If we permit form to substitute for substance, if
ve are content with vhat in Washington is referred to as "atmospherics,” ve will
mtonlytulfokupoiwmmn solenn promises, we will, ip the loaog run, fail
to keep the peace.
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TRADE REFORM ACT OF 1971—
AMENDMENT

AMENEMENT MO, °9

‘Qrdered to de printed. and to lie on
the table, by unanimous consent.)
THE JACRENN AMENIMENT OGN RAST - WEST TEANR

AND FRLEDOM OF FAIGRATION

Mr. JACKSON Mr. President. I am
pleased to submit, on behalf of a bte
Qarusan mnjority of more than three.
fourths of the Senate, an amendment
wnich I intend to propose to H.R. 4787,
the Trade Reform Act of 1973. [ ask
unanimous consenc thac the amendment
be printed and lie on the tabie, and that
the amendment be printed in the Ree-
ono. logether with the ii32 of cosponsors.

The PRESIDING OFPFICER. The
amendment wul he recetved and printed
and will lie on e table: and withaut
objection the amendment together with
the cosponsor< will be printed in the
Recorn follewine tlie Senacor's state-
ment.

¢ See exhibit |

Mr. JACKSON Mr President, 78 S&on-
atars who are round In this amendment
share the deey commutment ot ‘he
American peovle o the (undamental hue
man rgitts Alirmed more than 38 venrs
320 by the Tnetei Nations. Americs then
Mmayed a lendine rcle ln the drafting ant
the sdaption of e Universal Deciaration
of Humagn Riciits: and now i¢ is time for
Amerwa 9 take the lead in assuring that
he niTht of f{ree emigration. so centrai
ta thie Tnuversal Declaration. 15 supporied
57 the full wewgiit of our economic power.

Our amencdment. Mr. President, is a
sumple one. It would require the Presi-
dent. vrior to the granung of most-
favared-nation treatment o sonmarke*
economiss=the Soviec Union sad the
countries of Central Europe—ar the ex-
teastont o them of credits. credit par-
ANtees or investment gURCAntees, to sub~
mit to the Coneress & report (ndicating
that the recipient of these beneAits cdoss
not dedy its citizens the rigit or of -
tUnItY to emigrete, Moreover, the -

dent would be renuired to repoi® that the ”

country in question does not rasort to
more than nomunul taxes ax & means of
denying its citizens the righit or oppor-
turty o emigrate This report. required
Initially prior to :he granting of irade
benefita would have 0 be submutted
semisnnually therenfier o long As the
benefits were extended. It is this provie
sion that will ensule the Congress to as-
surs that its inszistence on the right to
fres emugratian is and will remain 8 con-
dition of American economic assistance

Many of my coleagues wno support thid:

amendment also support expanded East-
West trade, and. in {act. ! vas among the
group of S  who ¢ od leg-
islation (o promote suclt (rade long before
the Pressdent went o Moscow. What i1
at {s3us here is whether to give the coun-
tries in question. in effect. “economic
assistance.”

I use the tetm “economic assistance,”’
Mr. President. because there |3 much in
the deveioping East-West trade reiation-
3hip that closely resembies—indeed cone-
stitutes=={Ooreign &id. The Soviet Union,
for example, has recently dorrowed sube
stantial sums ¢ 2 rate of interest Jower
than the prime rate. No Amsrican cor-
DOrRLion-—n0 American homecwner—can

amounts have besn purchased by the
Soviet Union at prices lower than those
paid by American consumers: and both
the grain itseif and its financing and
transportation nheve been subsidized by
the American taxoayer. AL & tine when
Americans are paying more for bread
baked with American wleat than Ruse
sians are paywmrg {or thewr bread, also
baked with American wheat, our con-
Jumers understand that we are silding
into the foreen atd busi with r

Exstter
List oF SroMenag of KueNnurnt Na. 79

Mr. Jackson (for himsslf Mr Ribicoff, Mr.
Magnuson., Mr. Javies. MP. Buckley. Mr Qure
oev, Mr. Bayh, Mr, Hoilings. L& Hwnphrey.
Mr. Dote, Mr. Packwoud, Slr. Percy. Mr. Keas
nedy, Mr. Tunnsy. Me. Wiliams. Mr Soch.
My. Scott, -Mr, Taft. Mr. Allen. Mr Baker.
Mpr. Seall, Mr. Bevsen. Mr. Bible, Mr. Sidan.
Mr. Broek, Mr. Brooks, Mr. Harry P. Berd,
Jr. Mr. Robert C. Byrd, Mr. Camnon. M.
Case. Mp, Caues. Mr. Church. Mr Clark, Mr.
Cook., Mr. Cotton. Mr. Cranston, Mr. Dom-
enict, Me. Domuaick, ir. Zagiston. Mr. Fan-
nia, Mr. Poug, Mr. GQoldwater, Mr. Oravet,
Mr. Hansen. Mg. Nart. Mr Martke. Mr. Has-
xoil, Mz. Raims, Mr. Hucdlestaon, Mr. Hughes,
Mr. [aouye, Mr. Johnaton, Mr. McCleilan. Mr.
MeGee, Mr. MceTovern. Mr. Meincyre. Mr. Ma=

thisa, Mr. Me. MP.
Mr. Nunn, Mr. Pustore, Mr. Peil, Mr. Proz-
mue, Mr. Rendolpn. Mr. Schweikar, Mer,
Mr. 3 Mr, Mr.
Ste Mr. Symung Mr. T Mr.
Mr. Tower. Mr. ‘Velcker. Mr.

Thurmond,
Young). *
——
AMEadaEwT No. 79

At the eod of Title V of the sct. add tne

tollowing new section :
BAST-WESF TRADR AND FREFUOM OF TMICRATION
3ge. 307. () Pu masare Lhe continved devie
1easion of the United Stites to {tdAmental

to the failing Soviet economy At a iime
when Amaerican besl production is baset
ot high~cost feed grains-—because

Tights. afd (i withsianding any
aAthar prowision of thia AMt or 3uy OLRC? (\w,
after Uuiohar 18, (Y72 nu AUNINACRES vCoNe
UMY cOuntry shall be sih(ibie to receive

cheaper food gTains nave been t
to the Soviet Union--every American at
the supermarket can understand who I3
Paying the price for expanded trade with
the Sowviet Union.

With respect to the granting of most-
favored-nation tresiment. there s ge
Question that it is the Soviet Uruon, and
noc the United States. that desires this
Accommeodation. The Soviets are making
Purchases in this counfry becazuse. for
certain critical goods. services angd com-~
modities. they have nowhere else to go.
As the enormity of the falure of the
Sovist economy looms larger !n their pol-
itics and in ours. we cnn »xPeCt that they
will continue to make criteal purchases
in the United Statcs. Whetlier they are
frantced PN or dented {t will have littlo
eflect on tReir preasing needs or om our

- CAPSCity 0 meet Utose of their require-

ments that w9 may wish to satisfy
through incressed exports.

I beli¢ve. Mr. Presidens, that the
Amencan people share the conviction of
An overwhelming majority of the Senate
thas it-iz right aad proper to attach cone
ditions ta the extension of aid. And [ sm
deeply moved by the determunation of
the Ametican people o join together in

i bring fresdom to tens of
h ds of innocent human beings who

to the Sovtet Union and other
economes.
There 13 apsolutely nothing tn this
amendment wmirh wouid prevent an
or an
the U.S. Qovernment from trading with
the Soviet Unirn or any other nation.

ssk only the right to emigrate to the
country of their choice. As we move %0
incresse trade. let us move W decreass
tyranny. As we lalk chout free trade. let
Us taik about (res eeovie.

The. amendment. inciuging sponsors,
follows:

must or i pertioi-
pste n sny orogram of the Qovernment af
the United Sinces which oxtends creults of

- eredit QUAFAILENS OF INYERIMENT TUALANTeeX.

directly ot inairectly, during :be perind Se«
ginuing Wth the date on which the Pres.
Wdent of e Tnitea States detarmines tnas
such COURETY~—s

ti) denles It3 citizaas the right or oppor-
cuniey :0 emigrate: or

12} Impoess mMore ‘han 3 unminal Ax on
migration of o8 the visas or other docue
ments required for emigrstion, fof Ny pur-
PoSe OF “AUSO THRLICEVEr: OF

{3) iraposss mote than a NOMIAAl tAL, lovy,
fine, fes, oF OLBSF CAAIEY OB aDY Citisen as
» conssquenss of e desire of tueh citisen
to smsIgTRse to Lha country of hig chotce,
end ending oo the dats oti which the Presi-
dent determiines thas such countyy i3 na
longer in violation of paragrepl (1), (3) oe
3.
¢ ,ns) Aftse Oceobor 15, 1972, & noumariet
SCOMOMY COUNITY MAY HOFLICIPACE 1 & prow
e of the Oovernment of the United
States wihich extands credite or credit quar-
SRt OF vestment gusranlees, snd sasil
be eligibie to recsive most-(aversd-nation
UPMimManE, Oonly after the Pressaent of
the ORited Statse has sudmittad to the Cofi-
grees a report ladicmting thol sueh country
is not it viclation of parsgreph (1}, (2}, or
(3) of subseetion 1s). Such repost with rge
spect o sueh country. thall include informse
tion As to the nature and !mplemsntacion
of emiigration isew and poilcies and remirice
tions or discrimination appiled to of sgeingt
pereoms wishing to emigrate. The report re-
qQuired dy thls shall be
inittally me provided Berein and ssmi-an-
nually thefsalter so long as sdy agreemsnt

nte p w9 the of such
suthori¥y is in effect.
*Plus Sen. Russell PB. Long and
Sen. Hovard ii. “eczenbaunm
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WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 1972

EAST-WEST TRADE AND FUNDA-
MENTAL HUMAN RIGHTS

Mr. JACKSON, Mr. President, I will be
offertng on behall of ~ dipartisan group
of my colleagues ad amendment ta the
East-West Trade Relations Act of 1971,
S. 2820. It is 2 simple amendment It
arises out of and is rooted tn our tradie
tional commitment to the cause of ine
dlvidual ifberty. It fa a umple ples for
simple justice. But unilke other such
pleadings, it has soma teeth in it

Our amendment would add & new sec-

1 10 la the bl consisting of nine
paris, that would extend most-favoreds
nation treatment to Communist coune
tries. Tt wowld establish a direct legisla~
tive link between that status and other
ade and credit concessions, on the one
hand, and the {-eedom 0 enigrate withe
out the psyment of prohibitive tazes
amounting to ransom, oa the other. Ua«
der this amendment no comtry would
be eligible to recuive mast-favored-nae

the President to judge and report o
detall upe~ the compliance with thig
cendition of any country wighing to obe
tain most-(avored-nation statug or U8,

Mr. Prasident, the Nobel lecture of the
n der Salze~

grexs writer, Al
henitsyn, was recently Jublished in the

has been one of culrage and revulsion.
. violates our most deeply held convie-
Jons about human freedom and dignily.

I will not here catalog the continuing
record of oppression sulered Yy the
Saviet Jews and by other minarities and
diszidents in the Soviet Union. But I
Must express my {eir that the current
ransom program, wicked n itseif, care
Tles with it Lhe pofential to exaccrdata
anti-Semitiam in the Soviet Union to
in extent and a depth that we hoped had
perizshed for all time with the collapse
of the Third Reich. For in the effort W
justify this barbaric trade in human
beings the Saviets have appealed to tha
basest instincts. The repusts reaching
us afirming the populsarity of the maa-
som policy are the most painful of sib
They portend the unleashing of bitter
{orces that even s totalitarian regime as
adept at regimenting its people az the
Sovist stats cannot always coatrol Nor
is it certain that contra] is what the isad-
s in the Kremlin desire,

Now, Lthe Sovist leaders have explained
that the exorbitant emigration taxes,

state-supported studies, The more a0
d Soviet have gane o
{ar as 1o compars these taxes o he obll-

at t)
state—in which the student undertakes
certain obligations in retuwrn for his twe
tion. But that i3 not what i3 lovolved
in the Soriet case and it is 3 U to sug~
gest otherwise, For ons thing the eml-
gration taxes have baen retroactively m-

if the obligations wers piaced on & vl

after graduation !n & prearranged che
pacily, are prohiditive and intendad o be
30, Soviet citizens are simply not per-
mitted Lo earn of tMss the SUmMS Ned-
asaary La purchase thate freedom. To ate
tempt 10 borvow the huge. 8-

Mr. President, wa Amaricans are [o%«
tunate o have 86 our servics e CTeAte
et cconomy the world has ever known.
It can do more than enrich our lives. It
can ba pressed into service as an instrae
ment of our commitment to individual
liberty. We can deny our vast markels W
thas Soviet Unlea. We can reserve par-
teipatioa in our credit and investment
programs—our “internal” matlers—{o
those countries who sccord their citizens
the fundamental human right @ emi.
grate. \Ws can. and we must, keep the
faith of cur osn highest \raditions.

\We must not now, as we did oncs,
acquiescs to tyTanny while thers are
those, 4t greater Tisk than ourselves, who
dare to rexist.

Mr. Presudent, [ ask upanimous com-
sent that tha text of the proposd
amendmant be printed 1 the RICORD 88
the conclusion of my renarts

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
itisso ! .

(See exhibdit 1)

Mr. JACKSON. I shail lsier ofer &
formal smendment, with various Seae~
1073 38 COSPONIOrE.

Iamoer 1
PropomED AMEIwoMENT TO 3. 2630
(A Il consisting of 9 jarta. ‘Bat would
oxtasd maest favorsd DaUoOD ireaiment to
the Saviet Uniom snd other countries)

The fallowing ammendment will D¢ propessd
by Semater Wenry M. Jaskmon and o bipare
tisam group of Sesstorn

AS the ead of the bl add the follewing
Bew sesilisn:

LAST-WEST TRABS ARS FUNBAMENTAL NUMAN
1euTs

Sxe. 10. {s) TO sazure the continued dedls

oy invsstovent
direstly, durtag the peried degianing wilh
the dats om walch the President of the

volved opens one Lo persecution for e~
nomic crimes, and no ane tarns the sore
of incarng that would enabls him o pay

noys rort. Where would it stop? Would
it spread to other countries as serial
Nifacking did when Arst attempled and

.l

¥ thas such VALY is
ne l;:m ia violassem of parsgragh (1). (),
or (.

(3) The sutherily comferrsd Dy ijectioas
3 and 6 (a) af this Aet 1hall not D Rare
clsed Wit respeet 9 any country unias the
Prasident of e United Statas had U=
mitisd to the Congress a repart (ndicating
thet suel counlry 14 Dt 12 violstiom of
paregrash (1). (1), oF (3) of subsection (3),

R

{1) the best avallable nformatica a8
the . oature, contant, application, and !op=
& ot laws snd peite

then emuilated? \Tould the r o
senitered minoritics, Jews and others,
Lecome the new medium of International

It recalls to us & Cark age Then
Beings were enslgved and traded as chat.
tal. In our gwn land it Look a civil war

Member when Himmier 10id cxit permily
for Jewy, As the gi1eat British Histortan
Robert Corauert has peinted ocut, e
Soviet leaders may be unaware of this
unlallering parallel since nene of the
Wartern iterature on the Jolocaust has

Pubilshed In Muwrin. But we are
beare of the lfolscawt. We sem (he
:‘rt I;'And that i3 why we must do

o e prevent et

& that lnm'::f‘ate.uuc;:h:.‘ i tea

? Would we ar the agen-
cies, arrange for ‘he planes and :hips,
\ransfer (he forcien cxechange, nevollate
the prices=In shart, tould we nstitu-
ticnalize the z3le of & whole people? I
say no=-and I ask the Jenale ta joim
with me in za31ng, “ne.” )

‘There will be those who will say, evem
as Mr. Brezhnev must surely have sid o
the Prevident In Moscow, that the action
we ars propesing la an .atrusion in the
Internal affairs of the Soviet Unien. To
Whis I wouid quolc Salzhenitayn:

There are no lalerssl aflnMre lefl on eur
erowdces Larh.

“The fact is, of courss, that the rage
som—uwere it 10 be paide=would bLe
raid oul of funds raired primarsly in the
United States. That surcly gives us the
richt as a covesTunent, quile apart from
the dedteation to our own lugh prin-
eirten, to Lo "vitally coneerned vith what
coes on in ihe East.”

coamg

(2) the best availeble Information &8 1@
reatsisiions eppiled to persons wLAING e
cmigrate, 1he ustionsl snd reilgious dDasle

extent of diSCriIISUISE aS2INAL SUCh pere
5B MPMSIEG (788D tDe daalre L8 nISrEta o
i\be {nitistien &f cmigratien proceduress obd
(3) the best avallable Informalion as W~
the number of citizens &f \hut couatry vhe
bave te L3

for p 3

have bevs denisd sush permiaien, nd e
] whess ar. pending.
The report required dy this subwection shall
be sUBBIlled Prior W ANY exercise of the
authority confertvd by sscitons 3 sne Gla)
with resmect @ any couniry, and M=
sanually thereafler 33 iong as any rgrecment
entered 1n1g pursuant Lo Lhe exereiss of such
suthorily is In effest.







