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FOREWORD

House of Representatives, 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

Washington, D.C.
. Tlle* rePort has been submitted to the Committee on For­

eign Affairs of the House of Representatives by a delegation of the 
Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs which visited Asia and 
the Soviet Union from August 4 to 24,1979. The report is being printed 
for use by the Congress in its deliberations on matters affecting U S • 
relations with the nations of Asia and the Soviet Union.

The views and findings in the report are those of the congressional 
delegation, and do not necessarily reflect the views of the members of 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Clement J. Zablocki,
Chairman.
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

Hon. Clement J. Zablocki,
Chairman, Committee on 'Foreign Affairs, 
House of Representatives, ~W ashington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Chairman : Attached is a report with recommendations 
by a delegation of the Congress to Asia led by the Subcommittee on 
Asian and Pacific Affairs, which I have the honor to chair. Our group 
of 12 Members included: Representatives Clarence Long, chairman of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee on Foreign Operations; Guyer and 
Ireland of the Foreign Affairs Committee; Bowen of Foreign Affairs, 
also chairman of the Agriculture Subcommittee on Cotton; Gilman of 
Foreign Affairs, and the Select Committee on Narcotics; Lagomarsino 
of Foreign Affairs, and chairman of the Republican Foreign Policy 
Taskforce; Scheuer of the Narcotics Committee and chairman of the 
Consumer Protection and Finance Subcommittee; Moorhead of Judici­
ary; Stark of the Narcotics Committee and Ways and Means; Dornan 
of the Narcotics Committee; and Evans, chairman of the Special Task 
Force on the DEA of the Narcotics Committee.

I list the committee affiliations and chairmanships of the Members 
because they illustrate the degree of expertise, and diversity, with 
which our delegation approached the mission. The effectiveness of the 
various task forces we established to explore U.S. aid projects, for 
example, and the narcotics question, was greatly enhanced by the 
energies and expertise of Members who have specialized in such mat­
ters in their normal activities in Washington. I wish to thank all 
of them for their dedication and generosity in giving so much to the 
mission, and in helping to make it the successful mission that it was.

Between August 6 and 24,1979. our delegation visited Hong Kong, 
Thailand, Vietnam, Sri Lanka, Pakistan, and the Soviet Union. In 
the Southeast Asian portion of the mission, we focused on issues in­
cluding Vietnam’s followup on the Geneva Conference on refugees, 
Vietnam’s relations with Russia and China and the United States, 
the situation in the ASEAN nations in the face of the tensions 
between Vietnam and China, and the threat of renewed war over 
the fate of Kampuchea.

We also emphasized our continuing determination to secure as final 
as possible an accounting for our men still listed as missing in action 
in Southeast Asia. Representatives Guyer. Dornan, and Gilman de­
serve special commendation for their work on the MIA task force. 
Snecial thanks should also be given to Capt. Ray Vohden, U.S. Navy, 
who accompanied our delegation to Hanoi, and to Lt. Col. Paul Mather, 
USA, who came from Bangkok to assist us in the sensitive, in-depth 
discussions we had on MIA/POW issues in Hanoi.

In Sri Lanka and Pakistan, the delegation examined U.S. aid 
projects and the issues of Indian Ocean talks and the role of the
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VI
nonalined movement. In Pakistan, the thorny issue of allegations that 
Pakistan is pursuing a course of nuclear development which will 
give her a weapons option was fully and frankly discussed.

Soviet policy in Asia, as well as the Pakistan-Afghan-Soviet issue 
and the effects of the Sino-Soviet rivalry in Asia, have long been a 
concern of the subcommittee. Consequently, this mission spent several 
days in the U.S.S.R., meeting with members of the Supreme Soviet, 
including top Communist Party, Foreign Office, and academic special­
ists on Asia, as well as other officials and individuals interested in the 
broad range of bilateral United States-Soviet concerns.

At each of our stops in the U.S.S.R.—in Tashkent, Moscow, and 
Leningrad—we discussed with our hosts, the Supreme Soviet, and 
with local party leaders, the human rights concerns of the American 
people, as well as the strategic concerns of SALT, and the foreign 
policy issues of the Sino-Soviet and triangular United States-Chma- 
Soviet relationship. ,

These issues and others will be fully discussed, with recommenda­
tions, where appropriate, in the following report.

In transmitting this report, the delegation would like to commend 
Lt. Col. Michael Eiland, U.S. Army, a political and military affairs 
adviser to Assistant Secretary of State Richard Holbrooke, for his 
efforts in preparing for the mission, and in adding immeasurably to 
its success as our State Department escort officer. Lt. Col. James Ka- 
nouse, U.S. Army, served as our military escort officer in an outstand- 
ing manner. We would also like to thank staff members Chris elson 
and Jon Holstine of the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs, 
Dr. Laura Sherman of the Select Committee on Narcotics, and Don 
Richbouro- of the Appropriations Subcommittee staff for their contri­
butions during the mission, and for their assistance in preparing this 
report.

In conclusion, we must thank our Soviet expert, Marshall Shulman, 
special adviser to the Secretary of State, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of State for East Asia, Robert Oakley; and Deputy Assistant Secre­
tary of State for South Asia, Jane Coon for their participation in 
briefing the delegation prior to the mission, and in helping us to assess 
the results of the mission on our return.

Sincerely, Lester L. Wolff,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs.,
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INTRODUCTION
Asia today is becoming locked in an evertightening circle of fear 

formed by the Sino-Soviet rivalry, but with links in the chain forged 
by traditional animosities which are frequently independent of the 
global struggle. These links include: the renewed threat of war be­
tween Vietnam and China, the related, ongoing tragedy in Cambodia, 
and the flight of refugees from Indochina. They also include the 
danger of nuclear proliferation in the subcontinent, which stems from 
the traditional India-Pakistan rivalry, but which is also fueled by the 
civil war in Afghanistan.

If regional stability is to be secured, and if the goal of world peace 
and economic progress is to have any long-term chance of success, then 
ways must be found to break the chain of fear and tension which, un­
resolved, will produce more war and the threat of global hostilities.

During its recent mission to Asia and the Soviet Union, a delegation 
from Congress led by the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs 
of the Foreign Affairs Committee explored possible keys to opening 
the locks on the China-Vietnam-Cambodia crisis, the situation in Pak­
istan, the role of the nonalined states, and the overall triangular rela­
tionship between the United States, the Soviet Union, and the People’s 
Republic of China.

The mission was planned as part of a continuing process whereby the 
Congress exercises oversight, and can assess the progress and efficiency 
of U.S. economic and military assistance programs in Asia, as well 
as the regional political, military, and economic developments which 
impact on U.S. interests and policies. The mission was also designed 
to serve as a counterpoint to the China visit of July 1978, where many 
of the issues pursued this summer, particularly with Vietnam and the 
Soviet Union, were first raised within the context of the Sino-Soviet 
rivalry, and the triangular relationship among the U.S.-U.S.S.R.- 
PRC.1

In addition to specific bilateral concerns in each nation the delega­
tion visited, the report will examine in depth issues including:

Sino-Soviet Rivalry and the Triangular Relationship

Throughout the mission, as in the work of the subcommittee for the 
past several years, the delegation examined the role of the Sino- 
Soviet rivalry in Southeast Asia, as well as its impact on East-West 
relations, and the triangular relationship between Washington, Mos­
cow, and Peking. As the delegation stated in Moscow, the United States 
is not attempting to play a “China card” against the Soviet Union. 
Rather, the United States seeks an orderly, balanced relationship with 
each nation, one with appropriate social and economic cooperation. 
The delegation stressed that the United States does not seek a military 
or strategic alliance with either Peking or Moscow against the other, 

1A New Realism : Factfinding Mission to the People’s Republic of China, July 3-13, 1978 • 
report of the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs, December 1978. ’
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does not plan military sales to either, and is fully aware of the 
implications of sophisticated technological transfers with military 
applications.

Cambodia and Vietnam

A principal finding of this delegation was that the issue of the future 
of Kampuchea (Cambodia) is a key to preserving peace and stability 
in Southeast Asia. The delegation discussed the question of normaliza­
tion between Washington and Hanoi. Our judgment is that unless the 
Kampuchean question is resolved, the danger of renewed hostilities 
between Vietnam and China, and the threat to Thailand’s borders 
will not be significantly affected by any improvement in Washington- 
Hanoi relations, no matter how desirable that might be in and of itself.

Refugees

In both Indochina and the subcontinent, the humanitarian plight 
of hundreds of thousands of refugees continues despite the progress 
made at the Geneva Conference in July. Following up on the subcom­
mittee’s previous mission in January, the delegation inspected ref­
ugee camps in Hong Kong and Thailand, then conducted indepth 
discussions with Vietnamese officials on the issues of safe emigration 
policies, and fair treatment of those who wish to leave the country. 
In Pakistan, the delegation explored new ground, visiting a camp of 
Afghan refugees—one of several containing some 200,000 refugees, at 
last estimate. Unlike the Indochinese refugees, the Afghans had not 
received any attention, or compassion, from the world community. 
Following the delegation’s visit, the UNHCR announced it would in­
corporate the Afghan camps into its system, a move the delegation 
welcomes.

Nuclear Nonproliferation

The delegation visited Pakistan at a time of greatly heightened 
tensions stemming from months of reports that Pakistan is engaged 
in a program to produce enriched uranium, hence implying the option 
of producing nuclear weapons. Tensions were exacerbated, just prior 
to the delegation’s arrival, when there were press reports to the effect 
that the United States was considering possibly convert military action 
against Pakistan’s nuclear program.

In January 1978, the subcommittee visited India, and held extensive 
discussion with then Prime Minister Desai on the nuclear issue. At 
that time, the delegation was assured that India under no circum­
stances would pursue a nuclear weapons option, but that India would 
not sign any treaties to that effect until the United States, the U.S.S.R., 
and China reached a comprehensive disarmament agreement.

While the present delegation was in Pakistan, the new Indian 
Government announced that if Pakistan were to produce a nuclear 
weapon, India would have to reassess its position on the production 
of the bomb. The Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs, as well 
as other committees of the Congress, has held many hearings and brief­
ings on this vital issue, and will continue to monitor the situation in 
the future. Later sections of this report, and the delegation’s recom­
mendations, deal specifically with this question.
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The Role of the Nonalined Nations

The delegation visited Sri Lanka on the eve of that nation’s hand­
ing over the chairmanship of the nonalined movement to Cuba, with 
the expiration of Sri Lanka’s 3-year term. In Sri Lanka, and again 
in the Soviet Union, the delegation raised in the strongest terms its 
concern that the nonalined movement remain independent of alliances,- 
particularly military alliances, with any other nation, much less with 
one of the superpowers, if it is to remain a credible power on the world 
scene. Since the delegation’s visit, the events at the Havana Summit 
only serve to underscore the concerns articulated in Colombo and 
Moscow.

Human Rights

^As in previous subcommittee missions to the Philippines, South 
Korea, and throughout Southeast Asia, the delegation stressed the 
conviction of the Congress and the American people that human rights 
be not only a catch-word. On the present mission, the human right issue 
was particularly emphasized in Hanoi, and throughout the Soviet 
Union, where the issues of emigration for refuseniks, and fair play for 
dissidents, form a principal backdrop to United States-Soviet bilateral 
relations, including the vital issues of SALT, and increased economic 
and social cooperation. The delegation’s presentation to the Supreme 
Soviet, and other conversations, such as a transcript of a meeting 
between the delegation and representatives of the dissident and re­
fusenik community in Moscow will be presented in the appropriate 
section of this report.

In Sri Lanka, the delegation met with members of the Tamil 
minority, and held indepth discussions with Government officials on 
their programs to safeguard the legal, economic, and social rights of 
the Tamil minority.

MIA’s/POW’s
\ ietnamese authorities indicated that because of humanitarian con­

cerns, they have continued the search for information on our men still 
listed as missing in action, even though normalization talks broke off 
a year ago. While taking note of the question implied by this state­
ment, the delegation welcomes these expressions of good will, and urges 
that promised steps, particularly the admission of U.S. personnel to 
Vietnam to work with their Vietnamese counterparts, be regularized. 
Specifically, we have requested the Government of Vietnam to approve 
the regular liaison mission of Lieutenant Colonel Mather, U.S. Army, 
or his designates, to work with Ambassador Vu Hoang and his office 
on the 100 files turned over to the Ambassador by the delegation, and 
on other matters which may arise.

U.S. Economic Assistance Programs

Always a topic of interest on subcommittee missions, the effectiveness 
of U.S. programs in Thailand, Sri Lanka, and Pakistan were the sub­
ject of special focus by the task force led by Representative Clarence 
Long, Chairman of the House Appropriations Subcommittee on For­
eign Operations. Chairman Long’s findings appear as a part of this 
overall report.
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Narcotics

A task force of the delegation drawn from the members of the House 
Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control conducted in-depth 
briefings by U.S. enforcement personnel in each nation, where appro­
priate, and met with drug officials of the host government in every na­
tion, including the Soviet Union. Some new ground was broken in the 
Soviet Union, particularly in terms of stressing the need for increased 
Soviet participation in the world antinarcotics fight, prompted by the 
potential trafficking threat represented by the increase in tourism an­
ticipated for next year’s Olympic games. A detailed report on the nar­
cotics portion of the mission will be published separately by the select 
committee.



RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Sino-Soviet Rivalry and the Triangular Relationship

Recommendation A.—That the United States must not be perceived 
as playing nor should it play the so-called “China card” against the 
Soviet Union. Therefore, if “linkage” is to be applied on the extension 
of MEN and other agreements with U.S.S.R. because of Soviet mili­
tary or political actions, likewise such linkage must be applied to the 
People’s Republic of China if it continues to pursue a military solution 
to problems in Southeast Asia.

Recommendation B.—The United States must pursue Salt II, and 
move beyond Salt II to the area of mutual conventional arms reduction.

Recommendation C.—The! nited States should encourage any steps., 
including the border talks between China and the U.S.S.R., which 
could lead to a reduction of tensions along the Sino-Soviet border. 
This would be a key move toward reducing the threat of conflict in 
Asia, and thus promoting stability in the region.

DISCUSSION

Increasingly, U.S. actions have called into question the assertion 
that we are not playing the “China card” against the U.S.S.R. While 
the Chinese invasion of Vietnam was condemned, no concrete U.S. 
action followed, as has been the case of the Vietnamese occupation 
of Kampuchea, where strong U.S. sanctions against Vietnam are still 
in effect.

That U nited States-China relations should be appropriately pursued 
and enhanced is not challenged. Indeed, the Soviets also agree to this. 
11 PT m ^ac^.s the United States-Soviet relationship, including
SALT, and questions of MEN, trade and scientific exchange of vital 
interest to the entire Western world, would seem to call for greater 
U.S. concern about the effects of moves made toward China without 
lull consicleration of the need for balance. This would be the case even 
without the added fact of the key Soviet role in Southeast Asia 
through Moscow’s relations with Hanoi, and its underwriting of the 
occupation of Kampuchea. ”

Thus, while the United States-China relationship seems bent on mak- 
mg up m 1 vear for the neglect of 30, the Soviets are increasingly 
contrasting the handling of MEN, and issues such as high technology 
transfers between the United States and the People’? Republic of 
China. The congressional delegation (the Codel) therefore has rec­
ommended that if linkage is to be applied to United States-Soviet 
trade, scientific and social relations on the basis of Soviet strategic 
and military activities not to mention human rights concerns—them 
likewise, equal standards must be applied to the People’s Republic of 
China for its activities. In a subsequent section, the delegation will dis­
cuss the relevance of “linkage” to United States-Vietnameses bilateral 
relations.

(5)
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The charge is made that the Soviets are actively engaged in a pro­
gram of military expansionism and destabilization throughout Asia, 11 
not the world. Certainly the Delegation recognizes the unfortunate 
Soviet policies regarding the occupied islands off Japan, and that a 
border dispute between the People’s Republic of China and the 
U.S.S.R. dates back to czarist times. The delegation also recognizes the 
extension of the traditionally close Soviet ties to the Afghan Govern­
ment to levels which emphasize military support, and which, thus, may 
not serve the interests of stability on the subcontinent.

Finally, the delegation shares with the ASEAN nations, Japan and 
others in the region concern lest increased Soviet naval and air activi­
ties be formalized into new basing, facilities which might alter the 
present strategic situation. To date, however, Vietnam has resisted 
Soviet attempts to establish permanent bases, and the ASEAN nations 
have denied Soviet requests to make any port call at all, much less on 
a regular basis. . .

Misperceived motives and goals have been a characteristic of much 
American policy in Asia over the years. The delegation does not wish 
to minimize concerns over the potentials inherent in any Soviet activ­
ity in Asia, quite the contrary. But the delegation is concerned that 
opportunities to break the chains of tension may well be missed be­
cause each side misunderstands the nature of the other’s activities.

The delegation believes that for the present, at least, the Soviets 
are reacting on the basis of two misperceptions of U.S. policy in Asia. 
As was made clear by the delegation in its discussions with repre­
sentatives of the Supreme Soviet in Moscow, the Soviet Union pre­
sently holds two incorrect assessments of U.S. Asia policy.

The first, that the United States is playing the “China card,” the 
second, that the United States is “withdrawing” from Asia and 
adopting a so-called “island strategy.”

Far from withdrawing from Asia, the United States, as a Pacific 
nation, remains committed to maintaining the territorial integrity 
of all nations, as well as a stable, peaceful equilibrium in Asia. 
The adjustments in American posture that followed the end of the 
Vietnam war are complete. The U.S. Pacific Fleet and its support 
forces remain strong. U.S. alliances with our traditional friends 
and allies in the region are likewise enduring. The delegation specifi­
cally called the attention of its Soviet hosts to President Carter’s reaf­
firmation of the Manila Pact in the wake of the Vietnamese invasion 
of Kampuchea and the threat to Thailand. The delegation noted that 
the planned U.S. redeployment from South Korea, while still a long- 
range policy goal, has been halted because it would lead to instability 
in the face of North Korea’s continual force buildup.

Regarding the “China card” issue, the delegation made clear to its 
Soviet hosts the points inherent in its recommendations, specifically, 
that the United States does not intend to play such a “card,” that the 
United States does not intend a military relationship with the Peo­
ple’s Republic, and that the United States will closely monitor high 
technology transfers.

On the other hand, the delegation made it clear to the Supreme 
Soviet representatives that the United States considers normalization 
between Washington and Peking to be in the best interests of peace 
and stability in the region, and the world. This normalization is not 
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directed against the Soviet Union, or any third country, and the dele­
gation noted that the Soviets had long supported normalization be­
tween Washington and Peking. Indeed, the delegation felt constrained 
to point out that Moscow recognized Peking 30 years ago, and had 
already poured billions in military and high technology assistance 
into the People’s Republic of China.

Specifically regarding the Sino-Soviet split, the delegation 
emphasized that the United States would welcome a reduction of 
tensions along the Sino-Soviet border as a step toward reducing 
world tensions.

For the People’s Republic of China, it should be noted that during 
the subcommittee’s July 1978 mission to Peking Chinese officials in­
cluding Deng Xiaoping frankly stated that their Vietnam policy was 
directed at the Soviet Union, which they described as seeking to en­
circle China, and to secure regional domination of Southeast Asia 
through the “Asian Cuba,” Vietnam.

The present delegation’s conversations in Moscow were hardly more 
reassuring, and at one point, a top Soviet foreign policy official was 
told his remarks echoed 1950’s Cold War rhetoric at its worst. As 
examination of the delegation’s talks in Moscow will show, aspects of 
the conversations were also disturbingly racist, including remnants of 
the old “Yellow Peril” argument.

It is within such a context that the U.S. opposition to the Chinese 
attack on Vietnam must be viewed. Citing the importance of a settle­
ment of the issue of Kampuchea, the United States continues to 
maintain its opposition to any resumption of hostilities along the 
Sino-Vietnamese border, or through Laos. The delegation’s recom­
mendations put it clearly on record as to possible sanctions which 
should be considered if China again resorts to war. However, the 
delegation also clearly recognizes the task and the responsibility of 
the international community, as well as the United States, in helping 
to relieve the tensions created by the situation in Kampuchea. This is 
a common responsibility shared by the Soviet Union as well, and this 
point was made clear by the delegation during its mission.

The necessity of a solution to the future of Kampuchea, being di­
rectly linked to future Chinese action as well as possible Soviet, 
Southeast Asian, and Western reactions, will be discussed in the rec­
ommendations following this section.

In conclusion, the delegation notes that the Sino-Soviet rivalry 
manifests itself in competition, however limited, to give various 
levels of support to guerrilla activities in Southeast Asia. Long a 
bone of contention between China and the ASEAN nations, particu­
larly Thailand and Malaysia, and in Burma, the People’s Republic 
of China is now reportedly scaling down support for these movements. 
At present, each of these insurgencies has been well within the ca­
pacity of the individual nations to handle. However, recently, par­
ticularly in Thailand, traditionally pro-People’s Republic of China 
guerrillas have been seeking support from Hanoi, and hence from the 
Soviet Union. The Vietnamese have not responded. However, should 
these insurrections grow in intensity, the cause of peace and stability 
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in the region would be seriously threatened regardless of any solution 
to the problems of Kampuchea, and along the Chinese-Vietnamese 
border.

2. Vietnam-Cambodia

Recommendation A.—The delegation feels that a key to pre­
serving peace in Southeast Asia lies in international cooperation in 
resolving the question of freedom and neutrality for the people of 
Kampuchea. Unless or until the Vietnamese occupation of Kampuchea 
is ended, the threat of a revival of the Pol Pot regime removed, and 
the opportunity of free expression of political will for the people of 
Kampuchea provided, the essential preconditions for peace in the 
region will not exist.

Recommendation B —That regardless of the political and strategic 
situation in Kampuchea, all of the parties involved, including the 
Socialist Republic of Vietnam, the authorities in Phnom Penh, the 
forces of Pol Pot, and the Khmer Serai, must cooperate with the United 
Nations/International Red Cross emergency food and medical relief 
efforts. This cooperation must include provisions for end-use monitor­
ing of supplies to insure that the people of Kampuchea are receiving 
what they need to survive.1

Recommendation C.—The delegation agrees with the stated U.S. 
Government position that there are no preconditions to normalization 
of relations between the United States and the Socialist Republic of 
Vietnam. However, objective analysis of obstacles introduced since the 
talks began by Vietnam, the situation in Kampuchea, the continuing 
uncertainty on the security of Thailand and the ASEAN nations, and 
the need for actual performance on Hanoi’s pledges on refugees and 
orderly emigration indicates that the time for normalization has not 
arrived.

Recommendation D.—The delegation urges recognition of the need 
for reciprocity between Vietnam and the United States so that an end 
to the trade embargo, and an end to U.S. opposition to multilateral as­
sistance, can naturally flow from the course of events. Issues of concern 
include:

(1) Treatment of would-be emigrants, and performance of the 
pledges made at the Geneva Conference on Refugees, including 
family reunification, and orderly emigration through safe 
methods;

(2) Cooperation in an international settlement on Kampuchea ;

Continued progress in providing a final accounting on 
MIA s and POW’s [discussed in a subsequent section].

discussion

• T?e ^ut^re of Kampuchea is a key to preserving peace and stability 
m the region. The occupation of Kampuchea continues to provide the 

1 On Sept. 27, the House unanimously approved H. Res. 431, introduced bv Hon Lester T. 
Wolff, calling for an international relief program for Cambodia On Oct 17 1979 the ^“rXX^ 5519’ authorizing & million'for clmbodUn
UK/ICRC M n™™.* announced a $69 million U.S. contribution to a
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People’s Republic of China with what that nation considers to be an 
intolerable situation, given its view that Vietnam is acting as a client 
of the Soviet Union. Thus, regardless of other interpretations of the 
historical causes of the present situation in Southeast Asia, failure to 
secure an internationally acceptable settlement to the problem of Kam­
puchea leaves open the potential for renewed hostilities between Pe­
king and Hanoi. Such a war could have devastating spillovers into 
Laos, Thailand, and, ultimately, all of Southeast Asia. For reasons 
somewhat the opposite of their cold war origins, therefore, the “Dom­
ino Theory” may yet achieve ironic fulfillment.

Further, failure to find a solution to the Kampuchea dilemma in­
creases the risk of the larger issue, direct Sino-Soviet confrontation. 
Although Moscow and Peking have agreed to renew their border talks,, 
and observers have noted some tacit understandings on omitting past 
preconditions on territorial withdrawal along the Sino-Soviet border, 
the overall atmosphere of the Sino-Soviet struggle as observed by the 
subcommittee in July 1978, and the delegation this August, continues 
to give cause for concern.

Finally, the continued threat of hostilities in Southeast Asia, cou­
pled with the continued economic and social loss to the populations 
involved, makes a humane solution to the refugee problem even more 
remote, as a subsequent section will detail.

The Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs is already on record 
as supporting an emergency airlift of food and medical supplies to the 
people of Kampuchea, regardless of which military faction controls 
their territory. Following that recommendation, made in a letter to 
President Carter on June 29,1979, land convoy relief efforts were un­
dertaken with the cooperation of Thai authorities. These efforts have 
continued, now to be joined by direct international assistance through 
Phnom Penh. As noted, however, success must be measured in terms 
of free access for relief to all the people of Kampuchea.

For the broad problem of mass starvation for the people of Kam­
puchea, however, it is clear that only a full-scale, internationally based 
relief effort will suffice. As this report was in final preparation, the 
Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs approved a $35 million 
U.S. contribution to the UNICEF/TCRC relief effort.

While another reason for mounting a massive relief program is 
hardly needed, the spectre of even more refugee pressure on Thailand, 
should the situation in Kampuchea continue to deteriorate, is obvious.

Regarding an eventual political settlement of the Kampuchean ques­
tion, the delegation feels that a humanitarian relief effort—given the 
agreements implied by such an effort—is an essential first step.

It is the delegation’s opinion that within the context of facilitating 
an international settlement of the future of Kampuchea, the question 
of an end to the present American trade embargo against Vietnam, and 
similar bans on multilateral assistance, can be properlv discussed. The 
delegation recognizes the difficulties which the Pol Pot regime, sup­
ported by China, represented not only for Vietnam, but the other na­
tions of Southeast Asia, as well as for the United States. The delega­
tion has made clear its support of the U.S. condemnation of Vietnam’s

54-247—79------2
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occupation of Kampuchea on grounds of principle. Equally, however, 
the delegation recognizes the contribution to stability which progress 
toward a Vietnamese withdrawal would represent.

that many Members of Congress believe 
that the United States should reopen normalization discussions with 
Vietnam, and that some good faith gestures should be made, such as 
lifting the trade embargo, and ending U.S. opposition to international 
and multilateral assistance to Hanoi. The delegation’s recommenda­
tions should make it clear that it does not oppose the eventual inclu­
sion of Vietnam in international development assistance programs, 
nor do we oppose the eventual normalization of relations between the 
United States and Vietnam.

For the same reasons the United States normalized with the People’s 
Republic of China, normalization with Vietnam should be undertaken 
in hopes of promoting peace and stability in the region.

However, for the same reasons cited regarding linkage on strategic 
issues and such economic matters as MFN for the Soviet Union and the 
People’s Republic of China, the delegation questions whether the 
United States can, with constancy to our stated policies, undertake 
normalization with Vietnam so long as the obstacles already discussed 
remain.

The delegation fully accepts the U.S. position that it is committed to 
no preconditions in effecting normalization with Vietnam1. Conse­
quently, the delegation returns to the central necessity of solving the 
Kampuchean tragedy as a key to breaking the chain presently binding 
Southeast Asia today. From a solution acceptable to all in Kampuchea, 
solutions to other issues, including United States-Vietnamese bilateral 
concerns, can naturally flow.

3. Refugees

Recom/mjendation A.—As long as the refugee outflow continues, the 
rescue operations by the 7th Fleet should continue on a humanitarian 
basis, but on the understanding that the territorial waters of the Social­
ist Republic of Vietnam, as well as all others, will be respected.

Recommendation B.—The international community, as with the 
Italian Navy, should be encouraged to assist in the sea rescue of refu­
gees, on the same basis as 7th Fleet operations.

Recommendation C.—That the goals of the Geneva Conference be 
pursued vigorously, including the resettlement of land refugees as well 
as boat people m all of the nations of the world on an equitable basis.

Recommendation D.—That the office of the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees be adequately funded so that field staff is 
enlarged and are assigned in sufficient numbers to cope with the camp 
populations in Thailand, Malaysia, Indonesia, and, when the resettle­
ment center comes on lines, the Philippines.

Recommendation E.—That the situation of some 200,000 Afghan 
refugees now in Pakistan receives the international attention and as­
sistance it merits, particularly that the United Nations High Com­
missioner on Refugees; be supported in incorporating the camps now in 
Pakistan into the UNHCR system. F
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Recommendation F.—That the State Department study the use of 
excess U.S. currencies in Pakistan as a possible source of assistance to 
Afghan refugees.

DISCUSSION
A. Southeast Asia

As already discussed, the delegation recognizes that long-range solu­
tions to the refugee crisis lie in ending Vietnam’s forced emigration 
policies, as well as solving the Kampuchean tragedy. This entails re­
moval of the military threat to Vietnam, so that nation can pursue its 
stated goals of economic and social reconstruction with access to the 
material and financial resources of the world community.

In the short run, however, the lives of many hundreds of thousands 
of men, women, and children depend on the ability of Vietnam to live 
up to the commitments made at the Geneva Conference regarding 
a regularized, safe flow of legal emigrants.

The delegation emphasizes that nothing which took place at Geneva, 
or which has been urged subsequently, should be construed by Vietnam 
to mean the United States desires an end to regularized emigration 
from that nation. The coercion that this would imply is absolutely 
unacceptable. The other side of this coin is that Vietnam must face up 
to its responsibility and stop deliberately generating refugees through 
its domestic policies.

In this regard, the delegation was not heartened by the attitudes 
expressed in Hanoi, or, for that matter, in Moscow. In each capital, 
it was apparent that there is a major gap between the Vietnamese posi­
tion and that of the United States and the rest of the world. Both the 
Vietnamese and the Soviets argued that the refugee problem is not 
the fault or even the responsibility of Vietnam, but is, they say, a 
product of the deliberate policies of the People’s Republic of China, 
which has encouraged ethnic Chinese in Vietnam to betray their host 
country in war, and to leave it in large numbers. Both Hanoi and 
Moscow also blame the United States for having waged war in Vietnam 
and thereby creating social and economic hardships which the United 
States now refuses to meet either bilaterally or through multilateral 
institutions.

Hanoi also accuses the United States of encouraging the refugee 
exodus by the original evacuation of 1975, and such “enticements” as 
VOAibroadcasts noting present rescue efforts, particularly those by the

Finally, both Hanoi and Moscow accuse the United States of join­
ing forces with China, playing the “China card,” in not restraining 
China in its military activities against Vietnam.

As the delegation has repeatedly stated, it accepts the dangers of 
U.S. policy being perceived as playing a “China card,” and urges 
against such a policy.

Specifically for Vietnam, however, the delegation is strongly of the 
opinion that Hanoi, and Moscow, must recognize the domestic origins 
of the pressures which now prompt the refugee flight. The war has 
been over for 5 years. The Vietnamese must accept responsibility for 
the results of their own policy decisions which involve forcible depor­
tation of ethnic Chinese from their traditional areas, the conditions 
existing in new economic zones, and the corruption acknowledged to 
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exist in the form of the sale of exist permits, boats, and other apparent 
inducements to would be refugees by Vietnam.

All of these situations are in the control of the Vietnamese Govern­
ment, and the recent lower numbers of refugees—both legal and 
illegal—cannot solely be attributed to the monsoon season. Hence by 
making progress toward living up to its pledges at Geneva, however 
malting, the Vietnamese Government is tacitly accepting its responsi­
bility to stem the refugee flow. r

In its discussions in Hanoi regarding the Geneva Conference, the 
delegation was assured that Vietnam would facilitate family reunion 
programs, and that United Nations personnel would be allowed to

H° Chl1 Minh City for this PurP°se. Further, the Vietnamese 
pledged not to harass those of their citizens who elected to emigrate 
under this program. The delegation was able to help clarify a mis­
understanding which had stalled the reunification program, particu­
larly the fate of some 228 persons on a list submitted to the Vietnamese- 
over which some confusion had developed. The delegation suggests 
that with good will on both sides, progress of this nature can be ex­
pected for the future, and can only help to improve relations between 
Vietnam, the United States, and the world community.

In sum, then, in addition to relieving human suffering, Vietnamese 
adherence to their pledges on a humanitarian basis will remove a key 
obstacle to restoring Vietnam as a member in full standing of the com­
munity of nations.

With regard to the responsibilities of the international community 
for those refugees already in temporary asylum, and those who can 
reasonably be expected to arrive in the future, the delegation stands by 
the recommendations of the Asian and Pacific Affairs Subcommittee in 
its January report.2 The spread of the refugee plight to Indonesia, 
Japan s willingness to make a greater financial contribution, and the 
emergence of certain states such as Switzerland as donors of money or 
services mark the principal differences in the post-Geneva situation as 
compared with January. In short, the same nations which were shoul­
dering the bulk of the burden then are doing so now, while the inter­
national community moves slowly, despite the pledges made at Geneva 
As a consequence, the delegation once again calls attention to the Jan­
uary recommendations of the subcommittee, which were as follows: 
. an^unless the United Nations, the voluntary organizations, and the
individual members of the international community embark on a concerted effort 
to resettle the Indochina refugees, the temporary host nations will be able to 
provide only the bare necessities of life for those refugees who live to reach their snores.

(2) Once a long-range program is underway to assure resettlement for the 
great majority (if not all) of the refugees, the particular problems presently 
existing in the camps will be much easier for the host nations and the volunteer 
organizations, working together, to resolve. In this regard, a proper balance 
should be struck between resettling land refugees and boat people, since land 
refugees constitute by far the majority.

(3) The United States, France, Australia, and Canada have almost entirely 
served as havens for resettlement, as have Thailand, Malaysia, and the Philip­
pines almost entirely bore the burden of initial refuge. The subcommittee sug­
gests that there is no moral excuse for this situation. The United Nations, and 
particularly those nations which were so vocal in condemning the Vietnam war, 
have shirked their responsibilities now that the war is over.

an^Pacifi^ffa^^ In Asla : January 1979> ^Port by the Subcommittee on Asian
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(4) The subcommittee would stress that a key to stimulating the resettlement 
•of Indochinese refugees is to stop thinking of these people as burdens for the 
potential host nations. Indochinese refugees are a good investment in the future. 
They are hardworking, have high skill levels, and are obviously motivated to 
participate in a free enterprise system. .

(5) The subcommittee recognizes the great initial cost of accepting large num­
bers of refugees and that it will take time for the refugees to become economi­
cally self-sustaining. The subcommittee is also cognizant of the political and eco­
nomic risk of straining local conditions by introducing refugees. With these prob­
lems in mind, the subcommittee suggests that the Asian Development Bank fa­
vorably review applications from host nations for joint development projects 
which would allow communities and regions with refugee populations to be eco­
nomically self-sustaining, rather than a burden on the host countries or on t e

(6) The subcommittee welcomes the endorsement by the ASEAN nations, under 
Malaysia’s leadership, of the offer by Indonesia and the Philippines to make 
island’s available for temporary resettlement of refugees. These islands, to be sup­
ported by international funding, would serve as a safe and humane haven for 
refugees* fleeing Indochina, relieve the temporary host nations of the present 
refugee populations, and remove the fear that many host nations u ill be perma­
nently saddled with a “residue” of refugees. The subcommittee notes, however, 
that it understands that the island refuge is intended as a temporary haven and 
not a permanent “dumping ground” for the unfortunate human beings who have 
been forced to flee their homelands. . .,

(7) The subcommittee notes that even under the present conditions which limit 
the ability of the temporary host nations to meet the needs of refugees, more can 
be done to ease the plight of the residents of the camps. While sensitivity to local 
political and social factors must be borne in mind, the fact is that the food, water, 
and sewage situation in most camps is still inadequate. Camp conditions can be 
improved, in some cases dramatically, to relieve the human suffering. Key to is 
process is a more sustained effort by United Nations officials to back up t e 
of United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees field representatives and 
members of the voluntary service organizations who actually work in the camps.
B. Afghanistan

As noted in the introduction, the delegation also a isited a refugee 
camp in northwest Pakistan, one of a series of camps or base facilities 
presently helping to sustain an estimated 200,000 refugees from Af­
ghanistan. Interviews at the Chitral camp indicated that the gw at 
majority of the refugees desired to return to Afghanistan, but that the 
civil war there, and the lack of personal and religious freedom im­
posed by the Soviet-backed Kabul regime prevented them from doing 
SO.

Since the tragic murder of the U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan, the 
Honorable Adolph Dubs, the United States has had tenuous relations 
with the Kabul regime, and even less influence there. In any event, that 
regime is presently engaged in a fight for survival, a struggle increas­
ingly involving tlie armed intervention of the Soviet Union. The dele- 
gation would note that while it views with concern the growing Soviet 
role in Afghanistan, it also recognizes that since czarist times, Rus­
sian governments have had very close relations with all Afghan 
governments.

In addition to general humanitarian and human rights matters, the 
delegation therefore considers the prime concern on Afghanistan to 
be closely monitoring the potential for a spillover of the unrest there 
into the neighboring nations of Iran and Pakistan. Particularly 
critical would be any attempt at pantribal agitation among social 
groups which traditionally migrate across modern borders w’hich do 
not reflect ancient patterns.
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The delegation also notes, parenthetically, that its advice in Moscow 
to heed some of the lessons of the U.S. involvement in Vietnam was 
received without comment by its hosts.

In conclusion, the delegation, through its visit to the Chitral camp, 
became dramatically aware of the dimensions of a human problem 
which had received scant attention in the press, and almost no concern 
from the world community. Upon its return to Washington, the United 
Nations High Commissioner on Refugees was contacted concerning the 
Afghan camps in Pakistan. The delegation welcomed the decision by 
the UNHCR to send an immediate emergency fund of $200,000 to cover 

a camps through November 1, and the eventual inclusion of the 
Afghan refugees into the regular UNHCR system, thus helping Paki­
stan in its present 40 cents per refugee per day burden, compared with 
U.N. expenses in Southeast Asia of 20 cents.

In addition, the delegation urges the Department of State to study 
the use of excess U.S. currency in Pakistan as a possible source of 
assistance to Afghan refugees.

Die delegation emphasizes that the Afghan refugees represent 
a genuine humanitarian concern, a legitimate humanitarian concern, 
and that attempts by the authorities in Kabul to block assistance to the 
refugees will only exacerbate the situation, and further isolate the 
Aa bui regime from the world community.

While at the Chitral camp, the delegation was presented with the 
following letter from a spokesman for the several thousand refugees 
who had braved high mountain passes and bullets from the hostile 
armies from Kabul:

Letter Given to Representative Lester L. Wolff During Visit to Afghan 
Refugee Camp at Chitral, Pakistan

August 16,1979.
nl 19 <8’ N°Or M‘ Taraki established a communist regime backed by Xv 11 o 1H •

nOt like c?anges that followed. The new government is un-islamic; 
there are too many Russian advisers and soldiers.

t2 S^ht Taraki and his communist regime. So in October 1978 we 
ata™ to push the government soldiers out of Kamdesh Nooristan (N.E. 
,,They bombed our villages killing many people and leaving manv without. So in 
thecold winter many people came to Pakistan for refuge

the high mountain pass in deep snow on our way. But we con­tinued to fight for our independence.
The people sold their cows, sheeps, carpets to buy ammunition or bullets And 

wecaptured many guns from the government, all Russian made.
we have not received any help or arms from America, China, Pakistan or Iran. This IS only Taraki propaganda.
There is fighting in most areas of Afghanistan—many large areas of Afghans 

°f the country are closed because they are controlled by Mujuhidin (Muslirno).
The refugees in Chitral number (5500-6000).
Since they left their belongings in Afghanistan they came with nothing.
The Pakistan Government gives 20 kilos of wheat and one (1) kilo sugar to 

adults, half to children but this is not enough.
,Qar housing situation is very bad. We have (20—30) people living in one room. 

We don t have medicine for the sick and education for our children.
We appeal to the people of the world, the United Nations, all Islamic countries 

and the Red Cross, to help the Afghan people who have been forced to take refuge in Pakistan.
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And we would ask the United Nations to tell the Taraki regime to stop killing 
and putting our people in prison for their beliefs.

Shah Wali, 
Representative of Refugees in Chitral.

4. Nuclear Nonproliferation

Recommendation A.—That India and Pakistan be encouraged to 
initiate a process which would culminate in a formal agreement to 
neither produce nor test nuclear weapons, and which would be enforced 
by international inspection of the nuclear facilities of each nation.

Recom/mendation B.—That the United States and Soviet Union re­
sume talks on the Indian Ocean as an integral part of attempting to 
secure agreement on arms control.

Recommendation C.—That the People’s Republic of China be en­
couraged to reconsider its policy of not signing the Nuclear Non­
proliferation Treaty in view of the key role such a step would play in 
reducing regional tensions and working toward world peace.

Recommendation D.—The United States must clarify its policies on 
helping nations with which it has cooperated in peaceful nuclear devel­
opment so that there are no further misunderstandings which them­
selves add to the dangers of nuclear proliferation.

Recommendation E.—The United States must continue to help na­
tions develop peaceful energy resources, including alternative energy 
sources. However, the United States must also continue to employ eco­
nomic and other appropriate, peaceful sanctions, as legislated by Con­
gress, to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons.

DISCUSSION

The issue of nuclear proliferation is one of the key links in what the 
Delegation is characterizing as a chain of fear binding ever tighter in 
Asia. Its application to the region comes particularly through the 
traditional Pakistan-India rivalry. However, it is also directly related 
to the Sino-Soviet struggle, as well as to the inability of the super­
powers to achieve nuclear disarmament.

Because of fears that China harbored territorial ambitions against 
India, and fueled by the border war of 1962, India began a massive 
arms buildup over the next decade, largely under the sponsorship of 
the U.S.S.R. In 1964, India exploded a nuclear device, although India 
has to date chosen not to produce or deploy nuclear weapons.

In 1965 and again in 1971, India and Pakistan met on the battlefield. 
The United States remained neutral in these struggles, although it 
was the principal supplier of arms to Pakistan, and Pakistan has made 
it clear it considered more support to have been warranted in view of 
the 1959 bilateral friendship agreement between Washington and 
Islamabad.

With the fall of the Desai government in India, the instability in 
Afghanistan and Iran, and the increasing Soviet role in Afghanistan, 
Pakistan now perceives itself to be under mounting pressure to pro­
vide for its self-defense independent of outside assistance.

As noted, in January, 1978. then-Prime Minister Morarj i Desai told 
the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs the Indian Government 
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would never develop nuclear weapons. However, Desai added, India 
would not sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty on the principle that 
nonnuclear nations should not be asked to forswear that which the 
superpowers themselves could not agree to renounce.3
j! ^°w’.the —w Indian Government has announced that if Pakistan 
fulfills its military nuclear potential, India will have to reconsider its 
policy of not developing nuclear weapons. Thus, should Pakistan do 
what it has consistently pledged not to do—pursue a nuclear weapons 
capacity—the countermove by India would automatically produce 
nuclear confrontation, and a new level of fear and tension in the world. 
For the first time, two contending nuclear states would be bound by 
no understandings or agreements—no matter how tenuous—on the bal­
ance of power and how it was to be maintained in the face of a greatly 
escalated arms race potential.

Such a tragic development could only be viewed with the greatest 
gravity by the United States, the Soviet Union and the world com­
munity at large.

The delegation recognizes that Pakistan (as with India, and other 
Asian nations which have historically depended on Western technology 
and assistance) has a need for energy which cannot be assured by con­
ventional resources or technology. The delegation recognizes that Pak­
istan and India have a legitimate claim on the West for assistance in 
the peaceful development of nuclear energy, as well as alternative, 
safe forms of energy production.

However, the United States is presently constrained not only by law, 
but also by its own genuine sense of uncertainty as to the best course to 
follow, particularly on peaceful nuclear energy. Consequently, an un­
happy coincidence now makes coherent U.S. policy on nuclear energy 
development difficult; at the same time as many nations are achieving 
the sophistication necessary to consider a weapons option, and hence 
require the closest possible monitoring, the United States and other 
Western nations, because of the requirements of the law, are cutting 
off cooperation.

Regardless of what decision is finally reached on peaceful nuclear 
development, it is clear that nothing could be more inimical to U.S. 
interests—or to the interests of Asia or the world—than for nuclear 
weapons to appear on the subcontinent.

Therefore, while the delegation shares with the administration a 
flat rejection of military intervention to prevent nuclear proliferation 
in the subcontinent, the fact remains that the United States must ex­
ercise all appropriate bilateral and multilateral options, including 
cutoffs of economic assistance or conventional defense equipment, 
which might succeed in forestalling a nuclear arms race on the 
subcontinent.

The delegation accepts the point that India and Pakistan are being 
asked, in effect, to take steps which the superpowers so far have not. 
But as noted, through the SALT process, the test ban treatv, and 
through the crucible of the threat of nuclear war over such confronta­
tions as Berlin and Cuba, the superpowers have reached some formal 
and informal methods of crisis resolution.

3 Prospects Por Besrional Stability: Asia and the Pacific. Benor^ on a atm’v mission to 
Asia and the Pacific bv the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs, Washington, D.C., 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978.
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The delegation suggests that however imperfect, such a modus 
vivendi has not been achieved on the subcontinent. As a step toward 
achieving this, the delegation notes that President Zia of Pakistan 
and then-Prime Minister Desai once exchanged letters on the issue of 
each other’s nuclear potential. Such a renewed exchange, particularly 
if it presaged steps toward a more comprehensive understanding, 
would greatly reduce the present uncertainty.

Ideally, the nations of the subcontinent should agree to negotiate a 
nuclear free zone for the region, with international inspection of the 
nuclear facilities of each nation.

In this regard, the delegation accepts the necessity of the United 
States and the Soviet Union resuming talks on the Indian Ocean. 
While in Moscow, the delegation told the Supreme Soviet it hoped the 
Soviet Union would join in a scheduled Chiefs of Mission conference 
in the fall, and added that the delegation intended to endorse resump­
tion of Indian Ocean talks when it returned to Washington.

By linking actions of India and Pakistan with the Soviet Union and 
the United States, the delegation hopes to underscore its understand­
ing of the organic process inherent in arms control, and the hope of 
world nuclear disarmament. For this reason, the delegation also cites 
the importance of China agreeing to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty as an integral step toward reduction of tensions on the sub­
continent, and throughout Asia and the world.

5. Nonalined Nations

Recommendation A.—That the United States and the industrialized 
nations cooperate with the nonalined movement to more adequately 
address the social and economic concerns of the Third World inherent 
in the “North-South” debate (exemplified by the Colombo Declara­
tions of 1976), rather than continually focusing on the largely political 
“East-West” struggle which so dominated the recent Havana Summit 
of the nonalined movement.

Recommendation B.—That the members of the nonalined move­
ment be encouraged to develop a code of conduct which clarifies the 
nature of relationships or activities, particularly those involving a 
superpower, or any of a military or strategic nature, which members 
can appropriately enter into with other nations.

Recommendation C.—That Sri Lanka, India and other democracies 
which are members of the nonalined movement be encouraged to con­
tinue and strengthen their role as moderating forces within the 
movement.

DISCUSSION

During the course of its mission in Sri Lanka, and again in the 
Soviet Union, the delegation engaged in frank discussions on the 
nature and leadership of the nonalined movement. The impetus to 
this debate was the then imminent ascension of Cuba to a 3-year term 
as chairman of the movement, succeeding Sri Lanka, and the poten­
tially catastrophic chairmanship scheduled 3 years hence for Lybia.

The delegation’s key concern was and remains that Cuba, or any 
nation with a clear military and strategic alliance with one of the 
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superpowers, is, by definition, “alined” in ways which must cast ser­
ious doubt on the ability of the movement to serve its professed goals. 
The fact that Lybia is scheduled to succeed Cuba in 3 years intensities 
the delegation’s concern that, in the meantime, some of the contradic­
tions apparent in Cuba’s role be clarified. .

As the delegation said in Moscow, it does not challenge Cuba s right 
to pursue the military or diplomatic policies Cuba sees fit. And while 
the U.S. reserves the right to oppose some of these policies, it cer­
tainly does not likewise dispute the Soviet Union’s prerogatives in 
these areas. The point is that by pursuit of its relationship with the 
U.S.S.R., and particularly by its active military involvement in vari­
ous areas of the world, Cuba has become as.tied to Russia and its poli­
cies as closely as the United States is tied to its NATO allies.

Public and private reactions from various members of the nonalined 
movement since Havana clearly shows they share the concern that 
Cuba’s conduct poses a direct challenge to the future unity and effec­
tiveness of the movement.

The delegation is aware that the nonalined movement received a 
major thrust to its development from the legitimate desires of much 
of the non-European world to throw off the bonds of colonialism, and 
economic exploitation. That the desire to steer a path between the cold 
war, East-West rivalry was also a prime concern, the delegation would 
respectfully emphasize as well. Recognition of this latter factor was 
involved in the delegation’s recommendation that the United States 
and the Soviet Union take steps to resume talks on the Indian Ocean.

For the future, the delegation would suggest that the consequences 
of the increasing severity of the world economic situation, as exempli­
fied by the oil-energy crisis, are common threats to the survival of 
nonalined and developed nations alike.

The delegation recognizes that the key point separating the non­
alined from the former colonial powers, and the rest of the developed 
world, is that only the industrialized nations have the capacity to 
absorb the hammer blows of repeated oil price increases with any de­
gree of success. And it is recognition of this symptom of the overall 
economic struggle which prompts the delegation’s recommendation on 
the necessity of greater U.S. attention to the North-South dialog.

From its travels through Asia, the delegation is perhaps more aware 
than most of the degree of mutual interdependence of the nations of 
the world, a degree greater than at any time in history. The need to 
reach agreement on commodities pricing policy, as with the need to 
assist developing nations to meet the burden imposed , by ever- 
increasing oil prices, and the threat of obstructive trade policies stem­
ming from protectionist fears are but three of the many vital issues 
which the world community—including the members of the nonalined 
movement—must work together to address.

It is the delegation’s contention that for the nonalined movement to 
constructively address such matters of self-interest, the criteria for 
membership, particularly a code of conduct for its members, has 
become essential. The delegation was encouraged, during its discus­
sion in Sri Lanka, by that Government’s agreement on this vital point.

Obviously, all nations are “alined” in some way, and the “non­
alined” are alined with each other, if with none others. The point is 
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that to be clearly a part of one competing power bloc in the East-West 
rivalry helps cement the very divisions which the nonalined move­
ment, and the North-South debate, hopes to solve.

For these reasons, the delegation cites the leadership of Sri Lanka, 
India, and other democratic members of the nonalined movement 
which strive to place a focus on the nature of the economic struggle 
which now poses a threat to the survival of so many developing na­
tions. In the appendix of this report, the address of the External 
Affairs Minister of India, S. N. Mishra, at Havana, is presented as a 
useful compendium of the concerns of the nonalined movement. As 
Minister Mishra points out, the Economic Declaration of Colombo 
(the 1976 summit preceding Havana) recognizes that the nonalined 
movement must grow if it is to help solve the pressing needs of its 
members, much less the lofty ideals of its founders.

Three years later, the danger of transmuting the needs of the non­
alined into a foreign policy arm of one branch of the East-West 
struggle is great, and should be resisted by all concerned.

6. Human Rights

Introduction.—Throughout its report, the delegation has sought to 
■emphasize its conviction that the need for balance in U.S. bilateral 
relations with the nations of Asia, and the world, be of uppermost 
•concern to policymakers.

Thus, the delegation has recommended that the policies affected by 
the term “linkage,” so frequently criticized for their contradictory 
or uneven application, are justifiable only if they are fairly invoked 
with a full understanding of their consequences.

Human rights concerns are a key part of U.S. foreign policy. But, 
equally clearly, human rights concerns cannot be viewed as the sole 
aim of that policy. The delegation is conscious of the instances during 
the mission when it was confronted by the difficulty of transposing 
concern for human rights into concrete actions which further the 
foreign policy interests of the people of the United States.

The following recommendations and discussion of human rights in 
the nations we visited must be read with the above cautionary thoughts 
in mind.

VIETNAM

Recommendation A.—The policies of the Socialist Republic of Viet­
nam must be recognized as the principal cause of the refugee outflow. 
Only when the Socialist Republic of Vietnam ceases trying to shift 
the burden to other factors, and nations, will the present situation, so 
disastrous for the Vietnamese people and their neighbors, and so un­
acceptable to the world community, begin to rectify itself.

Recommendation B.—The Socialist Republic of Vietnam must en­
courage its client administration in Phnom Penh to accept fully its 
responsibilities for the people of Kampuchea in terms of facilitating 
international humanitarian relief efforts to head off the famine and 
acute medical situation now threatening the bulk of the population.

Recommendation C.—The delegation’s recommendations on refu­
gees. already presented, and on Americans still listed as missing in 
fiction or as prisoners of war (which follow the human rights section 
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of this report), must be considered as integral parts of the human 
rights concerns of the delegation, and of the American people.
Discussion

The delegation has previously stated its recommendations on refu­
gees, and the need to resolve the present tragedy in Kampuchea. How­
ever, there is need to reemphasize each of these matters in their human 
rights context, as the delegation feels it is clear from its conversations 
in Hanoi that the Socialist Republic of Vietnam neither recognizes this 
as a tragedy, nor accepts its human rights responsibilities as a member 
of the world community. Rather, Hanoi approaches this purely from a 
political perspective.

First, on refugees, as noted, the delegation was disturbed to hear in 
Hanoi, and again in Moscow, the claim that the refugee outflow stems 
entirely from outside pressures such as the threat now posed to Viet­
nam by China, and actions by the United States during a war which 
ended more than 5 years ago.

The delegation wishes to reemphasize the fact that it is the domestic 
policies of the Socialist Republic of Vietnam, particularly those which 
have placed the military occupation of Laos and Kampuchea ahead of 
economic and social reconstruction at home, which must be considered 
a prime cause of whatever role economic dislocations may play in pro­
moting the continued refugee outflow.

Second, the delegation notes that it was told in both Hanoi and 
Moscow that refugee outflow is inevitable during any period of “social 
reconstruction,” because of persons who cannot or will not cooperate 
with the new order. With this claim in mind, the delegation finds it 
utterly illogical for the Socialist Republic of Vietnam to deny that its 
policies of giving certain ethnic groups within its population, and 
citizens at large, the “option” of purchasing an exit visa or perma­
nent banishment from their homes and occupations to a so-called “new 
economic zone.” are not designed to produce refugees.

Further in this regard, the humanitarian responsibility of the So­
cialist Republic of Vietnam to provide minimally safe passage for citi­
zens who have purchased exit permits has seemingly been ignored.

On Kampuchea, the situation has become even more critical since the 
delegation’s mission to Hanoi, but some concessions have been wrung 
from the authorities in Phnom Penh, and their Vietnamese sponsors, 
regarding international humanitarian assistance. While the delegation 
finds this an encouraging sign, the fact remains that for months, the 
Kampuchean people were clearly being subjected to a policy of starva­
tion for political purposes.

As of this writing, it is still not clear whether Vietnam—if not its 
client in Phnom Penh—understands the full dimension of the tragedy 
still unfolding in Kampuchea. Further, it is unclear that either are 
prepared to respond fully to the prospect that the estimated 3 million 
Kampucheans who somehow survived the genocidal policies of Pol Pot 
could now die due to the deliberate policies of their new rulers.

That is whv the delegation strongly endorses the need for monitor­
ing on a regular basis the international assistance which reaches Kem- 
puchea to assess whether the food and medicine is reaching the people 
who so desperately require sustenance.

Finally as noted, the section following this will detail the delega­
tion’s conversations in Hanoi concerning increased cooperation in the 
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humanitarian, concern of providing a final accounting of those Ameri­
cans still listed as missing in action or as prisoners of war.

SRI LANKA

Recommendation A.—That insofar as possible, the Government of 
Sri Lanka be encouraged to meet what internal security problems are 
posed by the present minority situation through legal means which do 
not lend themselves to the arbitrary use of power, and hence to the 
denial of rights for any of its citizens.

Recommendation B.—That the Government of Sri Lanka be en­
couraged by the United States and the international community to 
continue to enlarge its present program designed to meet the legitimate 
needs and aspirations of the minority Tamil people.
Discussion

The delegation is very conscious of the inherent clanger of distortion 
in discussing Sri Lanka in the same context as the situation in Viet­
nam, or those presently existing in Pakistan, and the U.S.S.R.

The delegation was made aware of the concerns of the Tamil mi­
nority before its visit to Sri Lanka, and the Subcommittee on Asian 
and Pacific Affairs had been following the situation appropriately 
for the past 2 years. Thus, the delegation endeavored to examine the 
Tamil question as part of its overall mission in Sri Lanka.

The delegation met with the Minister of Justice, and with members 
of the Tamil people in and out of Government to specifically discuss 
the humanitarian issues involved. Further, the delegation held frank 
discussions of its concerns with many members of the Government of 
Sri Lanka, including President Jaywardene.

In general, the delegation was favorably impressed by the sincerity 
of President Jaywardene and his Government, and their desire to 
meet the legitimate concerns of all of the people of Sri Lanka, includ­
ing tlie Tamil minority.

The most sensitive area discussed covered the need for emergency 
measures to meet the security threat posed by factions presently re­
sorting to violence. While stating its desire not to interfere in the in­
ternal affairs of the Sri Lankan people, the delegation cited the basi- 
callv successful experiences of the American people in meeting the 
challenges of the civil rights struggle within a framework which pre­
served the full legal rights of all citizens.

PAKISTAN

Recommendation A.—That the Government of Pakistan be encour­
aged to fulfill its pledge to conduct nationwide elections which are 
free, and open to all political parties and all members of those parties. 
The freeing of the increasing number of political prisoners is an 
integral part of this process.

Recommendation B.—That the Government of Pakistan be sup­
ported in its humanitarian efforts on behalf of the refugees from 
Afghanistan, including the full support of the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees, as already discussed in this report.
Discussion

The delegation has already expressed its appreciation to the Gov­
ernment of Pakistan for its firm commitment to the principles of hu-
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man rights as exemplified by its succor to the refugees from Afghan­
istan.

However, the delegation was fully cognizant of the troubled social 
and political situation which had obtained in Pakistan since the events 
leading to the overthrow, and later the execution of former Prime 
Minister Bhutto. The Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs had 
written President Zia prior to Mr. Bhutto’s death urging clemency,, 
thus joining President Carter, Pope John Paul, the Saudi Govern­
ment and other world leaders in expressions of humanitarian concern.

The subcommittee was further motivated by the fact that while it 
did not wish to pass judgment on the merits of the case, it felt com­
pelled to urge clemency on the additional grounds that the future 
peace and stability of Pakistan and the region would be threatened 
by continued unrest in Pakistan.

Since the unhappy events of the spring, and through the difficult 
period when the nuclear controversy was exposed, the subcommittee 
had followed with hope the pledges of General Zia that full and free 
elections would be held in the fall, and that civilian government would 
be restored to the people of Pakistan.

During its mission, the delegation was repeatedlv told by its hosts 
that the elections would take place as scheduled, and that they would 
be open to all.

As this report was being prepared for press, however, came a 
series of events culminating in the cancellation of the elections, and 
finally the arrest of political leaders and party members from all 
walks of Pakistani life. We have since been given to understand 
that the period of detention will be of short duration, and that elec­
tions have only been delayed until they are practical to conduct.

Implicit in its first recommendation is the delegation’s firm convic­
tion that all of the men and women jailed as a result of the actions just 
described be immediately freed. Obviously, the delegation cannot' an­
ticipate what the situation will be when its report is made public. But 
it is clear that the continued denial of the right of free elections, and 
the denial of basic human rights to so many of Pakistan’s citizens, 
will continue to severely circumscribe United States-Pakistani rela­
tions, particularly those involving economic assistance and militarv 
sales.

THE SOVIET UNTOX

Reco^vtn^ndcttw'n, A.—That the United States and all signators to 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights take every opportunity 
to demonstrate to the Soviet Union that the concern for human 
rights is universal and deeply felt. Far from being a propaganda 
ploy, or an internal affair of one nation, human rights are an integral 
factor in the social and economic development of modern nations: thus, 
denial of human rights in one nation becomes an international con­
cern. one which extends bevond the border of individual nation states.

BccoTniYbcndcLt'ion B.—That the United States, particularly regard­
ing the treatment of “refuseniks” and “dissidents,” constantly seek 
to encourage the Soviet Union to carrv out the letter and spirit of 
the Helsinki accords, and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights: 
further, the linking of such questions as MFN and other economic 
factors are a legitimate and necessary method to pursue the goal of 
guaranteeinghuman rights for all people.
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Recommendation C.—Because religious freedom in the Soviet Union 
is guaranteed by the Soviet Constitution, but not in actual legal prac­
tice, the delegation urges the U.S.S.R. to grant the Jews of the 
Soviet Union the legal rights and priviliges due them as a religion un­
der the constitution, and to end their false characterization as members 
of a national group.

Recom/mendaiion —Specifically, the delegation urges that dis­
crimination against Soviet Jews such as barring the teaching of 
Hebrew, printing books in Hebrew, prohibiting the training of re­
ligious leaders of the congregation's choice, and related support ac­
tivities, be immediately removed.

Recommendation E.—In a like manner, all such restrictions on 
Pentacostals, Catholics, Baptists, and all other religious groups pres­
ently banned from full and free pursuit of their rights as Soviet citi­
zens under the constitution must be condemned.

Recom/mendation F.—That the issue of emigration for “refuseniks” 
be met by bringing Soviet law into line with the Helsinki accords, 
specifically by ending the present system of open-ended, indefinite 
waiting periods for exit visas. A 5-year maximum would serve all 
possible security concerns, given the pace of today’s technological 
and scientific developments. The number of visas should not be fixed, 
but open ended to meet demand.

Recommendation G.—That as stated in Recommendation B. the 
treatment of “dissidents”, as w7ith all Soviet citizens, be brought into 
full compliance with the letter and spirit of the Helsinki accords, the 
Universal Declaration on Human Rights, and the Soviet Constitu­
tion. Specifically, the delegation urges that Anatoly Shcharansky be 
immediately provided with the medical attention he is reported to re­
quire, and that any evidence pertaining to his present circumstances be 
presented for the world to see. If no such evidence is provided, Shcha­
ransky should be returned to the care of his family. In any event, he 
should be accorded the rights due any Soviet citizen, including the 
right to counsel.
Discussion

It is in Russia that the strength and weaknesses of the international 
campaign to promote human rights achieves its highest visibility, some 
of its greatest successes, and some of it most disheartening failures.

If the delegation sought to impress two key points on our Soviet 
hosts, they were, first, that human rights concerns are intimately con­
nected to American bilateral relations with all nations; and second, 
that while the United States does not wish to interfere in the internal 
affairs of other nations, human rights by definition are a universal con­
cern, and hence a legitimate matter for nations to discuss, criticize, 
and to take action when deemed necessary.

That the Soviets recognize these points is demonstrated by their 
statements on the U.S. civil rights situation, and certain aspects of the 
conduct of the war in Vietnam. For its part, the delegation sought to 
impress on our hosts that whether they liked it or not, whether it 
seemed fair or not, it was also a political fact of life that in addition to 
being codified in U.S. law, human rights have become part of the proc­
ess of gaining public support for MFN, technology transfer, increased 
trade, and other bilateral issues.
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The role of public opinion independent of government action, or law, 
can be most clearly seen in the international response of the scientific 
community to the continued dilemma of dissident and refusenik scien­
tists within the U.S.S.R. Even though all scientists agree that free 
exchange between nations is in the best interests of the world, the over­
riding interest in human rights has already curtailed scientific ex­
change between Russia and the West. As the delegation stated to the 
Supreme Soviet members, continued concern for the fate of Orlov and 
Shcharansky, for example, will only exacerbate this development..

The simple fact of Soviet agreement to the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights, and the Helsinki agreement, should attest to Mos­
cow’s appreciation of these political facts of life; what remains to be 
shown is Moscow’s application of the principles, and requirements, of 
these agreements.

At the conclusion of the delegation’s meetings in Moscow, all 12 
members cosigned a letter to Communist Party Central Committee 
General Secretary Leonid I. Brezhnev outlining our human rights 
concerns. The letter made a number of specific requests, which have 
been incorporated into the general recommendations presented above. 
The letter to Secretary Brezhnev follows:

Congress of the United States,
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C., August 21, 1979.
His Excellency Leonid I. Brezhnev,
General Secretary, Central Committee of the Communist Party, Moscow, RSFSR, 

U.S.S.R.
Dear Mr. Secretary : We, the undersigned members of Congress, express our 

deep concern both for the individuals who have sought to emigrate from the 
Soviet Union, and for those individuals of all faiths who have suffered because 
they have spoken out on behalf of their liberties and their religion.

The right of an individual to emigrate is a fundamental human right. This 
right has been denied to a number of religious groups, including Protestants. 
Pentecostals, Catholics and Jews. A number of Jewish men and women have 
been sentenced to prison for three to fifteen years after expressing their desire 
to leave the USSR for Israel. Jews have been accused of parasitism after losing 
their jobs following an application to emigrate; of hooliganism, for such trivial 
acts as bumping into a passerby causing a cake to drop on the sidewalk; and 
of owning anti-Soviet materials, for possessing Hebrew primers and prayer 
books. „ . _ ,

We are further told that prisoners’ rights guaranteed by Soviet penal codes 
are often denied Jewish prisoners, persecuted by both inmates and prison ad­
ministrators. Anti-Jewish incidents are provoked. They are compelled to perform 
hard labor on low-calorie diets, they must live in unsanitary surroundings and 
they receive inadequate medical care.

Anti-Semitism apparently has not disappeared in the Soviet Union—restric­
tions against Jews attending higher institutions are tightening. Jewish religious 
and cultural life is restricted. Impediments to teaching Hebrew remain in effect.

We are concerned not only with the violations of human rights of Protestants. 
Pentecostals, Catholics and Jews, but over the damage this repression has had 
on the progress of detente.

When in Tashkent, the delegation was gratified to learn from the Grand 
Mufti that Muslim people are granted, in practice as well as in law, full freedom 
to observe their religion, to print religious documents, to distribute the Koran, 
to teach their children in religious schools, and to train religious leaders. We ask 
that you allow the same opportunities for other religious minorities, including 
the ones we have mentioned above. ,

In consonance with the Declaration of Human Rights to which the Soviet 
Union is a signator. we respectfully call upon the Soviet Union to:

(1) Recognize, in practice as well as in law. the rights of persons belonging to 
religious and other minorities and interpret their rights equally before the law;
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(2) Act to prevent all harassment, intimidation and punitive action against 
persons wishing to emigrate;

(3) Release all Jews as well as prisoners of other religions who decide to 
emigrate for reasons of conscience;

(4) Increase the number of visas to make them equal to the number of applica­
tions or requests for applications:

(5) Issue visas on a first-come, first-served basis, without discrimination be­
cause of profession or place of residence;

(6) Remove, from the paths of those wishing to emigrate, impediments—such 
as preventing applicants from obtaining official forms, and intercepting letters 
from abroad containing required documents, and eliminate all undue delays in 
processing and approving applications.

Mr. Secretary, your efforts on behalf of detente between our two nations are 
well known and deeply appreciated. It is unfortunate that our relations are 
constantly set back by the policies discussed in this letter, policies which gain 
your country nothing and which damage it in world opinion.

For all these reasons, we urge you to demonstrate your support for the spirit 
and substance of the Helsinki Agreement by acting promptly on these serious 
matters. Above all, we ask you to be generous and understanding in those cases 
the merits of which you may question. Such affirmative action would remove a 
major roadblock in the way of detente.

Sincerely yours,
Clarence D. Long, Robert J. Lagomarsino, Carlos J. Moorhead, Fort­

ney H. Stark, Robert K. Dornan, Billy Lee Evans, Lester L. Wolff, 
Tennyson Guyer, Andy Ireland, David R. Bowen, Benjamin A. 
Gilman, James H. Scheuer.

It was the delegation’s concern to discuss specifically with our Soviet 
hosts including First Deputy Chairman Vasiliiy Kuznetsov, Chief 
Justice Lev Smirnov, Vitaliy Ruben, Chairman of the Council of 
Nationalities, and Victor Paputin, First Deputy of the Ministry of 
Internal Affairs, how and why we felt that the internal matter of 
Soviet law and social practice had become a legitimate international 
human rights concern.

On the issue of religious freedom, already discussed in the letter to 
General Secretary Brezhnev, no explanation of the delegation’s ex­
perience could be more eloquent that the words of a group of dissidents 
and refuseniks who met with us in our Moscow hotel on the night of 
Justice Lev Smirnov, Vitaliy Ruben, Chairman of the Council of 
August 21, 1979. Because of its importance to the development of the 
delegation’s recommendations, the transcript of our conversation is 
presented in its entirety in appendix 4.

. In conclusion, certainly, in the years since “detente,” the human 
rights situation in Russia has in many respects improved, particularly, 
in the last year, for those persons wishing to emigrate. However, the 
continuing plight of the refuseniks, many of whom have been refused 
exit visas for up to a decade, continues to overshadow the genuine 
accomplishments in this area. As our hosts pointed out, Jewish emi­
gration has vastly increased, although the restriction of this privilege 
to Jews and certain dissidents has kept emigration a privilege, and not 
a right as required by Helsinki. Overall, the Soviets now approve some 
98 percent of all applicants, some 200,000 since 1959, a period of 20 
years.

However, as the delegation stated during its discussion with mem­
bers of the Supreme Soviet^ the issue of emigration continues to serve 
as an irritant, and as a major obstacle to East-West relations.

The apparently arbitrary denial of visas, the splitting of families, 
the open-ended waiting period, the demands to produce documents 
from overseas—compounded by problems of delivery of mail, particu- 
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larly overseas mail—are but some of the many points which we pressed 
upon our hosts.

There are now more than 150,000 Soviet citizens who have received 
invitations from Israel alone, invitations which comply with Soviet 
legal requirements which must be met before a visa can be issued. This 
great number should be availed the opportunity to emigrate, in the 
delegation’s view, given the statements made to it by Soviet officials.

The transcript of our conversation with dissidents and refuseniks 
shows that these people do not challenge the legitimacy of the Soviet 
state, nor do they seek to undermine the U.S.S.R. They simply want 
to exercise their internationally recognized right to emigrate, a right 
agreed to by the Soviet Union at Helsinki.

As the summarized discussions in the U.S.S.R. section later in this 
report will show, our hosts resisted the legitimacy of U.S. laws which 
tie MFN and related issues to the international human rights con­
cerns of emigration, religious freedom, and the right of dissent. That 
such resistance is predictable, and leads to many obvious difficulties in 
the conduct of U.S. foreign policy, cannot be allowed to weaken the 
determination of the United States to continue to pursue all possible 
avenues to meet the human rights concerns embodied in the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights, and the Helsinki agreement.

But if there was any final point, regardless of the law, which we 
wished to leave in the Soviet Union it was that, like it or not, human 
rights are inextricably involved in world public perceptions and world 
support for nations and programs which, purely in terms of short­
term or bilateral concerns, might be good, but which cannot be ap­
proved on the basis of the larger issue—human rights.

7. MIA’s/POW’s4
Recommendation A.—The State Department should press the Viet­

namese on their informal agreement with the delegation to work out 
specific arrangements to begin the visits by Lt. Col. Paul Mather, 
U.S. Army, to Hanoi to work on POW and missing case files.

Recommendation B.—The United States should undertake to 
broaden contacts with the Government of Laos, not merely to pursue 
the POW/MIA issue, but to improve communication and understand­
ing so that further efforts by the Laotians to be forthcoming in either 
furnishing remains or information might be as productive as possible.

Recommendation C.—The United States through the State Depart­
ment should seek to have Lieutenant Colonel Mather visit Vien­
tiane, Laos, as regularly as possible for the purpose of providing ex­
pert assistance to the Laotian Government in recovering and providing 
remains or related MIA/POW information.

Recommendation D.—Laotian officials should be invited to the cas­
ualty identification laboratory in Honolulu to gain a better understand­
ing of the way in which the laboratory arrives at a determination of 
identity.

Recommendtion E.—The process whereby refugees are screened for 
admission to the United States should include inquiries to determine 
whether individuals have any useful information about Americans 
alive or dead in Indochina. Such screening might be especially useful 

4 This section was prepared by Jon Holstine, minority staff consultant, Subcommittee on 
Asian and Pacific Affairs.
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in cases where the refugees have already been approved for admission 
to the United States, but should not be limited to those cases.

RecomTrijendatlon F.—House Concurrent Resolution 10 calling for 
United Nations assistance in the MIA/POW accounting search should 
be pursued with the Secretary General of the United Nations, so that 
the gretaest possible attention can be focused on this humanitarian 
issue. The President should provide all possible assistance on this 
issue.

BACKGROUND OF NEGOTIATIONS ON POw/MIA’s BY DELEGATION

Negotiations with the Vietnamese Government for the return of 
American prisoners, or the remains of Americans who died either in 
combat or in enemy custody in Indochina, have been carried on in a 
series of meetings for several years.5 Even before the hostilities in Indo­
china ceased for Americans, officials of the U.S. Government sought to 
obtain the return of Americans who had fallen into Vietnamese hands.

Congressional participation in this effort began with the Select Com­
mittee on the Missing in Action, under the chairmanship of the Hon­
orable G. V. “Sonny” Montgomery, during the 94th Congress. Since 
members of that select committee first met with the Vietnamese Gov­
ernment delegation in Paris 1975, there have been 4 special delegations 
including Congressmen, prior to the visits of the delegation headed 
by Representative Lester L. Wolff.

In addition to these congressional contacts, during the years since? 
the fall of Saigon there have been periodic talks between Vietnamese 
and U.S. officials on the subject of American prisoners and missing in 
Southeast Asia. Despite these contacts, in only 80 cases had the Viet­
namese provided either American remains or information as to the fate 
of the individuals involved.

By August 1979 when the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs 
under Mr. Wolff’s chairmanship, and its adjunct, the Foreign Affairs 
Task Force on American Prisoners and Missing in Southeast Asia, 
visited Hanoi, there were still 2,400 cases remaining for which there 
has not been accounting. While 2,400 may seem a tiny fraction of the 
total casualties of approximately 57,000 which the United States suf­
fered in Indochina, it should be recalled that of the casualties which 
have been accounted for, the vast preponderance were in South Viet­
nam. Almost 90 percent of the flyers downed in North Vietnam. Laos, 
and Cambodia are unaccounted for. And half the 2,400 cases which re­
main unexplained are cases where the Vietnamese or Laos were either 
known (165 cases) or reasonably believed (almost 1,100) to have 
knowledge if not custody, of the Americans in question.

VISIT TO HANOI

Against this background of intermittent negotiations punctuated by 
occasional Vietnamese dispensing of remains, the delegation visited 
Hanoi in hopes of moving forward some solution to the impasse which 
had developed between the Vietnamese and the United States on this 
subject.

The question of POW/MIA’s was therefore extremely important to 
the delegation as it began its talks with the Vietnamese. This con-

6 See appendix 3 for chronology, 1972-79. 
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cem had been transmitted to the Government of the Socialist Republic 
of Vietnam even before the mission left the United States. In addition, 
the delegation had resolved that it would not accept, as a “token,” re­
mains of Americans if they were offered, but would insist that the 
remains be returned through a formal channel already established by 
the U.S. Government in earlier conversations with the Vietnamese.

In addition to the question of American missing, the delegation also 
was prepared to talk at length about the plight of Vietnamese boat 
people and the circumstances in Cambodia, where 200,000 Vietnamese 
troops had imposed an uneasy peace marked by starvation and pro­
tracted conflict with the forces of the deposed Pol Pot regime.

While in Hanoi, the delegation met with, among others, four high 
ranking Vietnamese officials, including Hoang Bich Son and Nguyen 
Co Thach of the Foreign Ministry, Vu Hoang of the Ministry of the 
Interior (which had responsibility for both the POW/MIA issue and 
the refugee question), Xuan Thuy, a Politburo member and the 
second-ranking member of the ruling Communist Party in Vietnam.

In each instance the delegation pointed out that as a means of both 
eliminating a problem in Congress toward normalized relations with 
Vietnam, and establishing a cooperative relationship between our two 
countries, the Socialist Republic of Vietnam could act to resolve the 
POW/MIA issue. It was the delegation’s contention that the problem 
could be solved relatively easily if the Vietnamese Government chose 
to exercise its authority in this direction. The delegation was pleased 
when Deputy Foreign Minister Nguyen Co Thach indicated his view 
that it was time that the issue was resolved.

Accordingly, it was with some hope that the meeting with Vu Hoang 
began. As chairman of the Task Force on Prisoners and Missing, Con­
gressman Guyer led the American side accompanied by Chairman 
Wolff, and Representatives Benjamin Gilman, Robert Lagomarsino, 
Robert K. Dornan, and James Scheuer. Also present were Captain Ray 
Vohden, U.S.N., who represented the Office of MIA Affairs in the 
Department of Defense (and a former prisoner in Hanoi himself), and 
Lt. Col. Paul Mather. U.S. Army who is the liaison officer in Bangkok 
for the Joint Casualty Resolution Center. Accompanying the delega­
tion for these conversations were Lt. Col. Michael Eiland, the State 
Department escort officer and Vietnamese linguist, Christopher Nelson, 
and Jon Holstine of the subcommittee staff.

There were several points which emerged which offer both grounds 
for hope and reasons for caution.

The delegation stressed to the Vietnamese the political sensitivity 
and importance of this issue to the American Congress and the Ameri­
can public. The Vietnamese sought to indicate their feeling that the 
State Department had not emphasized the continued importance of 
this subject to the Congress and the families of the missing. Conse­
quently, the delegation sought to impress upon the Vietnamese that 
this was still an area of great importance not only to the several hun­
dred families of missing Americans, but also to the Congress and 
thereby to the Vietnamese.

The delegation pointed out that hundreds of cases were still unre­
solved, and that for too long there had been no new information, let 
alone remains. The members also pressed the Vietnamese with the 
question of why there had been no information on the 1,200 cases in
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categories of accountability I and II. There was no direct response to 
this question, despite repeated efforts to focus on this issue.

The Vietnamese spoke, however, in general terms of the difficulties 
they had incurred because of the Indochina war and then the more 
recent hostilities with Cambodia and the People’s Republic of China. 
\ u Hoang said that the Socialist Republic of Vietnam had had an 
office specially tasked with seeking information on American missing. 
The office still functioned, and there was a communications network 
which, according to the Vietnamese, was still in place even to the 
village level. The office was carrying on “normal” activity, but no ex­
planation was offered as to what that involved.

In addition, Vu Hoang explained that the topography had changed 
to the extent that areas which were then brown have now become green 
again. There were also problems caused by the movement of peoples 
away from the Cambodian frontier and similar results from the Chi­
nese invasion which caused reassignment of officials—presumably In­
terior Ministry personnel—away from the POW/MIA search. This 
requirement had strained, budget and facilities. There were still 60 
people, the Vietnamese said, in this office, and “thousands” who were 
on the look for remains, grave locales, crash sites, etc.

The Vietnamese noted that they did have three or four new sites 
under investigation, but did not elaborate. They said they would report, 
on these investigations at a later date.

The delegation raised the general question of Americans who might 
still be alive in Vietnam. The Congressmen pointed out to the Viet­
namese that the return of Marine Pfc. Robert Garwood after 14 years 
in the Socialist Republic of Vietnam legitimately raised the question 
of possible live American prisoners. Despite several carefully worded 
inquiries, Vu Hoang told the group that there were no Americans 
alive in Vietnam. He said that after Garwood’s case he “could affirm” 
to the delegation that there were “no other Americans.”

Rather than debate the general question of whether Americans were 
still being held prisoner by the Vietnamese, or were in the SRV in 
some precise status which was not easily definable, the delegation 
moved to the presentation of a group of case files. Almost all of these 
were in category I or II, and thus represented the precise sort of 
cases implied in a discussion of whether live Americans were to be 
found in Vietnam. Approximately 40 in number, the case files repre­
sented over 100 missing Americans. Some of these case files had been 
presented before.

A typical folder included the name of the missing American, an 
account of the date and place of the crash or capture, along with a map 
of the site. Any other information, such as photographs published by 
or captured from the Vietnamese showing the prisoner in custody or 
perhaps even his grave, was also included. All of this material was 
translated into Vietnamese. For instance, Navy Capt. Ron Dodge’s 
case was a heavily documented example of a category I MTA—he had 
been photographed in custody shortly after his plane went down, find 
later was included in a Vietnamese propaganda film “Pilots in Pa­
jamas.” Yet Dodge was not repatriated nor were his remains ever 
accounted for.

To press the resolution of these cases, the delegation suggested to 
Vu Hoang that Lieutenant Colonel Mather be sent back to Hanoi in the 
near future, and as often as possible, to be of whatever assistance he
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-could in relating the material in the files to information in Vietnamese 
possession.

The delegation considered it a positive, significant step that the Viet­
namese agreed, in principle, to this procedure. This would fulfill the 
promise of earlier agreements to cooperate and which had so far proved 
disappointing.

In another positive step, the task force proposed a somewhat modified 
procedure to help in obtaining an accounting. Vu Hoang repeated 
what earlier delegations had also heard, that the villagers in many 
instances resented being asked for assistance in recovering remains 
after the pilots had done so much damage and there had been no com­
pensation from the United States.

Therefore the task force suggested that it would be desirable if the 
Vietnamese were to undertake to provide information even where re­
mains might not be subject to recovery. If an investigation had, in a 
specific instance, revealed an unsurmountable obstacle to recovery of 
remains, then we would accept a report of the details of such an investi­
gation. In some instances personal effects—pocket diaries, identifica­
tion cards, letters, and so forth—would be of assistance.

The delegation also turned over to the Vietnamese several reports 
of crash or grave sights as revealed to us by refugees who had fled the 
country. In sum, the information turned over was not in the delegations 
view, the sort of data which could be easily dismissed, if carefully 
investigated.

One other effort was a request to Ambassador Hoang to guide us or 
-assist us in approaching the Government of Laos concerning any 
information which might be obtained on the more than 500 cases miss­
ing in that country. He agreed to see if he could be of assistance to us 
in that regard.

The subcommittee thus was able to establish communication with 
the Vietnamese on this very important subject. The delegation im­
pressed as much and as often as it could the significance of this is­
sue to prospects for better relations between Vietnam and the United 
States. It requested and obtained approval in principle of regular 
visits by an American official to Hanoi for the purpose of working to 
-resolve on a case by case basis the question of the fate of Americans 
who disappeared in Vietnam. It encouraged the Vietnamese not to 
wait until they could give us remains, identified or otherwise, but to 
provide personal effects or even information as to the fate of the miss­
ing. It also sought the good offices, to the extent possible, of the Viet­
namese in dealing with the Government of Laos.

In the delegation’s view, none of these points was rejected outright 
by the Vietnamese. Therefore the delegation was optimistic. At the 
same time there was little by way of concrete evidence that any of 
these proposals would be carried out. For that reason the delegation 
saw grounds for caution.

In sum, the delegation established communication with the Viet­
namese which did not exist before—between the most actively inter­
ested Congressmen in this issue and the country which still holds the 
answer to this question. Vigorously pursued, that communication 
could provide a way to the full accounting which is the task and the 
target of the task force on prisoners and missing of the Subcommit­
tee on Asian and Pacific Affairs.



U.S. ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS IN ASIA AND 
COMMENTS ON THE SOVIET UNION1

Thailand

U.S. interests in Thailand are to support the growth of a free, stable, 
and economically progressive nation and to strengthen mutually-bene- 
ficial trade and investment opportunities. Thailand is a moderating 
influence in Third World councils and is assuming a role in Asian 
regional affairs.

Thailand is predominantly an agrarian nation characterized by 
severe regional and rural-urban income disparities. While the pro­
portion of Thailand’s population living in absolute poverty-incomes 
less than $90 per person per annum in urban areas—has declined from 
50 percent in the early 1960’s to 25 percent in recent years, there are 
still more than 11 million Thais who remain impoverished.

Adequate health care is accessible to only 25 percent of the popula­
tion and in rural areas there is only 1 doctor for every 31,000 people. 
Literacy is reported to be 82 percent, but less than half of the eligible 
students go beyond the fourth year.

Thailand’s population is 44.8 million as of mid-1978. Present de­
velopment assistance levels are as follows:

{Dollar amounts in millions; fiscal years]

1977 1978 1979

Agency for International Development......... ...............................  $12.8 $7.5 $16
World Bank (IBRD).................................    158.0 198.4 ()
International Development Association.......................      33.1 ( )
Asian Development Bank...................................................................   47.0 157.1 (l)

i Not available.

BANGKOK METROPOLITAN AREA

Thailand’s urban sector is characterized by a relatively low level of 
urbanization, rapid growth and the predominance of Bangkok. With 
a 1977 population of 4.8 million and a growth rate of 5 percent per 
annum, Bangkok accounts for almost half of the total urban popula­
tion. Bangkok is 40 times larger than the next largest city in Thailand. 
It is the main port and transportation hub, industrial, commercial, 
and financial center, and regional headquarters for a number of inter­
national agencies and multinational businesses. Although Bangkok ac­
counts for only 10 percent of the total population, in 1976 it contri­
buted 27 percent of the gross domestic product. The city provides other 
important attractions as well: secondary and higher educational facili-

1 This section was prepared by Donald Richbourg, House Appropriations Committee staff, 
under the supervision of Hon. Clarence B. Long, chairman, Subcommittee on Foreign 
Operations.

(31)
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ties are heavily concentrated there, with about 60 percent of the 
nation’s upper secondary and 85 percent of higher education institu­
tions. The physician to population ratio in Bangkok is approximately 
20 times higher than in the rest of Thailand. It is also the cultural 
center and location of the main royal residence.

WORLD BANK-BANGKOK SITES AND SERVICES AND SLUM IMPROVEMENT 
PROJECT

The amount of the total World Bank loan for the project is $8.6 
million made to the Government of Thailand for 20 years, including 
a 5-year grace period with interest of 7.5 percent per annum. The 
Government of Thailand in turn lends $6.6 million of the loan to the 
National Housing Authority (NBA) on the same terms and interest 
rate with the balance of $2 million being made available as a grant. 
The total cost of the project is about $15 million with the balance of 
the funds being provided by NHA.

The project is designed to improve the living conditions of approxi­
mately 35,000 of Bangkok’s low-income residents, by providing new 
housing for about 3,000 families; by improving the sanitation, health 
conditions, and access to public services for about 3,500 families in 
existing slums; and by increasing employment opportunities in the 
project areas. The project includes: (a) housing sites and services at 
Tung Song Hong for about 3,000 housing units, including land and 
infrastructure, core houses with sanitary facilities, materials loans for 
house completion through self help, community facilities, commercial 
and small-scale industrial areas and loans to small-scale businesses; 
(b) slum improvement at five slums affecting nearly 2,300 dwelling 
units, including land acquisition, infrastructure improvements, com­
munity facilities, loans to small-scale businesses and social support 
programs; and (c) technical assistance to NHA, including 66 man­
months of consultancy and advisory services, training/fellowships and 
project monitoring and evaluation. The project inherently entails some 
risk, being the first of its kind to be undertaken by NHA. The demand 
for site and services units and the willingness of slum residents to pay 
for improvements have yet to be proven in Thailand, but the risks are 
considered reasonable in view of the pilot nature of the project in 
dealing with shelter problems of the poor.

With this background, on August 9, 1979, Representative Clarence 
D. Long toured the King Fetch slum area which is one segment of the 
Bangkok sites and services and slum improvement project. Represent­
ative Long was accompanied by Mr. Donald Cohen, Mission Director 
for the Agency for International Development, Mr. Donald Rich- 
bourg, House Appropriations Committee staff, Mr. Jasdip Singh, 
Acting Chief of the World Bank Mission, and Mr. Khun Sidhijai 
Tanphiphat, Project Manager, National Housing Authority.

King Petch is an inner city community of 1,468 families with 61 
percent of the families with below minimum incomes. It is also the 
first such upgrading project which departs from the conventional solu­
tion of clearance and resettlement in high-rise housing. It is a $1.35 
million component of the first World Bank urban project in Thailand.
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The NHA has programed to upgrade slums containing 26,000 families 
over the next 3 years in accordance with its policy to rehabilitate eco­
nomically and socially useful housing stock thereby reaching a large 
group of beneficiaries with relatively modest investment. The land is 
67 percent government owned.

Upgrading consists of 3 main parts:
(a) Physical improvement of walkways, drainage, canal flow, 

water supply, solid waste disposal, fire protection facilities, and 
street lighting.

(b) Social and economic improvement programs including 
small scale business loans (administered by Krung Thai Bank), 
skill training, daycare facilities, health clinic facilities, family 
planning, and drug prevention.

(c) Land tenure improvement through giving long-term leases 
to all existing inhabitants eliminate sub-leases—in order to pro­
vide security of tenure and incentives for the tenants to improve 
their shelters.

Some investment costs, mainly for infrastructure, will be recovered 
directly from the beneficiaries through land rent increases.

The NHA is executing all civil works but takes a coordinating role 
for the implementation of social and economic programs responsible 
by other agencies such as Krung Thai Bank, Skill Training Institute 
of the Labour Department, Industrial Promotions Department, etc.

As of May 10, 1979, approximately 50 percent of civil works have 
been completed and skill training program initiated. Other social and 
economic programs will be started as soon as community buildings— 
included in civil works—are completed.

Initial response by the inhabitants seem to be extremely favorable, 
since very little resettlement is required. The direct cost recovery 
through improvement fees recovered over 10 years at 12 percent in­
terest are well within affordability ranges of the inhabitants. These 
fees would be added to land rents. NHA is also working on indirect— 
through local government, property taxation—recovery strategies for 
future projects.

During our walking tour we were able to see the improved walkways, 
drainage facilities, and improved street lighting.

OBSERVATIONS

This project certainly was aimed at directly helping the poor while 
at the same time trying to recover some of the costs through improve­
ment fees and property taxes. Other projects need to place more 
emphasis on the self-sustaining, self-liquidating aspects of project 
financing. Capital is in short supply worldwide and all possible cost 
recovery schemes need to be explored in order to be able to spread the 
benefits of development to as many people as possible.

While this type of project is certainly needed in Bangkok, it appears 
the problem is much larger than slum improvement. One need only 
walk the streets of Bangkok to witness the mass of humanity crowded 
into this small space. The traffic is never ending and the canals running 
through the city appear as black as ink serving as open sewers for the 
population of the city.
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Thought needs to be given to relocating some of the industry, com­
merce, etc. to other cities in Thailand in order to stop the influx of 
people in to Bangkok. The city appears to be growing at a faster pace 
than the abilities to cope with such growth can develop. Waste dis­
posal appears to be a major area creating a pollution problem in all 
the canals. Population control is another area that should be pursued 
more vigorously.

While this specific project was certainly beneficial to the people, the 
problems of Bangkok are much greater and need to be addressed in 
a much more comprehensive and coordinated plan.

Sri Lanka

Sri Lanka is a democracy with a strong record of free elections, 
individual rights, and social equity. The Government of Sri Lanka’s 
priority is development—growth and equity. U.S. interests are served 
by Sri Lanka’s attaining its goal while maintaining its democratic 
traditions.

Sri Lanka is a poor country whose development policies until re­
cently have emphasized investments in health, education, and social 
programs instead of programs to improve economic productivity. 
These policies combined with droughts, low export prices and high 
imported food and fuel prices contributed in the 1970’s to a low GNP 
growth of 2.8 percent and an even lower growth in agricultural pro­
duction of 1.2 percent. The most serious consequences of these low 
growth rates and related policies have been widespread unemployment 
ranging between 15 and 20 percent, and a chronic and massive food 
deficit, roughly 50 percent of basic foods are imported.

Over the past year, long overdue and politically difficult measures 
have been implemented by Sri Lanka to improve the economy, includ­
ing stimulation of domestic savings, investment and production, and 
restricting welfare expenditures to poorer families.

Sri Lanka’s longstanding commitment to its people’s basic needs for 
food, education, and health is reflected in impressive performance. In 
the last 25 years, Sri Lankans have:

—increased their food consumption by about 15 percent to 2,200 
calories per capita;

—increased their life expectancy to 68 years;
—decreased their infant mortality to 45 per 1,000;
—decreased their population growth rate to 1.5 percent;
—achieved an adult literacy rate of 78 percent; and
—achieved a modest redistribution of income to benefit the lowest 

40 percent of their population.
Recently the Government has adopted policies and programs to in­

crease rice production. They include improved marketing and price 
incentives, increased fertilizer availability and acceleration of irriga­
tion schemes. These measures, combined with good weather, have con­
tributed to dramatic increases during 1977 and 1978 in rice production 
and in small farmers’ real incomes.

Sri Lanka’s population is 14.6 million as of mid-1978 and in 1977, 
per capita income stood at $160. Present assistance levels are as follows:
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[Dollar amounts in millions; fiscal years]

1977 1978 197

Agency for International Development. 
International Development Association 
Asian Development Bank___________

$20.9 $23.0
41.2 33.5
41.5 33.9

i Not available.

On August 13, 1979, a portion of the congressional delegation re­
ceived a detailed briefing at the Ambassador’s residence relating to 
development assistance. Present at this briefing were Representatives 
Clarence D. Long, James H. Scheuer, and Andy Ireland; U.S. Am­
bassador W. Howard Wriggins; Mission Director for the Agency for 
International Development (AID) Sarah J. Littlefield; and Donald 
Richbourg, House Appropriations Committee staff.

The general discussion indicated that the Government of Sri Lanka 
was dedicated to helping its poor and was making every effort to do 
so. The status of women is very good in Sri Lanka with abundant ]ob 
opportunities and the literacy rate for women in 1971 was running 
around 70 percent. A good deal of discussion centered around the 
Mahaweli Ganga development project which is Sri Lanka’s priority 
development program and will be discussed in greater detail later- 
in the report. The Sri Lanka Government has been resettling people 
into the more productive areas of the country for the last 40 years 
and it seems to be accepted readily by the people involved. They are 
now resettling some of the old hydrological areas that were agricul­
turally productive in the twelfth century.

Representative Long inquired about progress made in providing safe 
drinking water in Sri Lanka. It was stated this was a highly technical 
area and qualified people are not available in the field of clean water 
development. In the health field, Sri Lanka has placed more emphasis; 
on the curative side of health systems rather than on the preventative 
side which has slowed the progress in developing a clean water system. 
Forty percent of the people hospitalized in Sri Lanka suffer from, 
water borne diseases.

Representative Long stated that development projects must be de- 
signed to be self-liquidating and self-sustaining so that they can exists 
on their own. The beneficiaries must be required to pay directly for 
the benefits received so the scarce development assistance funds can be 
spread over a larger area and benefit a greater number of poor people. 
The AID mission director stated that they require that the agricultural 
credits be repaid and the Government of Sri Lanka requires that each 
farmer pay a fee on each acre of irrigated land.

Representative Scheuer indicated that some officials of Sri Lanka, 
were advocating the need for large capital transfers whereas the efforts 
of the Government should focus on land reform and the collection of 
income and property taxes to pay for the development effort. The 
U.S. Ambassador stated that the Gfovernment of Sri Lanka has confis­
cated property and no more than 50 acres may be owned by one 
individual. The Government also taxes incomes up to 70 percent.
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MAHAWELI GANGA DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

The area involved is an area in the North Central Dry Zone of Sri 
Lanka, about 50 miles north of Kandy, near the ancient city or Anu­
radhapura. A diversion tunnel and canal recently began bringing 
irrigation water from the Mahaweli River—at a point near Kandy 
to this area. A group of donors, led by the International Development 
Association—IDA and including Canada, the. Netherlands, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States are providing about $42 million in 
concessional loan and grant assistance to enable irrigated agricultural 
production by small farmers newly settled in this area and by farmers 
already working on unirrigated land. The IDA loan is for $19 million 
and the U.S. Agency for International Development—AID—loan is 
for $5.2 million plus $800,000 for grant. The 5-year project, initiated 
in August 1977 with a total cost of $70 million—including a Govern­
ment of Sri Lanka contribution of $28 million—provides for land 
preparation, canal construction, provision of agricultural research, 
extension and inputs, and health and education services for small 
farmers and their families. About 35,000 farm families—175,000 peo­
ple—are being benefited, including 15,000 new families being resettled 
on new 2^ acre irrigated plots. The estimated increase in rice produc­
tion—about 10 percent of the annual deficit—will generate additional 
income and employment in the local nonfarm sectors such as market­
ing, transport, and processing. Based on past experience this, could 
result in 9,000 additional jobs. Thus, over the 5-year life of project, it 
■will cost about $60 per capita. The system H project is the pilot for a 
series of accelerated Mahaweli development projects intended to tap 
the waters of the Mahaweli Ganga, Sri Lanka’s largest river, for irri­
gating 340,000 acres of new’ land and to provide 2% acre irrigated 
farms in North-Central and Eastern Sri Lanka. Many of these farms 
will be provided to the currently unemployed. The Government is 
pinning many of its hopes for increasing employment and food pro­
duction on this program.

The various foreign donors involved in the system II project are 
financing the foreign exchange costs of the project and a portion of 
the local costs. The U.S. AID loan provides for the water delivery sys­
tems to the farmer. The implementing agency is the Mahaweli Devel­
opment Board of the Government of Sri Lanka. This project in system 
H is providing valuable experience for the Mahaweli systems to be 
developed in Eastern Sri Lanka over the next 5-6 years for some 
140,000 families, or 700,000 people.

The farmers chosen for resettlement to this project generally must 
meet the following criteria; they must be 25 to 30 years old, married 
with one or two children, currently unemployed and landless. The 
Government of Sri Lanka provides the farmer material to build his 
own house, provides food until the first crops are produced and pro­
vides agricultural loans to buy seed, implements, et cetera.

With this background, on August 14,1979, Representative Clarence 
D. Long toured section H of the Mahaweli Ganga development project. 
Representative Long was accompanied by Mr. E. L. B. Hurulle, Min­
ister of Cultural Affairs, Government of Sri Lanka, Dr. Walter Abey- 
gunewardene, General Manager, Mahaweli Development Board, Gov- 
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emment. of Sri Lanka, Miss Sarah Jane Littlefield, U.S. Agency for 
International Development Mission Director, and Donald Richbourg, 
House Appropriations Committee staff.

Representative Long talked to several farmers and workers in the 
project at random. Each individual interviewed seemed to be very 
grateful for the project and was saving money each month from his 
earnings. They earned about 7 percent on their savings if it was placed 
in the people’s bank operated by the Government. Most of the farm­
ers and workers earned between $25 and $50 per month. The main crop 
planted by the farmers is rice but they also grow some coconut and 
cassava. Most of their crops were sold to the cooperative of which the 
Government sets a fixed price for rice. Some of the crops were also 
sold on the open market. All of the farmers indicated their crop yields 
were increased on the irrigated land and they could now harvest two 
crops per year.

We toured a village market center where off-farm employment was 
provided for various types of shopkeepers and private entrepreneurs.

We visited a community center where they were training farm lead­
ers on water management, canal maintenance, et cetera. They bring 
their farm leaders in for training for 6 days each month and they 
return to their hamlet and train the farmers there in the proper tech­
niques of water management, agricultural techniques, et cetera. There 
were about 25 farmers present in the training group and everyone in­
dicated he was satisfied with the project. They did indicate the need 
for additional industry in the area to provide off season employment 
and employment for their children. Most of the farmers wanted their 
children to have a good education and obtain good jobs because good 
land is in short supply.

Many of the farmers or their wives serve as voluntary health work­
ers for their community. One such volunteer worker we interviewed, 
dispensed malaria pills to the community and provided information 
on what should be done if malaria is contracted. This particular vol­
unteer served about 250 people in her community. She indicated that 
she used to provide pills to about 60 individuals per month but now 
she provides pills to only 5 individuals per month. This certainly in­
dicates that the malaria control effort of the Government and the U.S. 
AID malaria program have been effective in reducing the incidence 
of malaria cases.

The group also visited a U.S. AID-assisted “on-farm water man­
agement” project, a subactivity of Mahaweli Ganga irrigation proj­
ect. This project is located on an experimental farm within Mahaweli 
system H and is developing improved water delivery and manage­
ment procedures suitable for small farmers and intended to increase 
production per unit of water. An American on-farm irrigation ad­
viser has been onsite for a year, and has developed improved land 
leveling techniques, including the design and local manufacturing of 
simple but effective bullock and tractor drawn implements, as well as 
improved plot and field channel layouts which reduce the cost of 
bringing irrigation water to small farmers. Research on optimal 
amounts and timing of water delivery for various crops is also being 
carried out. The Government’s Irrigation Department is the imple- 
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meriting agency on behalf of the Mahaweli Development Board— 
MDB. The MDB is looking to this project for applications through­
out the entire Mahaweli program. The total cost of the 5-year project 
is about $1.1 million and the AID contribution is in the form of a 
$0.8 million grant mentioned earlier.

We were met by Mr. George Knierim, AID contractor for land 
preparation. He demonstrated several land leveling techniques and 
showed us other examples of simple earth moving equipment. One of 
the pieces of land leveling equipment demonstrated was tractor drawn 
and another one was drawn by bullocks. Mr. Knierim felt the bullock 
drawn implement was adequate for the type of land leveling required 
in this area and that the tractor drawn implement was too costly and 
not needed to accomplish the same results. He felt the Government 
officials of Sri Lanka in charge of the project were disposed to use the 
more sophisticated tractor drawn land leveling implement and wanted 
to downplay the simple method of leveling.

The overall plan calls for certain cost recovery methods such as land 
sales and land betterment charges but these charges would only re­
cover about 33 percent of the total costs.

OBSERVATIONS

It was generally felt that the Government of Sri Lanka is definitely 
dedicated to helping its poor people. This conclusion was drawn from 
meetings with top officials in the Government as well as onsite inspec­
tions of specific projects. It is felt that in order to successfully carry 
out development programs, an important requirement is that the Gov­
ernment be committed to helping its own poor people. Otherwise, how 
can foreign technicians be free to offer their services and train the 
people in more efficient techniques? If this dedication to helping the 
poor is not present in the host country, it is very difficult, if not im­
possible, to expect to develop a workable development assistance 
program.

In our discussions, it was obvious that an increased effort needs to 
be made in the development of clean water systems in Sri Lanka. 
It was stated that 40 percent of the people hospitalized suffer from 
waterborne diseases. This effort needs to focus on the development of 
trained personnel in this field, provide health education on the need 
for clean water, and place more emphasis on preventive health meth­
ods rather than on curative methods. These, of course, are only a few 
areas to be considered but their importance should not be minimized.

Concerning specifically the Mahaweli project, the following observa­
tions are provided. At the outset, it must be stated that this project 
appeared to be a very good project and aimed at directly helping the 
poor people in Sri Lanka. The delegation was highly impressed with 
the favorable reactions of the beneficiaries to the project and the 
actual on-site observations of the facilities, the opportunities for the 
earning of additional income being provided and the land being 
reclaimed for increased agricultural production. However, several con­
structive comments are in order. It was felt that the project was pro­
ceeding in too many directions at one time. New canals were being 
dug while at the same time previous sections that have had the canals 
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completed were not in full operation because of various delays. It 
would appear that it would be more beneficial to complete one section 
completely before moving on to another section. In this way, if cer­
tain arrangements or methods don’t work out, they can be adjusted 
before starting another section. Conversely, if improved techniques 
are discovered, these improvements can be employed in the new sec­
tion being developed.

The donors to the project should insist that capital saving tech­
nologies and methods are employed wherever and whenever possible. 
1 he immediate example that comes to mind is the land leveling equip­
ment that was pulled by bullocks as opposed to the equipment pulled 
by tractors. The AID contractor felt the bullock drawn equipment was 
more than adequate to level the land in the project area but the officials 
of bn Danka wanted to use the more sophisticated equipment. In order 
to reach all the poor in the world, capital must be conserved and 
capital savmg techniques must be employed whenever possible.

s?em that a higher cost recovery from the beneficiaries 
could be achieved rather than only the 33 percent presently being 
estimated for the project. All development projects should try to avoid 
a subsidy element and be designed to be self-liquidating and self- 
sustaining m order to spread the scarce development assistance funds 
to as many needy people as possible. In some circumstances, it is not 
possible to recover 100 percent of the cost but a maximum cost re­
covery effort must be built in to all development projects in order to 
obtam the maximum leverage from the development funds provided.

Pakistan

A principal U.S. interest in South Asia is to maintain regional 
stability. A secure, independent Pakistan with a developing economy 
is important in accomplishing this objective. J

With 77 million inhabitants and a per capita income of about $170 
Pakistan is among the world’s poorer large countries. The social in­
dicators associated with this level of poverty are somber: the illiteracv 
rate is about 75 percent; infant mortality is 124 per thousand; and 
the population growth rate is about 3 percent per year. Three-fourths 
of the inhabitants live m villages, most of which are isolated and 
inaccessible, without potable water or electricity, and with minimal 
health care and primary school facilities. minimal
ind contribu*espyer one-third of the gross domestic product
and employs over one-half the Pakistani labor force, which produces 
far below its potential. While the Government of Pakistan now recog­
nizes the growing needs for fertilizer, seed, and water to increase aen- 
UU™ th™'™’lnsufficient attention and resources have been Up- 

111 LHC iJctoL. x
Overall development efforts have been hampered by shortages of 

trained personnel, inadequate data for decisionmaking, an ineffective 
J1nnistratlve1stFu^ire; cultural restraints on participation by women 
and poor people m the.development process, weak to nonexistent local 
government organizations, and periodic political instability which 
interrupts the pace of development. 7 wnicn

tT Pro7^pd concessional economic assistance to 
akistan since 1952. During this 27-year period our economic assist­
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ance has totaled over $5 billion, with about $2 billion of this being in 
Public Law 480 commodities. During the 1950’s we were the major 
donor with assistance levels reaching $500 million in early 1965. In 
recent years our assistance has declined substantially to $43 million in 
the current year, $40 million of which is Public Law 480 commodi­
ties. Over the years the U.S. Government has made significant contri­
butions to most of the existing development institutions and programs 
to Pakistan which range from the Tarbela Dam to universities, to vil­
lage development schemes, with over 3,000 Pakistanis trained abroad 
under U.S. sponsorship.

Currently, due to the nuclear dispute, we have terminated all new 
obligations, and we are drawing down the pipeline on 11 development 
projects, primarily in the fields of agriculture and health, with the 
expectation that U.S. development activities and almost all U.S. staff 
will depart by October of 1980.

Present development assistance levels are as follows:
[Dollar amounts in millions; fiscal years]

1977 1978 1979

Agency for International Development____ ________ S52 7 to 7 is?
World Bank (IBRD)________________________________________ 45 0 ’ (2)
International Development Association______________ ____ _ 80 0 "**'""122 2 (2)
Asian Development Bank_________________________________ ________ 139.0 143 6 (2)

1 Estimate.
»Not available.

ON-FARM WATER MANAGEMENT PROJECT

Pakistan has one of the most sophisticated and complex irriga­
tion systems in the world. Despite this elaborate irrigation network, 
Pakistan crop yields are among the lowest in the world. Research con­
ducted by the Colorado State University (CSU) under an Agency for 
International Development (AID) contract has demonstrated that 
over half of the available irrigation water is lost in delivery by small 
watercourses to the farmers’ fields. Research by CSU has also shown 
that excessive irrigation water losses occur in the application and 
management of the remaining water.

The AID-assisted project was designed to reduce water losses and 
improve agricultural production of the small- to medium-size farmer 
with holdings of approximately 25 acres or less. The project consists of 
(1) provision of construction materials and technical guidance from 
trained Pakistan field technicians for low cost watercourse improve­
ments; (2) financial and technical assistance for farmer land level­
ing; and (3) training to farmers in crop and water management prac­
tices. The project is also assisting Pakistan in developing a model 
for organization of water user associations to provide timely repair 
and maintenance of improved watercourses.

This pilot project is providing approximately $0.9 million (grant) 
and $7.5 million (loan) to assist the Government of Pakistan in fi­
nancing project activities through December 31, 1980. The project 
focuses on the development of field teams who will collaborate with 
small farmers in carrying out the work, and provide technical as­
sistance and on the job training for these teams. Approximately 350 
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watercourses are being improved and 75,000 acres of land are being 
leveled under this pilot effort. .

At the termination of this project, a cadre of technically qualified, 
fully equipped field technicians, experienced in watercourse im­
provements, land leveling, and land and water management activities 
will exist. In addition, the Federal Level Water Management Cell 
and the Provincial Offices of On-Farm Water Management, Depart­
ment of Agriculture, will be institutionally capable of implementing 
this project. , . . j . .. , ,

Upon completion of this pilot effort, the project is to be replicated 
on a wider scale throughout the irrigated areas of Pakistan.

With this background, on August 16,1979, Representative Clarence 
D. Long toured the Faisalabad District of the On-Farm Water Man- 
ao-ement Project. Representative Long was accompanied by Mr. 
Michael Adler, Mission Director of the Agency for International De­
velopment (AID), Mr. Sid Bowers. AID project manager, Mr. M. S. 
Cheema, Director of the On-Farm Water Management Project, Gov­
ernment of Pakistan, and Mr. Donald Richbourg, House Appropria­
tions Committee staff. . .

This segment of the overall project covered 350 acres of land, in­
volved 3,182 meters of waterway, and 61 shareholders were located in 
the area; 58 of the shareholders owned less than 12.5 acres. The 
farmers are provided the materials to improve the waterways and 
level the land and they provide al] the labor. Ten years ago most of 
the land in the area was productive, but because of poor water man­
agement, the land became waterlogged with a high degree of salt 
content. The group stopped at an unimproved waterway which con­
sisted of a ditch dug in the earth. Approximately 50 percent of the 
water was lost before it reached the land needed to be irrigated.

The project will pay the farmer to improve the irrigation facili­
ties for only five acres and the remainder has to be financed on his 
own. In addition, the farmer pays all the initial costs and then is re­
imbursed. The farmers are required to form a water association and 
they must recruit 75 percent of the farmers in the area to join before 
they can qualify for the construction of a waterway.

The "roup visited an improved area where a series of waterways had 
been constructed. We toured the actual waterway and talked to several 
farmers served by the new waterway. All the farmers seemed very 
pleased with the project and indicated they had improved their crop 
y The cost of the Waterways is about 10 cents per linear foot in the 
normal areas but in the high traffic areas where soil is not firm and 
the waterway must be lined, it costs about $3 per linear fwt. The con­
struction of the waterway was very simple but adequate for the area.

Representative Long, Mr. Adler, and Mr. Richbourg returned to 
Islamabad and toured the International Rice Research Institute 
IRRI—Pakistan Agricultural Machinery program Mr. Amir Kahn, 
director of the program, served as our host and guide during the tour.

This workshop designs and builds small machinery and equipment 
for use bv the smaller farmers. They test the equipment and if it ap­
pears it will be functional in the area at a reasonable cost, the Institute 
turns it over to local small-scale manufacturers for production In de­
signing the equipment, the institute tries to utilize local available ma­

54-247—79------ 4
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terial so it can be produced in the area and maintenance can be 
provided locally.

The group witnessed a demonstration of two small motorized thresh­
ers, a small riding tractor made out of old jeep parts, a walking tractor 
costing about $700, which was cheaper than a pair of bullocks, several 
types of hand seeders, and a foot-operated water pump.

The institute carries out equipment demonstrations and attends 
local machinery fairs in order to educate the local people on the 
availability of the machinery and to encourage its local manufacture. 
The director of the institute said that he received very little encourage­
ment from a World Bank representative in pursuing the development 
of small machinery. In fact, the World Bank representative felt they 
should concentrate on larger scale equipment.

OBSERVATIONS

From comments of the farmers benefiting from the on-farm water 
management project and from personal observation, it appeared that 
some effort should be made to provide the local people with off-farm 
employment. Many of the farmers indicated that they had opportuni­
ties to perform other work when not planting or harvesting their crops 
and that it would allow their children other opportunities so they 
would stay in the area. Because of the land shortage in the area and 
the fact that land is usually passed down from father to eldest son 
many of their children must leave the area to find new land or other 
job opportunities.

The development and local production of small farm equipment 
should be encouraged so that economical equipment is available to 
the small farmer. The IRRI machinery development program visited 
m Islamabad seems to be just the type of operation that can be dupli­
cated at other locations within Pakistan or for that matter in other 
countries. The exchange of information between such programs could 
serve to provide similar equipment in areas with similar agricultural 
conditions with the advantage of adapting such equipment to local 
surroundings. This type of program is not only beneficial to small 
farmers but provides employment for the local people who manu­
facture the equipment.

Russia

TASHKENT

On August 18, 1979, Congressman Clarence D. Long, Congressman 
Billy Lee Evans, Congressman David R. Bowen, Congressman Fort­
ney H. Stark, Congressman and Mrs. James H. Scheuer, Catherine M. 
Hunter, Select Committee on Narcotics staff, and Donald Richbouro- 
House Appropriations Committee staff, toured the Lenin Cooperative 
Farm. The group was accompanied by Mr. Dzalilov, First Deputy 
Minister of Agriculture U.S.S.R., and Mr. Abazob, chairman of the 
Lenin Cooperative Farm, U.S.S.R.

This particular cooperative farm was founded in 1930 and covered 
an area of approximately 6,670 acres. They stressed three areas of 
specialization at this farm; poultry production, cattle breeding, and 
agricultural production; 3,460 acres of the land was devoted to cotton 
production but they also grew rice, vegetables, and corn. 1,700 people
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worked on the farm, of which 1,000 were involved in cotton production 
and they had 300 pieces of equipment. The workers receive a regular 
salary but at the end of the year they also receive a share of the 
profits depending on their performance record. This prontsharing 
technique can increase the annual wage by as much as 50 percent but 
usually runs about 30 percent. The wage levels are set by the coopera­
tive members and are separated into six skill levels.

The cooperative sells the cotton to the state and the Government 
sets the price. All supplies are purchased from the state. This coopera­
tive usually makes a handsome profit each year but in the poor pro- 
duction periods they would receive a subsidy from the state. The 
profits are reinvested in the cooperative to build roads, houses, et 
cetera, and do not revert to the state.

The chairman of the cooperative is elected at a general meeting of 
the members and any member may be nominated to seek the office. 
However, they usually choose the most qualified and experienced in­
dividual to hold this position. The present chairman was elected in 
1961 and lived all his life in this area.

Upon reaching the age of 60 for the men and 55 for the women, 
they become eligible for retirement. They draw a pension from the 
cooperative and from the state and are allowed to retain their current 
bousing. If they are physically able, they can continue to work past 
the retirement age in which case they would receive their pension 
plus a salary.

We then toured the administrative offices and the meeting hall ana 
a war memorial.

At lunch, it was stated that the usual workday starts at 7 a.m. with 
a midafternoon break. They work 8 hours a day, 40 hours a week ex­
cept at harvest time when they work from dawn to dusk. Sixty per­
cent of the cotton in the U.S.S.R. is picked by machine and they hope 
to increase this to 70 or 75 percent in the next couple of years. They 
weed the cotton both by hand and machine. In the summer, they re­
ceive very little rain and they are required to irrigate the fields. They 
irrigate the field four or five times a year and most of the water 
comes from the rivers with about 1 or 2 percent coming from wells.

After lunch, we inspected a cotton field and visited a home of one 
of the cooperative farmers.

OBSERVATIONS

The cooperative leader seemed to be very proud of the fact that they 
had a great deal of mechanization for cotton production. However, 
Representative Bowen stated that a great deal of the machinery was 
primative and some of the machinery looked as though it had been 
poorly maintained. # ...

The cooperative leader allowed the congressional delegation to visit 
a home of one of its more affluent members. This was apparent by 
noting the size of the house and grounds and by the f act that his son 
was now a professor at one of the agricultural schools in the area. The 
delegation was not allowed to pick a typical house at random to visit 
but was directed to this particular house. We met the occupants which 
seemed to be extremely happy to have us and to show us their house.

On the way to the cooperative, we were shown a lot of apartments 
that had been built to provide housing for the local population. We 
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were told that many of the farmers still preferred to live in the adobe 
type houses we saw along the road rather than the more modern apart­
ments being built. 1

LENINGRAD

TrOuLAugUu24’ 1?79’ ReP.resentative Clarence D. Long and Donald 
Kichbourg, House Appropriations Committee staff, visited the Lensov- 
tur? tT qqpFarm. Mr. V. J. Nikulenkov of the Ministry of Agricul­
ture, U.S.S.R. and Mr. G. A. Zagorny, the Director of the State Farm 
served as our host during the visit.

The Lensovetovsky State Farm in the Tosno district of the Lenin­
grad was organized in 1929.

Today Lensovetovsky is an agricultural enterprise specializing in 
vegetables, dairy farming, and pig breeding.

The enterprise has at its disposal 8,250 acres of land; 5,446 acres are 
plowland, of which 1,630 acres are under vegetables and 3,816 acres 
under forage crops.
AJ?onthe mowing of vegetables in covered grounds—gross output 
over 20,000 tons a year—is done by two specialized subdivisions on 30 
acres of breeding grounds and plastic hothouses and 1,630 acres of open 
ground. The enterprise has 3,200 head of cattle and 14,000 pigs which 
are concentrated in three special stock farms.

All the agricultural machines are concentrated in the administrative 
shop ai?ea W1GI'e ^ere is a machine park, a garage, and a repair 

state for the Past year was as follows: 
rS 6,430 t0ns’ meat 2,700 tons’ vegetables 21,600 tons.
Ihree years ago a new milk-production complex for 1,200 cows came 

onstream.
a ¥re is.houpsed in a Single building, a block which has
a specially outfitted section for milk cows and a maternity block with 
a prophylactorium for calves under 10 days old.
ci T?jCu WS are kept indoors in boxes the year round, untethered, on 
slotted floors, with 64 cows to each section. Feeding is stationary bv 
band conveyer, the cows are milked by milking machines, manure re­
moval is by gravity flow followed by the evacuation of the pulp into a 
manure dump by pumping. r 1

The enterprise’s entire herd of cattle and pigs is serviced bv five 
veterinary surgeons and seven medical attendants. The veterinary 
division of Lensovetovsky is headed by the chief veterinary surgeon. 
These specialists work in two shifts. They all live in the administrative 
center or the enterprise.

The veterinary workers of Lensovetovsky devote most of their time 
preventing the incidence of infectious diseases among the animals, 
herd^ yield lmProvinS the reproduction rate of the

Lensovetovsky has a work force of 1,200 including 160 in animal 
husbandry Various production subdivisions are headed by 72 special­
ists with a higher or secondary school education. 1

The families of Lensovetovsky workers and specialists all live in 
five-story apartment houses in the township of Moskovskaya Slavi- 
anka, a community which has a personal service center, several stores, 
and a first-aid station. For clinical treatment the sick are transported 
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to the hospitals of Leningrad and Pushkin. The children study at an 
8-year school designed for 380 pupils.

OBSERVATIONS

Before entering the cattle milking and feeding facility, we were re­
quired to put on rubber slippers over our shoes, and put on a white 
linen robe and a hat presumably to comply with sanitation standards 
for the dairy operation. Upon entering the facility, it was obvious that 
these precautions to preserve sanitary conditions were wasted. The 
stables were filthy and the stench was overwhelming.

There were no production workers present in the facility and we 
were told that they are there only at milking time—once in the morn­
ing and once in the afternoon. It appeared that the workers could be 
provided plenty to do in cleaning up the facility between milking 
schedules. We noted that many of the workers were just standing 
around carrying on informal conversations, instead of being properly 
utilized. It appeared needed work could have been done by these work­
ers utilizing their idle labor time.

While in Leningrad, it was quite impressive to see the beautiful 
buildings and museums. The maintenance and upkeep on many of 
these historical buildings was most impressive and presented a sharp 
contrast to the conditions of most of the local stores and shops where 
the windows were unkempt and dirty and most of the merchandise was 
highly overpriced. It was quite a shock to observe some of the prices 
attached to the goods which were being purchased by the local 
population.

■





ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF HON. ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO
While I generally support the conclusions and recommendations of 

the study mission, I would like to take this opportunity to emphasize 
my concerns regarding U.S. relations with Vietnam and the Soviet 
Union.

The study mission was an extremely valuable opportunity to ex­
change views directly with Government officials on the serious prob­
lems we face in Asia, such as Americans missing in action, the Viet­
namese refugees and the Soviet arms buildup.

I believe we made very clear to Vietnamese officials was 
that before any progress could be made in improving relations with 
Vietnam, the S.R.V. would have to be more forthcoming on the un­
resolved cases of Americans who are missing in action. Our study mis­
sion made this clear to the Vietnamese, and I must confess, I was 
greatly disturbed by their response. The Vietnamese appeared sur­
prised at our expressed interest in the MIA issue and implied that the 
State Department had led them to believe that the United States has 
very little interest remaining in this subject. I and the other members 
of our delegation quickly refuted that impression.
• turned oyer to the Vietnamese officials the case files of some 100 
individual missing Americans and asked for an accounting of the dis­
position of those cases.

On the issue of Vietnamese refugees, the Government of Vietnam 
promised to institute a “more orderly” emigration policy, but they 
continued to make it clear that they intended to eventually rid their 
country of all ethnic Chinese.

Our study mission emphasized not only to the Vietnamese but also 
to the Soviet officials our belief that Vietnam must take greater re­
sponsibility for the refugee problem in Southeast Asia and for the 
continuing agony in Cambodia.

Unfortunately, the Vietnamese officials made it rather plain that 
they have no intention of departing from Cambodia in the near future. 
Both Vietnamese and Soviet officials state they felt U.S.-Carter ad­
ministration policy toward the People’s Republic of China was re­
sponsible for China’s invasion of Vietnam earlier this year, following 
the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia.

In the Soviet Union, I was particularly concerned about making 
clear to the Soviets that the American people themselves have grave 
reservations about the wisdom of the SALT II treaty. I brought to 
the attention of the members of the Supreme Soviet in Moscow the 
results of the survey conducted with my constituents on the subject of 
SALT II. I informed them that 35 percent of those responding were 
in favor of the treaty and 44 percent were opposed, with the rest un­
decided.

I thus tried to make it clear to the Soviets that the treaty negotiated 
by the administration did not mean an automatic acceptance by the

(47)
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American people, and that the Soviets should not be surprised if clari­
fications or reservations to the agreement are made by the Senate.

During the second meeting our delegation had with members of the 
Supreme Soviet, I made a statement covering the basic issues that con­
cern me in our relations with the Soviet Union. The text of those com­
ments follows:
Comments by Hon. Robert J. Lagomarsino, Second Meeting With Supreme 

Soviet, Moscow, The Kremlin, August 21, 1979
Good morning. I most appreciate the opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to add my 

views to those already expressed. The exchanges of opinion here yesterday, and 
those which we enjoyed later at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Institute 
for United States and Canadian affairs, were most stimulating and I think 
healthy. Because where we know we disagree, we can proceed with caution. It is 
necessary, because to think erroneously that we agree on something is to invite 
serious problems.

This is my first visit to Moscow, and like most Americans I am not quite sure 
what I expected of the other great world capital, besides Washington, D.C., but 
somehow not what I’ve found. Bus rides, walking about Moscow by night, meet­
ing Soviet citizens on the subway, all give us a little better “feel” for your 
country. I have been impressed with what I have seen.

The United States is a Pacific nation—like the Soviet Union we have a long 
Pacific coast line. As a matter of fact, my home State, California, looks west 
across the Pacific almost more than it does to the East, in terms of trade. And this 
is significant. If California were a separate country (and some people in other 
States may have suggested this sometimes) we would be the fifth largest country, 
in terms of trade, in the world. Thus we consider the Pacific, and Asia, a vital 
part of America’s national interests.

Among the views we exchanged yesterday some of us were quick to admit 
American faults—I would also like to put in another kind of word—that the 
United States has been less guilty of imposing its will on other peoples than most 
nations of anything like our size. Mr. Arbatov spoke of “manifest destiny” yes­
terday, as an example of the “American approach,” if you will, to foreign affairs. 
One of the things that fascinated Americans with Russia in the 19th century was 
our awareness that the Russian Far East was similar to our western frontier— 
that we had something in common as we developed the territory of our two 
countries.

And when we governed territories outside the continental United States, we 
planned from the beginning to leave them to independence and national self- 
determination. The few points we still govern are with us either because they 
could never be viable States on their own—like American Samoa—or because 
they have freely elected to remain with us, like Puerto Rico. We promised in­
dependence to the Philippines, and we gave it.

And when your country, war torn and ravaged by war at the end of the Hitler 
conflict, was preparing to rebuild, we did not take advantage of your circum­
stances or the weakness of war-torn Europe, but left. We reduced our standing 
army and our expenditures and devoted attention to the rebuilding of Europe, 
and not conquering it.

However, more importantly, I would like to observe that there is one mistake 
we fall into almost unconsciously from time to time—that of mistaking a willing­
ness to have friendly and cooperative relations with the Soviet Union for an 
endorsement of its system. Frankly, given the philosophical origins—the Ameri­
can view of the United States’ puri>ose and reason for being based on historical 
Western ideas of democracy and freedom and the Soviet’s core belief in com­
munism as the reason for the State—there is no way we can do more than agree 
to disagree.

In that connection you are most concerned to obtain ratification of the SALT 
II agreements. I can understand your purposes. But just remember that the 
same President who concluded SALT II is the same one who normalized relations 
with the People’s Republic of China. And just as we were quite upset at the 
lack of congressional consultation regarding his China policy, so many of us do 
not feel that Congress was appropriately consulted with regard to SALT II.
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I should share with you the results of a questionnaire I conducted with my 
constituents in southern California—on the specific issue of whether we should 
approve SALT II. The question read :

“The new Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT II) will impose con­
straints on future U.S. and Soviet weapons systems. Proponents argue that it will 
save money and enhance U.S. security through the principle of ‘mutual assured 
deterrence.’ Opponents argue that its high ceilings, exemptions, and lack of veri­
fication procedures will allow the Soviet Union to assume a dominant strategic 
position in the 1980’s. Do you favor this kind of a treaty or think it is too risky?”

The results were 35 percent in favor, 44 percent opposed, and the rest un­
decided. Thus the American people have some problems too with SALT II. And 
supporting it will require a thorough examination of its potentials before the 
voters will consider us responsible.

And, despite cancellation of our planned B-l bomber, downgrading our new 
carrier to conventional power, and abandonment of the neutron bomb, we hear 
about a new Soviet submarine and two new aircraft. The American public feel 
uncertain. We also remember a quotation attributed to a Soviet general in re­
sponse to a question by Lieutenant General Rowny, former SALT adviser, who 
asked how the Soviets would react to the U.S. cancelling the B-l bomber. The 
Soviet general reportedly replied, “We are neither pacifists nor philanthropists.” 
Neither, I submit, should you expect us to be so disposed.

In concluding, and I appreciate your patience, I would like to suggest one area 
where you could help build bridges—and that is with the Vietnamese Govern­
ment. In one specific area, a humanitarian concern which should be met as soon 
as possible, is the resolution of the fate of those Americans who are still missing 
in action in Indochina. Your assistance would move the United States closer to 
both the Soviet Union and the Vietnamese in a real humanitarian area.

I am glad to have had the opportunity to share these thoughts with you. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman.



COUNTRY REPORTS
The following sections contain summaries of key meetings and con­

versations, and transcripts of press conferences, in all the nations 
visited by the Codel between August 6 and August 24, 1979.

1. Hong Kong

The delegation’s visit to Hong Kong August 7 to 9 focused 
principally upon the refugee problem, and exchange of views on 
narcotics matters with Hong Kong officials.

In meeting with the U.S. Consulate General and representatives of 
voluntary agencies, the Codel had an opportunity to discuss with 
United Nations High Commission for Refugees Representative 
Rashayagam UNHCR’s crash program to complete registration of all 
refugees presently in Hong Kong, and gradually to take over responsi­
bility for refugee camps now being administered by Hong Kong 
Government.

Rashaygam noted expansion of the professional and interviewing 
staff, and expressed the hope that with pledges of increased funds made 
at Geneva, the UNHCR could substantially relieve the financial burden 
which, thus far, has been borne by the Hong Kong Government. Chair­
man Wolff expressed the concern that the UNHCR reduce UNHCR 
headquarters administrative costs in order to strengthen field 
operations.

In the meeting with Hong Kong Government officials which fol­
lowed, Secretary for Security Davies provided a briefing on the evolu­
tion of refugee problems in Hong Kong and government’s efforts to 
cope with it.

At the Hong Kong Government briefing, the Codel listened to 
Secretary for Security Davies, who pointed out the strains the refugee 
influx had brought to Hong Kong—in terms of costs not reimbursed 
by UNHCR, or overburdened social services, and unhappiness among 
some of the poorer Hong Kong citizens who felt the refugees were 
getting preferential treatment.

Secretary Davies said the Hong Kong Government was still com­
mitted to not turning any refugees away, but reiterated that it was 
unfair that Hong Kong this year received a large percentage of boat 
refugees in Southeast Asia when only 13 percent of the refugees here 
had been resettled in third countries. In the exchange which followed, 
almost every member of the Codel individually expressed their ap­
preciation of Hong Kong’s policy.

Codel members queried Davies on the possibility that ethnic Chinese 
from Vietnam who had entered China by land may be making their 
way to Hong Kong as “Legal” entrants. Davies stated that border 
checks precluded this possibility, but added that a comparatively small 
number may have made their way to Hong Kong by boat. The Codel 
questioned the advisability of the United Kingdom concentrating its 
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Indochinese refugee resettlement program exclusively in Hong Kong, 
noting that other countries in the area may consider that Britain should 
also participate in other resettlement programs.

Acting Political Adviser Orr noted that Australia was concentrat­
ing its refugee resettlement program in Malaysia, and that Canada was 
taking refugees not only from Hong Kong but other countries in 
Southeast Asia as well. Asked how many refugees Hong Kong might 
be willing to accept for permanent resettlement, Davies replied, 
“None.” Davies noted that since 1975, approximately 13,000 persons 
had come from North Vietnam either legally or illegally, and have 
been resettled here, a number in relation to Hong Kong’s total popula­
tion which has been equaled by only a very few European countries.

The Codel commended Hong Kong’s firm adherence to the policy of 
first asylum and the contribution it has made to the care and mainte­
nance of such a large number of refugees. The suggestion was offered 
that other countries should assist Hong Kong in bearing the financial 
costs of its refugee program.

Following a working luncheon hosted by Governor Maclehose, which 
provided an opportunity for members of the Codel to discuss refugee 
and other matters with members of the Hong Kong Government who 
were present, the Codel visited an initial receiving center for refugees 
and two camps operated by voluntary agencies under UNHCR 
auspices.

Transcript of Wolff Press Conference at Hong Kong Hilton Hotel, 
August 8, 1979

Mr. Wolff: I’d like you to meet the other members of our delegation who are 
travelling with us. This is Chairman Clarence Long. Chairman Long is the 
Chairman of the Appropriations Committee for Foreign Assistance. Seated next 
to him is Congressman James Scheuer of New York. Chairman of the Sub­
committee on Consumer Protection and Finance. We have no prepared notes. This 
is a very informal conference here today. And seated next to him is Congressman 
Bob Lagomarsino of California, one of the ranking members of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee, next to him is Congressman Carlos Moorhead of California, 
and next to him is Congressman Robert Dornan, also of California. Seated over 
on my right is Congressman Benjamin Gilman of New York, a member of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee and Congressman Andy Ireland, also a member of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee, from Florida.

This is both a bi-partisan delegation as well as a delegation of a number of the 
ranking members of the Congress of the United States. These members are here 
for a specific purpose. Our purpose goes beyond just the question that has been 
highlighted recently in the press—that of the refugee situation. We are here 
in Hong Kong to look at the refugee problem and how it relates to the over-all 
international problem of refugees. I’ve just recently returned from the Geneva 
Conference as one of the United States’ representatives at the Geneva Confer­
ence. Our objective in this entire trip will be to look at how the Geneva Con­
ference is being implemented.

We have a variety of missions, however. We’re only going to be in Hong 
Kong for one day. We would like to partake of the hospitality of Hong Kong for 
longer, but our journey is a long one and is going to be a difficult one, indeed. It 
includes a trip to Hanoi as well as to the Soviet Union. The mission includes, in 
addition to the question of refugees, the question of narcotics.

Many of you are familiar with the fact that I’m chairman of the select com­
mittee on narcotics, and several of the members who are here today are also 
members of the narcotics committee.

In addition to that, our mission to Hanoi will include discussions on the 
possible normalization with the Vietnamese at some time in the future. In ad­
dition to all of that, in Hanoi we will look into the continuing problem that we 
have of a solution to the question of our men who are still missing in action 
in Vietnam. However, the major objective of our journey to this part of 
the world is as part of the Asian Pacific Affairs Committee, and the political 
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ramifications of relationships in this part of the world. Now we will visit, among 
other nations here, Thailand. We will visit Pakistan and Sri Lanka. These 
countries have been chosen because of their particular political significance in 
the over-all scheme of things in Southeast Asia and the Pacific area generally 
as well as the Indian Ocean.

We today spent the better part of the day at a luncheon with the Governor 
General and we discussed the refugee problem with him. In addition to that, 
we visited several of the refugee facilities that exist here in Hong Kong.

Part of our mission met with the narcotics officers here in Hong Kong. I 
might just comment on that for a moment in saying we are very pleased with 
the success of the Hong Kong authorities. I remember one time when I was 
here I was quite critical of the effort that was being made by Hong Kong in 
stemming the flow of traffic from Hong Kong into Europe and the United 
States. We have seen marked improvement in that connection and as a result of 
which are benefiting from that in the United States.

We are also very appreciative of the work that the Hong Kong authorities are 
doing with regard to the refugee problem. Hong Kong has done more than its 
share in handling this tragic problem that the world is faced with. It is an inter­
national problem. Many people have indicated that the United States was the 
inspiration for much of the problem. The war has been over now for some 
period of time. Those refugees who are coming out today are not coming 
out as a result of the war, but are coming out as a result of present circum­
stances and conditions that have caused their departure from Vietnam.

We are not going to make any specific pronouncements as to the policies of 
Vietnam or the like until we have had an opportunity of talking to the Viet­
namese authorities. I spoke to foreign minister Phan Hien in Geneva at the 
refugee conference, and we set up a fairly good agenda for our further discus­
sions. We anticipate that this problem is not going to be solved by name-calling 
or by pointing a finger at one another, but by negotiation. And this is the basic 
reason why this mission, which is an official mission of the Congress, will 
attempt to inject itself into the refugee problem among others.

Upon our return to Washington, we will report directly to Secretary Vance 
and to the President of the United States. If there are any questions that you 
have, we’ll be delighted to try to answer them. We don’t claim to be universal 
experts, nor do we claim to have all of the answers. We have many ques­
tions. We are seeking the answers.

Two other members of our mission have joined us—Tennyson Guyer of Ohio. 
Mr. Guyer is the ranking member of the committee on Asian Pacific Affairs, and 
Mr. Billy Lee Evans of Georgia (from the President’s home state) who is a 
member of the narcotics committee. Now, we’d like to try to take your questions.

Question. What will you be saying specifically to the Vietnamese about 
normalization of relations with the United States?

Mr. Wolff. Well, normalization with the United States is dependent upon 
Improving specific conditions that will make it possible for us to engage in a 
normal relationship. Namely, we are interested in talking to the Vietnamese 
about the problems of Cambodia and we’re interested in talking to them about 
the question of the refugees, of the flow of refugees from Vietnam. The rea­
sons for that—seeking ways and means of attempting to provide for an orderly 
flow of people from that country. And we’re also going to talk to them about 
obtaining whatever information, on a compassionate basis, they can give us 
regarding our missing-in-action.

Question. How many men are missing?
Mr. Wolff. Well, we have two men here—Mr. Gilman and Mr. Guyer are 

members of what was known as the missing-in-action task force. That work 
has now been taken over by the Asian Pacific Affairs Committee and both of 
these gentlemen are members of that committee. Mr. Guyer is the chairman of 
the task force that I appointed for the missing-in-action.

Mr. Guyer. I think our most recent figure is 2300 unrecovered and not returned. 
As you may know, the families have been going through a process of what we 
call status review, where the nearest of kin have the right to declare their 
missing loved one as apparently killed in action—presumptively. And I under­
stand that that number that are still carried on the file as either POW/MIA— 
prisoners or missing-in-action is now down to about 85 or 90, so, we’re talking 
about 2300 people that we do not know their fate, but presumed dead, and the 
80 or 90 that have never been accounted for one way or another, and even 
possibly there might be one or two or four or five alive that we do not know 
about.
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Mr. Gilman. We’ll be taking files in with us of some of the more specific cases 
who are known as the hard-core cases that where crash sites have been pin­
pointed, where there had been some prior publicity. These cases have now been 
translated into the Vietnamese language, are accompanied by maps, and we 
hope that we can obtain some information with regard to these case files.

Mr. Dornan. We also have had about 235 or 240 reports by refugees of having 
had sites or having had visitations at locations that have been very helpful to 
us and we’re going to resume hearings when we get back in September.

Mr. Wolff. If I can introduce chairman Long for a short statement.
Mr. Long. I’m very much interested in the refugee situation, partly because 

I'm chairman of the Foreign Operations Subcommittee. We’ve just reported out a 
bill which raises the total amount for next year for refugee assistance to 500 
million, that’s half a billion U.S. dollars. We’re go^ng to the House floor with that 
bill immediately after Congress convenes in September. We’re going to have some 
real difficulties at that time. There are going to be moves by certain members 
to cut off any aid to any multilateral development banks that are giving aid 
financed partly by U.S. dollars to Vietnam, because dumping large numbers of 
refugees onto the high seas has aroused great outcries in the United States.

I asked the Secretary of State to give me a letter which I could read on the 
House floor, which would state what the State Department was going to do 
about this. It was a letter which consisted mostly of generalities, but did not 
deal with the particular problem which I asked him to comment on—what was 
the United States doing through diplomatic measures and others to get the 
Vietnamese to stop dumping these large numbers of pitiful people onto the door 
steps of Hong Kong and other countries? And I’m not satisfied that the United 
States is doing what it can through diplomatic measures. Now diplomacy is 
not just merely a matter of being nice. It’s a matter of using your bargaining 
power. We do have considerable bargaining power, and I don’t think we got 
that kind of assurance.

We’re going to have some real problems when my bill comes to the floor in 
September fighting off amendments which could cripple the multi-lateral banks 
because the banks claim they cannot take money with any strings tied to it. Yet 
I don’t see how you can pass a bill through Congress which gives money di­
rectly or indirectly to Vietnam. Now those are some of the things that I want 
to teil the people in Vietnam when we meet with them.

Mr. Wolff. And it is not with any sense of malice that we’re doing this but 
purely to acquaint the Vietnamese with the problems that we will have in trying 
to adjust to the situation as it exists.

Question. This is not meant in any way (to be) criticism of your specific mis­
sion, but referring to a more general problem. It’s widely believed in Hong Kong 
and in Peking that the large number of Congressional Delegations and other 
visitors is rather seriously cutting into the capacity of the foreign service to re­
port on developments in China, both internal and foreign policy. And, what I’m 
wondering is whether there would be support from people here for measures 
such as increased appropriations for the State Department to hire local per­
sonnel to handle the hosting operations which are draining the energy of the 
foreign service officers, or perhaps even to appropriate more money for Congres­
sional staff to do the advance planning, the helping with shopping, with guid­
ing, all this kind of thing that is apparently producing some rather important 
problems in the ability of the United States to understand what is happening in 
an important part of the world.

Mr. Wolff. We have now something called the Asian Round Table which is 
going in Washington. It’s the first time all the Asian Ambassadors have had 
the opportunity to get together in an informal setting on a once a month basis. 
In fact, we had the Governor General at a recent meeting. I think we should 
move on from that.

Question. Congressman Wolff, you said that you were going to discuss Cam­
bodia with the Vietnamese. Are you planning to make any kind of specific pro­
posal in terms of the new government for Cambodia?

Mr. Wolff. No, we are not going to tell the Vietnamese that they should have 
a new government in Cambodia. We are going to discuss the problems that are 
faced by the move that Vietnam made into Cambodia and try to find some resolu­
tion to the problem. I’ve indicated before that our objective is not to tell people 
how to do things, but our objective is to try to find some area of agreement that 
would provide us the opportunity of going forward with normalization.
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Question. What is your assessment of Congressional sentiment regarding the' 
problem of normalization and the trade embargo with Vietnam? And what sort 
of recommendations do you think Congress would go for concerning the three 
problems—and I add to the Cambodia and refugee problem—I add the problem of 
Soviet influence in Vietnam?

Mr. Wolff. Well, we have been studying this problem. Our committee has been 
studying the over-all problem of what we’ve called the tri-partite relationship 
between the People’s Republic of China, the Soviet Union and the United States, 
now for about 2% years. We’ve issued a number of reports on that. The Soviet 
influence in this part of the world is something that is certainly being questioned.

We are going to the Soviet Union, as I indicated to you before, as for the senti­
ment in Congress, I think that what we’ve got to do is to go back to the Con­
gress and report the circumstances as they exist.

With all due regard to the newspaper reports that have been circulated, wre 
think that reporting back with the wide variety of people that we have in this 
delegation and from all parts of the United States and from all of the political 
specter that exists, that we will be able to better educate them to the situation 
that does exist here. I could not say off-hand.

I might say that the United States Government was very close to normalization 
with Vietnam. And certain events which have taken place have intervened and 
therefore have set the normalization process back which we hope can be moved 
forward, if we can resolve some of these problems that still exist.

Question. But what formula would Congress go for?
Mr. Wolff. I don’t think we have a specific formula. I mean there’s really no 

formula that exists here. It’s a question of negotiations, like anything else. 
Now we are not going to negotiate anything, but I think that we represent a 
system that is not very well understood by many nations in the socialist world 
whereby Congress, many things sometimes that are negotiated by the President, 
he finds very difficult to get through the Congress. Therefore, it is important, 
coming back to the other point, that Congress be well-informed as to the situations 
that exist. And the other members are dependent upon those of us who have 
responsibility for the particular areas of interest that we have for informed 
judgment.

Mr. Gilman. Mr. Chairman, if I might just add to that. While there isn’t anv 
set formulas, as the chairman has indicated, there certainly are some obstacles 
to be overcome. And one very important obstacle is to have the cooperation of 
Vietnam with obtaining a full accounting of our missing-in-action as well as to 
observe some of the humanitarian concerns we all have for the refugees.

Question. How do you think the Geneva conference is being implemented in 
Hong Kong?

Mr. Wolff. Well, as for its implementation in Hong Kong, I think the fact that 
the U.K. has decided to take 10,000 refugees from here is a step forward. I think 
importance of the Japanese move in supplying funding has been an outstanding 
move forward. I think that the Philippine effort of providing a transient area is 
important. I think one aspect, however, that is of concern to us is the fact that 
the United States has offered to supply consular officials under the aegis of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, and this has not as yet been 
accepted by Vietnam. We’re going to try to find out why and what steps we can 
take to implement that, to help with the transition of these people who have been 
approved for transfer to other countries.

Question. In the light of Hong Kong’s policy of taking refugees on a humani­
tarian basis, how many refugees do you think the States should take from 
Hong Kong?

Mr. Wolff. The United States should take from Hong Kong? I think that as 
an over-all picture, I don’t think that it should be specifically allocated to one 
particular area or another. It depends upon the pressures that exist, as I indi­
cated to you at the outset. I feel that, and I think that I share the conviction of 
most of my colleagues, that Hong Kong has done an outstanding job in accenting 
as many refugees as they have. It shows the real compassionate side of the colony.

I think as well, when you come down to numbers, I think that what we’ve got to 
do is have an orderly plan, an international plan. That’s why I personally and 
the committee is very appreciative of Mrs. Thatcher’s move toward attempting 
to set up this international conference. The House of Representatives under this 
committee s aegis put forth a resolution that provided for the international con­
ference. I m hopeful as well that the United Nations will proceed further. Secre­
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tary Walheim is supposed to report to the General Assembly. In speaking to the 
Asian nations, I’m hopeful that the Asian nations, as well as others, will bring 
this matter before the Security Council so that there can be not just a mora­
torium on the process, but a final solution reached as to the setting up of an 
orderly process.

Question. Congressman Wolff, do you think Vietnam is currently trying to 
reduce the outflow of refugees ?

Mr. Wolff. I can’t say. I haven’t been there. That’s one of the reasons we’re 
going there. What we have seen is that the number of boat people have been 
reduced. Now we don’t know whether it is the storm of protests or the storm of 
the seas that has accomplished this. But we do know that there has been a 
reduction in the number of people, and you can see here in the colony. You can see 
it as well in other places where they have temporary refuge. One thing that we 
were told by Phan Hien is the fact that there would be a reduction in the illicit, 
illegal traffic in refugees. In other words the illegal emigration of Vietnamese. 
There was nothing mentioned about the legal flow, however, and that is part of 
the discussions we would like to have with the Vietnamese to determine whether 
or not this reduction is because of a policy that has been established by the Viet­
namese, or whether it’s just a normal high and low of refugee transit.

Perhaps some of my other colleagues here would like to make some remarks.
Mr. Long. Let me say this, that by the end of this year, we will have taken a 

quarter of a million refugees into the United States, vastly more than other 
countries have taken from Vietnam. In my bill we’ve just reported out to Con­
gress a half billion dollars. Now this is large money, even for the United States, 
and I don’t expect that we’re going to be able to expand that very much in the 
years to come. I think the solution to this is cutting down the outflow from 
Vietnam. I think that’s the message we’ve got to take to Vietnam.

I want to commend Hong Kong. Coming here is an education not to be gotten 
in any other way. I was here 12 years ago, and the transformation in Hong Kong 
is something that it is almost impossible to get anybody to believe. How you could 
have taken the number of people you have taken and grown and prospered the 
way you have done: I don’t believe any other economy could have done it and 
I just don’t know quite how it was done. I don’t think very many countries are 
going to be able to do, or are goinig to be willing to do, politically, what Hong 
Kong has done.

Mr. Wolff. I should just like to introduce Congressman Stark of California 
who has joined us here.

Mr. Stark. Can I say a word, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. Wolff. Please.
Mr. Stark. On the refugees. Not only have we taken about 200,000 or 250,000 

by the end of this year it will be a quarter of a million. But we’ve had several years 
of experience with refugees from Vietnam. And they have produced a very 
remarkable record of hard work, of upward mobility, of integration in American 
life, of achieving independence very, very quickly. And they have proven to be 
a great asset to our country. They have been made excellent citizens. The kids 
have learned to read, write, count and perform very well in school in an amazingly 
short period of time.

V hen they first came into this country, to our country, as you would expect, 
about 8.9 percent of them were on welfare, were being supported by our Govern­
ment. You d expect that. Now, of the ones who have been here for about 2 years 

somewhere between 10 and 15 percent, only 10 or 15 percent are 
still on welfare. They have proven to have a determination to be independent, to 
make it on their own, to achieve success on their own. Their kids, as I’ve said 
haV^b^ real ^achievers in school. And I think that any country in the 
world that accepts these refugees will find that they have an outstanding group 
of aow citizens on their hands who will make fine contributors to their society.

Mr. Lagomarsino. I wanted to reinforce Mr. Gilman’s answer to this lady’ 
You added a third priority to the normalization question. The Soviet influence 
is not one of three problems because, if anything, that would be more reason 
for us to proceed toward normalization so that we would have part of the picture nere with Vietnam.
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I just want to reinforce what Mr. Gilman said. The missing-in-action problem 
in the United States is almost co-equal with the refugee problem. Cambodia’s 
situation has slipped really from the consciousness of the Congress, given the 
months that have passed. It just will not come up in debate on the floor of the 
House of Representatives. The two primary issues of those three—Cambodia 
being the third—are the refugee problem and the American missing-in-action left 
over from the Vietnam war.

There are four of us here from California. As our most populous State, we 
have more missing-in-action people than any other State. As a matter of fact, 
if you take California, New York and Ohio, you have the largest share of those 
missing-in-action people. And these family members—mothers, fathers, wives and 
children who came to all of our offices before we left and who have never stopped 
appealing to their Congressmen and their Senators for some mercy and justice 
on this problem. They wrote to all of us. They came and paid visits to us. They 
had what they called the League of Family meetings in Washington, D.C. just 
last month in July.

This is a far more significant problem than some of the international tensions. 
Of course, this typhoon probably swallowed up in the seas more human beings 
than all of the Americans put together in 10 years that were lost in Vietnam. 
And Americans are humane people and that is why the refugee problem is co-equal 
or maybe even more important with some. But the missing-in-action problem must 
not be left out of your assessment of what is a major block to normalization with 
the Socialist Republic of Vietnam.

Mr. Guyer. I’d just like to mention on that score. There have been or there 
has been an exploitation of the missing-in-action. Politically, in a variety of ways, 
this is not to infer that our mission of attempting to gain further information 
about the missing-in-action is an exploitation of armament of the Vietnam war. 
It is being done on a compassionate basis for the families of those who still have 
no word on their next-of-kin. And I think that it is important to understand, and 
we too who do understand something of the mores of Asia do realize that the 
Asian people revere their dead. So do our people. It is not in any measure of 
trying to raise this as somewhat of an objection to the normalization process, 
but it is of a sincere concern to give some peace of mind to the families who have 
really had no peace of mind since the end of the war. And it is done purely on 
a compassionate basis and I hope that you will understand this. There have been 
people who have exploited this. We don’t want you to in any way get the idea, 
the Vietnamese to get the idea, for the American people to get the idea that this 
is an exploitation of these people. Unfortunately, too many people have exploited 
it on both sides. We want to see an end to that. Is there anything that you’d like 
to say about this? (Directed to the press)

Question. In your discussions with the Governor today, did he put forth in sug­
gestions for the solution of the refugee problem in Hong Kong?

Mr. Guyer. Yes, he said that he hoped that we would be amenable to finding 
additional places for refugees from Vietnam from Hong Kong.

Mr. Long. Just for the record, there have only been five countries, other than 
Hong Kong, that have taken any sizeable number of refugees permanently and 
given them homes. And only five countries out here who, because of geography, 
have had the influx of people on a temporary basis.

I’d like to appeal to the richer developed countries. If they can’t take refugees, 
to make a monetary offering to countries like Hong Kong and help repay them for 
this tremendous cost of temporary asylum. Of the 168 or so countries in the world, 
if they can’t do one thing they can do the other. That’s one of the real thrusts of 
the Geneva convention that Secretary Waldheim had is to appeal to these coun­
tries who have taken none. If they can’t put up some money, maybe provide a 
home. That would be a great contribution.

Mr. Wolff. One other point, I think that, and I personally can’t speak for my 
delegation, but I personally feel very strongly about. I don’t think the European 
community has done its job in this question of refugees. The European Com­
munity, more than anyone else, has been faced with refugee problems, and yet 
they have failed in their responsibility, I feel very strongly that they have failed. 
The U.K. has taken its share. France has taken its share. France certainly has 
stepped forward and met their responsibility, but I feel other nations have not.

Mr. Long. One area that could take a much larger number is Latin America.
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Latin America is, I think, when you talk to most of the heads of state down 
there, is a continent which has tremendous room for people. They feel no real 
population pressure there. They have no problem about controlling population. 
They could take large numbers and I might suggest to them, for countries that 
are trying to develop, you couldn’t find finer people than the people who are 
coming out of Vietnam. They're hard-working. They could really help the devel­
opment program in Latin America, which has been one of the great difficulties, 
there for quite a long time.

Mr. Wolff. Just take into consideration that I believe the latest figure is that 
the west Germans import about almost a million people a year for labor from 
Turkey primarily. Now, if they are importing labor, that means that there is 
a shortage of labor. If there's a shortage of labor, why not provide some oppor­
tunity for these people to perform in a labor force within their country? I’m 
afraid that our time is just about up, if there’s one more question. Yes.

Question. Congressman Wolff, getting back to normalization, if the Vietnamese 
are forthcoming on one or more of the apparent conditions that the U.S. is, such 
as MIA’s, refugees, and Cambodia * * *

Mr. Wolff. Please, we are not setting, I want to put that in quotes, we are not 
setting conditions. What we're doing is indicating that there are certain problems 
that are to be resolved. We are not setting conditions for normalization.

Question. Well, what could the Vietnamese do while you are there? For ex­
ample, to convince you that we should normalize?

Mr. Wolff. Work together with us in attempting to resolve these outstanding 
problems between our two countries.

Question. Do you think the White House has set conditions? Or the State 
Department?

Mr. Wolff. No. no. in fact, to the contrary. There have been talks, that have 
been going on for sometime that would lead toward normalization. As I indicated 
to you, we never have favored the Pol Pot regime in Cambodia. Yet we strongly 
adhere to the principle of territorial integrity of individual countries and until 
the territorial integrity, no matter who is the government involved, is in some 
fashion resolved, it makes it more difficult for us to establish relationships that 
according to the principles of the United Nations guaranteeing the territorial 
integrity of each individual nation makes it more difficult for us to go ahead 
with a normalization procedure.

But I want to say very clearly that there are no pre-conditions. The pre-condi­
tions, if they were to exist, are to establish a rapport, to establish an understand­
ing, and to make a determination that we can live together in peace. It must be 
remembered the two of our most formidable enemies and adversaries are two of 
our of America’s greatest allies today, namely Japan and Germany.

We have not only lived in peace with these countries after a very desperate 
war, but have worked toward the reestablishment of these countries to today 
where their economy in some ways is a little better off than our own. And we 
helped to establish that. These were enemies that we lost great number of lives 
in conflict with them and yet today we have them as our closest friends and allies. 
It is hoped that in the future, the policies that are established by the government 
in Vietnam will be such that we can count them in the same fashion. I thank 
you very much.

2. Thailand

The Codel’s conversations in Thailand, principally with Prime 
Minister Kriangsak Chomanand, were confidential, and covered in 
depth the topics discussed at the press conference in Bangkok, follow­
ing the delegation’s return from Hanoi.

The delegation was warmly received in Bangkok, and held a 3-bour 
meeting August 9 with Prime Minister Kriangsak, Foreign Minister 
Uppadit, Minister of Interior Lek Haeomali, National Security Coun­
cil Secretary-General Air Marshal Sitthi Sawetsila, and Gen. Phao 
Sarasin, Secretary-General of Narcotics Control Board.

A reception by U.S. Ambassador Abramowitz was well attended by 
top Thai officials. Congressmen Wolff. Long, Gilman, and Ireland met 
again for 1 hour with the Prime Minister after their return from

54-247—79 5



58

Hanoi to give him their impressions from their trip. Talks focused on 
Kampuchea, refugees, piracy, narcotics, and economic issues.

During initial meeting August 9, Prime Minister Kriangsak asked 
that the Codel convey to Vietnamese leaders Thailand’s desire to re- 
niain outside the conflict in Kampuchea, and Thai hopes that friendly 
relations with Vietnam could ensue.

The Prime Minister asked, however, that the Codel inform the Viet­
namese that Thailand would not flinch from any attack and was pre­
pared for any contingency. He also stressed that Thailand warned a 
peaceful settlement of the Kampuchean problem with the withdrawal 
of foreign troops.

As during previous missions, Representative Wolff responded by 
reiterating U.S. support for Thailand, including the maintenance of 
the Manila Pact.

Discussions focused at some length on refugee issues. Prime Minister 
Kriangsak stressed to the delegation the burden Thailand was bearing 
and inclination of international community to focus on “boat people.’’ 
not land refugees.

The Codel raised the subject of pirate attacks on boat refugees. The 
Prime Minister outlined difficulties Thailand has in controlling the 
long coast, and of identifying pirates among the large number of Thai 
fishing boats in the area, and requested fast patrol boats to help.

Delegation expressed concern about possible conditions in Kam­
puchea and the necessity for international assistance regardless of who 
was in power in Kampuchea. They noted with satisfaction that 
UNICEF and ICRC may be making some progress in Phnom Penh 
on aid question.

Narcotics was discussed briefly. Representative Wolff expressed his 
appreciation for cooperation in this area. The Prime Minister asked 
for additional helicopters and spare parts.

Ambassador Abramowitz pointed out that better maintenance would 
obviate the need for increase in the helicopter fleet and noted that the 
United States had recently brought maintenance experts to Thailand 
to assist with this problem.

Following return from Hanoi on Sunday, Representatives Wolff, 
Long, Gilman, and Ireland, accompanied by Ambassador Abramowitz, 
calleci on the Prime Minister at his home. Air Marshal Sitthi also 
attended.

Representative Wolff informed the Prime Minister that in the 
Codel's meeting with Vice Foreign Minister Hoang Bich Son. Minister 
of State Nguyen Co Thach, and Politburo member Xuan Thuy, the 
delegation had stressed three themes: Refugees, the Kampuchean issue, 
and MIA’s.

The Codel said they also emphasized the United States strong sup­
port for Thailand and their opposition to any threat to Thailand. The 
Codel also stressed that Vietnam should not attempt to split ASEAN 
by dealing with the individual countries on matters of general interest.
Opening Statement Made by Hon. Lester L- Wolff at the Bangkok News 

Conference, Sunday, August 12, 1979
Our delegation has just returned from a series of very frank meetings with 

the leaders of Vietnam. I feel that our talks have broken some significant new 
ground in some areas, and helped clarify many issues which have to date 
blocked normalization between the United States and Vietnam.
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We met with Ngpyen Co Thach, the newly named Minister of State Vice For­
eign Minister Hoang Bich Son, Ambassador Vu Hoang, and today, this morning, 
had an important exchange with Xuan Thuy, a ranking official of the Viet- 
ne™tiationsernment’ Wh°m 1 had previously met in Paris during the peace

In our meetings, we stressed three major themes:
Cambodia*^ Problems created by the continued Vietnamese occupation of

(“) The continuing human tragedy of the refugees, and the uncertainty of the 
situation in the post-Geneva period;

(3) The continuing need for full Vietnamese cooperation in securing a final 
accounting of our men listed as missing in action, or who died in captivity with­
out official notification of next of kin. J

It is in this latter area—MIA’s and POW’s—that the delegation achieved what 
I feel is its most single success, and made genuine progress in both defining 
new ground through increased understanding as well as laying the groundwork 
for practical results.

Following the frank and often forceful presentations of the delegation, in­
cluding turning over specific case histories of some of our missing men the 
Vietnamese authorities have agreed to a new method of pursuing the accounting 
or our MIA s on a case by case basis. The Vietnamese authorities also promised 

to help us obtain cooperation from the Government of Laos.
As you know, we have never received any POW or MIa' cooperation from the 

Laotian authorities, even though we maintain diplomatic relations with Vien­
tiane. Our JV ietnamese hosts said they would intercede in this regard and the 
delegation is hopeful that in the present atmosphere of increased understanding 
and good will, something positive may result.

This positive achievement has a negative side, I am sorry to add: it be­
came obvious during our talks that previous missions had failed to adequately 
convey to the Vietnamese the position of the MIA families—that is that in­
formation itself is a positive goal, that the very attempt to locate remains or 
wreckage will be proof of good faith, that we recognize that mistakes in identi­
fication of remains can be honestly made but rectified by our own procedures 
and technical capacities.

Secondly, on the question of Cambodia, the Vietnamese made it clear that so 
long as they perceive a threat from China, they will remain. A positive de­
velopment, however, it seems to me, is that each Vietnamese official we met 
repeatedly stated the intention of Vietnam to ultimately withdraw from Kamp- 
huchea, and repeatedly denied any long-term goal of an Indochinese federation 
dominated by Hanoi.

It is clear, however, that the question of Cambodia is not one which will be easily solved.
On the all-important issue of refugees, our delegation was firm in our declara­

tion that the United States will remain committed to humanitarian principle': 
committed to free immigration, and committed to family re-unification The 
Vietnamese objected to our use of the 7th Fleet for rescue purposes saving we 
should substitute civilian vessels for such work, and we were equally' firm in 
stating that the President was responding to the humanitarian concerns of 
the American people, and the entire world in the face of human beings drownin’ 
at sea and had not used this rescue effort for any other than humanitarian reasons.

As an example of positive results stemming from the frank and forceful pre­
sentations of the delegation, when pressed by us. the Vietnamese agreed to allow 
an American aircraft into Ho Chi Minh City to carry out the more than 250 fam­
ily reunification cases they have already approved.
. Frankly, much remains to be settled on the refugee question, including the 
issue of the fate of those who wish to legally emigrate, but who must wait their 

J??pe that the u s- consular officials will be allowed to travel to 
^p^f'the UNHCBUn f °Wn auspices’ althouSh welcome the sponsor-

At the time we were told that the Vietnamese would permit the U.S. or any 
nationality group to come in to Vietnam under the auspices of the UNHCR, but 
t ey had to give up their official position with the Government that thev 
represented. J

In summary, it was within the context of the three major topics discussed 
above—refugees, MIA’s and Cambodia—that we explored the normalization is­
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sue. Both of our nations clearly desire normalizations as in the best interests of 
the region, and the world. We hope that our mission has helped clear up impor­
tant areas of concern, and will help open doors for future progress in the remain­
ing areas of disagreement.

This is not to say that normalization is imminent. It is to say, however, that we 
hope there will be continued talks between our two nations to resolve the differ­
ences that exist between us.

We hope that evidence of this new atmosphere will be swiftly forthcoming in 
the form of further progress along the lines of the MIA agreement we achieved. 
Our delegation requested the Vietnamese to join in bilateral talks with the 
United States on each of the three major issues we have outlined, these are not 
preconditions to normalization. These are obstacles that we feel remain to be 
settled between our two countries. I am happy to report than Minister Xuan has 
promised to discuss our suggestion with his government.

In closing let me say that all of us here hope that Vietnam and the United 
States will be able to put the past behind us, and begin working together on the 
many issues and concerns we share for world peace and the future well-being of 
our people. We hope that peace will be maintained in this area of the world and 
that no nation will use force to accomplish its diplomatic aims.

Mr. Wolff. I should like to ask the co-chairman of this mission, who is the 
ranking member of the Asian and Pacific Affairs Committee, Mr. Guyer, and who 
I appointed as the chairman of the Task Force on the MIA’s, to make a short 
statement.

Mr. Guyer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me just say that as a member of 
the original Missing Persons Committee along with Mr. Gilman of New York, 
we were very visibly disappointed that after 18 months of laborious work and 
travels and visitations and inner dialogues, that we were never fully satisfied 
with the outcome and due to the fact that Chairman Wolff saw that this was a 
great wound and scar in the American heart. He alone is the one who kept this 
alive by virtue of the task force. I don’t want to be repetitive but our task force 
was probably the first of its kind invited to come into the country and I am sorry 
to say that the other delegations that have been there have never made this a 
point. They’ve concentrated on the refugees, Cambodia, and so forth, but they 
had not made this a point of discussion.

So let me just say this: that we did meet for the better part of two days and 
had a substantive session with the ranking Vietnamese officials on this subject 
including Ambassador Vu Hoang who is the Minister of Foreign Affairs and head 
of their MIA Commission. The session was attended by myself, Mr. Wolff of New 
York, Mr. Gilman of New York, Bob Lagomarsino of California, Bob Dornan of 
California and Jim Scheuer of New York. We also had with us a former prisoner 
of war, Navy Captain Ray Vohden who is Chief of MIA Affairs-----

Mr. Wolff. I would like to have Capt. Vohden step forward if he could— 
Capt. Vohden is the first prisoner of war to go back to Vietnam and he came back 
with our delegation. He was a prisoner of war for 8 years in Vietnam.

Mr. Guyer. He is now working with us in the Department of Defense and I 
think we ought to give him a little applause here.

We have also Lt. Col. Paul Mather who is our liaison officer with the joint com­
mission resolutions center (sic) in Bangkok and who has been interviewing lit­
erally thousands of refugees, and—he’s going to be increasingly important. All 
of us, and I’m speaking for our commission now, we feel that the meeting was 
significantly important. We made several points to the Vietnamese, as a result 
of which I think we’ve made real progress in a very sensitive area. This has al­
ready been referred to by the chairman but let me summarize : we stressed to the 
Vietnamese very frankly the political sensitivity and the importance of this issue 
to the American Congress and the American public, and I can say this, and Chair­
man Long I think has said this before me. There is no chance of any substantive 
assistance unless some of these issues are settled. Am I correct in that, Mr. 
Chairman? I’m speaking in behalf of 21 million veterans along with what I be­
lieve to be a great majority of the Congress in saying this issue should have been 
high in the agenda whereas it was put on the back burner.

Apparently the Vietnamese have never realized the enormity of what this 
meant to us and I might say this and I’m going to say it very very frankly. Our 
own State Department did not put forward this issue as one of the talking points 
of the dialogue and that was an unfortunate thing because we had to bring it to 
their attention. Mr. Dornan is here, he can come forward. We stressed that there 
are hundreds of cases still unresolved on which we have little or no information, 
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let alone return of remains. Actually about 600 POW-MIA’s did return. We've 
had about 75 remains returned sporadically over a period of many years. Now 
the A ietnamese did say they had some new information on some new sites and 
new cases which they are now investigating and they promised to give us a re­
port at a very early date.

I think this is highly important. Then, we turned over to them, and this is a 
very important point, more than 100 cases of flies of those who were known to 
have been seen or known to be alive at a certain time whose final whereabouts 
were never determined. Included in those files we’ve given names, dates of crash 
or capture, an account of the crash or capture including photographs, personal 
profiles, and maps showing the location of sites of interest. I hope that you'll 
bear with me because this is important.

To help with the pursuit of these files we suggested to Yu Hoang that Lt. CoL 
Mather be sent to Hanoi very soon as a shuttle person who has been invited now 
to come to their country. They’ve agreed to this, and he will assist them with his 
expertise, help them analyze any of their information, and then report to us in 
that capacity. I think this is a great breakthrough, in a very sensitive area. We 
also requested that Ambassador Hoang assist us in approaching the Government 
of Laos, to which we've had no access, no information, and we have more than 
500 cases of men missing in that country. He agreed to see if he could be of as­
sistance, and incidentally, we’ve only had four remains returned from Laos of 
which only one was identified as an American. Out of 500 missing people.

And one more significant accomplishment was to communicate to the Viet­
namese the importance of this information—in the cases of many Americans. 
They did not quite understand that just having remains was not enough. Now 
they understand that further information might be even more important to a 
widow or mother or wife or a family, just to know what the final outcome was. 
And so we’ve made known to them that such objects as I.D. cards, photographs, 
letters, pieces of uniforms, any personal effects or wreckage of their particular 
vehicle, might be the answer to tell us who they were and answer that problem 
conclusively.

In summation we consider this to be a very significant, serious, and productive 
session. I say that very optimistically. I along with Mr. Gilman was in Paris in 
1975 the first time we talked to the Prime Minister. This is the first time a group 
such as this has been invited into the country and we go home with two pieces of 
good news that I just recounted. And I see coming out of this not only better 
cooperation and understanding but the building of a bridge that could lead to 
what both countries in their hearts really desire—the cessation of total war and 
the beginning of a fruitful understanding between the two countries.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you Mr. Guyer. I see that our ambassador is standing in 
the rear and didn't even know he had entered the room. Now I know that there’s 
a separation of powers between the State Department and the Congress but we'd 
be happy to have you join us up here Mr. Ambassador if you would please. We 
want you to know that we are very pleased with the work of our Ambassador 
here, Mr. Mort Abramowitz, who has done an outstanding job and who has 
facilitated not only this visit but other visits by this committee. Chairman 
Long-----

Mr. Long. Thank you Mr. Wolff. Let me say that I was very much encouraged 
by the results of our visit. One of the things that I, as chairman of the committee 
that appropriates all foreign aid worldwide, economic and military, wanted to 
make clear, because there have been so many suggestions or intimations that if 
the A ietnamese would mean that there would be foreign aid, some have mentioned 
even massive reconstruction aid, I wanted to make clear that in no way could 
aid be tied to anything they did.

I think I made that clear to everyone we talked to and I was very interested 
with the response they gave. They understood that these things that they were 
asked to do would not be a condition for the resumption of foreign aid, and that 
to me was one of the most encouraging things of all.

But of course I did point out that if the various things were not done this 
would interfere with any normalization. Normalization does not include a resump­
tion of foreign aid. I don't believe the American people would go for it and I 
couldn’t go for it myself.
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I think the most important result of all of this was not so much anything we 
brought back in the way of tangible promises but it was the ambience of the meet­
ing. We were treated with great courtesy. It was obvious that the Vietnamese 
wanted a normalization of relations with the United States, they wanted a relaxa­
tion of tension, they wanted goodwill. And they treated us with great considera­
tion and to me that was the most heartening aspect of this meeting.

Mr. Wolff. I understand that each one of our members would like to talk but 
I know that you have questions as well, so what I’m going to do is ask---- -

Mr. Scheuer. I have a statement that I'd like to make that I think is going to 
be a little different fronuthat of anybody else. May I do that?

Mr. Wolff. PleaseT
Mr. Scheuer. I wanted to congratulate Chairman Wolff and all of the members 

for a W brilliantly organized and thoughtfully carried out 
niissioli to Vietnam. There wasn’t a single member of this group that didn’t handle 
hjHlself with distinction. I agree wholeheartedly with everything that’s been said 

Ahis evening. We did make progress. We did receive assurances on the refugees, 
on Cambodia, on the MIA s. In fact we had such assurances and we believed 
those assurances to the extent that I think we ought to act on them.

bow should we act on them? At the height of our involvement in the 
’ i^tnam War, a war that I think most Americans now feel was not the right war 
for us, Sen. George Aiken of Vermont stated that we ought to announce that we 
haAe a on the war and then get out. Now I believe that we ought to announce 
that received sufficient assurances of good faith from the Vietnamese on the 
subject of Cambodia, one the subject of the refugees, and the boat people, on the 
subject of the MIA’s, that it would justify us in extending diplomatic recognition 
to \ ietnam now, tonight, tomorrow morning.

Now, why do I say that?
First, because diplomatic recognition has never historicallv meant that you 

approve of a nation’s policies or that you love them or that you like them. It 
simply means that you are setting up formal communications in order to achieve 
your national policies. We had a period of almost 20 years when we ignored the 
fact that Russia existed. No diplomatic relations. It didn’t prove to be a useful 
experiment. W e had another period of almost 30 years when we had no relation­
ships with the mainland Chinese. That was not a useful exercise.

M e now have no diplomatic relations with Cuba. Many members of Congress 
feel that that is silly. We ought to have diplomatic relations with Cuba in order 
to negotiate with them the subjects about which we are concerned. I believe that 
we ought to recognize Vietnam now, and that there are many clear advantages 
that would accrue to our nation for doing that.

It s perfectly clear to us, I think all of us felt that the Vietnamese want to 
establish relations with us, do not want to continue a dependency on the 
Soviet Union. They have fought fiercely for their independence for the last 1.000 
years against the Chinese, for 30 or 40 years against the French and for a 
decade against the United States. They do not want to become a vassal of the 
Soviet Union. They want to have another option. And I believe we ought to give 
them that option. If they want to begin to move away from the Soviets I think 
we ought to give it to them. Now, if we had diplomatic relations with Vietnam 
that would produce several very interesting and useful results from the point 
of view of self-interested American foreign policy.

It would cut down Russian influence in the Indochinese Peninsula and reduce 
their capacity for mischief making. Number two, if the United States had re­
lations both with the mainland Chinese and with Vietnam I suspect that the 
Vietnamese would feel that we would exercise a moderating influence on the 
mainland Chinese and reduce their capacity for further punishing attacks on 
Vietnam and if that happened and if the Vietnamese felt somewhat calmed by 
the fact that we now had a leg in both camps and we wanted to keep the peace 
they might be a little bit less neurotic, a little bit less sensitive about the 
possibilities of threats to their security from their own ethnic Chinese.

If they felt that there was less of a chance for them to have military hostilities 
with mainland China they would feel a little bit less sensitive about the plight 
of their own ethnic Chinese and somewhat less eager I am sure to continue the 
oppression that they have imposed upon their ethnic Chinese.
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Second, mainland China would feel that now that Vietnam was not so much 
a Soviet vassal and was not under the control of the Soviets and was not about 
to become a Soviet launching pad they "would be less inclined to engage in ad­
ventures with Cambodia. They would feel that now they had a neighbor that 
was a responsible neighbor, a neighbor with whom they could live in peace. 
Finally, the beginning of diplomatic relations would give us what we need to 
make these assurances we have received on the MIA’s, on Cambodia, on the 
boat people, to make those commitments real.

What we need is not occasional visits from Congressmen, not occasional visits 
from Bangkok of our military experts. We need embassy and consular people 
on the ground in Ho Chi Minh City and in Hanoi. That’s what we need. People 
who can work day to day, encouraging the Vietnamese to live up to their as­
surances and insisting that the Vietnamese live up to their assurances. That’s 
what we need to put meat on the skeleton of the assurances that have been made 
to us and I believe that everybody’s national interest would be served by the 
beginning of diplomatic relations between the United States and A ietnam. (Sic) 
After that we could discuss the cessation of the embargo on trade, we could 
discuss some kind of aid, we could help them develop their enormous oil 
resources.

In conclusion, I want to make it very clear that I speak for myself. I do not 
speak for any other member of this delegation or any other member of Congress 
and I thank the Chairman for his kindness. Thank you.

Mr. Wolff. May I just indicate that these are the separate views of Mr. 
Scheuer. I do not think that any one of us speaks for the entire delegation. How­
ever, let me just say that as Chairman of the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific 
Affairs there will be no normalization based upon promises but upon actions and 
deeds in the future, and this will not be able to go through all our subcommittee 
until such actions have been fully demonstrated, and I don’t know whether or 
not the Chairman of the Appropriations Committee would join me in that-----

Mr. Long. I certainly do. I have subscribed to your views completely.
Mr. Wolff. Because I know that this has involved now very different views 

of our committee. We are 435 members of the Congress. Each one has his own 
views I am sure. However, I do believe that if we can, in the time period that 
we do have. I should like to take some questions from the people here if you 
would like to question us—we’ve got to leave on our airplane very shortly but 
we’d be delighted to take some questions.

Question. Shibata, Mainichi and Shimbun: In your talks with the Vietnamese 
Government did you sound out the attitude or policy of the Vietnam Government 
toward the so-called Neutralization of Kampuchea—the establishment of a 
Neutral Government in Kampuchea and the political solution of the Kampuchean 
problem?

Mr. Wolff. The response was that Sihanouk was not acceptable to the Viet­
namese Government nor was any un-introduced neutral government.

Mr. Dornan. Mr. Chairman, if I might add to that, we asked the Vietnamese 
Government when they intended to pull out of Cambodia and the response was 
we have been in Cambodia on three occasions and on two prior occasions we have 
left, we will leave again, and when we tried to press further for a timetable on 
leaving, the response was we will leave as soon as possible.

Question. Battye, Reuters: From your statement sir it would seem that you 
and maybe the United States Government considers that all the obstacles for 
normalization of relations between your countries are on the Vietnamese side. 
Did they in your talks have any conditions that they wanted to place on future 
talks on normalization?

Mr. Wolff. They did not place any conditions whatsoever nor did we. We do 
feel that there are certain situations that are international situations. The 
refugee situation is not just a situation between the United States and Vietnam. 
This is an international problem that must be resolved. We do think that there 
is progress that is being made on this question. We are hopeful that the future 
will prove that this question can be resolved. And I do see progress and I think 
that I voice the sentiments of my colleagues in this connection.

Mr. Long. We were all cautiously optimistic about movement in all these areas. 
But I think if we were to do what Mr. Scheuer has indicated he would have us 
do. I think that not only would the whole world think we are pretty silly but so 
would the Vietnamese after we have told them that we expect progress in all these 
areas.
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For us to just suddenly give up for nothing especially when we have just in­
dicated to them and they have just realized perhaps for tlie first time how in­
terested we are in the MIA question. They all said, all of the officials said, “we 
didn’t know you cared.”

Question. Battye: But Mr. Wolff said you did not pose conditions or the 
Americans are not placing conditions on normalization, yet you’ve at great length 
picked out three areas in which you say there are problems and there are ob­
stacles. Does not that in effect become a condition of normalization that these 
obstacles be removed ?

Mr. Wolff. No. These are not conditions because we had made progress to­
ward normalization and were very close to it until such time as there was the 
violation of the territory of another country. This is not a condition. We don’t 
set a condition on that basis but that was a situation that developed on the way 
to the forum, that we had no control over and we did not set a condition that they 
had to go in or out of another country. However, according to the principles of the 
United Nations the territorial integrity of each nation shall be sacred and we 
did not support the Pol Pot Regime, we do not support the policies of Pol Pot. 
We deplore the policies of Pol Pot, but by the same token we support the terri­
torial integrity of one nation against another.

I might say while here in Thailand that we did bring up the question of Thai­
land and were reassured by the Vietnamese officials that they would not violate 
the territory of Thailand, nor would they in any way venture beyond their 
borders. They offered, in fact, a peace and friendship treaty with the government 
of Thailand as evidence of their good faith.

Question. In the opinion of the delegation, how long will it take for relations 
between your two countries to be normalized?

Mr. Wolff. That does not depend upon a clock. It depends upon a resolution 
of the problems. I don’t know how long it will take to solve the problems of the 
refugees. The problems of the refugees are ones of international humanitarian 
concern. The Geneva convention guarantees human rights and that one basic 
right is the right to live and not the right to die.

Question. Mr. Chairman is there still a chance of normalization while Vietnam 
is in Cambodia?

Mr. Wolff. The Vietnamese told us that they were there at the invitation of 
the government of Cambodia. If the people feel that way so be it. We do not 
know whether or not the government of Heng Samrin represents the people 
however. We do not feel that the people should be subjugated by military means 
to a decision as to who their leaders should be.

Question. How do you assess Vietnam's attitude toward Thailand now, and this 
morning or this afternoon what did you say to the Thai prime minister?

Mr. Wolff. We talked to the prime minister about the meetings that we had 
and we told him exactly what I had indicated here, that the Vietnamese officials 
had no animosity toward Thailand and had offered a peace and friendship treaty 
with the government here.

Question. Starner, Asia Week: In regard to locating the MIA’s in Cambodia 
(sic) was any question raised about the U.S. locating and detonating the un­
exploded ordnance there which makes it very difficult to locate planes that went 
down and pilots that are missing?

Mr. Wolff. That problem was not even brought up by our North Vietnamese 
hosts and therefore I would have to assume that they don’t consider it a sig­
nificant problem. It isn’t a problem.

Mr. Dornan. If I might add. on a prior occasion in 1975 when we went in 
with the Montgomery Commission we had offered and the Vietnamese rejected 
our help. Again on this mission we’ve offered to provide any technological as­
sistance or military assistance that they might need to help with the MIA 
resolution and they’ve indicated at this point that they did not need any assist­
ance but would welcome Colonel Mather to come back in to go over the files 
with them.

Question. This applies also to Laos? Have you had conversations with Laos? 
Mr. Wolff. Not on this issue.
I’m sorry because of the pressures of time, I would just like to close here by 

saying that we do believe that there is progress that has been made. There is 
much more progress that has to be made. They say that a long journey begins 
with a single step. I think we have taken a single step.

I think the fact that this delegation was invited in by the Vietnamese is a 
very significant factor and is the first delegation that was invited in. We did not 
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have any problems with the landing of onr aircraft or anything else like that. 
We were accepted very graciously by our Vietnamese hosts.

Mr. Guyer. Could we also say that we're closer to solving the refugee problem 
than we’ve been at any time in the last several months ?

Mr. Wolff. That is correct. One last question, yes.
Question. I want a clarification on the Sihanouk answer. Did the Vietnamese 

say that Sihanouk was not acceptable at any cost or did they hint-----
Mr. Wolff. The Vietnamese said that Sihanouk was not acceptable. That, ac­

cording to them, he was not acceptable, this is not passing judgment now-----
Question. Sure but they didn't set any conditions for-----
Mr. Wolff. None whatsoever. They said that the Cambodian people had to 

make the decision on their own but Sihanouk was unacceptable.

3. Vietnam

The substance of meetings and conversations with Vietnamese offi­
cials has already been discussed in the preceding section, at the Bang­
kok press conference. The following represents a summary of key con­
versations with Vietnamese officials.

Four formal meetings with Vietnamese Government officials on 
August 10-12. Although little new information came from the Viet­
namese side, there was a lively and useful exchange of views. First 
meeting was with Vice Foreign Minister Hoang Bich Son immedi­
ately after arrival. The following day, the Codel had an extended 
meeting with Minister Nguyen Co Thach, followed by another lengthy 
meeting of the Codel MIA task force with an official of the Foreign 
Ministry, Vu Hoang, and staff. Representative Wolff also had a private 
meeting with Thach. On the last day the Codel met with a leading 
Communist Party official Xuan Thuy.

Meetings were frank as the longest and most comprehensive meeting 
was with Thach. The following paragraphs will concentrate on sum­
marizing the major points covered there.

NORMALIZATION

There was limited discussion of normalization in the plenary session. 
In the private session Representative Wolff questioned Thach on his 
statement to the press that the United States and Vietnam had been 
conducting talks on normalization since June. Thach said that he was a 
victim of inaccurate reporting. Thach said, he had told the press only 
that there had been talks, but that he could not tell them the contents. 
The press then reported that as meaning that the talks were secret.

Thach said that he had told the press that he could not tell them 
about future talks. Those that had occurred were preliminary and 
further meetings “depend on both sides.”

KAMPUCHEA

The Vietnamese repeated their oft-stated position: The problem of 
Kampuchea is one for Kampucheans only. There is no place for inter­
national settlement or supervision there—and there is no place for 
Prince Sihanouk. The new situation in Kampuchea is irrevocable, a 
closed book, but that can be put aside as an impediment to United 
States-Socialist Republic of Vietnam relations.

This is the third time that Vietnamese troops have been in Kam­
puchea. The first time was during the anti-French War, the second 
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during the Johnson-Nixon war, and this time in connection with the 
People’s Republic of China aggression in Kampuchea. The Vietnamese 
withdrew after each of the first two times once the need for their 
presence was gone, and will do so this time once the People’s Republic 
of China threat to Kampuchea and the Socialist Republic of Vietnam 
is gone.

The Vietnamese officials gave repeated assurances that Thailand was 
in no danger from Vietnamese forces in Kampuchea. Even though Thai 
troops had twice fought on Vietnamese soil the Vietnamese would not 
intrude 1 inch into Thai territory.

REFUGEES AND IMMIGRANTS

Two points were stressed:
First, the presence of the 7th Fleet in a refugee rescue role was made 

a major topic by the Vietnamese hosts. Thach was conciliatory, saying 
that he understood the reason for the U.S. Fleet undertaking these 
operations, but that there had been “too much noise” about it. Others 
said that the rescue operation should not be carried out by navy ships, 
but by civilian ships. Xuan Thuy was very forceful in asserting that 
the presence of the 7th Fleet was inciting Vietnamese to flee.

Second, there was some question concerning the presence of U.S. 
consular officials in the Ho Chi Minh City. Thach, for example, said 
that while Vietnam does not discriminate against UNHCR employees 
because of their nationality, they could not concurrently hold a position 
with another government. This, he said, was a U.N. regulation. Both 
Thach and Vu Hoang said that the need for U.S. consular personnel in 
Ho Chi Minh City was unclear to them since the United States only 
took 10 immigrants from a recent offering of 228.

The Codel’s explanation of the provisions of U.S. immigration law 
and procedure was dismissed by both as inconsistent with U.S. pressure 
for orderly departure.

Thach said that to close the illegal departure door effectively the 
legal departure door must be opened immediately. Thach said that if 
the legal outflow could be set at 10,000 per month the problem could 
be taken care of in 1 or 2 years—it would take that long to clear out 
the ethnic Chinese and U.S. “collaborators” in this connection Thach 
made aside to Representative Wolff about the “brain drain” that Viet­
nam is suffering; he also said that the output of the Vietnamese fishing 
industry had been cut in half because refugees had stolen thousands of 
boats.

Thach also compared the current situation in Vietnam where the 
ethnic Chinese are free to leave or stay and work, with the U.S. intern­
ment of ethnic Japanese during World War II.

mia’s
The afternoon of August 10 was spent in meeting with Deputy 

Foreign Minister Hoang Bich Son. After a discussion of many topics 
in general, Representative Dornan focused on the MIA issue by making 
a forceful presentation on how resolution of this problem could be the 
beginning of construction of a “bridge of friendship” between the two 
nations.
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Throughout the remainder of the afternoon’s discussions, this theme 
was constantly reinforced by comments from Representatives Guyer, 
Gilman, Lagomarsino, and Wolff. Son replied by discussing the Viet­
namese past humanitarian response to the violation of Vietnamese 
territory by the American ships Sea Tiger. Brillig. and Algernon.

In a morning meeting on August 11 with Minister of Foreign Affairs 
Nguyen Co Thach, the topic of POW’s and MIA’s was again brought 
up in a forceful manner by the Codel. Thach responded by stating that 
it was “crazy” that this issue had been allowed to remain for so long 
as an impediment to United States-Socialist Republic of Vietnam 
relations. He then said that work in this area had been going on con­
stantly, though other priorities had somewhat diminished the effort at 
times. He went on to state that they were working on several cases.

Making reference to their past error in identification, Thach stated 
that they had to be more careful in their work, and that they would 
“know more later” about cases on which they were working.

Representative Wolff immediately pointed out that expertise was 
available to assist the Vietnamese in the work in resolving the POW- 
MIA problem. Thach responded by stating, and then repeating, “We 
will do it ourselves.”

Lt. Col. Paul Mather was then publicly introduced to Thach, with 
Representative Wolff pointing out that Mather was available in Bang­
kok to provide any necessary assistance or to come to Hanoi on short 
notice. Thach’s final comment on the POW/MIA issue was as follows: 
“I assure you, this issue has nothing to do with normalization. We can 
proceed even without normalization.”

A specialized POW/MIA meeting was agreed to on the afternoon of 
August 11 between a Vietnamese group headed by Mr. Vu Hoang, 
chief of consular affairs in the Foreign Ministry; and an American 
group headed by Representative Guver. chairman of the POW/MIA 
task force of the Asian Affairs Subcommittee.

Following an opening statement by Representative Guyer, Repre­
sentative Gilman reviewed the DOD-DIA categories of degrees of 
Vietnamese knowledgeability of individual cases, suggesting that the 
United States hoped that the Socialist Republic of Vietnam already 
had. or could obtain, much additional information.

Vu Hoang opened by stating that the work of his committee was con­
tinuing. and he summarized their past cooperation (return of 75 re­
mains during 7 occasions, the delegation to Honolulu, et cetera).

Making reference to a past identification mistake, Vu Hoang said 
they were now being more careful. He also stressed the increasing dif­
ficulty because of lapse of time, vegetation, weather, mines, and bombs, 
et cetera. He cited problems in mobilizing the manpower to carrv out 
the task, mentioning the problems of the war with China and Cam­
bodia. and the refugee issue. Originally his office had about 60 people 
involved in the task, with “perhaps thousands” of others in the field 
helping out—but the aforementioned problems had caused a reduction 
in manpower, funds, and materiel devoted to this task.

Representative Dornan then turned to the tonic of possible live 
Americans still in Vietnam, citing the case of Marine Pfc. Robert Gar­
wood and reports of refugees. The Congressman pointed out that these 
reports had prompted extreme interest by families in America. The
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Congressman asked the Vietnamese to respond to such reports. Vu 
Hoang replied by stating that there were no live Americans known by 
the Vietnamese to be in their country.

Representative Guyer then introduced the topic of case files, and 
folders covering over 100 individuals were passed to the Vietnamese 
representatives.

Vu Hoang responded by pointing out the psychological problems of 
eliciting information from the local populace regarding the fate of 
those who had just bombed their homes. He expressed appreciation for 
the information in the case files turned over.

Vu Hoang next discussed their present activity. Since October 1978, 
they have received reports from four places and are in the process of 
checking out these reports. Acknowledging the presence of Lieutenant 
Colonel Mather, he stated that if they have any information, if they 
meet any difficulty, or if they have any requirements, they would im­
mediately contact him through the Vietnamese Embassy in Bangkok.

Representative Dornan then brought up the topic of supplemental 
evidence and the role of information alone in resolving cases. Acknowl­
edging that it was impossible to recover remains in many cases, the 
need for cooperative effort and records comparison was stressed.

Representative Wolff pointed out that, based on Vietnam’s detailed 
recordkeeping on the released POW’s, it would be difficult to under­
stand any lack of records in the other areas. He then offered for Lieu­
tenant Colonel Mather to return to Hanoi on a periodic basis to assist 
in the review of the cases earlier presented in the folders and to jointly 
continue the pursuit of resolution of other cases.

Vu Hoang expressed his agreement to this proposal.
Finally, the topic of casualty resolution in Laos was brought up. 

Explaining that Lao response on this issue has been very disappoint­
ing, Representative Dornan solicited Vietnam’s advice and assistance 
on how to approach the Lao government.

Vu Hoang responded that he would report this to Minister Thach 
and see if there is anv possibility of arranging talks with the Lao 
government on this topic.

4. Sri Lanka

This summarizes the official talks and tri ns that the delegation 
undertook in Sri Lanka August 12-15. Tn a call on the Foreign Minis­
ter, the Codel had a lively exchange of views on the nature and direc­
tion of nonalinement, the Government of Sri Lanka’s support for 
nonalined movement’s positions on Puerto Rico and the Middle East 
and the philosophy of economic assistance.

At President Javewardene’s luncheon, the Codel discussed some of 
the same issues with the President and had opportunity for informatl 
exchanges with four senior ministers.

On the mornings of August 13 and 14, the Codel task forces called on 
a number of Ministers, opposition leaders and narcotics officials. Field 
trips were oriented toward Sri Lanka’s economic development proj­
ects and commercial life.

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

During an August 13 call by the entire Codel, Foreign Minister 
Hameed providd a history of Sri Lanka’s domestic policies, with em-
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phasis upon longstanding “basic needs” programs for improving the 
lives of Sri Lanka’s people. He also referred to the communal situation 
and stated his view that most of the Tamil people do not want separa­
tion. Hameed described Sri Lanka’s nonalinement and his view that all 
third world countries would soon belong, “including Pakistan and the 
Philippines.”

There followed a vigorous exchange of views on Sri Lanka’s support 
in the United Nations for demands for independence for Puerto Rico 
and Guam, and Sri Lanka’s having joined in the non-alined move­
ment’s condemnation of the Camp David accords.

Representative Wolff, with strong support from other members, 
noted that the majority of U.N. resolutions on Puerto Rico condemn 
the U.S. He then asked rhetorically whether it would not be considered 
provocative if the United States support Tamil separatism.

Representative Wolff said that in fact, the United States would con­
sider it presumptuous to express support for any group in Sri Lanka.

Other members of the Codel then explained the Puerto Rican situa­
tion and its perception that demands for independence were the work 
of a small group, and of the Cubans. The Codel expressed view that 
Cuba was not a true nonalined country because of its ties to the Soviet 
Union and warned of Cuban efforts to subvert the movement.

On the nonalined movement’s condemnation of the United States 
and the Camp David accords, Mr. Wolff cited sections of the Colombo 
nonalined movement’s meeting’s communique, and said it was difficult 
to understand Sri Lanka’s joining in that condemnation when United 
States is trying to bring peace with honor to Middle East.

In response, Mr. Hameed said that the Government of Sri Lanka 
does not believe in condemning any country by name and does not do 
so; he mentioned that Sri Lanka had taken a reservation on the Puerto 
Rican section of the communique produced at the 1978 nonalined move­
ment’s meeting in Havana. As for Colombo communique, Hameed said 
again that Sri Lanka does not believe in condemning countries by 
name but that as the host and chairman of the Colombo meeting, it 
was not proper for Sri Lanka to take reservations on the final docu­
ment. Further discussion of the nature of nonalinement ensued.

Mr. Hameed did not characterize the status of Cuba, but as for direc­
tion of the movement, said that he encouraged the idea of a code of 
conduct for members, which the nonalined movement had not yet 
adopted.

Representative Clarence Long provided the Foreign Minister with 
his view that AID foreign assistance in general over the years had been 
largely wasted, and that emphasis on heavy industry and capital-in­
tensive projects had increased poverty and unemployment. A new 
orientation was needed toward AID that is self-regulating, self-sus­
taining and self-financing, and helps the small producer. AID will be 
coming to an end, and a change in development strategy is neces­
sary.

Mr. Hameed responded that Sri Lanka understood and that its 
own development program was moving along those lines.

The Codel spoke about Sri Lanka’s leadership role in the non- 
alined and the group of 77, and the moderating influence it can have 
on the direction of these groups. At the conclusion of the meeting 
the Codel invited Mr. Hameed to meet informally with the
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Committee on Foreign Affairs when he next visited the United States 
so that they could continue the dialog.

AT THE PRESIDENT’S LUNCHEON

The Codel had the opportunity for informal exchanges with Presi­
dent Jayewardene and four of his senior Cabinet members: Finance 
Minister Ronnie De Mel, Mahaweli Minister Gamini Dissanayake, 
Justice Minister Devanayagam, and Rural Industrial Development 
Minister Thondaman. The Codel spoke to the President about the na­
ture of the nonalinement, development strategies, the free trade zone, 
and the possibility of increased trade, and Sri Lanka’s democratic 
traditions.

TASK FORCE CALLS

On August 13, one group discussed human rights, terrorism, and 
narcotics control with Justice Minister K. W. Devanayagam. In 
answer to Codel questions, the Minister explained the new Constitu­
tion and the provision for an ombudsman to protect fundamental 
rights; the reasons for and the limited nature of the emergency de­
clared in the northern Province; GSL’s suspicions of outside sup­
port, including that of the PLO, for the Tamil “Tiger” terrorists; and 
the narcotics situation in Sri Lanka.
, Codel members expressed their interest in human rights for minor­
ities and their desire not to interfere in the internal affairs of Sri 
Lanka. Justice Minister responded favorably to the request that the 
GSL share in international efforts to eliminate terrorism.

Another group discussed Sri Lanka’s trade with Minister Lalith 
Athulathmudali. The Minister expressed an interest in receiving a 
U.S. investment mission, and reviewed for the group United States- 
Sri Lankan trade.

Asked about increasing U.S. cotton exports to Sri Lanka, the Minis­
ter said he was concerned about the danger of a U.S. quota on Sri 
Lankan garment exports. He asked about the possibilities of obtaining 
differential treatment because U.S.-made fabrics are used in Sri 
Lanka’s manufactures.

Third group met with panel of three top GSL narcotics enforce­
ment program officials and Pio Abarro, adviser on drugs to Colombo 
plan nations, and thoroughly reviewed situation.

While above groups made their GSL calls, Congressmen Long, 
Scheuer, and Ireland spent balance of morning at residence to hear 
development assistance presentation by AID mission director.

On August 14 a task force conferred with A. Amirthal Ingam and 
S. Sivasathamparam, leaders of the Tamil United Liberation Front, 
and later toured the parliamentary chambers. The Tulf leaders re­
viewed history of the Tamils from their perspective and their current 
grievances about education, employment, and land settlement.

They also referred to the reported six killings in Jaffna, said that 
there had been no similar incidents in the last month, and indicated 
that the atmosphere had improved in the past 2 weeks. The Tulf 
leaders indicated that they will participate in the select parliamentary 
committee investigating the killings and that their representative is 
sitting on the presidential commission to study decentralization of 
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authority. They expressed hope that the commission would have some 
results.

This group also called on Maithripala Senanayake, the deputy 
leader of the Sri Lankan Freedom Party, who expressed the view that 
there was not much terrorism in Sri Lanka and that the solution to 
the communal problem was basically economic. His party had declined 
to serve on the presidential commission, he said, because its terms of 
reference made no mention of solving the communal problem.

Senanayake noted that the SLFP had always been a principal sup­
porter of nonalinement and thus did not have any quarrel with the 
broad outlines of the UNP government’s foreign policy. The SLFP 
differed with the GSL on such domestic issues as the Presidential Com­
mission on Decentralizing Authority, the terms on which foreign 
banks are established here, and on the free trade zone, because the 
SLFP sees no need for foreign collaborators in its industrial 
development.

Second task force which called on Rural Industrial Development 
Minister Thondaman learned about the Ministry’s efforts to develop 
small industries in rural areas, and to promote large-scale poultry and 
commercial feed production. The Minister expressed his view that 
Government management of the tea estates had not been working 
effectively.

On the differences between Ceylon and Sri Lankan Tamils, Thon­
daman said the former were of the managerial class while the latter 
were workers. The Ceylon Tamils had liked to “boss” the Indian 
Tamils around, but in recent years had tried to close ranks in order to 
gain political support. Only a minority of Ceylon Tamils wanted a 
separate state; the Indian Tamils were against such a concept.

FIELD TRIPS

Representative Clarence Long, accompanied by E. L. B. Hurulle, 
local MP and Minister of Cultural Affairs; the general manager of the 
Mahaweli Board: and the AID Director, flew by helicopter over the 
Polgalla Dam to Gainewa. the new town which serves the surrounding 
settlements of block H in the Mahaweli scheme.

Mr. Long had extensive discussions with farmers and their wives, 
workers, and small businessmen. He visited several farms and training 
center for farm leaders in water management, agricultural extension, 
and community development. He also visited an AID-supported land­
preparation technique demonstration area and viewed AID-financed 
small farm implements designs. Mr. Long viewed canal construction 
and land clearing activities which employ a mix of capital and labor- 
intensive methods.

Codel Press Conference Held in Colombo, August 14, 1979
Mr. Wolff. Thank you very much. Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. First 

let me thank you for coming here this evening. Our visit has been a short one 
but I feel a very satisfactory visit. This mission has been here to learn more 
about Sri Lanka. We are interested in examining the relationships that have 
existed in the past and the relationships for the future between our country, 
the United States, and Sri Lanka, the importance of Sri Lanka in the Indian 
Ocean, and Sri Lanka’s relations with other nations as well.

We have talked with a number of authorities here. We have broken up into 
various task forces in order to actually magnify the effort of the group that is 
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here and to make the most of the time that we have been able to spend here. 
As you may or may not know, we have just returned from Hanoi and Bangkok, 
and from here we will go on to Pakistan. I should like now to introduce Mr. 
Clarence Long who will speak to the situation of the United States’ relationship 
with regard to our aid program and our mutual assistance. Mr. Long.

Mr. Long. Thank you, Mr. Wolff. I have been on the Foreign Aid Appropriations 
Subcommittee now for fifteen years, and I have been one of the severest critics 
of foreign aid.

I have felt for many years that American foreign aid has been largely wasted, 
that it has gone for programs that would help mostty the rich, and has done 
very little to help the poor. In many cases it has brought in big machinery and 
caused unemployment and thrown a lot of poor people onto the streets in the 
big city.

I was therefore very curious to see whether the situation in Sri Lanka would 
be different from what I’ve seen elsewhere over the fifteen years that I have been 
in Congress and trying to improve the program. I have therefore traveled up 
today to the Mahaveli dam project, where as you know’, there is a program to 
provide two-and-a-half acre farms, irrigated as result of building a damax for 
initially about 15,000 families, and then seeing how well this works to go on 
to another program to deal with <00,000 people in a much larger program later on.

liist, there is the program in the “H” area, called the dry area above Kandy. 
I went through it today. I flew over a good part of the area. I drove from one 
project to another. I talked to many, many farmers as well as workers who are 
working on contract. I talked with some of the people who run little stores. I 
ta ked with the American advisor up there and I want to report to you that in 
all ot my visits to 56 countries in my 15 years in Congress, I have seen which 
pleased me more than the program that you have here in Sri Lanka.

, u tremendous assets here, you have an educated population, you have 
a beautiful country, you have a lot of water, not always where you want it. 

on have great quantities of land which has to be developed and this project. 
n>LTe 1S’ 4 tbi“k the,r2gbt kind of ProJect to do it. It does not waste 
money so tar as I can see. although I would like to make one caveat to that but 
that iVave seen1’ thlS 1S prObably tbe most P^dently, carefully managed project

The reason I am so insistent on that is not that I want to be stingy about 
whoT but S1“P|-V because there are a billion people living in developing countries
v? ST Care of a?d witb very umited foreign aid that is available. 

The I mted States is voting $8 billion this next year. It has voted $5 billion 
tlHS- yeaP’ Si° that “ieans $13 bini°n in one year and that is as much as the American people are going to go for.

t1 W°U!d be a trifle comPared with what is needed to deal with all
n nd ne°Ple 111 V WOrld and therefore 1 ^el we must stretch our capital
oil1 to in in apPeal,u8 for our aid people, the multilateral banks, and so

S i ^apitaLsaving technology. The American advisor up there, who 
evpr t0 d° f ns over niany years’ calIs n simple technology. What-
inhdnnon i!ti P”rP?se of it is to be inexpensive so that you can get the j done and help the maximum number of people

I think you are doing that and I think you are doing it very, very well here 
and let me tell you I have been very hard to please over the years

1 was encouraged about another aspect of this. I talked to the fanners - Thev 
are saving money and thats a good test of whether they are gettingalon- 
hX’^m8 than been able t0 d0 is t0 sa'e money and mam people 
hTni tbe Same thing‘ Tbey're saving money. They’re putting it in the
tlfis prograimS 1S g°”lg t0 helP th® fUt"re t0 provide tbe funds to carry on 
r been arguing that we make these AID programs self-sustainine and self 
liquidating so that they pay for themselves and you can do th^f the neonle

Th'y “le happJ’ sati'tol ">H> 
foil’ i -71 tben indndually with an interpreter, each one on his own I Please than ambodvVThe kn°'I that WiveS are some times harder'to
please than anybody. They were happy about the program

! also asked them about the number of children, whether thev emraeed in 
family planning. Practically all of them said the^ were involved Tfami v 

families. I asked each one how many Mildren. they 
had and that is the big problem in the developing world. Unless we limit popu-
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lation we are not even going to be able to catch up with the poverty problem, 
let alone solve it. We would be bailing out the ocean with a teacup. This is what 
we have been trying to do in the past. Well, I want to congratulate you here in 
Sri Lanka on what I think is the best development program I’ve seen in my 
fifteen years in Congress. Thank you.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you very much, Mr. Long. Mr. Gilman.
Mr. Gilman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First I would like to extend my thanks 

to the governmental leaders who so graciously hosted our task forces as we 
swooped in upon them and took up much of their valuable time.

We found that our exchange was mutually beneficial and I just wish that we 
could have spent more time with all of the ministers and department heads 
we had an opportunity to speak to, I wish we had more time to spend on this 
lovely island, but unfortunately we have to leave very hurriedly tomorrow.

We had two task forces that I was involved with. We spoke first with the 
narcotics unit. We met with Mr. Sunderlingam, the head of the narcotics unit in 
the police force. We met with his deputies. Part of our responsibility in this 
mission is to look at the narcotics problems in the Pacific area and in the 
Southeast Asia area. We have a select committee on narcotics and Congressman 
Wolff serves not only as a member of the Foreign Relations Committee but also 
is chairman of the Select Committee on Narcotics. And many of this delegation 
also serve in that capacity and as a result are spending a great deal of time and 
attention directing our work toward the narcotics effort in each of the countries 
we are visiting. . , . „ . T , jWe were very pleased with the reports we received in Sri Lanka with regard 
to the narcotics effort. We find that your authorities are very alert to th'- 
dangers of Sri Lanka becoming a transit shipment area. It is situated in close 
proximity to opium producing regions of the world, the heaviest opium produc­
ing areas of Burma. Afghanistan. Pakistan and the Indian routes, we are very 
much concerned that this beautiful country might be utilized by traffickers in 
the future. . . , .. .We are all very much concerned about the ganja that is growing ami it is 
estimated as some two thousand acres on the island. We explored the possibility 
of some substitution crops being developed to take the place of the ganja. Ganja 
is apparently financing some of the exchange for opium paste and we would 
hope that could be eliminated in the future.

We found some areas where our nation may be of help to the local authorities 
and we certainly hope to further explore those possibilities.

We had a second task force on human rights that met today with your parli­
amentary leaders and opposition. We went to the Parliament and met with 
Amirthaiingam. the Tulf Secretary-General and leader of the opposition. We also 
met with Sivasithamparam, the President of Tulf and with Senanayake. He is, 
as you know, the deputy leader of the SLFP, and we came to have a better under­
standing of some of the opposition problems, some of the problems with regard 
to the Tamils which we explored in depth. I was very pleased to hear the secre­
tary-general leader of the opposition—express cautious optimism with regard to 
the improved climate and improved atmosphere here in Sri Lanka regarding 
the Tamil problem, we hope that it certainly will continue to improve and that 
there will be a better atmosphere in the days to come. Again, I want to thank the 
government of Sri Lanka for extending an open door to us and for the frank 
discussions that we had as part of our task force work.

Thank you very much, Mr. Gilman.
Mr. Lagomarsino.
Mr. Lagomarsino. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to say that I have been 

very impressed not only on this visit but from previous contacts with Sri Lankan 
Government officials. I have been very impressed with them individually and 
personally and also with their very innovative politics and although this new 
government has only been in office for a little over two years now. I think that 
there has been a remarkable progress and I hope it will continue.

I think that one thing that many of us can do is to publicize what is happening 
here in Sri Lanka : the atmosphere for private investment, the business confidence 
that is building up. I think there are a lot of American businessmen who would 
be pleased to engage in trade with this country if they only knew about it and 
I'm going to do what I can to see that they learn about Sri Lanka and all the 
advantages that can be had here.

Along the lines of Congressman Long, I am also a strong critic of foreign aid. 
I think we waste a lot of it, too. I was very pleased today to talk to some Sri
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Lanka people up in the Kandy area. We asked them very frankly what they 
thought about American aid and they all said, all we talked to, that they thought 
we were doing a good job here, it was very helpful that the people who were 
engaged in it were very outstanding people and this is my opinion as well.

Of course, that is what it really comes down to is the caliber of people who are 
assisting in those programs. So I want to thank through the press here the Sri 
Lankan people and government for its hospitality and for, I think, doing a fine 
job with a lot of difficulties. It looks like things are certainly improving and 
getting a lot better.

Mr. Scheuer. Thank you, sir.
I am very happy to be here and I am coming back here in two weeks for the 

conference on population of which I am a vice chairman of the steering com­
mittee. I have been working in the field of population and development very inten­
sively. I have served for the last year and a half as chairman of a parliamentary 
committee on population, the only one of its kind in the world and as such I 
have developed two basic criticisms of developing world country policies in popu­
lation and development. First, there has been a tremendous predilection in the 
third world, the developing world, for high technology, capital intensive tech­
nology, as against labor intensive technology.

It is a kind of pattern of development that profits the elite ruling groups. They 
produce a product for sale in international markets and they bank the profits in 
a numbered account in Switzerland and it profits the poor people in rural areas 
very little. Second, in the developing world there has been very, very little concern 
in advancing the status of women, for increasing the age of marriage, for giving 
women access to jobs and education. All of which have tremendous impact on 
fertility goals, on family size goals, without reduction in fertility all other devel­
opment programs are doomed.

And the third thing you have criticized the developing countries for is not hav­
ing redistributing mechanics. To get money out into the rural areas, services of 
alt kinds, and health services, education services, housing, and above all job 
production. Now, on all of these three counts, Sri Lanka is doing an outstanding 
job on any kind of relative measure.

Before I came to Sri Lanka in the development writings of experts like 
Jim Grant who is now the head of UNICEF, and George Ziedenstein, all of them 
point to Sri Lanka as a model, as a country that has made great advances in 
the status of women, here I find that approximately half, or a little more than 
half, of the people in universities are women.

This country has made great advances with outstanding examples in family 
planning, we had the pleasure of visiting a rural family planning clinic way 
out in the country outside of Kandy this morning. And above all, this country 
has not committed this warping of development patterns in favor of high tech­
nology. It has been a classic example of a country that has followed rational 
population policies, rational investment policies and an outstanding pattern 
of redistributive services which results in a sense of perceived fairness here, a 
sense of perceived wellbeing, a sense of sharing.

I don’t claim to be an expert on Sri Lanka after 48 hours in this country, but 
I can only tell you that my experience here, as short as it is, has only reconfirmed 
everything that I have heard and everything I have read about your beautiful 
and great country. I only hope that other developing countries that send repre­
sentatives to the SID conference now, and two weeks from now to the popula­
tion conference will have the chance to see some of the great things you are 
doing and will look upon your country and will perceive it as a model for all 
the other developing countries.

I just want to express my great joy and my great sense of satisfaction in 
seeing the wonderful work you are doing confirming everything I have read and 
everything I have heard. It's been a great privilege to be here.

Mr. Wolff. I should like to turn to the question of United States foreign 
policy with relationship to aid which Chairman Long has mentioned.

Our desire is not to buy the friendship of the world. Our desire is to work in 
close cooperation and in partnership with the entire world. We are not in an 
adversary position with the world, although some people have taken an ad­
versary position to our country. We have tried to maintain peace throughout 
the world. We did get into some unfortunate situations which were aberrations 
of American foreign policy. The American government has never waged an 
aggressive war in its history. There has been a situation in recent years where 
we have been criticized for our overseas activity Vietnam.
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But we as a delegation have gone to Vietnam to close the book on a very 
bad period in both Nations’ histories. We want to find some way and means of 
trying to reestablish a good relationship with all Nations throughout the world, 
and that gets us to the point of the Indian Ocean where your Nation sits in a 
very strategic position.

It is not the United States desire to exploit your country for its strategic 
position within this body of water. The United States has always lived by the 
principle of freedom of the seas. No nation should make the Indian Ocean into 
its own sea. The United States is interested in seeing to it that there is freedom 
of the seas and that no nation either to the north, the south, the east or the 
west takes it upon themselves to control that ocean, and in some way affect the 
destiny of your country.

I should also like to introduce one element that was introduced by one of my 
colleagues here before and that is the question of Sri Lanka’s position in the 
Third World and the Group of 77. Non-alignment is a great policy, if there is 
non-alignment.

Unfortunately, it seems that some nations, and this is not directed at Sri 
Lanka, who are supposedly non-aligned but who are in fact, very much aligned. 
And it is destroying the very basic premise upon which non-alignment was based. 
And it is destroying the very basic element that can make non-alignment suc­
cessful. And I caution your people and have tried to caution your government 
as well to avoid and avert those who would attempt to pervert non-alignment for 
their own particular purposes.

I have come to a final point, that is, the question of terrorism. I think the 
entire world must look at terrorism as an element that is totally destructive 
of society and totally destructive of orderly government, totally destructive of 
all the freedoms of the people. There cannot be, to my mind, acts of terror 
committed upon innocent people in the name of any type of freedom wherever 
it may exist, our intent is not to intrude upon the local political affairs of your 
country.

However, I should like to venture that I think it would be well for Sri Lanka, 
which has suffered from some degree of terrorism in the recent past, to join 
with the Nations of the world, in the highest councils of the world, in the 
United Nations, in a condemnation of terrorism. Diplomacy does not begin at 
the end of a barrel of a gun. If there is to be a free world, it should not be a 
world whose freedom is made through the barrel of a gun. I have said much in 
this connection.

I hope that you will take this in the sense that I have said it because I have 
a great admiration for the Sri Lankan people, and I feel that for too long the 
people of the United States have not been aware of the Sri Lankan people 
and the great importance that you have as a nation in the world community. 
I thank you very much and we should be glad to answer any questions.

I am De Silva from Agence France Press.
Mr. Wolff, your remarks about non-alignment. You said some of the countries 

are very much aligned. I wonder whether you would care to name some of 
the countries you had in mind.

Mr. Wolff. Cuba.
De Silva. I see, of course, Cuba is going to be the chairman of the non- 

aligned movement for the next. * * *
Mr. Wolff. That’s very unfortunate.
De Silva. You say it’s very unfortunate?
Mr. Wolff. I say it’s unfortunate because if the non-aligned movement is to 

succeed, the non-aligned movement should not be led by an organization that is 
very closely aligned with one of the major powers of the world.

A.B.C. De Silva (deputy editor, “Dinakara”). Do you mean the Soviet Union?
Mr. Wolff. Yes. When you said non-aligned, you mean non-aligned with anv 

of the great powers. Non-aligned with the Soviet Union. I think Sri Lanka is non- 
aligned. I don’t think Cuba is.

Mr. Lagomarsino. The Soviet union furnishes Cuba 9 million dollars a dav, 
U.S., to say nothing of the military equipment.

De Silva. Have you conveyed this opinion to Sri Lankan leaders that you met 
during your visit here?

Mr. Wolff. Yes, sir.
Neville De Silva (World Times, London). You just said that Cuba, which is 

going to take over the chairmanship of the non-aligned movement, is aligned or 
close to the Soviet Union. Supposing there was a country which has claimed, like
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Singapore, to be anticommunist and pro-western, was to take over the chairman­
ship of the non-aligned community, what would be your position then?

Mr. Wolff. Non-aligned does not mean that you do not have friendships. But 
close to the Soviet Union. Supposing there was a country which has claimed, like 
non-aligned means that you do not have ties that preclude your impartiality.

Mr. Thiruchelvam (“Lanka puwath”). You have conveyed the message of 
America or your opinion to the leaders of this country. What is the response?

Mr. Wolff. The response is that the non-aligned movement has not yet been 
able to set up any criteria for non-alignment. And that too is unfortunate.

Mr. Thiruchelvam. The opinion of the Sri Lankan leaders?
Mr. Wolff. I do believe that the Sinhalese leaders—and I should like my col­

leagues to comment on this—I do believe that there is a very definite position of 
impartiality in this country. And we had some very animated discussions on 
this whole question of non-alignment. You know now people talk about the 
fourth world. I think about the only non-aligned people that are living in the 
whole world are those people that the astronauts went to visit, but couldn’t find. 
I am being facetious on that and I should not be. The fact is that non-alignment 
for many of the nations who are part of the 77 is a misnomer today.

Neville De Silva. Chairman, if I may follow up on the question I asked earlier : 
surely, when you try to define the principles of non-alignment A F the condi­
tions of non-alignment, surely it’s a matter for the members of the non-aligned 
community to decide who should be members and who should not.

Mr. Wolff. Good question, but all I am doing is making a comment on the 
nomenclature that is used. Third world is one thing, non-aligned is something 
else.

Neville De Silva. Mr. Chairman, if you are taking of the nomenclature, you 
use the word free world. Are you suggesting that your nomenclature is correct 
in most senses when you use the term free world?

Mr. Wolff. Yes, I am. I am talking about nations that observe the principles 
of freedom and do not oppress their people.

Manik De Silva (AP). You would be aware that there has been a lot of pub­
licity in this country about the legislature about the condition of the Sri Lankan 
Tamils. Would you care to tell us a little bit about what you have observed in this 
country during your visit here on this particular issue?

Mr. Wolff. As I indicated and I am going to have one of the other members 
comment on this. However, as I indicated to you before we are not going to inter­
fere in the internal relations of your country, that’s number one.

Number two, we support the idea of human rights, we support the idea of free­
dom from discrimination of all peoples. However, the Massachusetts assembly 
has as much effect upon * * * their resolution and its effect upon foreign policy, 
as they would have on levying a duty on Sri Lankan merchandise coming into 
the United States.

It is not the province of a State to determine foreign policy. It is the province of 
the Federal Government of the United States to determine foreign policy. Their 
resolution indicates a concern but it has no effect whatsoever on the foreign 
policy of the United States.

Mr. Dornan. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to add to that and before I do the. 
only reason I was * * * at the beginning was because I was anxious to hear some 
of your questions. I want to join eagerly with the explosion of admiration and 
respect that you see this congressional delegation give to your beautiful island 
and your wonderful country.

I can tell you quite honestly I had never heard of the Massachusetts resolu­
tion till after I'd been in your country one day, when I pride myself on staying up 
with the news on the United States !

In 1972, 49 of our States voted for one man for President, and one State, Mas­
sachusetts, went its own way. We thought we had a separatist movement in 1972 
in the emerging new State of Massachusetts !

I would not let this worry you at all. Most Americans are not even aware of it, 
and when this delegation goes back and talks about meeting five cabinet min­
isters of this excellent President that you’ve put into office, who are of the minor­
ity that Massachusetts in its legislature refers to. I tell you the Congress is not 
going to pay any heed to a State that has exactly the number of Congressmen 
that we have in this delegation right here.

And I would further like to close on the thought that friendship is a two-way 
street. Cuba has troops in about 22 African nations. Young Cuban boys killing 
young African boys in those nations is a disgrace. The wounded black lads are-
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taken to East Germany to be put in their hospitals where it would be a scandal 
to bring them back to the small island of Cuba.

We are not asking your nation to go up front and be the first nation of the 
non-aligned nations to take hold of this tiger by the tail, but we would ask you 
at this conference to realize that there has to be common sense in foreign policy, 
and to please look for other nations of truth and justice and decency, who under­
stand what common sense is, to maybe join together in a statement at the end of 
the conference and point out that a nation that is sending its mercenaries, like 
the British nation sent Gurkha warriors around the world, sending its mer­
cenaries all over one continent and now into Syria to fly its jets . . . this is a 
national disgrace for Cuba to allow its young men to be killed as puppets for 
another nation. Join with some other nations at this conference—you are not 
the host country this time where diplomacy restrains you—and try to bring a 
little reality back to the world scene.

I think your non-aligned status is magnificent and it brings a moral force 
far beyond your population and the size of your nation to the world scene. But 
that moral force is diminished when you are part of an organization where no one 
has the courage to point out that Cuba should be moved out of this brotherhood 
of nations that prides itself on not being aligned with the super powers.

A. B. C. De Silva. If Sri Lanka accepts Cuba’s leadership as Chairman of the 
Non-Aligned movement at the next conference, what is your plight?

Mr. Wolff. We are not going to think for Sri Lanka. We have made our 
opinion known as to the question of non-alignment. I do think that it is im­
portant for us to realize that the non-aligned movement is perhaps one of the 
most significant advances that has been made in the political world in a very, 
very long time. It is unfortunate that it is being in some fashion, perverted by 
some nations who seek to use the non-aligned movement as opportunity for 
exploitation.

Mr. Moorhead. Mr. Chairman, if I might just add to the prior question that 
the gentleman raised with regard to the Massachusetts resolution: while it is 
not the province of this committee to take any action with regard to the Massa­
chusetts resolution. I might add that we have, as a result of our visit, become 
much more familiar with the problem and have become well-versed with the 
problem of the minority situation in Sri Lanka and the problem involving the 
tamils and will certainly make use of this information in trying to better in­
form our colleagues in the Congress with regard to that situation.

Thank you very much.
5. Pakistan

Tn Pakistan, the delegation met privately with President Zia Al 
Haq, and participated in a frank exchange during a briefing by three 
top Pakistani Government officials, Mr. Agha Shahi, foreign affairs 
adviser to the President; Lieutenant General Akhtar, chief of intel­
ligence for the general staff; and the Hon. Gulam Ishaq Kahn, min­
ister of finance.

The following summarizes the briefings, and the exchanges between 
the Codel and the Pakistani officials, on August 16, 1979, in 
Islamabad:

INTELLIGENCE BRIEFING

Lieutenant General Akhtar covered the potential threats to Pakis­
tan's security from its two immediate neighbors, Afghanistan and 
India, as well as more general concerns about the Soviet hold in 
Afghanistan.

He noted that the April 1978 revolution in Kabul had brought the 
Soviet Union from the Oxus to the Khyber in one step. He recounted 
developments in Afghanistan since then, described status of the re­
bellion now underway in 21 of 28 provinces, and detailed arms pro­
vided by Moscow.
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General Akhtar spoke of India as the “Paramount” regional power., 
related the Indo-Soviet relationship to the Sino-Soviet conflict, and 
emphasized India's military and technological superiority over its 
neighbors.

SHAHI BRIEFING

Foreign Adviser Agha Shahi’s presentation was effort aimed at 
demonstrating United States-Pakistan relations have had many points 
of friction over the years, expressing hope for future relations, and. 
denying that Pakistan plans to develop a nuclear weapons capability.

In brief historical resume, Mr. Shahi discussed (a) U.S. military 
aid to India in 1962;

(&) U.S. reaction to the warming Pakistan-Chinese relationship in 
1968;

(c) U.S. actions during 1965 war between India and Pakistan in­
cluding arms embargo;

(d) Pakistani disappointment over the years with Cento and with 
America’s latter-day economic and military aid performance (in con­
trast with obligations of the 1954 and 1959 agreements);

(e) the A-7 turndown;
(/) the controversy over the French nuclear reprocessing plant 

contract in which the U.S. decision to terminate Pakistan while con­
tinuing to supply India was noted;

(g) the present application of the Symington Amendment over 
the nuclear enrichment issue, (noting this is double standard in com­
parison with continued U.S. sales of enriched fuel to India, which 
has exploded a nuclear device.

In this context, Mr. Shahi explicitly acknowledged Pakistan’s “new­
ly acquired capability to enrich uranium.” In response to a question 
from Chairman Wolff on why such capability is necessary, in view of 
absence of Pakistan’s peaceful requirement for enriched uranium, 
Mr. Shahi emphasized Pakistan’s determination to acquire full the 
fuel cycle so as to be immune from foreign pressures. He also stated 
flatly that Pakistan “has no intention to make a bomb.”

Mr. Shahi recounted Pakistani willingness to put its French plant 
under safeguards and plutonium therefrom under international con­
trol. He also recapped Pakistan’s efforts to achieve some sort of nu­
clear-free zone on a regional basis, including its offer to India of 
mutual inspections.

Pakistan is alone in the region with India, an “old threat,” and 
Afghanistan, a “new threat,” and with both “superpowers against us.” 
But Pakistan is “proud,” he said, and the “campaign of scorn in the 
U.S. media will win no friends here.” Shahi discussed the motion of 
possible Pakistani accommodation with the U.S.S.R., which he said 
many intellectuals favor.

ON ISLAMIC BOMB ALLEGATIONS

Mr. Shahi said: “We have not the technology to build a bomb. We' 
have not solicited nor have we received aid in our nuclear program 
from any Muslim country. What we achieve in our (peaceful) program 
will be an achievement for Pakistan and will put Pakistan iii the' 
supplier market. We have no intention to develop weapons.”
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He characterized the notion that Libya would want “a crude Paki­
stan bomb for Jihad against Jews and Christians;” as “pure fantasy.”

Representative Wolff, characterizing recent press articles speculat­
ing on possible U.S. paramilitary action against Pakistan’s nuclear 
facility as “infamous.” The chairman described his own Codel as “com­
mandos of peace,” interested in long-term ties with Pakistan, not a re­
lationship based only on common foes. He described his basic concern 
as “stability in the region,” which he said was in Pakistan’s and 
America’s interest.

Representative Wolff said the nuclear question threatens to open a 
Pandora’s box in the region. He spoke of congressional attitudes on 
nonproliferation, as expressed by the Symington amendment, and dis­
cussed U.S. use of different approaches in different countries, depend­
ing on their nuclear stage.

Representative Wolff emphasized the need for trust in the United 
States-Pakistan relationship. I pointed out the continuing existence of 
the 1954 and 1959 agreements.

Representative Wolff spoke of the need to ignore unfortunate articles 
aimed at selling papers, assured Shahi that the United States has no 
intention to interfere in Pakistan’s internal affairs, and offered that the 
United States would like to help Pakistan in whatever ways it can. 
Representative Wolff pointed to the constraints of U.S. law—and 
policy—however, and expressed his own strong commitment to the 
need to control nuclear proliferation.

Other members of the Codel, supported the chairman’s position, 
Representatives Bowen and Lagomarsino urging Pakistan to assist the 
United States in putting this situation behind us, Guyer emphasizing 
the need to get the economy going again, and both Stark and Dornan 
urging Pakistan to reconsider plans to develop weapons capability.

In partial response to Representative Wolff. Minister Ghulam Ishaq 
indicated Pakistan is “attempting to master the entire nuclear fuel 
cycle.” to meet its future energy need; this will take 5 to 10 years, 
he said. The next plants Pakistan will build will be breeder reactors, 
which will require enriched fuel. Hp added: “We are poor, and we are 
small. But we are not irresponsible. Pakistan would vanish in a nuclear 
holocaust.”

Finance Minister Ghulam Ishaq Khan repeated the Pakistani posi­
tion on the economic situation. He started by saying that present 
Government had inherited a “shambles” of an economy and in the 
2 years has done a lot to salvage it.

This is evidenced by 2 strong years of productive economic growth 
concentrated in productive sectors, which contrasts with 7 previous 
years of stagnation in all but service sectors. The Government has also 
dealt firmly with the budget problem, as evidenced the much criticized 
effort to raise taxes substantially.

The balance of payments situation will take longer to turn around. 
To buy time, the Government of Pakistan has requested debt resched­
uling at the last two aid to Pakistan consortium meetings. He pro­
moted the target of 0.75 percent of gross national product bv DCS 
for foreign assistance into a “commitment.” and said the United States 
was demanding scarcely 0.20 percent of gross national product to 
foreign assistance.

Minister Ishaq suggested that the requests had been blocked by the* 
United States both times. He went on to say that if Pakistan did not 
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receive additional aid or debt rescheduling, its development would 
come to a halt and the misery of the population would be increased.

CODEL VISIT TO AFGHAN REFUGEE CAMP

On August 16, the Codel traveled to Chitral in the northwest 
frontier province to see firsthand the condition of the Afghan refugees 
who have flooded into the area since the April 1978 revolution in 
Kabul.

The group was briefed at length by Province Chief Secretary 
U. A. G. Isani, who told the visitors of the age-old porosity of the 
frontier between the two countries and of the sociological and familial 
affinities between the tribesmen on either side of the frontier.

Isani said there are now over 120,000 Afghan refugees in his prov­
ince alone—most having taken up residence in the Parachinar area 
southwest of Peshawar. In Chitral, Isani said, there are some 5,000 
refugees being supported by the province government in a camp, and 
thousands of others camped with their kinsmen throughout the rugged 
area.

Following the briefing, the Codel was taken by jeep to the camp 
which is located in an unfinished hospital complex near the small town 
of Chitral. The complex appears to contain about a dozen buildings in 
various states of construction—many of which are being used as liv­
ing facilities for the refugees. As many as 38 people a spokesman said, 
are housed in a single room and each receives the equivalent of U.S. 
40 cents per day in food assistance and cash support.

On arrival at the camp the authorities assembled a few hundred of 
the refugees in an open area where they could be addressed by the 
Codel. Chairman Wolff delivered through interpreters a brief speech 
in which he made the following points:

The Codel is pleased to see the Afghans in person and to observe 
how they are being cared for by the Government of Pakistan.

We know you seek religious and political freedoms and hope sin- 
•cerely that you will gain your national independence.

We have come to gain information on the plight of refugees. We 
have seen the refugees in Southeast Asia—some 400,000 souls—many 
more have died at sea. The Communists have pushed those poor people 
into leaky boats and the world must be informed of their abuse.

Likewise, we want the American people to be aware of the plight 
of the Afghans who have fled another oppressive regime.

The members of this delegation represent many religions. I am 
Jewish—others are Christian—we all support your efforts to gain 
freedom of religion.

Representative Wolff’s words were responded to by one of the refu­
gees, Shah Wali, who said he was a religious teacher before fleeing 
his home. Shah Wali made the following points:

We are from Nuristan and had to flee our motherland in Decem­
ber 1978, due to the situation in which, with Soviet backing, the Taraki 
regime has tortured and killed us. We Afghans are fighting “Jihad” 
against Taraki and his people.

The Taraki Government has stopped our 1.400-year-old cultural 
traditions and replaced them with Russian philosophies. We do not 
want to change our religion from Muslim to Communist: we do not 
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want the “Imperialist” Russians in Afghanistan where they number 
in the thousands and are running everything.

We are thankful to the Government of Pakistan which is doing what 
it can to help us. Their means are limited, however, and there are 117 
“families” (5,500-6,000 people) crowded into this camp, packed 20-30 
in a single room. We would appreciate additional assistance.

We want you to tell our story to the world, especially to the people 
of the United States who favor human rights.

We want the U.N. Secretary General and others to tell Taraki to stop 
bombing and burning villages.

In conclusion, Wolff asked the refugees whether thev wanted to re- 
turn to their homeland. The response was loudly positive that they 
do—once Taraki is gone. A member of the delegation asked Shah 
Wali what the refugees think of the former Daoud regime now. The 
response was, “He was not good but much better than Taraki.”

Following the exchange of remarks, the Codel walked through the 
camp, talking with individual refugees and observing the living 
conditions.

Transcript of Codel Press Conference at Holiday Inn, Islamabad, 
August 16, 1979

Mr. Wolff. First of all let me thank all of you for coming here this evening.. 
We don’t have any prepared statement. We just want to indicate to you that we 
have spent two very full days here in Pakistan. The days were well spent. 
They were very fruitful. The discussions we held were on a variety of issues 
and we found much common ground.

We found that we had some differences, differences, however, that I am sure 
can be resolved in the future. We see a strengthening of relations between our 
two countries and have great hopes for the future relations between our two 
nations.

Clarence Long has spent two days in the countryside. He has been looking at 
the various projects that exist here. I am sure that he will be very happy to 
discuss these with you.

We had a meeting this morning, or I shouldn’t say a meeting, a trip this 
morning. We have recently come from Vietnam and we also visited a number 
of refugee camps in various parts of Asia. This morning we visited another 
refugee camp. It is, indeed, unfortunate at this day and age where we have a 
society that is supposed to be humane yet the society has to have people who 
flee their country. We talked to the refugees at Chitral. We are extremely pleased 
with the method with which the Pakistani Government is treating these refugees.

But, like anything else when refugees come from one country to another, it 
becomes an international responsibility, not the responsibility of one nation and. 
therefore. I as chairman of the Subcommittee on Asian Affairs will recommend 
to the UNHCR—the United Nations High Commission for refugees—that they 
take a role in attempting to care for these refugees. I should like to call upon 
Congressman Long for comments.

Mr. Long. Thank you very much. Mr. Wolff. I’ve been one of the severest critics 
of foreign aid. been on the committee for 15 years and I’ve been appalled at the 
hideous waste of money all over the world that made a lot of millionaires—done 
very little for poor people. And I’ve been trying for a great many years to change 
this and since I've gotten to be chairman, I’ve been able to push some projects 
that I thought would help in that direction.

I was very heartened today to see that some of the things that I have been 
advocating are being carried out here in Pakistan. I visited your program for 
cleaning up irrigation ditches so that water flows more freely and doesn’t get 
wasted. That's an excellent program, one of the best Uve seen, costs very little' 
and it greatly increases the productivity.
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I talked to some of the farmers who are very happy with the program. It 
increased their means of earning money and, unfortunately, it’s just getting 
started although it’s been going for quite a while. It covers about 5,000 families 
and there are 4,000,000 families that have to be served yet. It’s going to make a 
big difference, I think, to agricultural productivity in Pakistan when it’s com­
pleted, and I would hope very much that this will be carried on in the same way.

Another program I visited was the appropriate technology capital saving tech­
nology—what I call capital saving technology. There's a great capital shortage 
in the world today. The United States is beginning to feel it.

Many people think of us as a rich nation. The truth is that we have tremen­
dous capital shortages in the United States. We can't even come close to dealing 
with many problems and that's one of the reasons why we haven’t been able to 
solve the energy problem. We got lots of energy but we don’t have the capital to 
harness it and put it to work. It’s awfully important to make sure our foreign 
aid is handled in the most efficient and cheapest way possible.

I’ve been pushing for some time to get cheap implements for farmers instead 
of these very expensive tractors and prestige items. What I say is if you pile 
your fertilizer too high in one corner of the field, most of the field isn't going to 
get fertilized. When you spend too much money on some implements to serve a 
few people, most of the people aren’t going to get help. We have a billion people 
in the developing world whom we have to help and only a small portion have been 
helped because we’ve been spending too much money on a few people.

Therefore, I was very glad when I went to your international rice research 
institute Pakistan program today and saw a great many capital saving imple­
ments there: cultivators, thrashers, seeders and fertilizer spreaders, a water 
pump that people can stand on and pump water. They developed the designs and 
then they patented them and then turned the designs over to a manufacturing 
firm who can then go ahead—they don’t charge anything to the firm—and 
market and distribute this. They’re just getting started in Pakistan and have 
done some distributing here. In the Philippines, this has reached 150,000 families 
have gotten this type of implements. It’s big business by now, in cheap instru­
ments. This is the real way in which you help farmers and I’m glad to see that 
you're really making progress here.

I've been concerned—I’ve visited all over the world now and I’ve only seen a 
couple of places in which I could really honestly say that capital saving imple­
ment program has really gotten underway and reached any considerable number 
of people. One of them was Sri Lanka, which I just left, which has an excellent 
program and the other here in Pakistan and I want to congratulate you for 
encouraging this project and I’m going to do everything I can to make sure that 
that is the way foreign aid moves in the years to come. Thank you very much.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you very much Mr. Long. Any other of the members like to 
make a comment at this point?

Mr. Gilman. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Wolff. Yes. Mr. Gilman of New York, Mr. Gilman is one of the ranking 

members of the Select Committee on Narcotics as well as one of the ranking mi­
nority members of the Committee on International Foreign Relations.

Mr. Gilman. Mr. Chairman, I’d like to just touch briefly on two humanitarian 
■concerns that our delegation had. First of all, we were very appreciative of 
the hospitality and courtesies extended by the Government of Pakistan in inviting 
us to the northwest territory this morning to be able to go into the refugee 
camps, to talk to the refugees and to see first hand the problems being encoun­
tered by the Government of Pakistan with regard to the refugee problem.

e've just come from an area where a government didn’t have that kind of 
concern for refugees from Vietnam and the comparison is striking to see how 
your country has opened up its arms to these people needing help and I hope we 
can take back a message of what you’re doing and seeking help from our own 
country and other countries to provide the kind of assistance that’s needed 
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to take care of the refugees from Afghanistan. I want to commend the Govern­
ment of Pakistan for their efforts.

The other issue of humanitarian concern that I expressed to the leaders of 
your government had to do with a concern that we have as members of our 
Select Committee on Narcotics in the House of Representatives.

We're here in the heartland of the biggest production of opium in the entire 
world in the Golden Triangle and the edges of the Golden Triangle and Pakistan is 
steadily moving toward becoming the number one producer of opium. We are all 
concerned about opium production. Your government is—our Government is—■ 
everyone throughout the world have to be concerned because it eats away at the 
very roots of our society, our young people and it corrupts our society.

I'm hoping that we can work closer together in the days to come to try to elim­
inate the production of opium, to try to reduce the production of opium, to try 
to interdict the illicit opium trafficking which has reached an extensive proportion 
here in your own country. It exceeds 400 tons, it may be as much as 800 tons 
annually. Your own government estimates the addicts here exceed 100,000.

In our own country, it’s closer to 500,000. And we find that this is not unique. It’s 
worldwide. This is the heartland from which opium is produced and I’m hoping 
we can find ways to provide a substitute crop to eliminate the production and to 
interdict the trafficking in a much more effective manner. I think today’s con­
ferences will help to open the door a little more in that direction. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you.
Mr. Scheuer. I would like to say a word about the population situa­

tion here in Pakistan. I am by no means an expert on Pakistan, but I have served 
for the past year as chairman of the only parliamentary committee in the world 
devoted to population matters, and I’ve been an organizer of an international 
conference on population that will take place in about ten days in Sri Lanka. 
So I come with some background in the field of population.

It seems to me that the population situation in Pakistan should be of great 
concern to the leaders of this country. Y’ou have an approximate 3 percent popu­
lation growth, which gives you a doubling rate of approximately 20 years. That 
means that by the year 2000, or within a very few years thereafter, the present 
population of 80,000.000 or so will hit 200.000,000. Certainly by 2010. And this has 
enormous implications for your education systems, your health systems, your 
housing systems and above all your employment programs.

At the present time as I understand it, less than 10 percent of the women in this 
country are literate. We have found in the developing world that the one. that a 
major key in providing rational population programs is first the provision of 
family planning services within a maternal and child health matrix. That is. a 
solid maternal and child health programs throughout the country. With a family 
planning component, number one.

Number two, education of women and access of women to employment possibili­
ties. It seems to be that both of those programs, the widespread availability of 
maternal and child health services with a strong family planning component and 
widespread education of young people, especially women, and access of women 
to the job market are programs to which your government ought to give very 
serious consideration.

Our government has tried to assist in stimulating family planning programs 
here and it’s my understanding that approximately 5 million dollars worth of 
contraceptives have been shipped here by our country and are in storage. There 
seems to be some difficulty or problem in getting them moved out of the storage 
to the people where they could really have a marvelous affect in improving the 
quality of life and helping the young couples in achieving their family size goals.

I hope that consistent with the principle that Congressman Long laid out, 
attention to human services rather than a preoccupation with high technology 
and that Pakistan does seem to be going this route and is to be commended that 
they are going the appropriate technology route.

I would be rash enough to express the hope that more resources would be put 
into human services, particularly a comprehensive maternal and child health 
program mostly carried out and delivered by para professionals, by village 
midwives and access by all young people to education and particularly the women 
•to the job market also.
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Mr. Wolff. Thank you very much. We will entertain your questions. We don’t 
claim to be universal experts on Pakistan in two days.

Question. Mr. Chairman, your delegation had discussions with the government 
of Pakistan in depth, now are you convinced that Pakistan is not making the 
atom bomb, they are only making peaceful use of the (nuclear) technology?

Mr. Wolff. Our Government has made a statement today through Ambassador 
Hummel who has issued a report. I should like to read parts of it to you for a 
moment. It was in response to some sensationalist reporting that appeared in our 
press and has been carried elsewhere throughout the world as to the response 
that the United States has had to nuclear program of Pakistan. And I read from 
that and I think that this is important for you to know.

Mr. Hummel reminded the Government of Pakistan of American concerns that 
have been previously expressed about the thrust of Pakistan’s nuclear program, 
and suggested that reports of continuing discussions on this subject within the 
United States should therefore come as no surprise to the government of 
Pakistan.

Mr. Hummel assured the government of Pakistan that all such discussions 
within the United States and the discussions we held here today are aimed at 
finding a way to resolve our current differences in a manner which is both 
mutually acceptable and consistent with Pakistan’s old expressed peaceful pur­
poses and on-proliferation concerns.

Question. What has come to surprise to the people of Pakistan and our Govern­
ment of Pakistan is the report published by one of the most prestigious, influ­
ential and well-known newspapers that you are planning to indulge in sabotage 
and para-military attack on nuclear facilities, number one.

Number two. excellency, your ambassador, has said that Pakistan press has 
entered in sensationalism. Pakistani press has not published it, it is the New York 
Times which published it. which Pakistani press has lifted it. Because the New 
York Times taken as all over the world as a very reliable paper. What are your 
comments on this?

Mr. Wolff. Let me illustrate, I’m a former newsman. I came out of the public 
press, I was a newspaper reporter and later a journalist on television and I would 
do everything possible to protect by sources and I would do everything possible 
to protect your sources of information. I think this is most important. We engage 
in a free press so the information we publish is information we achieve on our 
own.

As for revealing the nature of the press reports, it is difficult for us to question : 
We as legislators or we as news people to question the source of those reports. 
The point that has been made here about the sensationalism is the fact that a 
story quoted an unknown source as a result of this particular statement being 
made. It’s just as if I made a statement today in one of the meetings and it was 
taken to represent the policy of the United States. I must tell you this, so far as 
sabotage, so far as commando raids or anything like that, Mr. Burt should have 
been writing for a science fiction magazine rather than the New York Times.

I should also like to state the official position of the United States Government. 
Our ambassador. Mr. Hummel, visited with senior officials of the government and 
expressed the concern of the United States and the point of sensationalism was 
criticism of the story and not the Pakistan press.

And untrue stories in both American and Pakistan press which are causing 
damage to Pakistan-American relations. Mr. Hummel conveyed to the govern­
ment of Pakistan categorical assurance that the United States has no intentions 
to use force or any other extra legal means in Pakistan, nor does the United 
States Government have any intention to encourage anyone else to do so.

And let me just add to that that there exists within the United States a war 
powers resolution that was passed by the Congress of the United States. Our 
Constitution specifically delegates to the Congress of the United States the 
responsibility for any war-making act. And this would constitute a war-making 
act and the United States Government is not and in no way would we as a 
Congress or we as a Government sanction such activity.

Where the story came from I do not know. I can assure you that the state­
ment that was made today is a categorical statement that in no way has this 
alternative ever been considered by our Government.Mr. Long. Mr. Wolff, as you know, is the chairman of the subcommittee on 
Asian Affairs and it would be inconceivable to me that such a plan would be- 
made without him being imformed, and I know that he has not been.



85

Question. Please tell us a little about the differences that existed between the 
two countries which you have referred to in your opening remarks, and also 
to what extent is the difference on this nuclear question?

Mr. Wolff. Those differences we spoke of relate to the thrust of the nuclear 
program here in Pakistan. I do not think that we as a committee here should 
•exacerbate any differences that exist by attempting to thrash these difficulties 
out here at this point. I don’t see any purpose being served.

The United States is in a position that it and other nations of the world 
do not want to see nuclear proliferation. In our own country right at the mo­
ment, there is a great question as to whether even the peaceful uses of nuclear 
power will be continued. We had a very serious accident that took place at a 
place called 3-Mile Island, that was not far from Washington and this was a 
nuclear power plant.

Now, there are members of my delegation who I am sure will differ with me 
on the whole idea of nuclear power. I do not believe the nuclear power is the 
ultimate answer to our energy problems. We have people here who will disagree 
with that. However, that’s a serious difference that we have between us and 
that may be a serious difference we have between the Government of Pakistan 
and the United States.

However, I think that what we should do is attempt to solve those differences, 
to work toward those points which are common to our countries and that is to 
find a new means of providing energy that is needed throughout the world. We 
cannot permit our nation or any nation of the world to become captive to any 
group of nations who control the resources that is needed by the world and 
that’s a basic energy resource.

Therefore, our objective is to attempt to find alternate sources of energy so 
that your country is not dependent upon outside sources of energy. We are ex­
ploring right now, we are exploring the possibilities of solar energy, of thermal 
energy, of a wide variety of peaceful uses of a variety of energy renewable 
sources of energy (word indistinct) for example, can be a renewable source 
of energy.

At the present time our committee is engaged in a program to bring the na­
tions of Asia together. We are a Pacific nation. Most people think of us as 
oriented toward Europe. We are a Pacific nation. Our west coast fronts the 
Pacific. We have one of our large States in the middle of the Pacific Ocean. 
The fact is that the United States is very much interested in participating 
with other Pacific nations. The idea of providing for self-sufficiency to fulfill the 
energy requirements of this area of the world. When we talk about differ­
ences. we are talking about the idea of ways and means of trying to provide for 
this need. To provide for the needs of this nation as well as the other nations 
of the area.

Let me add to that I think one of the main reasons why nuclear energy is 
not the way to get energy in the future is because it costs too much. Whenever 
you count all the costs of energy, all the subsidies that go into it, the ways of 
disposing of the wastes and the fact that the plants have to be torn down after 
30 years because they become saturated with radio activity. The disposal of 
all these wastes, the research that goes into it, you find that nuclear energy is 
too expensive to even a rich country like the United States.

For poor countries, it is the last way you should go about getting energy. It 
is a waste of your money. It is a waste of your resources.

Question. Who decides whether it is a waste or not?
Mr. Wolff. You do. And you should decide it is a waste but we also have 

to decide because we have put billions of dollars of foreign aid in various coun­
tries. including Pakistan, and we have to decide whether we want to put foreign 
aid into countries that want to waste their money on nuclear energy when we are 
not willing to do it ourselves.

Mr. Stark. If you don't mind. I just want you to know that I respectfully dis­
agree with my chairman in the spirit of good fellowship. I totally and thoroughly 
disagree. Mr. Chairman.

Question. You have just mentioned that the United States has a right to ask 
whether you should put in the aid or not into (words indistinct) if it is having 
the energy program of nuclear capability.

Mr. Stark. That’s one man’s opinion.
Question. That is one man’s opinion but it is a public opinion.
Mr. Wolff. No, no, we have 435 members of the House of Representatives.
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Question. What I would like to know is why we should evaluate the experience- 
of Pakistan—the impact has been negative on the productive side of Pakistan 
because most of the money has been going out in shape of experts and all It is 
not going to the productive side. It is just going waste. Who is going to explain 
that aspect of economy in Pakistan?

Mr. Wolff. Well, that’s a decision actually that we have to make in concert with 
Pakistan officials. I do not think that we can make that decision. You have to 
make that decision, the recipient as well as the donor nation has to make that 
decision.

It’s just unfortunate that when we have, as Chairman Long has stated. I 
think this is most important. We have poor people in the world, we have people- 
who are hungry in the world. These people must be fed if we are going to 
attempt to provide assistance and not in the nature of providing it as “big 
brother’’ but in the nature of providing it as a partner, in trying to solve the 
problems of humanity. Then I think we must do it in the most efficient manner 
as possible.

That’s why we talked about having differences. There are also differences as 
has been explained before. There are serious questions as to the ultimate use of 
this nuclear situation and the nuclear program. But that is a situation that 
has to be discussed by both of our countries.

Question. But what baffles Pakistani mind as regards nuclear program is con­
cerned is the intensity of American reaction to the nuclear program Pakistan 
has as compared to the program India, South Africa and Israel (have). We 
have more specific objectives and one of whom (them) has already exploded 
a bomb.

Mr. Wolff. Let me just say this, that first of all when you consider the situa­
tion of India and Pakistan, we are not going to get involved between India and 
Pakistan. That has been going on for too long and we are not part of this problem.

I must say this, however, that we have laws within our country. Because laws 
are made by people such as we who have responsibility to our constitutents and 
when the majority of the people of the country, when the majority of the members 
of the Congress vote for a particular law, that becomes the 'law of the land 
just as you have laws within your country.

Now, the other factor that is involved here is that we have a law on our 
books, the Symington Amendment to our foreign aid program, which restricts 
the funds going to any country which has a program that could lead to nuclear 
proliferation in the form of nuclear weapons. And that is where we are today. 
Therefore, we are precluded by law until such time as there is a resolution of this 
problem between our two nations, we are precluded by the law—-not singling out 
Pakistan—not singling out anyone else.

The law that was created was created after India exploded its bomb and it 
is not retroactive. There is no way of making a law retroactive. And, therefore, 
they do not come under that particular section of the law. However, the reprocess­
ing lias already been provided to India for one year. The reprocessing material, 
and that comes for further discussion within our next appropriation and our 
next authorization.

Mr. Lagomabsino. I would like to make one thing clear that causes a little­
bit of confusion here. Some members of the delegation, Congressman Long for 
example, are apparently totally opposed to the nuclear power. That certainly 
is his right to have that opinion. That is not what we are talking about here 
As far as I understand the situation, the United States Government is not opposed 
to Pakistan having nuclear power. What we are concerned about and why the 
Symington Amendment is being brought into play is because Pakistan is engaged 
in the process of enriching uranium for which apparently at the present time there- 
is no purpose. So that’s what the argument is about and my understanding is 
that the United States Government is not opposed to Pakistan having nuclear 
energy, if you understand the difference between the two things. Another thing I 
would like to point out is that several members who are here voted against the 
last sale of uranium to India—I was one of them—because we felt that they 
had taken action that was not conducive to peace and stability in this area and 
as I understand the law, come next spring. I believe March, we will cut off further 
sales to India unless they agree to inspections and all other safeguards.

Question. Would you be also considering cutting off economic aid to India as 
you have done in the case of Pakistan?

Mr. Wolff. Yes. If the use of the material is not for peaceful purposes.
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Question. The problem that seems fabulous is that you have passed the judg­
ment against us and this is precisely the problem. You have not taken the gov­
ernment of Pakistan and its entire leadership, including the opposition, on its 
word. And you have gone with certain measures which really means strangulating 
Pakistan economically. And, similarly, our application for rescheduling debts 
is being dropped by the United States Government. (Congressmen) that is not 
their fault. Question continued. Maybe, that is what I say is our interpretation 
and certainly we would like to be corrected.

Mr. Wolff. You are the only nation developing the kind of nuclear material 
which could be made into a weapon. We will take sanctions against India, those 
of us who would oppose it. There is no other nation. I assure you we would take 
the same action toward any other nation.

Question. There is another problem which has been in the mind of developing 
countries, that is Brzezinski’s theory of regional influentials. That you wanted 
to have one regional power in India and one in Iran, etc. After the experience of 
Iran, what happened to American interests there? Don’t you think it is better to 
have bi-lateral relations than to have hegemony of one over the other?

Mr. Wolff. Yes. no question of that.
Questioner. This is one of the approaches which has affected us because you 

wanted to say that we are all equal but you are second to this one.
Mr. Wolff. No, no, I don’t think that is the case at all.
Question. After your talks today * * * the talks that you’ve already had in this 

country and after the talks that you are going to have, you think you are a little 
wiser about Pakistan’s position now?

Mr. Wolff. I think we all are [laughter] * * * it was helpful for us.
Newsman. Or more confused? [Laughter.]
Mr. Wolff. Thank you gentlemen, thank you all.

6. The Soviet Union

The delegation was invited to the Soviet Union by the Supreme 
Soviet: thus, while it held many interesting and informative meet­
ings with its local hosts in Tashkent and Leningrad, the following 
summaries will cover only the meetings in Moscow, and the press 
conference.

The Moscow meetings included sessions with Vasiliiy Kusnetsov, 
First Deputy Chairman of the Supreme Soviet, and a Candidate 
Member of the Politburo; a delegation from the Supreme Soviet led 
by V. P. Ruben, Chairman of the Council of Nationalities; and work­
ing sessions with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the United 
States-Canada Institute, among the other foreign policy-academic 
groups.

FIRST PLENARY SESSION, AUGUST 20, 19 79

Summary
The remarks of Chairman Wolff and other members of the U.S. 

delegation stressed interest of the U.S. Congress in continuing a posi­
tive dialog with Supreme Soviet, with the aim of promoting mutual 
understanding and seeking joint solutions to common problems; the 
continued importance U.S. attaches to Pacific and Asian questions, 
particularly the problem of Vietnamese refugees: lack of U.S. intent 
to develop relations with PRC at the expense of the U.S.S.R.; and 
human rights issues, particularly emigration and religion.

The Soviets stressed, the importance of the Vienna Summit in 
creating a climate for improved United States-Soviet relations; the 
necessity for the SALT II treaty to be ratified; unease over increased 
U.S. military expenditure as a price for SALT ratification; concern 
about the intent behind improved U.S. relations with China; and 
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lull support for Vietnamese position on the refugee and Cambodian 
issues.

Head of the Soviet delegation, V. P. Ruben, Chairman of the Coun­
cil of Nationalities of the Supreme Soviet, opened the first plenary ses­
sion in the Kremlin on the morning of August 20 by welcoming the 
Codel to Moscow and stressing Soviet satisfaction that after the 
Vienna Summit, United States-Soviet relations are developing in a 
positive direction.

Chairman Ruben noted that the summit should aid the solution of 
other important bilateral and multilateral questions, especially the 
MBFR talks in Vienna. Chairman Ruben also noted that, in the Soviet 
view, are certain negative trends, especially the increase in U.S. and 
NATO military expenditures, which he said was both counterproduc­
tive and contrary to the spirit of the Vienna Summit.

Chairman Ruoen stated that the U.S.S.R. as a European, Asian, and 
Pacific power has a great interest in equal and mutually beneficial 
cooperation between all the countries of the Asian and Pacific region. 
Chairman Ruben called attention to dangerous trends in Asia, espe­
cially along the Chinese-Vietnamese border. The U.S.S.R. favors more 
rapid normalization of SRV-PRC ties, on the basis of full respect 
for the national sovereignty of the SRV.

The Soviets also favor the development of normal, constructive re­
lations with China, and do not oppose U.S. efforts to develop such 
relations with China as well. However, the Soviets oppose efforts to 
develop United States-Chinese relations which are aimed against the 
security interests of the U.S.S.R. But the Soviet Union is not in­
different to China’s policy of inducing tension in Asia.

Chairman Ruben concluded by stating that the U.S.S.R. is not 
seeking a position of strategic advantage in Asia and expects other 
countries to refrain from seeking to gain such a position.

Representative Wolff thanked the Soviet hosts for their hospitality 
and noted that United States-Soviet relations are presently at a critical 
juncture. The two nations are making efforts in a variety of fields to 
find areas of agreement to end the problems which have divided them 
in the past.

Representative Wolff emphasized U.S. desire for peace and an end to 
the arms race, which would help both countries solve outstanding social 
and economic problems. Representative Wolff invited the Soviet Em­
bassy in Washington to participate in his subcommittee’s informal 
monthly luncheon with Ambassadors of Asian countries.

Representative Wolff pointed out two areas in which the U.S.S.R. 
has a mistaken conception of U.S. policy in Asia: (1) That the United 
States is trying to play the “China card” against the U.S.S.R.; (2) the 
United States is withdrawing from Asia and adopting an island 
strategy. Wolff stressed the U.S. desire for a stable, peaceful equili­
brium in Asia. U.S. post-Vietnam adjustments have been completed. 
U.S. Pacific forces are strong and our alliances are enduring. Repre­
sentative Wolff noted that we have been forced to halt our plans to 
withdraw U.S. ground forces from Korea because of the North Korean 
military buildup. U.S. withdrawal now would only create instability.

Noting U.S. understanding for Soviet concern over China, Repre­
sentative Wolff stressed that the U.S. decision to normalize relations 
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with the PRC was based on the best interests of both countries and of 
world peace. United States-Chinese relations are not directed against 
the U.S.S.R. or any other country. The United States would welcome 
decreased tension on the Sino-Soviet border.

In the past the U.S.S.R. had provided weapons to China, but Chair­
man Wolff noted that the United States had no plans to do so. The 
United States had opposed the Chinese attack on Vietnam, just as we 
opposed the Vietnamese cccupation of Kampuchea.

Reporting on the findings of the Codel in its travels before arrival 
in the U.S.S.R., Chairman Wolff stressed that in all countries visited 
(except Sri Lanka) the refugee problem was at top of the agenda. 
Wolff expressed the belief that during its visit to Hanoi the Codel 
had made progress on the refugee and MIA issues.

Unfortunately, little progress, had been made on Kampuchea. Wolff 
stated that the United States cannot recognize the Vietnamese occupa­
tion of Kampuchea, although we have no desire to see a return of the 
discredited Pol Pot regime.

[The complete text of Chairman Wolff’s opening remarks to the 
delegation from the Supreme Soviet appears in appendix 1 beginning 
with on page 117.]

Representative Long noted that the reported treatment of minorities 
in the U.S.S.R. troubled many Americans. He stated that the United 
States felt entitled to criticize Soviet minority problems of concern to 
us because the U.S.S.R. criticized the United States for its racial prob­
lems. Representative Long expressed the hope that the Soviets would 
improve their treatment of religious minorities, especially Baptists, 
Pentecostalists, and Jews.

Welcoming the increased emigration of Soviet Jews, Representative 
Long expressed the hope that the Soviet Union would create internal 
conditions which would induce Soviet Jews to remain in the U.S.S.R. 
He criticized the concept that the U.S.S.R. did not allow its citizens 
to emigrate because of the amount invested in their education. He said 
he had a list of Soviet Jews and others who are seeking to emigrate 
from the U.S.S.R. and expressed the hope that they would be allowed 
to leave.

Noting his position as chairman of the Subcommittee on Foreign 
Aid, Representative Long called attention to shortcomings and suc­
cesses in the U.S. foreign aid program and stated that both countries 
could do more to insure that foreign aid really benefited the most needy 
in the underdeveloped countries.

V. V. Zagladin. First Deputy Chief of the C.P.S.U. Central Com­
mittee foreign affairs department, called attention to the importance 
of meetings between the parliamentarians of both countries for in­
creasing mutual understanding. The example of the SALT I and II 
Treaties showed that the United States and the U.S.S.R. can agree on 
important matters in spite of their different economic and social 
systems.

Mr. Zagladin noted that the U.S.S.R. had closely followed the U.S. 
Salt ratification debate. He denied that the U.S.S.R. needs SALT II 
more than the United States does. Stating that he receives many letters 
from his constituents expressing concern that the treaty will damage 
Soviet security, Mr. Zagladin nevertheless noted that SALT repre­
sents a balance of interests.

54-247—79------7
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Mr. Zagladin criticized the calls for increased military expenditures 
to compensate for “so-called loss of security” caused by SALT II, not­
ing that the United States was mistaken if it thought it could increase 
its security through increased military expenditure. He suggested in­
stead the acceleration of other joint steps to increase security.

Finally, Mr. Zagladin criticized the Camp David accords, noting 
that in solving a small portion of the problems affecting the Middle 
East, the accords had created even larger problems in other areas 
which had made final peace more difficult to obtain.

Representative Guyer noted the importance of increased trade and 
contacts between peoples to promote mutual understanding and added 
that Ohio farmers and specialists would be happy to arrange 
programs for the exchange of agricultural expertise with Soviet 
counterparts.

L. M. Tolkunov, chairman of the Novosti Press Agency, in replying 
to the remarks of Chairman Wolff, stated that “facts” gave the 
U.S.S.R. reason to doubt that the United States has a disinterested 
policy in Asia and the Pacific. For example, it was hardly accidental 
that the United States had only improved its relations with China 
after Sino-Soviet relations had worsened.

Mr. Tolkunov found Chinese policy in this regard especially nega­
tive because in the past, he claimed, it was only a warning from the 
U.S.S.R. which had prevented the United States from attacking 
China.

According to Mr. Tolkunov, China is the only government in the 
world which wants to change the map of the world and which does all 
it can to block improvement in international relations.

U.S. allies provide military assistance to China with U.S. acqui­
escence, he said. The United States also plays a certain role in increas­
ing the armament of China through the increased travel of Chinese- 
American nuclear scientists to China. The United States should be 
aware that China will not always remain an “ally” of the United 
States. When China has increased its military might, it will turn 
against the United States too.

Air. Tolkunov continued that in the Soviet view, the United States 
pursues a hostile policy toward Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia, while 
at the same time it ignores the provisions of the Vietnam Peace Treaty 
which call for U.S. economic assistance to the Socialist Republic of 
Vietnam. The largest refugee problem in Asia is that of Chinese flee­
ing the People’s Republic of China, and there are other refugee prob­
lems which the United States ignores, such as Palestinian and African 
refugees.

Although Chairman Wolff had stated that the United States had 
warned the Chinese prior to its attack on Vietnam, such a powerful 
state as the United States could have done more to prevent the attack. 
The U.S.S.R. in its place, would have done more.

At the Geneva conference the Socialist Republic of Vietnam had 
made a constructive offer to regulate the refugee problem. China was 
attempting to undermine this by instigating Chinese to leave Vietnam. 
Furthermore, the Soviets consider that the U.S. use of aircraft car­
riers supposedly to rescue refugees is a form of military pressure on 
*he Socialist Republic of Vietnam, which goes in concert with Chinese
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military pressure on the northern borders of the Socialist Republic of 
Vietnam.

Responding to Mr. Tolkunov, Representative Wolff noted that the 
People’s Republic of China is not a U.S. ally. The Vietnamese had 
breached the Paris accords through their invasion of the south in 1975 
and therefore article 20 is null and void.

Representative Wolff emphasized that the mission of the U.S. Navy 
off Vietnam is solely to rescue refugees. It had not violated Vietnamese 
territorial waters. Its presence was necessary because the Vietnamese 
had allowed 500,000 persons to die at sea.

The United States has accepted more refugees than any other coun­
try in the world and has earmarked $500 million this year for relief 
of Vietnamese refugees. Chairman Wolff noted that the United States 
would like Soviet help in influencing Vietnam to regulate the outflow 
of Vietnamese refugees.

Finally, Representative M olff noted that U.S. caution over future 
Chinese policy had been shown by the congressional resolution that we 
would defend Taiwan against attack by the People’s Republic of 
China.

Georgiy Arbatov, director of the USA Institute, stated that he had 
listen with pleasure to the words of Representative Wolff about U S 
policy toward China.

However, the Soviets are also forced to listen to other voices which 
talk about a coincidence of United States and Chinese strategic inter­
ests and which want to use China against the U.S.S.R. In addition, 
would U.S. allies provide weapons to China if Sino-Soviet relations 
were good ? We do not misunderstand U.S. policy but we see its contra­
diction and confusions.

There is no analogy between Chinese aggression toward Vietnam 
and the Vietnamese support to patriots in Kampuchea, Dr. Arbatov 
Pn?pVU m states wish the Soviets restore the regime of
Pol Pot, which had killed 3 million Cambodians, in order to give him 
a chance to finish off the rest? The United States did not spelk out

B ieATkaTaman TTT to depose Idi Amin. Fi-
T’ Dr Arbatov regretted that the United States had halted talks 

on the Indian ocean.
U&q^ Gilm?n StIeSSGd the humanitarian concern of the 

T -C°U of rellgious faiths, that all people be 
free to practice their religion. Expressing concern about Soviet restric­
tions on travel, emigration, and communication abroad, he called on 
t kt^PrnfJJ0 for Jews, Pentecostalists, Bap­
tists, Protestants, and Catholics, m accordance with the many interna­
tional agreements on human rights to which the U.S.S.R. is a^artv

Representative Bowen noted that Dr. Arbatov had been an^ffective 
spokesman for Soviet interests on U.S. national television and ex 
ShpI I W h°ipe spokesmen could be allowed similar oppor­
tunities to explain their views on Soviet television

Representative Bowen said no one wants Pol Pot to return to nower 
in Cambodia We hope that the U.S.S.R. would work with us tl Fnsure 
that Cambodia could be free from Chinese and Vietnamese control 
The A letnamese presence m Cambodia is an important barrier to 
normalization of Dnited States-Vietnamese relations.
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Noting with pleasure his visit to a Moscow Baptist church and re­
ported importation of 25,000 Russian-language bibles for Soviet Bap­
tist community, Representative Bowen expressed the hope that the 
U.S.S.R. would continue to expand freedom of religion and communi­
cation.

Mentioning progress in the United States in improving the position 
of blacks, Representative Bowen noted that the Soviet Union would 
set a good example by granting greater religious freedom and toler­
ance for dissent.

Representative Dornan expressed pleasure at the opportunity to ex­
change views with Soviet counterparts. He noted that no nation appre­
ciates criticism from another; however, such criticism can increase 
mutual understanding. He called on the Soviet Union to allow Anatoliy 
Shcharansky, the seven Pentecostalists currently seeking asylum in 
.embassy Moscow, and Lithuanian dissident Voyalis to leave the Soviet 
Union.

The first session adjourned until August 21.
SECOND PLENARY SESSION, AUGUST 21, 1979

Summary
The second plenary session between members of the Codel and 

Soviet parliamentarians, held at the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet 
on August 21, focused primarily on human rights and emigration.

The Soviet side responded to questions raised by the Congressmen 
the previous day on the Shcharansky case, religious freedom in the 
U.S.S.R., emigration restricting, the Lerners’ exit refusal, alleged mis­
information in the United States on the Soviet human rights situation, 
and the Pentecostalists in the U.S. Embassy. (In the latter case, the 
Soviets suggested that the failure by the Pentecostalists to file a formal 
application was a major problem.

Congressmen discussed the need for cooperation to aid Vietnamese 
refugees, the U.S. public’s concern over Soviet military spending, and 
the spread of Soviet influence in Africa and other developing countries.

The Soviet side brought up concern over possible Western military 
sales to China and the Indian Ocean talks.

At the conclusion of the session. Representative Gilman handed 
Chairman Ruben a representation list of those refused exit permission 
and prisoners of conscience.

Chairman of the Council of Nationalities of the U.S.S.R. Supreme 
Soviet Vitaly Ruben chaired the August 21, session, which lasted al­
most 2% hours. After welcoming the Congressmen, Chairman Ruben 
turned the floor over to the Soviet speakers, who he said, wished to re­
spond to the U.S. presentations and questions of the previous day. Tak­
ing part in the discussion on the Soviet side were: Lev N. Smirnov, 
Chief Justice of the U.S.S.R. Supreme Court; Georgiy Ahbatov, Di­
rector of the Institute for the United States and Canada: Viktor S. 
Paputin, First Deputy Minister of Internal Affairs (MVD); Army 
General Sergey Akhomeyev, First Deputy Chief of the General Staff; 
Boris I. Stukhalin, Chairman of the State Committee for Publishing 
Houses, Printing Plants and the Book Trade; Vadim V. Zagladin, 
First Deputy Chief of the Central Committee International Depart­
ment; Georgiy (Yuriy) Zhukov, Pravda political commentator.



93

Chief Justice Smirnov led off the discussion, indicating that he 
would provide some facts about Shcharansky which the delegation 
had requested the previous day.

Smirnov stated that while the RSFSR Supreme Court has the main 
responsibility for the case, his own involvement was due to the fact 
that he had received a large number of appeals on Shcharansky’s be­
half. He pointed out that the appeals were all similar and seemed to 
have come from the same typewriter, suggesting this was a concerted 
campaign.

He next brought out the “white book” (published by the juridical 
press 1979) which, he said, contained a good summary of the case.

After reading the data on Shcharansky’s background he sum­
marized the accusations against him as they were presented before 
the RSFSR Supreme Court. Shcharansky was charged with (1) 
providing information damaging to the Soviet state and society and 
(2) treason.

Judge Smirnov listed as the evidence against Shcharansky some of 
the documents which he had disseminated and which were used for 
hostile propaganda purposes abroad:

Reports on former political prisoners in the U.S.S.R. The U.S.S.R. 
has no political prisoners—or only a very tiny number, something 
which the KGB told Shcharansky.

Appeals to the Jews in America concerning alleged antisemitism 
in the U.S.S.R. and restrictions on emigration.

In 1976 he sent an appeal to the Supreme Soviet and U.S. Congress 
alleging dissidents were being confined to psychiatric hospitals.

These and many other documents were used in an attempt to dis­
credit the U.S.S.R. abroad and damage its authority. For example, 
Shcharansky helped Peter Osnos (of the Washington Post) produce a 
distorted article on the Soviet court which purportedly showed dissi­
dents awaiting trial when in fact these were people to be treated for 
alcoholism.

Addressing the treason charge, Judge Smirnov alleged Shcharan­
sky collected information about people working at secret research 
institutes and gave it to a foreign correspondent, Robert Toth of the 
L.A. Times, who was working for Western intelligence services. In the 
article he wrote. Toth admitted that Shcharansky had helped him to 
get the data. Judge Smirnov pointed out that Soviet law provides a 
minimum penalty of 10 years’ deprivation of freedom for treason, and 
Shcharansky was given 13 years.
. Smirnov then went on to cite other instances in which he said 

the VV est had sought to glamorize persons accused of crime. If one 
were interested in real human rights, Smirnov said, one should recall 
the previous regime in Kampuchea. He spoke of the horrors he had 
seen, the results of the Pol Pot regime, the refugees and the destruction 
of millions of people.

Turning next to religion, Judge Smirnov pointed out that the con­
stitution of the U.S.S.R. guarantees freedom of religion as long as it 
does not violate the law. Persons who for religious reasons keep their 
children at home or refuse military service may be brouoht to trial 
In conclusion. Judge Smirnov offered to provide the U.S? delegation 
with the facts in any case of interest to them.
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Deputy minister of internal affairs Paputin next stated that he 
would address some of the questions raised by the delegation in the 
August 20 plenary session, since the delegation was not correctly in­
formed of the facts in many of the cases they had raised.

A. Shcharansky’s health: Shcharansky was examined on August 
13 by a medical commission who found nothing wrong with him.

B. Exit visa for Lerner: Mr. Paputin said Lerner had previously 
worked in an institute of the U.S.S.R. Academy of Sciences and had 
had access to state secrets. His latest application is now being reviewed 
and. if the competent agencies feel there are no more technical reasons 
for applying the secrecy restriction, Lerner’s application will be ap­
proved as was the application of his daughter, Sonya, who has already 
left the Soviet Union. Lerner, his wife and son would in such case be 
allowed to emigrate.

C. Pentecostalists in the U.S. Embassy: The Ministry of the Interior 
has not yet received an application for an exit visa from the Vash­
chenko and Chmykhlov families either from the U.S. Embassy through 
the MFA or from the individuals themselves. Once an application is 
received, their cases will be considered in accordance with Soviet law.

In conclusion, Mr. Paputin said the Soviet record on human rights 
was very good and better than that of most countries. He listed specific 
examples of Soviet compliance with the provisions of the Helsinki 
agreement, including decreasing the cost of exit passports, decreasing 
the period of review of emigration applications, and increasing the 
number of exchanges in scientific, technical, cultural and tourist areas.

He cited particularly the exchanges and travel of religious delega­
tions in which over 300 delegations of 2,100 people had traveled to 
and from the U.S.S.R. He also defended the Soviet record on reuni­
fication of families, noting that Germans, Greeks, Spanish, Jews, and 
others were allowed to emigrate. More than 200,000 people have re­
ceived exit permission since 1959. More than 98 percent of those who 
apply receive permission and only 2 percent have received temporary 
refusals. Soviet emigration policy is in accordance with the Universal 
Declaration on Human Rights and the Helsinki Final Act, both of 
which state that the state has the right to decide who can leave.

There are only two reasons, Mr. Paputin said, for which exit visas 
are refused: One is for reasons of national security, when a person 
has had access to secrets, and the second is when emigration would 
actually divide families rather than reunite them.

Parenthetically, he stated the view that although many Jews do not 
really want to leave the U.S.S.R.. many have been incited to do so by 
what he termed Zionist propaganda. When they actually arrive abroad 
they find nothing but unhappiness and poor living conditions.

The discussion then moved to arms control and Asian issues.
In his statement, General Akhromeyev touched on SALT II, 

MBFR, U.S. arms sales, and China. He said SALT II was useful 
because it reduced the danger of nuclear confrontation between the 
United States and U.S.S.R. On the other hand, referring to the Sen­
ate debate on ratification, deplored the negative elements in the de­
bate and the U.S. attempts to bolster its forces in central Europe, 
particularly possible deployment of the Pershing II. Such steps may 
block progress in MBFR.
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General Akhromeyev then turned to China and expressed Soviet 
concern over potential arms sales by the West. He discussed Chinese 
territorial claims against not only the U.S.S.R. but Vietnam, Laos, 
Cambodia, India, Mongolia, and Japan, and noted that China has a 
history of aggression. This explains why the “China card” is a very 
sensitive question for the U.S.S.R., he noted.

General Akhromeyev responded to Representative Long’s expression 
of concern over Soviet arms sales by arguing that the greatest danger 
in that area comes from the United States. Arms sales should be reg­
ulated, he acknowledged, but he observed that we may find it difficult 
to agree on how to accomplish this task.

Representative Wolff then took the opportunity to respond to some 
of the Soviet statements on Shcharansky. He noted that while this was 
a relatively small issue in our overall relations, it should be removed 
on humanitarian grounds, if not because it has become a continual 
irritant.

If Shcharansky’s sentence was partly based on the information he 
furnished on psychiatric treatment in the U.S.S.R., Wolff asked, was 
this before or after the meeting of World Psychiatric Association 
which had condemned Soviet psychiatric practice? Wolff said the 
psychiatric association had even established a working group to in­
vestigate abuse of psychiatry for political purposes in the U.S.S.R.

Judge Smirnov answered that Shcharansky was not condemned just 
for providing information on psychiatry. This was only one of the 
documents which was used to damage Soviet interests abroad. The 
most important charges were based on Shcharansky’s betrayal of mili­
tary secrets.

Representative Wolff went on to state that in general, Soviet policy 
on emigration has improved, but was still based on nationality. Speak- 
ing personallv, he said, he did not think that Jews should be called a 
nationality. He himself was Jewish by religion and considered him­
self an American.

One problem for U.S. Congressmen. Representative Wolff said, was 
that letters sent to the Soviet Ambassador in Washington and to Soviet 
officials on emigration cases were never answered. As a courtesy, the 
Soviet Government should send some acknowledgment of the receipt 
of such letters.

In an effort to move forward in our relations, he asked to whom 
Congressmen should turn for information on an unofficial level in 
order to answer their constituents’ queries.

Representative Wolff then asked whether Shcharansky had ex­
hausted the legal remedies available in the U.S.S.R. or whether he 
could still appeal his case. Judge Smirnov said no further appeal to 
the RSFSR Supreme Court was available but Shcharansky could peti­
tion the U.S.S.R. Supreme Court for review of his case.

Representative Wolff also asked for the facts on Prof. Irvin Cutler, 
the Canadian lawyer for Shcharansky who, he understood, has been 
expelled from the U.S.S.R.

Representative Wolff also explained that his delegation was in no 
way trying to hold secret meetings with anyone and had quite openly 
arranged to meet with Professor Lerner and other refuseniks at the 
Codel’s hotel. He added that Representatives Scheuer and Gilman, as 
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friends of the Lerners saw them on the evening of their arrival but 
that was a private visit.

Boris Ivanovich Stukhalin next took the floor and returned to the 
question of human rights and religious freedoms. He expressed Soviet 
frustration that each time there was a visit by U.S. Congressmen 
they went over the same ground on human rights. Clearly, when the 
Soviet side provided the facts, these were not passed on.

He said that many Congressmen still seem to have not only unreli­
able facts which the media propagates in the United States, but also 
officially propagated misinformation. This was evident in the Con­
gressmen’s questions and statements that there were religious restric­
tions in the U.S.S.R. He cited the large number of Bibles and Korans 
published in the U.S.S.R. each year and the availability of religious 
books.

But, he said, the Soviet Union draws the line when people violate 
the law, such as refusing military service or keeping their children 
from school.

Mr. Stukhalin charged that what he termed Western propaganda 
mongers pick up any criminal who calls himself a defender of human 
rights and make a hero of him. If the Soviet Union were to release 
Shcharansky today, Western propaganda organizers would find some­
one to take his place so the pressure on human rights would never 
let up.

Chairman Ruben interjected to emphasize strongly that the 
U.S.S.R. has its own laws and would not retreat from them. Attempts 
to put pressure on the U.S.S.R. to change its system were futile.

Representative Wolff said he understood this but wished to point out 
that the United States had its laws which, for example, prohibit ac­
cording MFN treatment to any country which does not permit free 
emigration. The United States wished to move forward in this area 
and was therefore seeking some satisfactory solution.

Chairman Ruben answered that Soviet law was only directed inter­
nally while the United States directed its law externally as well.

Representative Lagomarsino prefaced his remarks on SALT and 
U.S. perception of Soviet moves in Africa and other Third World areas 
with the proposition that the delegation’s report of its visit to the 
U.S.S.R. would receive wide dissemination in the United States so 
that future Codel’s would not have to repeat the same questions.

He then pointed out that, in his home State of California, some 
of his constituents have doubts about the SALT II treaty. SALT is 
supported by 35 percent of his constituents, 44 percent are opposed, 
and the rest are undecided. Many Americans are hesitant to support 
SALT because they feel that such U.S. moves to reduce arms as can­
cellation of the B-l and deferral of production of the neutron war­
head were not matched by similar restraints on the Soviet side.

Representative Lagomarsino concluded with an expression of U.S. 
interest in continuing cooperation with the U.S.S.R. as long as each 
side understands the differences which separate them.

Pravda commentator Yuriy Zhukov introduced the subject of the 
Indian Ocean, pointing out the importance of the region and stressing 
the importance of keeping this area peaceful. He reviewed the history 
of attempts to demilitarize the area, noting that despite the resolutions 
of the Lusaka Conference and various U.N. declarations, the military 
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from the Indian Ocean talks and the fact that although several months 
have passed since it was agreed in Vienna to resume the talks, nothing 
has happened.

Furthermore, Mr. Zhukov continued, there is an Associated Press 
report from Peking that Congressmen Staggers and Pepper met with 
senior Chinese officials and suggested that China should include its 
naval forces with those of the West to meet the Soviet threat in the 
Indian Ocean area. In the Soviet view, the discussion of such a serious 
matter by two responsible U.S. officials with PRC officials goes well 
beyond playing the China card.

Representative Wolff responded to Mr. Zhukov by pointing out that 
the Indian Ocean talks were adjourned after the fourth round in the 
winter of 1978-79 because of a sharp increase in Soviet naval forces 
in the area in connection with the introduction of Cuban forces into 
the Horn of Africa. However, military forces in the area have since 
been reduced, and the Congressman said he would recommend resump­
tion of the talks when he returns to the United States.

Representative Evans turned the discussion to the problem of South­
east Asian refugees, urging that the Soviet Union and the United 
States work together to relieve the suffering of millions of people.

He said he had visited Southeast Asia and could understand both 
U.S.S.R. concerns about Chinese expansionist intentions in South­
east Asia and the concerns of the Thais and other Asian nations that 
the Vietnamese have the same objectives. However, these questions 
should not be an obstacle to solving the refugee problem, and he urged 
continued dialog to find a solution.

Mr. Zagladin then summarized the results of the session. He noted 
that as far as the world situation was concerned, different approaches 
were possible but should not prevent both sides from coming to under­
standings; for example, on the refugee question, on the problem of 
disarmament, and so forth. Given good will on both sides, we can find 
answers to these problems without changing our convictions.

On other issues, such as human rights, each side has different laws 
covering its internal affairs to which it is committed. This is under­
standable since laws reflect social relationships and our systems are 
different. The U.S.S.R. has freedom of religion and emigration, but 
places certain limits on these freedoms, as does the United States. 
Limits on emigration apply to those who have access to state secrets, or 
who are under criminal investigation, or have not fulfilled their mili­
tary obligations. Freedom of religion is guaranteed but those who vio­
late the laws are subject to sanctions.

In response to Representative Wolff’s request for a mechanism for 
receiving accurate information on the situation in the U.S.S.R. Za­
gladin urged continuation of these interparliamentary meetings and 
exchange of ideas. Zagladin also noted that the Soviet Embassy in 
Washington would be instructed to acknowledge inquiries from Con­
gressmen in the future.

Representative Scheuer reiterated that the United States was not 
asking the Soviet Union to change its laws or system, but was sending 
a signal to the Soviets that we want to get on with trade, with SALT, 
and other outstanding questions. In order to do this, the climate of 



98

our relations must improve; if positive steps are taken by the Soviet 
side, the climate will be improved. .

Representative Moorhead thanked the Soviet side for its hospitality 
and discussed the effect Soviet actions in supporting national liberation 
movements has on United States-Soviet relations.

As long as the Soviet Union continues to support, either directly or 
through surrogates like Cuba, wars of national liberation,which many 
in the United States see as extensions of Soviet revolution in Africa, 
Central and South America, then many Americans will remain sus­
picious about Soviet intentions in general.

Although Americans do not like to spend money on military.hard­
ware, they feel such spending is required to meet the expansion of 
Soviet influence in other areas of the world. Air. Moorhead urged more 
open discussion of these subjects including Soviet military spending.

Representative Gilman returned to the Shcharansky case, thanking 
Smirnov and Paputin for the information they had provided. He 
hoped the U.S.S.R. would not consider that the U.S. interest in human 
rights was merely a propaganda campaign but would realize that it 
reflected the genuine interest of the U.S. people as expressed by their 
representatives.

Representative Gilman discussed some of the legal issues in the 
Shcharansky case and asked that the Soviet Union facilitate Shcha­
ransky family efforts to appeal the case. He noted the improvement 
in the emigration picture and expressed the hope that this improve­
ment would continue, and that some refuseniks and prisoners of con­
science would be allowed to leave the country.

At the conclusion of his remarks. Representative Gilman handed 
Chairman Ruben a list of longstanding refusenik cases and prisoners 
of conscience on which he hoped to see some progress.

Chairman Ruben closed the meeting by stressing the importance and 
usefulness of continued contacts between parliamentarians of both 
countries, despite differences of view. He expressed the hope that the 
discussions had cleared up misunderstandings on both sides.

MEETING WITH VASILIIY KUSNETSOV, FIRST DEPUTY CHAIRMAN OF THE 
SUPREME SOVIET OF THE U.S.S.R., MOSCOW, THE KREMLIN, AUGUST 21, 
1979

Deputy Chairman Kusnetsov opened the meeting with general greet­
ing, referred to reports to him on the progress of the plenary sessions 
by Chairman Ruben, and noted that United States/Soviet relations 
are characterized by “complexities,” and “in recent years, periods of 
ups and downs.”

Relations are, for the present, potentially on the upswing, refer­
ence the SALT agreement and the Vienna Summit between Brezhnev 
and Carter. Reflecting the importance the Soviet officials placed on 
SALT throughout the mission, Deputy Chairman Kusnetsov called 
the SALT II agreement “the biggest step of all the steps ever taken 
in limiting the arms race.” SALT’S achievement shows the “fact” that 
neither the United States nor the U.S.S.R. is striving for arms 
superiority.

For the future, Kusnetsov said a gradual decrease in military com­
petition must be the goal of continued arms talks. Citing his “25 years 
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personal experience in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, he said that 
when both sides want an agreement, one is secured.

However, Kusnetsov went on, while there are positive signs, there 
are also negative signs. Scientific, trade, and economic relations are not 
prospering because of “obstacles to progress”, such as “deployment in 
Western Europe of new U.S. missiles, extension of the U.S. Navy in 
the Indian Ocean and the Persian Gulf.”

Turning to what he termed “specific” interests of the Asian and 
Pacific Affairs Subcommittee, the Deputy Chairman said the Soviet 
Union maintains good relations with nearly all Asian nations ex­
cept China. “Our policy vis-a-vis China is not a secret. We would like 
to maintain normal relations.” However, Kusnetsov said, Russia is not 
responsible for the present (bad) relations.

Despite problems, however, the Soviet Union will keep a positive 
line at scheduled resumption of talks “and if the Chinese side takes 
this line, then the talks will be useful.”

Kusnetsov then turned to the triangular relationship and cited the 
importance of China to United States-Soviet relations. He said the 
Soviet Union does not oppose normalization of relations between 
Washington and Peking, because that is “only natural.” But citing 
Chairman Brezhnev’s interview with Time magazine. Kusnetsov 
noted that the Soviets see as the views of some in the United States 
a pro-China policy line. These “love so much” the policy line of the 
present Chinese leadership that they are “seduced,” and are thinking 
of using China as a “weapon” against Russia.

“Such a policy is very dangerous to the maintenance of world 
peace,” Kusnetsov warned. He said the Chinese leadership still plans 
“to bring about a collision between the Soviet Union and the United 
States,” following Mao’s old dictum of watching the “two tigers” 
fight it out.

The Deputy Chairman said that despite U.S. denials of playing 
the China card, “I cannot but be put on guard by the fact that the 
United States in practice connives on (military) sales to China by 
NATO allies.”

Kusnetsov cited as another “connected point” to the China issue, 
“the campaign in the West on refugees in Southeast Asia.” Kusnetsov 
said the purpose of the campaign was to blame Vietnam and to dis­
tort the actual reasons for the refugee flow.

Noting the Codel’s recent mission to Hanoi, Kusnetsov said he hoped 
its findings would be “objective.” Russia’s position, he said, is repre­
sented by the assistance it has given and will continue to give the peo­
ple of Vietnam, and by the work of the U.S.S.R. at the Geneva Con­
ference on refugees.

That position is that politics should not overwhelm humanitarian 
concerns. “We need to put an end to any kind of threats to Vietnam, 
and end interference in Vietnam’s affairs.”

On Kampuchea, Kusnetsov noted that a “hue and cry” on humani­
tarian relief also serves political concerns, in this case, interfering with 
the new Kampuchean Government’s attempts to bring the domestic 
situation back to normal.

In conclusion, the Deputy Chairman said: “The Soviet Union as­
cribes great significance to cooperating with the United States in world 
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affairs.” Since hundreds of millions around the world depend on United 
States-Soviet relations, “we need reciprocity.”

Conceding “each country has its own social systems and its own pe­
culiarities,” the facts of the nuclear age compel United States-Soviet 
understanding. Kusnetsov concluded.

Representative Wolff, thanking Mr. Kusnetsov for his hospitality 
and the “frank and useful” talks arranged for the Codel, agreed with 
the Deputy Chairman that SALT’S importance “cannot be overesti­
mated” as a “step toward mutual trust, which is the ultimate in 
disarmament.”

Countering Kusnetsov’s remarks about the “obstacles” represented 
by the U.S. naval presence in the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf, and 
weapons deployment in Western Europe, Representative Wolff noted 
that the United States had announced it would not produce the follow­
ing weapons systems—the B-l bomber, the neutron bomb, and another 
nuclear aircraft carrier.

On the China card, especially NATO sales to China, Representative 
Wolff pointed out that France withdrew from NATO several years 
ago, and is thus subject to no constraints in that regard.

On refugees, Representative Wolff agreed that humanitarian con­
cerns are paramount, noted that refugees stem from many sources, both 
past and present, and that the issue must not be exploited.

Representative Wolff said that both the United States and the Soviet 
Union “worked well” at Geneva, which was designed to help regulate 
an orderly flow of refugees.

On China’s invasion of Vietnam, Representative Wolff said the 
United States opposed the first invasion, but that, unfortunately, the 
Chinese disregarded the U.S. objections. For the future, a renewed in­
vasion “would be a threat to peace,” and must therefore be discouraged.

Noting Kusnetsov’s statement of Vietnam’s concerns, Representative 
Wolff said that the United States is concerned for Thailand and its 
fears of invasion by Vietnam; therefore, the United States and the 
Soviets can help promote stability in the region.

Representative Wolff then discussed the U.S. role in Vietnam from 
the late 1950’s through the war as stemming from a perhaps mistaken 
interpretation of events, but as representing a desire to keep China out 
of Vietnam. Now, perhaps, the situation is different, and it is the So­
viet Union which wants to keep China out of Vietnam.

However, Representative Wolff went on to draw a parallel between 
Soviet concerns for Vietnam, and the U.S. position opposing the Viet­
namese occupation of Cambodia.

Turning to bilateral United States-Soviet matters, Representative 
Wolff said he hoped that the Codel’s concerns on human rights were 
not misinterpreted by the Soviets. The United States is motivated by, 
among other factors, the need to comply with laws such as the Jackson- 
Vanik provisions regarding MFN.

The fact that the United States would benefit, economically, from 
MFN with Russia should show that genuine principle is involved, 
Wolff said.

Also, discussions by the Codel reflect individual Members’ attempts 
to represent the concerns of their constituents.

In conclusion. Representative Wolff said the goal of the Codel is to 
identify “areas of agreement” to “remove obstacles between us.”
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Representative Long made a plea for “generosity” by the Soviet 
Union toward refuseniks and dissidents.

On religious minorities, the continued problems represent an obstacle 
to improved United States-Soviet relations on economic and scientific 
levels because of the requirements of U.S. law, Long said.

The political problems caused by this also carry over to getting 
SALT approved, he warned. Therefore, since the Soviet Union is a 
powerful nation, it is in Russia’s interest to be generous in issuing exit 
visas to those who meet the qualifications.

Representative Long noted his appreciation of Soviet progress in 
issuing increasing numbers of exit visas in recent years, saying such 
moves would be greatly appreciated in the United States.

Deputy Chairman Kusnetsov, in response, thanked the Codel for its 
remarks about hospitality and useful meetings. He said he felt the 
meetings had been “constructive” in tone, and therefore useful.

On some of the specific points raised by Representatives Wolff and 
Long, Kusnetsov noted:

(1) “Satisfaction” at statements that the United States had no plans 
to sell arms to China. But Kusnetsov questioned whether the United 
States was signing off on indirect sales, and said he felt the United 
States could take stronger action.

(2) On Kampuchea, the people there have chosen a definite path 
and a definite system for themselves, and should be free from outside 
interference.

(3) On human rights, Kusnetsov said that Chairman Ruben had 
indicated this area to be the principal interest of the Code]. Kusnetsov 
said he didn’t want to repeat the arguments already raised, but noted 
that the Soviet Union “is strictly scrupulous” in carrying out the 
Helsinki accords, and the principles of the Council of Europe, which 
-were included in the new Soviet Constitution in 1977.

(4) Minorities: all of the more than 100 minorities in the U.S.S.R. 
have equal rights, and the Codel should tell its constituents that reports 
which say persons are prevented from practicing their religion are in 
error.

MEETINGS WITH SOVIET FOREIGN MINISTRY OFFICIALS, AUGUST 20, 1979 

Summary
The Far East Task Force of the Codel met with Asian specialists 

at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs the afternoon of August 20. Major 
topics of discussion included Indochina refugees, the alleged threat 
of a second Chinese invasion of Vietnam, Soviet relations with 
ASEAN, and Kampuchea.

I. A. Rogachev, chief of the Ministry’s Southeast Asia Department, 
presided over the meeting and did all of the talking for the Soviet side. 
Other Soviet officials in attendance were: F. I. Potapenko, Deputy 
Chief, First Far East Department; R. L. Khamidulin, Deputy Chief, 
Southeast Asia Department; O. M. Sokolov, Acting Chief,' U.S.A. 
Department; and (FNU) Meketnit, Vietnam Section Chief.

Representative Wolff opened the meeting by stating that the United 
States and U.S.S.R. have common aims in Asia in that both are inter­
ested in (1) stability and (2) prevention of hostilities.
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Since the United States and U.S.S.R. both have allies in the region, 
any conflict would involve us both. Our objective, therefore, is to relieve 
tensions there.

One of our major objectives concerns Vietnamese refugees. We have 
different views on the cause of the problem. Since the Soviet Union has 
influence on Vietnam, it can help solve this problem.

Mr. Rogachev agreed that there is a commonality of interests. Un­
fortunately the situation in Asia constantly causes concerns, including 
the refugee problem. One cause of this problem is massive Chinese 
emigration from Indochina. Another is foreign intervention in Indo­
china and the destruction it caused.

At present it is advisable to let passions settle and to give the coun­
tries concerned a chance to implement promises made at Geneva. The 
use of navies in no way contributes to a solution.

Mr. Rogachev then commented that the U.S. decision to double the 
monthly intake of Indochina refugees, while purely an internal U.S. 
matter, is risky since it would increase the size of the Chinese commu­
nity in the U.S. Vietnam is the first country to suffer from having a 
large Chinese community. Vietnamese resistance to Chinese expansion­
ism protects other southeast Asian countries from the threat from the 
north.

Mr. Rogachev continued that the current situation resembles that of 
last December and January, before the “first” Chinese invasion of 
Vietnam: increased number of incidents, growing concentration of 
Chinese troops on the border, and threatening statements by Chinese 
leaders.

The Soviet Union is concerned that in Japan, the United States and 
the West in general the possibility of another invasion is not taken 
seriously. The Chinese used Deng’s visit to the United States and 
Japan to give the appearance that the invasion was approved in 
Washington and Tokyo: now Vice President Mondale is making an 
official visit to the People’s Republic of China in late August. If China 
attacks Vietnam again, the attack would probably begin with the start 
of the dry season, sometime in October.

Turning to Soviet relations with ASEAN, Mr. Rogachev espoused 
the belief that forces in and outside the organization are trying to lead 
it toward military cooperation. The Soviet Union will resist this trend 
by every means,' and wants economic cooperation between ASEAN 
and the Indochina countries. Soviet relations with the individual 
ASEAN countries are developing satisfactorily as a whole.

Chairman Wolff responded to Mr. Rogachev as follows:
—Soviet talk about China is reminiscent of talk in the United States 

about the “yellow peril” in the past.
—About 50 percent of the Indochina refugees are ethnic Vietnamese, 

including some former Vietcong.
—Should the U.S. Navy refuse to pick up people drowning at sea?
—Does the Soviet Union also oppose the Indochina bloc, the forced 

federation of Vietnam, Laos, and Kampuchea ?
—It is hard to say whether Chinese charges of Soviet encirclement 

are valid or not.
Mr. Rogachev replied that the Indochina countries need economic 

assistance to help problems caused by war. Instead, a new military 
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situation is imposed on them from the north. Vietnam has explained 
that it no longer has any interest in forming an Indochina federation.

As for Chinese claims of Soviet encirclement, the Soviet Union has 
called for ensuring the security of all countries in Asia, a long-term 
goal in which the PRC is invited to participate. Soviet encirclement of 
China is thus a myth, Mr. Rogachev concluded.

Representative Dornan said that some Codel members sympathize 
with the Soviet position vis-a-vis China. Representative Moorhead said 
the United States has a historical tradition of accepting the homeless 
from the whole world, but the United States is not encouraging peo­
ple to leave Vietnam.

Representative Lagomarsino said many Congressmen were opposed 
to the way in which the United States recognized the PRC—that is, 
without any conditions concerning nuclear proliferation or an inva­
sion of Vietnam or Taiwan.

Regarding Mr. Arbatov’s analogy, expressed at an earlier Codel dis­
cussion, between Kampuchea and Uganda, several Codel members 
noted that there are at least two differences: (1) Tanzania is going to 
withdraw from Uganda soon, and (2) Tanzania is not a U.S. ally, 
whereas the Soviet Union has great influence on Vietnam and could 
encourage Vietnam to withdraw from Kampuchea at an early date.

Representative Lagomarsino then asked if the Soviet Pacific Fleet 
had picked up refugees during its stay in Cam Ranh Bay.

Rogachev replied that civilian Soviet vessels have picked up refu­
gees, and it would be better if the United States used nonmilitary 
vessels for this purpose.

Representative Lagomarsino answered that the refugees are happy 
to be picked up by anybody.

Representative Lagomarsino then said he could not understand So­
viet concern about a possible ASEAN military alliance in view of the 
Chinese military threat to Southeast Asia. Mr. Rogachev reiterated 
that the Soviet Union opposes all blocs, and does not understand the 
Wolff subcommittee’s idea of a new regional organization with a closed 
membership which would oppose the Indochinese countries.

Chairman Wolff said the idea of a “Pacific community” of nations is 
not a military bloc, but, rather, a loosely organized economic group of 
nations supported by Japan, Australia, and the ASEAN countries.

Representative Scheuer said he advocated the immediate establish­
ment of diplomatic relations with Vietnam, so that a U.S. Embassy in 
Hanoi could negotiate with Vietnam on refugees and other problems. 
There is no apparent alternative at present to Vietnamese hegemony 
in Kampuchea, since Pol Pot slaughtered 3 million people and there 
aren’t enough educated people left to run the Government.

Mr. Rogachev said that logically, therefore, the United States 
should then also recognize Kampuchea.

Representative Scheuer said the United States and U.S.S.R. should 
cooperate to help the poor countries of the Southern Hemisphere solve 
their population and food problems, since neither is willing to absorb 
the increasing population of these southern countries.

Mr. Rogachev thanked Mr. Scheuer for his “interesting views,” 
and the meeting concluded.
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MEETING AT THE USA INSTITUTE, AUGUST 21, 19 7 9

Summary
Representatives Wolff, Long, Scheuer, Bowen, Dornan, Gilman, 

Moorhead, and Lagomarsino together with members of the Codel 
staff, met with their Soviet hosts in a meeting at the Institute for the 
Study of the United States and Canada on August 21.

The talks, which lasted approximately 1% hours, focused primarily 
on the need for United States-Soviet understanding, on human rights, 
Soviet involvement in the Third World, and China.

The talks at the Institute for the Study of the United States and 
Canada were chaired by Georgiy Arbatov, the Institute’s Director. 
Other Soviet participants included: Vitaliy Zhurkin, Deputy Direc­
tor, USA Institute; Radomir Bogdanov, Deputy Director, USA In­
stitute ; and Genadiy Skorov, Deputy Director, USA Institute.

Representative Long began the session by stressing the need for mu­
tual understanding. The Soviet Union often acts as if it fears the 
United States. As a result, many of our actions—such as, sending the 
7th Fleet to rescue Vietnamese refugees—are often misunderstood. 
But aS Dr. Arbatov knows, the American people do not want war. 
Our problem, Representative Long noted, is to overcome such fears.

Representative Long concluded his remarks by asking Dr. Arbatov to 
accept a list of 15 individuals who have been refused permission to 
emigrate from the U.S.S.R.

Dr. Arbatov accepted the list, noting that he would pass it along 
to the appropriate officials.

Dr. Arbatov responded to Representative Long’s presentation by 
pointing out that the Soviet Union has had good reasons to be sus­
picious of American intentions toward the U.S.S.R. After all, he 
noted, the United States was not exactly one of the new Soviet state’s 
best friends after the October revolution. Furthermore, every July, 
Congress passes a captive nations resolution which is not a friendly 
act. Finally, there is the question of U.S. military expenditures.

Representative Moorhead responded to Dr. Arbatov’s mention of the 
captive nations resolution by observing that Americans feel they 
have a right to make their feeling known on such questions. The reso­
lution, he noted, reflects a perception by many Americans, who have a 
strong attachment to the areas in question, that these regions remain 
in bondage.

Turning to China, Dr. Zhurkin argued that Soviet suspicions vis-a- 
vis U.S.-PRC relations are well founded. The PRC, he argued:

—Is the only great power with territorial demands on other 
countries;

—Committed aggression against Vietnam, fully aware that such an 
action risked a military confrontation with the U.S.S.R.; and

—Believes that war is inevitable.
The United States, he continued, improved relations with the PRC 

only after Soviet-Chinese relations deteriorated. Furthermore, the 
Chinese attack in Vietnam took place after Deng Xiaoping’s visit to 
the United States.

The Soviets, Dr. Zhurkin stated, do not believe that China’s actions 
in Vietnam are part of a U.S.-PRC “plot.” Nevertheless, Moscow can­
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not overlook the fact that there are some in the United States who 
want to use China against the U.S.S.B.

Dr. Bogdanoy returned to the question of the captive nations reso­
lution by arguing that the average Soviet citizen finds such state­
ments by the U.S. Congress upsetting. Furthermore, he added, the 
U.S.S.B. has its own public opinion which, while it works differently 
than in the United States, is an important factor in Soviet political 
life. Congressional statements such as the captive nations resolution, 
only make it more difficult to gain public support in the U.S.S.B. for 
improved UeS.-U.S.S.B. relations, he concluded.

Noting that he understood the Soviet point on the captive nations 
resolution, Bepresentative Wolff responded to Bogdanov by pointing 
out that congressional resolutions do not reflect official U.S. Govern­
ment policy. The United States is different in this regard, he added. 
For example, Badio Moscow is run by the Soviet Government and 
presumably reflects official Soviet Government policy. This is not true 
in the United States.

In response, Dr. Arbatov stated that while it was correct to say 
that Badio Moscow is owned by the Soviet Government, it does not 
necessarily follow that it always reflects the official Soviet Govern­
ment position on all issues. Dr. Arbatov did not answer Bepresentative 
Scheuer’s question of whether or not it is permissible to publicly cri­
ticize the Soviet Government on Badio Moscow, but went on to argue 
that there is a variety of views on different topics within the U.S.S.B., 
‘‘as American specialists on the U.S.S.B. know.”

In an effort to explain American concern with Soviet foreign pol­
icy intentions, Bepresentative Bowen noted that the real worry on the 
part of the U.S. public is that Moscow is attempting to foment revo­
lutions abroad, most recently through the use of Cuban forces.

Dr. Arbatov responded by claiming that Soviet philosophy on 
world revolution has generally been “misinterpreted” in the West. The 
decision was taken in 1920, Dr. Arbatov noted, to forsake world revo­
lution in favor of “socialism in one country.” We believe, he continued, 
that in time all countries will become socialist, but a “revolution is not 
something which can be exported.”

In response to Bepresentative Bowen’s question concerning the So­
viet role in instigating the Afghan revolution. Dr. Arbatov answered 
that the U.S.S.B. has learned about the revolution on the radio.

Insofar as the Cuban factor is concerned, Dr. Bogdanov argued that 
the Soviets have far less control over them than the Americans tend 
to think. One can neither “send” Cubans nor “forbid” them to go, he 
added.

Following Bepresentative Dornan’s plea for more intensive contact 
between American and Soviet parliamentarians, Bepresentative Long 
stated that in his opinion, the major factor which led to the downturn in 
U.S.-U.S.S.B. relations in the post-World War II period was Soviet 
actions in Eastern Europe.

Directing himself to the question of human rights, Bepresentative 
Gilman noted that this is not an issue that will go away and sug­
gested that the Soviets should permit the “800 refuseniks” and “12 
prisoners of conscience” to leave the U.S.S.B.

Dr. Arbatov answered Gilman by arguing that because of the se­
lectivity with which it is applied, American human rights policy does

54-247—79------8
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not look very sincere to the U.S.S.R. The U.S.S.R. tries to be forth­
coming, Dr. Arbatov continued, and in fact it even permits some in­
dividuals who have committed crimes to leave, but outside pressure 
only makes the situation more difficult. It puts the Soviet Government 
under duress and encourages Soviet dissidents to violate Soviet laws. 
The Soviet Union permits emigration, Dr. Arbatov concluded, but as 
the Helsinki Final Act states, "only in accordance with existing laws.”

Citing the example of an unnamed physicist, who applied to leave 
the U.S.S.R. 9 years ago, and still has no visa while being forced to 
live from odd jobs, Representative Gilman suggested that access to 
classified material often serves only as a pretext for refusing permis­
sion to emigrate.

Dr. Arbatov responded by citing the following figures on emigration 
from the U.S.S.R.:

98.6 percent of those who apply are permitted to leave;
The cases of the other 1.4 percent are eligible for review;
Last year, 1,000 individuals who were previously refused permission 

to emigrate were allowed to leave.
In some cases, Dr. Arbatov continued, Soviet authorities may have 

made mistakes, but little will be accomplished if the West continues 
to attempt to apply pressure on the U.S.S.R.

Turning to the question of religious freedom, Representative Wolff 
asked why Soviet Muslims must not have their religion entered on 
their internal passports, as is the case with Soviet Jews.

This is a result of historical factors, Dr. Arbatov responded. For 
centuries Jews were treated as an ethnic group in Russia, and while 
the Soviet Government has made great efforts to overcome antisemi­
tism, it would be difficult to know what else to enter in a travel docu­
ment. After all, it is against the law to enter a person’s religion on any 
document, so what should be substituted for the term “Jew ?”

The meeting then adjourned.

OTHER MEETINGS

The delegation also held interesting and informative working ses­
sions in Moscow with academic experts from the Institute for Far 
Eastern Affairs, led by its director, Dr. Sladkovskiiy, and the Insti­
tute of Oriental Studies, which was chaired by Deputy Director G. F. 
Kim.

At these private sessions, the details of Soviet policies in Asia, with 
emphasis on Soviet-China relations, were discussed along the lines 
already covered in the meetings reported with the Supreme Soviet, 
and the Rogachev, and Arbatov sessions.

At the Institute for Far Eastern Affairs, Professor Sladkovskiiy 
added the following enlargement on the Soviet view of internal 
Chinese policies:

The PRC’s anti-Vietnam campaign of the last 2 years includes 
the theme of the “Eternal Unity of the Chinese People,” which stems 
from the theory that China is the trunk of a tree of which Vietnam, 
Mongolia, et cetera are branches.

Regarding the internal situation in the PRC and the future of 
Sino-Soviet relations, Sladkvoskiiy said that contradictions within 
the entire PRC leadership (rot just between Deng and Hua Guo-
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fens) make the internal situation in the PRC unstable. M hile the 
PRC leadership has had to drop some of the postulates of 
because of economic difficulties, its political course, especially foreign 
oolicv, will continue to adhere to Maoist principles.

The Chinese leadership is violently repressing minorities, for ex­
ample in Tibet and Mongolia. There is a conscious policy of diffusing 
minority members throughout the country. Ihis has led to the pi - 
ence in the Soviet Union of “many” refugees, especially Mongolians 
and Uighers, but including Chinese intellectuals, from the PKG

Anti-Soviet trends prevail in China, and the example of Smo-v i - 
namese negotiations combines to form a difficult prospect for impend­
ing Sino-Soviet negotiations. However, the Soviets have economic 
leverage that not even Japan can match, that is, 70 percent of the indus­
trial and transportation equipment in China is either of Soviet origin 
or Soviet design licensed for production m the PRC. The Soviets 
are also in a good position to offer barter trade which the Chinese

Another positive factor is that the Chinese leadership can be influ­
enced by the Chinese public, which is basically friendly to the Soviet 
Union (it is “historically inevitable”), especially former high-rank­
ing cadre which are now being released after 15 years imprisonment.

Prof G F Kim, Deputy Director of the Institute of Oriental Stud­
ies, stressed the “double nature” of the refugee problem: First, it has 
historic roots including the recent Chinese aggression. In ds most re­
cent form it began when relationship between Asean and the SKV 
began to improve, and difficulties were provoked by people who were 
against improved relations. ,

Second, it is the natural outcome of major social revolution, such 
as those of France, America, and the PRC. Social revolution settles 
class struggles, and in the unique case of Indochina class and ethnic 
problems coincide.

Codel Press Conference in Moscow August 22, 1979
Mr Wolff. Our delegation has completed three days of frank and fruitful 

talks‘here in Moscow as well as two days in Tashkent with our Soviet.coun^ - 
parts which we feel enhanced the working relationship between the■ Parhamen 
tary bodies of each nation, and thus contributed our small part toxvaid mut

by both sides and on which we feel genera!

in Vienna between President Carter and 
General Secretary Brezhnev, SALT 2, is a historic step in what must be an 
action that will further the on-going process of negotiations and substantive steps 
toward world-wide reduction in armaments and nuclear “OuPy011^1^- . .

(2) That the triangular relationship between the Lmted States, the People s 
Republic of China and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is an intercon­
nected relationship which must be characterized by balance on all sides. Our 
Government, the United States Government, has no intention of playing a China 
Cajn fact in these critical days at any time, no nation can afford to gamble with 
world peace. Further, we agreed that the interconnections inherent in economic 
and security issues and reiterated the need for balanced policies which are not 
contradictory, and hence, self-defeating.

(3) That talks on arms limitation in the Indian Ocean should be resumed as 
soon as possible. . , , , . , , „(4) That improved relations and scientific and technological exchange are of 
great mutual interest and should provide on-going activity that will bring our 
nations closer together.
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(5) That the situation of the refugees in Indochina is above all one of hu­
manitarian concern, and in that aspect must be addressed on the basis of the 
Geneva Conference principles agreed to by the United States, the Soviet Union 
and the other participating nations.

(6) And we did add that the long and heated discussions that we had on the 
question of human rights, including religious freedom and the right of free emi­
gration according to the principles laid down by the United Nations, the Hel­
sinki Agreement, and other international agreements and understandings, that 
are fundamental to the international and domestic policies of each nation.

(7) We concurred that the current tensions in Southeast Asia resulting from 
the historic rivalry between China and Vietnam could have potentially dangerous 
consequences to the balance in Asia between the Soviet Union, United States, and 
Peoples Republic of China. The ultimate goal of stability in the region can only 
be achieved if the sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of all of the 
states of South East Asia are respected by all parties concerned.

(8) We did conclude, I think, that the problem of drug abuse is not just a 
problem which exists in the United States or in the West but is a global problem, 
one which originates in Asia in Afghanistan, Pakistan and the Golden Triangle 
Nations of Burma, Laos and Thailand whose illicit opium poppy cultivation rep­
resents an ultimate threat to every region of the world.

As a consequence, cooperation on stemming the flow of narcotics is in the inter­
est of all nations. And although the Soviet Union has no real problem with hard 
narcotics, today with the influx of tourists and the growing problems of drug 
abuse in Europe the U.S.S.R. can become a potential target area for traffickers.

(9) That the need for continued and enhanced parliamentary exchanges be 
recognized and pursued on the principle that frank discussions and the agree­
ment to disagree, if necessary, are far better than the perpetuation of misunder­
standings and acrimony.

Areas which were discussed during our meetings; but on which agreement to 
disagree was reached, or on which the positions of each were acknowledged, 
included:

(1) The relationship of domestic political or legal conditions to international 
concerns; specifically, the U.S. side expressed its view that continued progress in 
the area of human rights, including religious freedom and the right to emigrate, 
is an essential part of the political process of negotiating the bi-lateral and stra­
tegic concerns of the U.S. and the U.S.S.R., and economic measures such as most 
favored nations which is an internal problem as well.

The Soviet side pointed to its progress in human rights, particularly free emi­
gration, and expressed the view that misrepresentations have distorted the facts 
on human rights, particularly religious freedoms, within the U.S.S.R. The Soviet 
side further expressed the view that domestic political concerns in the U.S. 
should not take precedence over the bilateral and international concerns of the 
relations between the United States and the Soviet Union.

(2) That the sources of tensions between the nations of Southeast Asia, par­
ticularly the root causes, the refugee problem, and the solution to the problem 
of independence for Kampuchea, are subject to differing interpretations.

(3) That the causes of tensions in South Asia, including those producing 
refugees from Afghanistan, of which here are now 160,000, are subject to differ­
ing interpretations.

(4) That the purpose and function of the nonaligned movement should be to 
pursue the well being of the peoples of the member states independent of any 
alliances with other peoples.

To these points there are substantial areas of disagreement. But we feel that 
it is in the best interest of both nations there will be mutual cooperation to 
resolve these differences.

Now I’d like to call upon Chairman Long to make a statement at this point.
Mr. Long. One of the things that I think we were successful in doing here was 

to convey to the officials in the Soviet Union and in Moscow the enormous im­
portance that we attach to the Human Rights problem, particularly to the free­
dom of the various religious groups, Protestants, Pentecostals, Catholics and 
Jews to practice their religion and particularly to emigrate if they chose.

We at every meeting brought this question up and I think that we were able 
to get over to them that this was a major impediment in the path of a real 
detente between our countries. We drafted a letter; I don’t think that any of us 
were entirety satisfied with the responses that we got from the various officials we 
talked to . I think we were given a fairly standard answer.
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But I think there were hints here and there that some cases would be recon­
sidered but no promises were made.

I think that we were certainly told by the Soviet officials they had made great 
progress. And they have made some progress, there’s no question about it. They 
have released around 200,000 so far and they feel that this should be the thing 
to look at. We pointed out, however, that there were considerable numbers of 
people who would like to go including around, I believe, 800 refuseniks. We ve 
heard from other sources that there may be as many as 2,000 refuseniks.

I pointed out to Mr. Kuznetsov yesterday, the Deputy President, that this wras 
the fly in the bowl of soup, no matter how good the soup is, the fly is going to get 
very large attention. And we felt that this was the major problem that they were 
going to have to deal with, these refuseniks.

I asked furthermore, I put to them the fact that the Soviet Union is a very 
strong nation, next to the United States the strongest in the world, it is a larger 
nation geographically, it has a larger population than we do. Many think it has a 
stronger military. Therefore, it would seem to me the Soviet Union could afford 
to be generous. And I pleaded for generosity. In those cases the merits of which 
they may disagree, I pleaded that they deal with those cases generously and I 
hope that they would do.

We drafted a letter, however, which goes beyond this. I drafted it but every 
member of the delegation made a significant contribution to it. It was signed by 
every member of the delegation and will be delivered through the Charge 
D’Affaires to Mr. Brezhnev, in which we point out the problem of the human 
rights problems in the Soviet Union. Members of various religions who we feel 
have not been given, or who we have been told have not been given adequate 
freedom to practice their religion, to publish their stuff and so on. We pointed 
out that these were problems that they would have to deal with, wTe hope they’d 
deal with. Otherwise we felt that this would continue to be a block to detente. I 
ended up again with a plea for generosity. That will be distributed, given to 
Secretary Brezhnev.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you, Mr. Long. I’d like to turn to Tennyson Guyer of Ohio, 
a ranking member of the Committee on Asian and Pacific Affairs.

Mr. Guyer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You might say that several of us 
serve in more than one capacity. Chairman Wolff did appoint me to head the 
task force on missing persons in Southeast Asia. Mr. Gilman and I both served 
on the original committee and we’re also on the Committee on Narcotics. I un­
derstand there have been four congressional trips here this year. The thing that 
has impressed me about our trip is that this might be the first time we’ve had 
the kind of candor, the kind of dialogue without all the diplomatic falderal. For 
example, in Hanoi, we sat down and discussed very openly and genuinely the 
problem of our missing persons and we handed over 120 hard cases of men of 
whom the fate is unknown but who were known one time or another to have been 
alive in captivity. And they agreed to look into these.

They also agreed that they have four new pieces of information that they 
would pass along to us. They did not describe what it was but we’re looking for­
ward to that. They also agreed to have an on-going commission with us and will 
allow our Lt. Col. Mather to make visits there back and forth, share expertise 
there along that line. So that to me was a revelation.

Following the refugee situation which has been mentioned here so well, it 
was strange to me as a Member of Congress that only five countries have received 
permanently any great numbers of refugees. We have taken over 245,000 perma­
nently in America. And with the exception of Australia and Great Britain, Can­
ada, France, Hong Kong, of course, has about 67,000, and then the other coun­
tries there are temporary asylums but not permanent residency as we are.

And we were very very much pleased with both the candor of these discussions 
and their final resolution which of course was preluded by the meeting in Geneva 
when some 60 or 61 countries attended and also pledged two things. If they 
couldn’t take people, they’d put up money.

I'm pleased with the recent activity here in the Soviet Union. I thought it was 
going to be surrounded with a lot of mysticism and secrecy and I was just very 
much impressed with the openness with which we were allowed to talk and with 
which they responded. I thank you Mr. Chairman for the time to comment.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you, Mr. Gilman.
Mr. Gilman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Part of our work in the Soviet Union, 

as our chairman pointed out, was to try to establish better cooperation in the 
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field of narcotics. And it is true as the chairman lias stated that the Soviet Union 
has a minimal problem, at least as far as we can find out, with regard to narcotics 
trafficking and abuse, although for the first time they did admit that there 
is a substantial canabis problem and that they do have some 2,000 to 3,000 addicts 
that they are treating for various narcotic addiction.

We did stress the need for cooperation by the Soviet Union since they border 
on one of the largest opium-producing regions in the entire world in the Golden 
Triangle area of Afghanistan, Pakistan, the Laotian area. We find that there 
are several hundred tons of opium coming out of Afghanistan into Pakistan 
which incidentally has now become the number one producer of opium in the 
world. And since the Soviet Union does have an influence on the Afghanistan 
Government today, we’ve appealed to the Soviet Union to control the flow and 
production of opium out of Afghanistan into other regions.

The Soviet Union is concerned too, about the flow of narcotics from that re­
gion into their own area. In Tashkent we heard some concern about the possi­
bility of opium flowing into that region. We also urged a greater involvement in 
the United Nations Fund for Drug Abuse and Control. The Soviet Union is a 
member of that organization but has not been a contributing member. The United 
States has been paying about half of the total fund and we’re urging the Soviet 
Union to take a more active participating role in that important endeavor so that 
we can have a better worldwide effort.

We also sought assistance in another area. I’m a member of the Post Office 
Committee. It's another of my responsibilities in the House. I've been con­
ducting bearings with regard to the interruption of mail into the Soviet Union. 
This has been going on for several years now. We’ve stressed the fact that we've 
compiled statistics showing more than 2.000 registered letters per year are not be­
ing delivered, some of which being returned to addresses unknown.

A great deal of the mail has been addressed to refusniks and to dissidents and 
to prisoners. We had an opportunity to meet with some recently repatriated 
people from exile. People who I have written to and who I was amazed to find 
had not received any of our mail in the past few years.

We met with Mr. Paputin. the head of their international section and again 
appealed to Mr. Paputin to be more cooperative with our nation so that there 
would not be this lack of communication, not only for ethnic groups, but in the 
scientific community and with regard to our media, who on occasion find dif­
ficulty in getting the mail through properly. I’m hoping that we can improve 
this sort of problem that is arisen between nations.

With regard to civil rights, we had a good opportunity with face-to-face con­
frontations with and discussions with people such as Judge Smirnoff, the chief 
justice. I was very much impressed with some of the remarks made by Judge 
Smirnoff with regard to attempting to seek better solutions, but I’m also very 
much distressed by the fact the chief justice became the editor of a book known 
as the “White Book” which castigates the whole human rights issue in the 
western world as a propaganda issue.

I would hope that there is a better understanding here in the Soviet Union 
that human rights is not a propaganda issue but is a people issue. And when 
that is properlv understood and addressed that we’ll do a great deal more for im­
proving the climate between our two nations. Thank you Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you, Mr. Gilman. Mr. Bowen.
Mr. Bowen. In our conversations, our Soviet hosts pointed out to us that they 

felt that the point of view that we expressed to them regarding religious freedom 
and freedom to emigrate was, from their point of view, an internal matter which 
we should not be concerned with.

I think that we tried to convey to them that whether or not in isolation we 
might agree with the principle that matters such as that are internal as a prin­
ciple. Nonetheless, in a country such as ours where important political decisions 
nationally revolve about what public opinion thinks where matters such as 
SALT II and other important decisions would be reflections of the public opinion 
of the country. And where public opinion is greatly moved and shaped by matters 
such as how the Soviet Union handles issues of religious freedom and the right 
to emigrate, we would not ignore these issues.

I pointed out, as did my colleagues, the Soviet Union might well have a sub­
stantially smaller problem dealing with the requests for emigration, if they 
allowed a degree of internal freedom, particularly freedom of religion.

I was pleased to find upon attending a Baptist church service here in Moscow 
that the Soviet Union has recently authorized shipment of 25,000 bibles printed 
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in Russian in Belgium. I think that’s a welcome step and I would like to see, 
I think as all of us would, progress along these lines.

I happen to believe, and I'm sure that colleagues concur that the Soviet Union 
would have much smaller problem in terms of dealing with emigration if greater 
freedom were allowed to Baptists, Pentecostals, Catholics, Russian Orthodox 
and all other religious organizations within the Soviet Union.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you. We’ll take questions now.
Question. Would you tell us, sir, you mentioned 2,000 to 3,000 addicts which they 

confessed to being treated, but what specifically did they tell you?
Mr. Gilman. They mentioned that some of it was morphine, some of it codeine 

and some of its miscellaneous narcotics. They did not indicate that there was 
any heroin problem at the present time.

Of course, being so close to the border area of Afghanistan and an area which 
is such a high producer of opium, I would caution the Soviet Union that it is 
bound to happen in the near future and we would hope that they would give 
it a great deal of attention.

Moscow, too, is becoming a transit area, and we’ve urged better cooperation 
in criminal intelligence. They have been cooperative and we hope that they’ll 
cooperate to an even greater extent with the police authorities in our nation 
and in other nations so that we can intercept any narcotics traveling from 
East to West.

Mr. Guyer. If the gentlemen will yield, we were also asked about any new 
techniques in treatment and we were told that they have some addicts under 
treatment from three to five years and with major successes and that this was 
a no-cost, no-charge to the person involved. We didn’t get into any specifics, but 
we find that they do not use methadone and other things which could become 
addictive in themselves. That was not one of their techniques.

Question. Mr. Wolff, could you comment on your meeting with refuseniks and 
other dissidents, both Jewish and protestant, you met during your stay here? 
What was the substance of your exchanges ?

Mr. Wolff. I can tell you that we met openly with some dissidents, refuseniks 
and many individuals. We were very much up-front in this situation, no clan­
destine meetings were held, we asked the Soviet authorities for permission to 
meet with various people w’ho had a story that they wanted to communicate to 
us. This permission was granted.

We met with a number of people who are classified as refuseniks and dissidents. 
The meetings were held here, in the hotel. I must say that one other aspect of 
this mission on the question of religion and religious freedom, that each one of 
us regardless of our faith visited the church or synagogue of his choosing and 
attended services here. And this is a very significant point. We were in no way 
impeded in our efforts to communicate with anyone while we wrere here.

Mr. Long. I might add to the matter of the synagogue. We visited a synagogue 
in w7hich there were very few people and the average age had to be 75. No one 
was younger than quite that age. And I am told that this is the only synagogue 
really open in the entire city.

Mr. Wolff. May I comment on that? Congressman Gilman went to services 
in two synagogues.

Mr. Long. Very good. Anyway, there are supposed to be a large number of 
synagogues which are very poorly attended and I want to know the reason for 
that. One of the reasons that we found in our discussions was that although 
they allow the printing of Hebrew and when a person goes to a synagogue all 
of the prayer books and everything is in Hebrew, the teaching of Hebrew’ is not 
allowed. So that the great majority of Jews who would want to go to a syna­
gogue would not understand anything that was written in the religious litera­
ture there so this was felt to be, among some people I talked to, to be the major 
reason why synagogue attendance was so poor.

Question. Mr. Gilman, I'd like to come back to the drug discussions. Were 
there any discussions about any Americans being held here on charges of smug­
gling, possession or otherwise?

Mr. Wolff. We are aw’are of two Americans who have been held here on 
drug charges and our government has spoken to them and to the Soviet Govern­
ment about this.

Mr. Gilman. This is based on our meeting with Dr. Babayan, the chief of 
the health ministry.

Mr. Wolff. It is important to note that there will be, I believe in October, 
a world health organization meeting here in Moscow on narcotics. I think this 
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was a significant move as well. Members of our committee were invited to attend 
under the auspices of the world health organization.

One aspect of all this it must be remembered that the United States really 
didn’t have a drug problem until the sixties. We had a small drug problem. In 
the sixties that problem grew as a result of the frustrations of our young people 
and various other factors that were involved. And it blossomed very sub­
stantially in that period.

It must also be remembered that Europe was not a part of the drug scene 
until very recently. We recently visited London and they asked us to in some 
fashion cooperate with them to help them in solving a problem that has grown 
out of hand in England. Everyone used to point to us and say you have the drug 
problem and what you ought to do is adopt the English system. The situation 
now is such that it has grown far in excess in Europe of anything that was 
anticipated. And I venture to say that in all of Europe that there are many 
more hard drug addicts today than there are in the United States.

So therefore, with that situation and background, it seems fair to assume that 
with the Olympics coming up, with great traffic in this area, with communication 
lines being extended that this could become an area that is potentially danger­
ous for the Soviet Union.

We are very happy to extend whatever cooperation that we can to the Soviet 
Union m helping to solve a potentially dangerous problem for them and we 

that they will give us the same cooperation as was mentioned by 
Mr. Gilbert in exchange of information primarily.

Question. I have two questions. The first refers to the status of talks on the 
Indian Ocean and the second on your statement on the Non-Aligned movement. 
• " 0I,FF' Let ,take the second question first. What we are referring to
is the result of the visit that we had to Sri Lanka. At which time we were com­
miserating with the Sri Lankans that it is unfortunate that they, who have been 
truly a Non-Aligned State, having no ties to any country, were relinquishing the 
cianmanship of the Non-Aligned movement to Cuba, which is certainly not Non-Aligned.
. I think the Non-Aligned movement, the integrity of the Non-Aligned movement 
is dependent upon the Non-Aligned being non-aligned. Not that they should not 
have relations with any other countries. First of all, the Non-Aligned aren’t 
non-aligned. They’re aligned with each other. A completely non-aligned country is a fiction.

Ilie other point is that certainly I do not expect Cuba to give up its alliance 
and close association with the Soviet Union. But by that same token that dispels 
the idea of non-alignment.

Question. Does this work against the movement as such?
Mr. Wolff. I would hope that it does not. but it represented a potential diffi­

culty. That does not prevent the freedom of movement within the Non-Aligned 
that really should represent the character of the Non-Aligned movement.

Gii the question of the Indian Ocean, we are going back and recommending 
that discussions be renewed in this area, leading to negotiations. There have been 
intrusions into the Indian Ocean of recent date but they have been reduced, and 
for this reason, we find that the time is ripe for new discussions to take place 
to provide a zone of peace, so there are no incursions by other nations, no hege­
mony. if that is the word; established over the Indian Ocean by any people who 
are part, of the area or any outside forces coming in to control it.

Question. You said earlier that you had some heated discussions and I notice 
that some of you are wearing bracelets with Shcharansky’s name on them.

Mr. Wolff. That was part of the heated discussions.
Question. Can you tell us something about them?
Mr. Wolff. I think that the situation with Shcharansky was discussed. There 

is a very strong point that was made to us that Shcharansky was involved in some 
degree of espionage with the United States. I have checked this, I have asked 
that evidence be produced to give credence to this fact. Hard evidence not heresay. 
We all have been very concerned about Shcharansky among others. I don’t want 
to single this out. We are v,’earing bracelets, all of us, to indicate our concern 
that the Shcharansky case not be forgotten.

We did meet with Mr. Shcharansky’s mother and she indicated that she felt 
that he was not in good health whi’e we were assured by the Soviet authorities 
that he had had a medical examination and he’s not in bad health. I asked his 
mother about his weight and I was told that he has lost some 28 kilos of weight 
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since Christmas. She characterized his condition as being poor and I think that 
this should be a subject of concern to the Soviet Government as well as us.

Question. Is there any indication that they may be forthcoming with some 
evidence?

Mr. Wolff. I specifically said that if there is any evidence that this should 
be made known to the entire world. We have had some egregious acts committed 
by various agencies of various governments of the world. We are taking more 
steps than are necessary to prevent any recurrence. Therefore, if there is any 
hard evidence against Mr. Shcharansky this is the responsibility of the Soviet 
Union to release that evidence. We will see to it that it is brought to the attention 
of not only the other people of the world but the Congress of the United States to 
remedy any future activities if there be any past activities.

And I think that that is the important element that is involved here. We are 
not challenging the Soviet Union; we are not claiming injustice; we are asking 
for the facts. And I think that we are all entitled to those facts and that has 
been the general tenure of the discussions that we held in this direction.

Question. Have there been any hints that the Soviets would release Mr. 
Shcharansky ?

Mr. Wolff. I hestitate to venture an opinion on that. I don’t think we can. I 
would say that Shcharansky’s situation is cause celebre and as such I think that 
we would all be better off if the problem were solved.

Mr. Gilman. Mr. Chairman, if I may comment on that. We did raise some of the 
legal procedural errors that the legal committee in the States had filed with 
the Soviet Union, particularly with Judge Smirnoff.

We also noted that it was unfortunate that at the very time we are here in 
Moscow urging a review of the legal aspects of the Shcharansky case that a Pro­
fessor from Toronto came over to assist in the endeavor and was ushured out 
of the Soviet Union because he had attempted to travel to discuss the case.

We had urged that the legal aspects be attended to and that the procedural 
issues that had been raised by these briefs that had been filed. And so far the 
general response is that they will give attention to these matters and respond 
to our request.

Question. Can you enlarge on your interpretation of the situation in Afghan­
istan?

Mr. Wolff. We went to the Afghan refugee camp in Pakistan to investigate 
the plight of these people and to see to it that they had the opportunity of 
practicing their religion in their country. They had told us that they wanted to 
go back to their country. But they could not practice their religion and as a 
result of that they had fled their country.

We talked to any number of their people at that time and were told that the 
conditions in Afghanistan are such that they cannot live there and live their life 
as they would like to.

The divergence of opinion on this is the fact that this has been inspired via 
Pakistan, and Pakistan has encouraged these people to come. To the contrary, 
I might say it is costing Pakistan some 40 cents a day per refugee, which is more 
than the United Nations is putting into the hands of the refugees in Vietnam 
or in Southeast Asia. They get 25 cents a day. Forty cents is a great drain upon 
the Pakistan Government and they have appealed for assistance in taking care 
of the refugees. The camps are not as poor as the conditions we viewed in other 
areas of the world where the Vietnamese refugees are but the people are in a 
very serious plight.

Mr. Stark. Mr. Chairman, it’s been suggested that the Pakistani were train­
ing these Afghanian refugees as troops and certainly if they were, they are the 
most rag-tag bunch of troops you ever saw. The only weapons that were in 
evidence among the Afghanians were Russian automatic weapons and certainly 
not anything they would have gotten from Pakistan. As far as we were able to 
see, we certainly didn’t get far out into the hills, there was no evidence of any­
body being trained or armed other than the rifle or whatever the hill people 
normally carry up there.

Question. You also, I understand it, have taken up the case of the Pentecostal- 
ists. Would you give us any indications, are there any signs of progress at all?

Mr. Wolff. I should like to pass this to Dave Bow’en who had contact with a 
number of the Pentecostalists.

Mr. Bowen. I have talked to some of them. I understand that there are about 
half a million pentecostals in the Soviet Union. Also I mentioned earlier visits 
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with the Baptist community here and there are about a million Baptists in the 
Soviet Union.
, The difference between the two is that the Baptists are registered with the 

State and officially recognized and allowed to have a church, a single church, a 
very crowded church which of course is not adequate to accommodate those who 
want to attend.

The Pentecostals, on the other hand, are not recognized and are under substan­
tially more pressure, I believe. They have recently been attempting to establish 
a nation-wide organization. There are about 5,000 applications, I have been told, 
of Pentecostals intending to leave the country. Many of these have received guar­
antees from the United States or other countries but cannot obtain exit visas 
from the Soviet Union.

I think almost all of those that I talked with said that they would certainly 
prefer to stay in the Soviet Union. They would like to stay in their homeland 
if they could be allowed to practice their religious faith. I certainly hope that 
we might see some improvement in their condition.

Question. What about the ones in the Embassy?
Mr. Bowen. I think that all of you know that they are there because they have 

not been given exit visas. A few have left. There were more earlier. Some have 
left because special arrangements have been worked out. I hope that the Soviet 
T nion would see lit to allow those to emigrate at some point. They have not made 
that determination.

Mr. Molff. Our hosts said, by the way, that applications had not been made. 
We then confirmed with the Embassy that applications had been filed but the 
Deputy Minister of the Interior did not indicate that they had received these 
applications. But they are on file with the Ministry of the interior.

Question. The question was on recent emigration?
Mr. Wolff. Yes, the question they posed to us was that there were no applica­

tions on file and we did indicate that there were and asked them, the Soviet 
authorities, to look into this.

I must say, although we are critical of the various policies that we have 
been told that are exhibited within the Soviet Union. I must say that the coopera­
tion that this mission has gotten from the Soviet Union has been excellent. We 
have not been inhibited in any way and our requests have been met on all sides. 
I think that this is an indication of a spirit that I hope that will be followed in 
a variety of ways to be able to resolve some of the basic problems that are 
between us.

We do not see, for example, the situation of human rights as an internal cir­
cumstance alone. The question of human rights is part of the universal declaration 
of human rights which is an international problem and justified as an internal 
one within one particular nation or the other.

We are not pleading the cause of a particular individual or religion. These 
are universal principles that are involved and we are pleading adherance to the 
Helsinki Agreement, which is an international agreement.

We are also saying that we have laws on our books. The laws on Jackson- 
Vanik are laws that preclude most favored nation status to any nation, it doesn’t 
single out the Soviet Union as such, to any nation which interferes with the 
emigration policies of its citizens. Now this is an internal matter within our 
park. And the reason we went so heavily into the question of human rights is 
because we are trying to find ways and means establishing a vehicle for normaliz­
ing the trade relationships between the Soviet Union and the United States. If 
there are no further questions.

Question. I asked you the other night, did you have the feeling while you were 
here whether the Soviet side has some particular message they were trying to 
convey to you?

Mr. Wolff. That SALT needs seasoning.
Mr. Guyer. SALT is important to them.
Mr. Wolff. SALT is important to us too. SALT is important to them and its 

important to us. I think that what concerns many of the people that are involved 
with this is the acclamation, other than the piece of paper, that SALT was written 
upon and we are concerned that both sides follow the statements that are made 
in writing with actions that will really mean disarmament and will have real 
meaning toward reducing the arms race.

Mr. Guyer. If I could just say a word on that. I think that we know its impor­
tance. Also hoping that, by way of good faith, we would make a recommendation 
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for a favorable vote, since it will be a well discussed debate and could be a very 
close vote. Their help in this exchange could contribute toward it.

Mr. Long. It is clear, it seems to me, that one thing was clear from this that 
they want good relations with the United States, and while we couldn’t get very 
much in the way of specifics from them, we feel that many of the things that we 
told them will be taken back and they will be working it over.

That is the best hope, I think, to get resolved many of the points that you 
brought up on the matter of refugees, on the matter of human rights, treatment 
of the Jews and other religious minorities.

Mr. Wolff. Thank you.
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Remarks by Hon. Lester L. Wolff, Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Asian and Pacific Affairs, Before the Supreme Soviet of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, August 20, 1979
To our distinguished hosts and colleagues of the Supreme Soviet, and on behalf 

of our entire delegation, I wish to begin today by expressing our heartfelt thanks 
to you for your hospitality, and your invitation to visit the Soviet Union at this 
critical juncture in our relations.

I say “critical”, because never before, in my opinion, have our two nations 
been more deeply involved and mutually concerned over such a variety of national 
and strategic interests.

We have come here not only because of your invitation, but also because we, 
as representatives of the American people, seek to find areas of agreement, and 
seek to find an end to the problems that divide us, so that we can join in efforts 
to better the lot of the people of the world.

Our mutual desires are peace, to end the arms race which is causing both 
our nations to divert so many resources to fear, instead of to the future.

We both have people who are ill fed, who suffer a lack of education, regardless 
of our accomplishments in these fields. We both seek an answer to the serious 
problem of an energy shortage which threatens the economic viability of our 
nations.

We seek to find peaceful solutions other than from the barrel of a gun, as the 
late Chairman Mao used to extol.

For all these reasons, therefore, let me state at the outset that I personally, 
and I know our delegation collectively endorses in every respect the words of 
Premier Kosygin last April to our colleague, Mr. Brademas, and his delegation, 
and I quote:

“We want improvement. We are confident that will happen only when there is 
reciprocity * * * We share too great a responsibility to have relations that are 
not normal * * ♦ in our century, when there are such great stockpiles of weapons, 
we must be very cautious, very careful * * * our relations should be businesslike.

I must comment that as good capitalists, we of course endorse your Premier’s 
■call to be businesslike. With that, then, let us begin.

Many of our distinguished Soviet hosts are familiar with the work of the 
Congress, and particularly, the work of the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific 
Affairs, which I have the honor to chair. This is because our liaison work with 
your Embassy in Washington is thorough, and, I feel, profitable for both our 
countries. Representatives of your Embassy have attended virtually all of the 
dozens of hearings and meetings we have held in the past several years on such 
topics as U.S. relations with China and the Tri-Partate U.S.-U.S.S.R.-P.R.C. 
relationship, our Vietnam policy, the International Narcotics situation, and 
Human Rights in Foreign Policy. To name but a few examples.

I hope that our meetings and discussions today and over the next few days 
will broaden and deepen a process of understanding and frankness, which I feel 
is well begun. Let me at this time issue a formal invitation to the Soviet Union 
to join in our informal work as well. Each month when the Congress is in session, 
my colleagues and I host an informal, off-the record luncheon at which the 
Ambassadors of the Nations of Asia and the Pacific gather to discuss in a 
friendly atmosphere the many common interests and concerns we all share not 
only as members of the world community, but, most importantly, as members of 
the Asian and Pacific Community.

So with this formal invitation to our informal gatherings, I hope that we can 
begin today to do our part to broaden our mutual understanding and enhance 
our cooperation.

I have made this point about the membership of the United States in the com­
munity of Asian and Pacific nations at the outset because it is one of the major
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items I think we should discuss today, and because it flows naturally from the 
work of the delegation during our present mission.

As you know, we have spent the past two weeks visiting Vietnam, Hong Kong,. 
Sri Lanka, Thailand and Pakistan before arriving in your country last Thursday.

I will state frankly that I feel that the Soviet Union at the moment misunder­
stands the policies and motivations of the United States in Asia and the Pacific. 
This misunderstanding is, I feel, founded on two propositions: First, the mis­
taken idea that the United States is playing the so-called “China card in World 
Affairs, particularly against the USSR ;

Second, the mistaken idea that the United States is presently “withdrawing” 
from Asia and adopting a so-called “island strategy” of military interests and 
involvements.

Each of these propositions, which I have frequently seen advanced by Soviet 
Foreign policy thinkers, is, I respectfully submit, in error. To deal with the 
second one first, let me state flatly that the United States is neither withdrawing 
nor moving into Asia—we are already a Pacific Nation, have been all along, and 
will be in the future. This is both natural, and fitting and proper. We are a 
Pacific Nation as well as a European Nation. Hawaii, one of our leading states, is 
a Pacific Island, and our Pacific Coast is represented here today by four members 
of our Delegation. We now carry on more trade with Asia than we do with the 
Nations of Europe. Far from withdrawing, we seek the maintenance of territorial 
integrity, a stable peaceful equilibrium in Asia, with each nation master of its 
own destiny. The adjustments in our posture that followed the end of the Viet­
nam war have been completed. Our Pacific forces remain strong. Our alliances 
with our friends in the area are likewise enduring. For example, President Carter, 
in the wake of the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea, publicly reaffirmed the 
validity of the Manila Pact—a pledge which was particularly welcomed by Thai­
land. On our January mission to Southeast Asia, the Subcommittee on Asian 
and Pacific Affairs underlined this point with Thailand, as we did in our meet­
ings with the leaders of the other ASEAN Nations.

We have brought with us a number of copies of our hearings and reports 
dealing with the Economic and Security Assistance Programs which we oversee in 
Asia, all of which have been given to your Embassy in Washington. I hope these 
will enable you and your staff to study in depth the points I will make briefly 
this morning.

Further to this point, but as an aside, I would comment that it is true that we 
plan to withdraw our ground forces from South Korea, and will as soon as it 
is possible. However, we have been forced to delay this plan because of the mili­
tary buildup by North Korea to join in the talks recommended by President 
Carter. Hence, a precipitious withdrawal at this time, far from serving the in­
terests of stability, would, as in past history, only further instability.

This leads me to the point about the “China Card.” Let me say that I am 
sure we all fully understand the concerns of the Soviet Union regarding the 
attitude of China toward the USSR. The People's Republic is not sparing in its 
criticism of the Soviet Union, nor of your friend and ally, the Vietnamese.

It is with this awareness of the equilibrum between the relationships of China, 
the Soviet Union and the United States—a relationship we have called the “tri­
angular relationship” to indicate its interconnected nature—that I wish to briefly 
discuss our China policy before moving on to the many issues my colleagues and 
I wish to cover with you.

The United States normalized relations with the People’s Republic of China 
because we felt it was in the best interests of both nations and of the world. To- 
not recognize the PRC, would only institutionalize a policy that had failed. In this 
course, your government concurred. Indeed, I think we are all agreed that if 
relations between the United States and China had been on a normal plane from 
the beginning, many of the tragedies which subsequently unfolded in Asia such 
as the Korean and Vietnamese Wars, and which are still occurring in Southeast 
Asia, might have been avoided.

Regarding our China relations, then, and to assure you that we are not play­
ing “China Card.” Let me make five points:

(1) Normal relations between Washington and Peking are in the best in­
terests of peace and stability. This normalization is not directed against the 
Soviet Union or any third country. You had diplomatic relations long before 
we did.

(2) The United States would welcome a reduction of tensions along the 
Sino-Soviet Border. Peace throughout the world is the foundation of U.S. 
foreign policy.
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.",e anticipated a substantial growth in commercial and scien­
tific and technical exchanges with China, we intend to conduct our relations 
with your country, irrespective of and independent of China.

(4) Specifically, The United States has no plans to sell weapons to China 
as you did for years before your relations with the PRC deteriorated. While 
what other countries do on this issue is up to them to decide, I can assure- 
y.ou we will aPProve sales of third country equipment containing 
significant American licensed technology.

(5) Our people, as your people, desire peace in Asia. We opposed the 
Chinese attack on Vietnam. I can personally assure you that the Chinese 
were informed in the strongest terms, prior to their attack, of our strong: 
feelings in this matter. I was present during the discussions with Vice 
Premier Deng Xiaoping in Washington last January.

That the Chinese chose to ignore our pleas for peace is unfortunate. They ig­
nore your entreaties as well. I raise this point because I think you will agree 
that by working together, the United States and the Soviet Union can increase 
understanding of the needs of the people of Southeast Asia, and help avert the 
continuing tragedies which unfold there.

So to dispose of this question of the “China Card” once and for all, I would 
note finally that the Administration has not yet sent the proposed China Trade 
Agreement to the Congress for ratification, and, speaking personally, I would 
hope that it’s time all of us stopped “playing cards,” gambling with the destiny 
of the world.

I think it might now be useful for our discussions today if I briefly outlined 
some of the delegation’s thoughts and findings during our present mission. By 
using specific examples as they arise, I think we will be able to illustrate manv 
of the larger concerns between us, such as the “China Card” I have just 
mentioned.

Our mission has had two principal “themes” which we have pursued really 
for the past two years: First, the terrible humanitarian plight of the refugees 
from Laos, Cambodia and Vietnam, and second, the progress of the many Amer­
ican Economic Assistance Programs throughout Asia and the Pacific. I am sure 
that my Co-Chairman, Dr. Long, will be delighted to discuss this latter aspect 
with you.

In addition, we have met with officials in each nation concerned with the 
traffic in narcotics. As you may know, I am also Chairman of the House Select 
Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control. While I realize that the Soviet Union 
does not at present have a serious problem of narcotics abuse, I am hopeful that 
the meetings you have so graciously arranged with our counterparts will help 
lay the groundwork for a new era of cooperation between our countries in the 
international struggle against narcotics trafficking and abuse. Let me assure 
you that narcotics is not just a problem of the capitalist nations. It is a poison 
which spreads.

There was another important area of increased understanding and a promise 
of enhanced future cooperation between Vietnam and the United States, and 
that is on the issue of the American military personnel for whom no final ac­
counting has been received from Hanoi. I know I speak for my entire delegation, 
and for the American people, when I tell you that the need for a final accounting 
of our men is of major importance in United States-Vietnamese relations. Any 
assistance or moral support you could give us on this issue and on the refugee 
issue would not only be significant humanitarian gestures, but would be a genuine 
and substantive move toward the peaceful and stable future the United States 
and the Soviet Union wish for the people of Asia.

There was one issue on which the delegation did not emerge from Hanoi with 
any but the most long-term hopes, and that is the situation in Kampuchea. As 
I stated earlier, the people of the United States do not support the attack by 
China on Vietnam, nor does our government. Similarly, we cannot endorse the 
occupation of Kampuchea by the forces of Vietnam, even though we strongly 
opposed the Pol Pot Regime, and all that it stood for. On this issue, I can only 
state that here, too, is an area where constructive cooperation between our 
nations can only be for the best.

There are many other matters regarding Vietnam which I might discuss, but 
in the interests of time, I think it best that we save them for the question and 
answer portions of our meetings today and tomorrow.

Among the points I hope we will discuss will be the effects of the refugee crisis 
and the continuing China-Vietnamese tensions on the nations of Southeast Asia, 



120

particularly Thailand, and the policy of the Soviet Union toward the ASEAN 
Nations.

From Hanoi, Bangkok and Hong Kong, our delegation wTent to Sri Lanka, 
presently Chairman of the non-aligned movement, and a nation with which the 
United States has long been involved in Economic Assistance Programs.

In order to help stimulate our later discussions, I would like to make two 
points regarding our mission to Sri Lanka. First, I think the people of Sri Lanka 
and her Government share with the United States the desire that the Indian 
Ocean remain a Zone of Peace and that no power, be it a “superpower” or a 
regional power, seek to establish hegemony in the region. Accordingly, we urge 
that your government agree to join in a Heads of Delegation Meeting this fall to 
consider resuming our talks on the Indian Ocean.

Second, during our stay in Sri Lanka, the delegation had occasion to discuss 
the future of the non-aligned movement, particularly with the anticipated as- 
cendency of Cuba to the movement’s leadership. As I said in Sri Lanka, I say 
to you today, that with all respect I consider it absurd to represent Cuba as 
a “non-aligned” nation. Cuba is as closely tied to your government and its foreign 
policy aims, particularly in Africa, as the United States is to any of our allies 
in Europe. I am not suggesting that Cuba does not have the right to pursue the 
foreign policy it sees fit. not that the Soviet Union and Cuba cannot cooperate 
in foreign policy. Obviously, I disagree, and so, I am sure, does my delegation, 
with what we see as some of the thrust and some of the results of the Soviet- 

.Cuba alliance. My point is that if the developing nations of the Third and Fourth 
Worlds are to be truly served by the non-aligned movement, then such nations 
as Sri Lanka, which have never cooperated with any super power in any mili­
tary endeavor, and which is open to the navies of both the United States and the 
Soviet Union, as just a small example, surely such nations as Sri Lanka are 
better fitted to lead than a nation with clear commitments in the world arena.

I make this point at some length because I note a recent Tass item severely 
criticising me by name for, as Tass put it, “deliberately interfering” in the affairs 
of the non-aligned movement. Our delegation was officially invited to Sri Lanka 
to discuss the many issues of interest and concern between us, just as we have 
been invited to the Soviet Union. Thus I think it is most unfair to see such 
conversations characterized as they have been, and frankly, I must say that if 
we cannot here today freely discuss our views without fear of being criticized 
for doing so, then perhaps we should not talk about anything at all.

I know you do not feel this way, and so in the spirit of furthering our mutual 
understanding I will simply say that I hope we can discuss such issues as the 
non-alignment movement frankly so, that if we do have disagreements, they will 
not be compounded by misunderstandings as to our positions.

Of course, it is always possible that Tass, being a journalistic organization, 
was incorrect in its interpretation of my remarks, and that you do not endorse 
them. Certainly we in the Congress are no strangers to finding our views or the 
policies of our government somehow misrepresented in the news media, but then 
again newspapers in the Soviet Union, I am told, reflect Soviet policy.

I raise this point because our final stop before arriving in the Soviet Union 
was Pakistan, and there we arrived in the wake of a New York Times story al­
leging that our government was considering some sort of an attack on Pakistan’s 
nuclear program. As you are, of course, aware, the United States has reluctantly 
questioned the ultimate goals of Pakistan's nuclear program, because we feel it 
may be dangerously channeled toward production of a nuclear weapon.

I need not spend any of our time today discussing how gravely the United 
States views this situation, for it is a situation on which both you and we see 
eye to eye. I will take this occasion to make two comments: First, I can assure 
you that we deplore what we fear are the plans of the Pakistani Government. 
However, my government has absolutely no plans to carry out in Pakistan any 
of the activities so irresponsibly speculated upon in the press. This has been 
officially conveyed to the Government of Pakistan, and our delegation had frank 
discussions with the Pakistani Government on this entire situation.

The second point I wish to make is that we are aware of and we appreciate 
the consistent policy of the Soviet Union regarding nuclear non-proliferation. I 
will say frankly that you have been much more conservative in your sponsorship 
of nuclear power abroad than we have. As you are probably aware, the United 
States is presently undergoing a somewhat agonized reappraisal of the entire 
nuclear power program, as dramatized by the near disaster at Three Mile Island.
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In anv event the idea of alternative energy from the sun and the wind and water 
are areas of mutual interest and common concern to both of our peoples. 1- or even 
though our sources of oil are not the same, we each face a limited future and 
cannot permit ourselves to be exploited by a small group of nations who seek to 
use this critical resource as economic leverage against us.

But to conclude with the work of our delegation in Pakistan, there is a serious 
matter of mutual concern with which we had a first-hand experience and that 
is, that more than 150.000 refugees who have had fled Afghanistan and are now 
living across the border in Pakistan. Our delegation flew up to the Chitral 
Refugee Camp along the Afghanistan border, and talked with many of the Refugees. To Xe you a sense of the scale of their numbers, I will only note that 
there are now as many refugees from Afghanistan in Pakistan as theie aie 
^^wiinwt now^ommeid on the specific internal situation in Afghanistan but 
will suggest that perhaps our experience in Vietnam can serve as a cautionary 
tale I will instead note that in our conversations with Afghan refugees a con­
sistent theme emerged which also constitutes one of the major topics we wish to 
discuss with you, that is, the matter of religious freedom. For almost without 
exception, the Afghan refugees cited the crackdown by the present regime on 
religious practices as one of their prime reasons foi fleeing.

Represented in our delegation are members of virtually every religious faith 
in the United States. But regardless of our specific denominations, we are united 
in the belief that every human being in every nation has the universal right, 
which transcends national borders, to practice his or her religion, free of harass­
ment by others'or restrictions by their government. I make these remarks in full 
awareness of their sensitivity in relations between our nations. But as we have 
said this morning, if our talks are to be truly useful, then they should be equally 
honest. For if we as legislators cannot speak frankly with one another without 
being disagreeable, even if it means agreeing to disagree, then we will find our­
selves confronted by roadblocks which will make it impossible for us to heed the 
advice of Premier Kosygin to seek reciprocity and businesslike relations in our 
mutual quest for peace. , • .

On the basic issue of Human Rights our delegation seeks to enlist your under­
standing and support for our concerns. These are: The ability of people to freely 
practice their religion—all religions. We recently met with the Grand Mufti in 
Tashkent He explained that Muslims are allowed to have their own schools, to 
train their own Mullahs, and to publish their writing in their own language, to 
build new mosques. .

In short, the Muslims in your country are apparently free to practice their 
religion. Our question is, why not grant these same freedoms for other religions 
in the Soviet Union? We understand that for Jews and others the full exercise 
of religion is not permitted. .

Unlike the Muslims of the Uzbek Region. Jews are not permitted to publish 
religious books, nor to train their people in a theological seminary as do the 
Muslims—we ask you frankly today, why there is this disparity? We are talking 
about a universal right, and not about the internal right of a state to govern 
itself. There should be no conflict here.

And the issue of religious freedom is not a question simply of freedom for the 
Jews. There are Pentecostals and Baptists and Catholics and many others on 
whose behalf we so speak, and I hope that we can frankly and freely discuss 
this issue in a constructive fashion during our meetings today and tomorrow.

The matter of religious freedom, as important as it is. none-the-less represents 
but a part of the overall issue of Human Rights, and that is another major area 
which our delegation wishes to discuss. We would like you to understand, how­
ever, that we do not intend to use the human rights issue as a lever. We recognize 
that the human rights issue is a multi-faceted one, one on which honest men and 
women can hold honest degrees of difference on specific policies and specific cul­
tural practices and expectations.

But we respectfully note that the Soviet Union, like the United States, is a 
signator to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and that we have signed 
the Helsinki Accords. From these facts arises the situation which, we feel, makes 
it mandatory that we have frank and detailed discussions today and tomorrow 
on the “Refuseniks” who wish to emigrate and the “Dissidents” whose plight'has 
done so much to exacerbate Russian-American relations, and to engage the con­
cern of the world, and particularly the scientific community.

54-247—79 9
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I tell you frankly that scientific exchange between our two nations will become- 
increasingly difficult unless the concerns of the thousands of scientists who have 
signed petitions on behalf of Orlof and Shcharansky, for example, are addressed. 
Today, we learned that the attorney for Shcharansky’s mother has been expelled.

In looking back over my remarks, I see that 1 have outlined an ambitious- 
schedule of often very difficult topics for us to discuss. I hope that we will make 
the attempt, at least, and I hope that you will understand that we raise these 
points in the hopes of reaching some genuine understandings, if not any final 
accommodations. This is in our tradition, a tradition which reaches back to the­
beginnings of our history as a nation.

We, like your nation, were founded on the battlefield in the struggle against 
those who would deny the principles of human liberty and human dignity, and' 
freedom from material want. As our system has developed in our 200-plus* years 
of independence, so too has our history of open and honest debate.

Sometimes we have been false to our institutions, as during our Civil War of 
1861-65, when millions of men fought, and hundreds of thousands died. At the- 
end of that war. slavery was officially ended, but the struggle for equal rights for 
Black Americans was just beginning, and it continues today.

In recent years, the harrowing experiences of the Civil Rights movement, the- 
Vietnam War, and Watergate have tested our institutions to tiie limit, but, we are 
proud to say, not past the breaking point. Integral to that elasticity is the open 
debate I have repeatedly mentioned; also key is the institutionalized separation 
of powers which so characterizes our government, but which so frequently con­
fuses the foreign observer.

As a final topic for my formal remarks this morning, I would like to enlarge on: 
this point: The nature of the U.S. Governmental system and how it works, for I 
think that will be essential for you to understand how the issues of SALT, and 
trade policies, including MFN, are to be implemented in the future.

I have deliberately not discussed SALT, MBER. or MFN until this point 
because these topics were not integral to our delegation’s mission to the nations 
we visited prior to the U.S.S.R. I felt that the method of raising issues as they 
occurred on our journey was perhaps the best way of showing you how our con­
cerns fit the context of our travels and our relations with the nations on our 
itinerary.

And I do not at this point propose to get into details of the SALT, MBFR or 
MFN issues, but prefer to leave them to our later discussions by our delegation 
members. I will, however, make the general comment that the many issues I have 
discussed this morning, ranging from specific bilateral concerns between our two 
governments, to the more general regional or strategic concerns, are all related 
to the political process in the United States which will determine the fate of the 
SALT agreement, and the future of trade between our two nations.

I understand that many of you will find this process difficult to understand 
and that many of you will feel that since President Carter has officially signed 
the SALT Accords, for example, there should be no further debate.

I can only say to you that in all honesty, our system is not designed to func­
tion in that way, that when it does attempt to do so, as during the Vietnam war 
we betray our own institutions, and that our history is a testament to the fact that 
we do best when, through open and full public debate, we achieve a consensus on 
the best policy to follow.

As your news media has noted. Andrew Young has submitted his resignation 
as our Ambassador to the United Nations. However, it has been claimed that 
Mr. loung was somehow the victim of a pro-Israel lobbv. I ask vou todav • what 
your government would recommend for an Ambassador who disobeyed the clear 
policies and instructions of his superiors? To lay Mr. Young’s departure at the 
feet of anyone but Mr. Young himself is therefore very harmful to our mutual 
desire of fostering good relations.

Mr..Young left because he violated consensus, the development of which the 
President sometimes leads, sometimes follows. The Congress sometimes proposes 
sometimes approves. Our courts sometimes support, and sometimes reject. In the- 
end. our people always have the final word when thev vote to re-elect-or to?"d the Members of Congress, and, hence to ratify Jr 
reject the policies of their government. y °

I know you all understand the general outline of what I have iust said hut I repeat again that the dirersity-and. sometimes. the apparX lSlenc^-of 
the American system is by design. The President cannot require the Congress to 
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take certain actions, and the Congress must work with the President particu­
larly on the vital foreign policy matters we have been discussing.
a consequence this, the hard work of your government in negotiating the 

Presidents Nixon, Ford and Carter represents only part 
of the task before it. Because of the nature of the American political system the 
role of public opinion in the formulation of policy—including the approval of 
foreign policy initiatives by the President—must be addressed.

I know you are aware of and appreciate the role of American public opinion 
and the role of the Congress in finally bringing to a halt the Vietnam War Let 
me stress to you that likewise, the public's acceptance of the SALT accords will 
be equally vital to the approval of the Congress.

is here that the issues of Human Rights, religious freedom, the right to 
8°™* P°wer in Asia and the Indian Ocean, the progress of 

peace in South Africa—all these issues and more are related in the public mind 
government. " f°r w"n* the actions of your

Hiat by ?ur frank and’ yes> comradely discussions here today we can 
Pr°CJ£S a °"g’ sa that the common goal we all share of world peace and p wM t happiness,fo/ our people will not dissolve in nuclear war. 1 

tin? tn th "1 • eondude with once again the heartfelt thanks of our dele^a- 
i m?ra r hospitality and your generous invitation to meet this week so that 
we may do our small part in the common tasks before us.





APPENDIX 2

Remarks of S. N. Mishra, Minister for External Affairs, India, 
September 7, 1979

In his address to the Non-aligned Summit Conference at Havana, on Septem­
ber 7, India’s Minister for External Affairs, Mr. S. N. Mishra, called for concrete 
action to mitigate the acute hardships of developing countries resulting from 
the oil price hike.

Following is the text of Mr. Mishra’s speech:
“Mr. President, on behalf of my delegation and on behalf of the people of 

India, I would like to felicitate you not just as the Chairman of our conference 
but as the person whom Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru in his first meeting in 1961 
greeted simply as “a brave man”. You led a peoples’ revolution against an op­
pressive tyranny. You faced intervention and defeated it. You, now, preside 
over the well-established Socialist Republic of Cuba. Your chairmanship of our 
enlarged community is a tribute to your leadership and the importance which 
Cuba commands in international affairs. We salute you and Cuba for the mani­
fold achievements of your people and express gratitude for the generous hospi­
tality of your country.

“May I aslo offer grateful thanks to President Jayewardene for the exemplary 
manner in which he guided the movement as its Chairman.

“In 1961, Cuba alone from this continent, joined the movement as a member 
and since then and notably at this meeting, Latin American participation has 
grown steadily. This summit in Latin America is symbolic of the revolutionary 
appeal of the movement.

“May I warmly welcome once again the four new members to our fraternity 
from Latin America: Surinam, Granada, Bolivia and Nicaragua. May I also 
welcome as a full member the brave Zimbabwe Patriotic Front. I would particu­
larly like to felicitate Pakistan and Iran who join us after a long association 
with blocks which have now happily been dissolved. The entire Indian sub­
continent will now belong to our movement. This augurs well for reinforcing 
the outgoing search for good neighborly cooperation and trust and in turn 
should, no doubt, contribute to stability in the region.

“Owing to his preoccupation in India, our Prime Minister could not come 
and I was asked to lead our delegation. I bring his message that his absence 
would not mean less interest in the movement, and India would continue to 
march with you all, with unfaltering steps and unflinching faith in our ideals.

“Within our constitutional system, the people of India are shortly going to 
elect openly and democratically, representatives to our Parliament and to give 
themselves the government reflecting the will of the people. But let there be 
no mistake, just as our nation is committed to democracy, the entire spectrum 
of Indian political opinion is unreservedly committed to the letter and spirit 
of the philosophy of non-alignment. The government and leaderships have 
changed in India and, no doubt, will continue to change. What will not change, 
however, is our faith in the right of independent national judgment and our de­
termined opposition to alliance systems based on multilateral militarism. Nor 
will India ever relent in its determined opposition to all forms of domination 
and every manifestation of racism, colonialism and imperialism.

PEACEFUL COEXISTENCE

“Since Independence, India made non-alignment the bedrock of its foreign 
policy. We always saw in non-alignment, the fulfillment of Gandhiji’s hopes 
that our freedom must be part of the struggle for emancipation for all peoples. 
In the spirit of the philosophy of Gandhi and Nehru, non-alignment signified 
respect for the individuality and personality of other nations. It recognized their 
right, like ours, to choose their own social and economic systems and, in this 

(125)



126

spirit, permitted dignified and beneficial cooperation between nations. The five 
principles of peaceful co-existence and the ten principles evolved in Bandung 
which we proclaimed as the guide in our relations with nations, reinforced the 
spontaneous spirit of Non-alignment. Non-alignment was never a policy of equi­
distance or of neutrality for us. It was something inestimably more positive, 
vital, and vibrant. It enabled us to support decolonisation and liberation move­
ments and take a principled stand on issues which confronted the world.

“Since the small but historic gathering in Belgrade in 1961, the vision of Non- 
alignment of our founding fathers, and here I would like to pay a special tribute 
to their sole survivor present here amongst us, the ageless President Tito, has 
established and vindicated itself. We recall with pride, that along with President 
Tito and President Nasser, Prime Minister Nehru, the architect of our foreign 
policy, worked to formulate the principles and criteria which gave us strength 
and direction. As President Jayewardene reminded us, it was Nehru who first 
used the word “Non-alignment”. Today, we have become a large family of nearly 
one hundred nations encompassing the four continents, symbolising both unity 
and diversity.

“The process of growth has its own problems and challenges, its own trials 
and tribulations. Our response to these challenges must be true to the ethos of 
our movement. It must be according to the law of our origin and to the values 
and ideals we are pledged to uphold. We cannot have one foot in Non-alignment 
and another in alignment. Tragedy occurs in life when there is a hiatus between 
the law of one’s being on the one hand and one’s actions and behavior on the 
other.

“As our family has grown, it is not unnatural that differences and difficulties 
should occur. But it is disturbing that disputes between us should have erupted 
into armed conflicts. We have to remember that if we let such divisions erupt 
or fester, we are prone to intervention from outside powers. We must now allow 
ourselves even unwittingly to subserve their ulterior ends and act in a manner 
inconsistent with the fundamental principles of our movement.

PRINCIPLES AND OBJECTIVES

“Precisely at this moment, when our movement is at its zenith, the need for 
introspection is the greatest. It is, I believe, timely to remind ourselves of old 
principles and new priorities which flow from them. Let me endeavor to define 
them briefly and pertinently: (1) The Non-aligned Movement independently 
and through support to the United Nations seeks to safeguard international 
peace and promote universal relaxation of tensions. It aims at the continuous 
reduction of cold war suspicions, the dissolution of great power military alliances 
and foreign military bases and the creation of an environment to facilitate con­
ventional and nuclear disarmament in the world. (2) Non-alignment remains 
steadfastly opposed to imperialism, colonialism, neo-colonialism. and every mani­
festation of racism, domination, hegemony and exploitation. It supports national 
liberation movements and must seek to preserve and promote, human rights and 
fundamental freedoms everywhere. (3) Non-alignment calls for respect for the 
sovereignty, territorial integrity and security for all nations and their right 
to exercise independence of judgment and action. Given this respect and adherence 
to the principles of peaceful co-existence between different socio-economic sys­
tems, the movement can remain an effective non-bloc factor in world affairs. 
(4) Non-alignment endeavors to find the balance between the efflorescence of 
national personality based on the genius and cultural heritage of each nation 
and the inexorable logic of international interdependence and cooperation 
amongst nations. It recognizes the responsibility of national exertions in the 
resolution of national problems of growth, development and security. At the 
same time, it seeks to create an international climate where such national ful­
fillment can be obtained along with rectification of international imbalances. 
These principles and objectives led the Non-aligned movement to a firm com­
mitment for the establishment of the New International Economic Order, which 
must narrow the widening gap between the developed and developing countries 
ami thus obtain the eradication of poverty, sickness, hunger and illiteracy. The 
movement, through a program of mutual cooperation, must forge the sinews 
of complementarities among the developing world in general and non-aligned 
nations in particular and thus promote both national and collective self-reliance 
which in turn would contribute to the resolution of world economic and trade 
problems.
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“These goals and objectives emerge from the declarations of the successive 
summit conferences at Belgrade, Cairo, Lusaka, Algiers and Colombo and have 
become the touchstone which can provide the beacon light for our deliberations 
at Havana.

“There is reason for continued and added confidence in our faith if only we 
recall our achievements. We anticipated detente and the logic of co-existence. 
We foresaw that in modern technology interdependence cannot be confined to 
one or another social system. We recognize that international commerce must 
grow and this would further bind the nations together in peace and cooperation. 
We cautioned from the very beginning against the spectre of human and material 
national resources being diverted to nuclear and conventional armaments and 
means of destruction. These achievements and our current goals reinforce the 
logic of unity in our diversity.

“The question, however, is as our membership grows, does it give strength 
or does it dilute our principles and cohesion? We chose non-alignment in de­
fiance ; the situation and the circumstances may have changed and yet can we, 
when non-alignment is not at bay, preserve it for continued positive purpose? 
Are we to lose our solidarity merely because some of our adversaries have been 
overwhelmed or because the countervailing pressures from the philosophy of 
alliances has eased?

“If we recognize the imperative of our solidarity, we must with consistency 
subordinate to it everything which undermines our capacity to work and coop­
erate together.

“There should be no complacency that this great movement has reached its 
plateau, even if some of the initial objectives have been achieved nor should 
there be any apprehension that the movement is on a declining curve. Much 
still abides for our united efforts.

COLOMBO DECLARATION

“The Colombo Conference in 1976 clearly pointed to the new terrain on which 
the Non-aligned Movement has now to function. It envisioned a new horizon 
opening up before it a horizon no less stimulating that the previous ones and 
in keeping with the basic urges and ethos of our movement.

“It would be apt to recall the Colombo political declaration. I quote from it: 
“As a result of recent developments, the importance of ensuring the genuine 
and complete independence of States as distinct from merely formal sovereignty 
had been enhanced. The problem of unequal relations between States often 
amounting to domination continues to be a disturbing phenomenon even negat­
ing the hard-won freedom of some states. Today, one of the principal tasks of 
the non-aligned nations remains the combating of unequal relations and domi­
nation arising from neo-colonialism and similar forms of domination.”

“The Economic Declaration of Colombo made it clear that the developing 
countries would not be able to solve their urgent economic problems and pursue 
their plans of development without the establishment of the New International 
Economic Order. The Economic Declaration further warned that the New 
International Economic Order which we seek to establish must recognize the 
inter-connections between the present political and economic forces.

“The Colombo declarations, political and economic, called for the opening of 
the economic dimension of the movement in its full vigor and amplitude, if the 
process of unfoldment of the movement’s personality was to continue unabated. 
But to the Colombo conference, even this stress on economic aspect, crucially 
important as it was, was not enough. It recognized, for example, the right to 
untainted knowledge and information which, if thwarted, could negate much 
of our efforts in the political and economic fields. So, the political declaration, 
inter-alia, affirmed that a new international order in the fields of information 
and mass communications was as vital as a New International Economic Order.

“Thus we can readily see that we do not find ourselves on a declining but on 
an ascending curve. The movement would suffer not only arrest and retardation 
of its personality, but inevitably face serious distortions and contradiction, if it 
does not accept the challenges of its further growth and efflorescence.

“The historic role of the Havana Summit lies in concretising the tasks on tlie 
new terrain and operationalising our ideas for their accomplishment.

“It appears that there is a certain correlation between the relationships among 
the great powers and the situation that exists in the Non-aligned Movement so 
that the unity and character of the latter get affected by the situation in respect 
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of the former. If we are reduced to a registering machine for the rise and fall or 
even stagnation in the great power relationships and do not seek to act as a 
correcting mechanism of any distortions that might occur in these relationships, 
it would lead to the downfail of a great movement. It would be the very negation 
of the objectives and principles for which we stand and we would become a new 
arena for cold war more dangerous because of its deceptive facade. Against such 
threats, we must exercise more alertness and vigilance. _

“The play of these forces is evident in many troubled regions of the world. Ihe 
situation in West Asia continues to cause grave anxiety. India has a deep and 
historical relationship with the Arab world. We are, therefore, seriously con­
cerned about the recent developments which have further increased tensions in 
the region. The Egypt-Israeli treaties have caused fears and misgiv ings v hich 
have led to the exacerbation of the situation, particularly, by dividing the Arab 
world. It is for Egypt to take steps to remove these misgivings. One thing is 
clear—Israeli intransigence has hardened and the prospects of a just and durable 
settlement have receded. Any solution, which ignores the fact that Palestine is 
at the core of the issue, stands no chance of success. Peace, if it is to be lasting 
must be based on the principles of inadmissibility of conquest by force. Israel 
must, therefore, vacate all Arab territories occupied since the 1967 war. The in­
alienable rights of the Palestinian people, whose sole representative is the PLO. 
including the rights to their own state is central to a satisfactory settlement. We- 
must continue to exert unrelenting pressure on Israel to move it from its present 
obstinate persistence in occupying, illegally, Arab lands. We are quite clear, that 
any arrangement that bypasses these basic facts or serves to weaken Arab unity 
can only prove to be self-defeating.

SOUTHERN AFRICA

“In Southern Africa, the danger is still from entrenched racism standing in 
the way of majority rule and equals rights for all the peoples. The monstrous 
systems of apartheid continues in South Africa. We welcomed the Lusaka Agree­
ment on Zimbabwe, hammered out by the Commonwealth Heads of Government, 
but made bold to caution that it must be pressed with time-bound urgency. It 
must not prove another fraud on the people of Zimbabwe, involving the accept­
ance of weighted advantage to the white minority. The Patriotic Front, now a 
member of our movement, must be allowed to have full part in formulating a new 
constiution.

“In the neighboring Namibia, the outlook remains gloomy. All the efforts of the 
western five seem to be floundering or stagnating. The people of Namibia cannot 
be blamed if, in their frustration, they turn under the undisputed leadership of 
SWAPO to other possible means to liberate their homeland. We for our part, 
must morally, materially, individually and collectively assist the SWAPO.

"South East Asia is once more troubled and threatened by foreign involve­
ment. The people of Indo-China have suffered enough in the struggle for freedom 
because of intervention and destruction. The complexity and gravity of the situa­
tion in Kampuchea and the sharp divisions which it has created was reflected 
during our discussions last week. The seminal fact that stands out is that the 
region calls for a return to the search for stability through mutual confidence 
and regional cooperation. Such stability will never come unless there is respect 
for the personality and independence of every state and willing cooperation 
amongst them.

“Cyprus, a member of our movement, continues in the unhappy situation of its 
territory still remaining occupied. A settlement of the Cyprus problem, based 
cm the dialogue between the two Cypriot communities, free from any outside 
interference must be encouraged within the framework of the resolution of the 
United Nations and the decision of the Non-aligned Movement.

INDIAN OCEAN

“Mr. Chairman, it is also a matter of deep regret that the objectives of the 
Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, adopted by the United Na­
tions in 1971, have remained unfulfilled. On the other hand, despite the reiterated 
wishes of the littoral and hinterland states, great power military presence in 
the Indian Ocean, instead of decreasing, has actually been on the increase. In 
particular, the strengthening of the existing military bases such as Diego Garcia 
cannot but cause concern over further intensification of the arms race and a set-
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back in the relaxation of international tension in the area. We were disappointed 
that the talks between the United States and the Soviet Union reiating^^^^ 
Indian Ocean were interrupted. Me would stronglj uroe that t ■ .-
tween the two sides be soon resumed. We would
coonerate effectively with the ad-hoc committee in the United Rations in pursu 
anceSthe call reiterated by the recently concluded meeting of the littoral and 
1U “Let^is^raiikly acknowledge that the dangers to our movement flow,.not: only 
from external factors, but often from bilateral disputes within our fraternity. 
India has always carefully sought to avoid burdening the movement with anj 
bilateral problems of its own. Fortunately, we have come a long way in resob ino 

neighbors and can take pride that the climate of confidence tn
South \sia has improved significantly. We are convinced that if we continue tins 
process we can release our energies for developments and beneficial cooperation 
on a bilateral and regional basis. Rut eouallv“Political problems catch our attention by dramatic headlines. •
insiduous and pervading problems come from the economic issues facingjh^ 
world The global economic situation is today characterized by insufficient grov tn 
and growing disparities amongst different groups of countries. Our meeting takes 
placeTon the eve of the special session of the United Nations in 1980 which is to 
be devoted to economic issues. A development strategy for the 1980shs to 1 e . 
cussed, and hopefully adopted, at that time. We do not, however nppioa ch tins 
session with much expectations not because we have no demands nor beca . . 
nothing more needs to be done but because of our dismal experience in the

mlny examples of the malaise that afflictJ**
scene. We recognize that the developed countries are also facm their P™ 
lems today. But it is regrettable that they fail to perceive that a lasting^Mution 
to their problems lies in ensuring the economic development of tj1® fPth’ 
world and in pursuing a path of growth which involves the hainessi^ 
potential effective demand and the productive capacities of the develop ng 
countries Wider acceptance of this interrelationship between the growth or 
economies of the developed countries and prosperity of the developing countries 
can impart a new momentum to the international negotiating process. If, there­
fore a beginning has to be made toward solving the problems of the world econ­
omy on the basis of genuine interdependence it is vital that the developing coun­
tries should fully and effectively participate in the decision-makins piocess 
related to the international economy.

SELF-RELIANCE

“The recent breakdown of the negotiations on the safeguards code at Geneva, 
is a further evidence of the lack of political will on the part of the developed 
countries to move toward a restructuring of the world trading system. It is 
more distressing that in spite of the antiprotectionist sentiments expressedI by 
everv nation and duly reflected in many international declarations, agreements 
on the “safeguards” should have been frustrated on account of the intransi­
gence of a handful of developed countries. What we seek. Mr. Chairman, is not 
charity but an opportunity to earn our way in the world. If, therefore, our stap e 
exports are subject to wide price fluctuations and our newer products are 
abruptly and unilaterally prevented entry in developed country markets, it 
makes a mockery of developing countries’ professed, faith in free trade.

“A connected issue is the participation of the developing countries m tender­
ing for award of contracts for executing projects in other developing countries. 
Further, some of the current institutional arrangements between a group or 
developed countries and that of developing countries, for example under the 
Rome convention, restrict access in this regard to firms of member states. Such 
restrictive provisions need to be reviewed in the context of the accepted need 
for untying aid and promoting economic cooperation among developing countries.

“Mr. Chairman, all this underscores the need for fully realizing the potential 
of collective self-reliance among the non-aligned and other developing countries 
by imparting vigor and dynamism to the program for mutual economic coopera­
tion and collective self-reliance which is neither a political slogan nor an attempt 
to substitute North-South cooperation. It has a rationale of its own based on 
the ties. The surplus resources and skills in the developing countries that remain 
to be harnessed are frequently wasted or misdirected. At the same time, collec­
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tive self-reliance is an essential element in the structural re-adjustments neces­
sary in the international economy.

“The full potential of collective self-reliance can be realized only if it is pur­
sued in an enlightened manner, and is based on a radical departure from the 
basic motivations and features characterizing North-South relations. Collective 
self-reliance should also be seen as a dynamic process, which not only involves 
the fullest utilization of the existing capacities, but also creates new comple­
mentarities and capacities, forges new links, and finds new ways of solving the 
common problems of the developing countries.

“National development plans provide the most useful if not indispensable 
basis for identifying complementarities among the non-aligned and developing 
countries. Therefore, the strengthening of the planning process and machinery 
in our countries can make a significant contribution to the promotion of eco­
nomic and technical cooperation amongst us.

“The Colombo action program for economic cooperation added a new dimen­
sion to the Non-aligned Movement and opened a new chapter in its history. Dur­
ing the Colombo Summit, and soon thereafter, a number of new initiatives were 
taken and new ideas were advanced. These included the Non-aligned Solidarity 
Fund, the Council of Producers Association, the Non-aligned Information and 
Research System, the Project Development Fund. etc. Unfortunately, in spite of 
the laudable effort of the coordinators, most of these and other schemes and 
proposals included in the action program are languishing for lack of political 
will on the part of the member countries. By far, the greatest contribution that 
this Summit can make to the strength and viability of the movements, if to 
revise its action program for economic cooperation. It is time for us to demon­
strate that collective self-reliance is not just a cliche to be used from time to 
time, but that it can be translated into a concrete time-bound dynamic program 
of mutual economic cooperation to the implementation of which we are all 
committed.

ECONOMIC PROGRAM

“India has come to this Summit prepared for taking any initiative that may 
be needed for revitalizing the action program. India, has already called upon the 
UNCTAD for the launching of a new round of tariff negotiations among the 
developjng countries and indicated its willingness to participate on the basis of 
up to 50 percent tariff concession in such negotiations. Recently, we held a 
highly successful meeting in Delhi of experts from consultancy organizations of 
the Non-aligned and other developing countries which has made concrete recom­
mendations for setting up a project developing facility. I hope that it would be 
possible for the Summit to take a positive decision for the establishment of this 
facility which is urgently needed for taking full advantage of the existing com­
plementarities among the Non-aligned countries.

“We have also submitted for consideration by the Summit Conference, a 
study prepared by a leading consultancy organization of India on the fullest use 
of complementarities among Non-aligned and other developing countries. The 
scope and extent of possible cooperation that is revealed in this studv, should 
be an encouragement and a challenge to all of us.

“Mr. Chairman, we have felt for sometime that the hiatus that has prevailed 
between the program for economic and technical cooperation among the develop­
ing countries and the actual performance has in large part been due to inade­
quate or ineffective instrument of enforcement. We, therefore, think it is im­
portant. to consider the establishment of a small ad-hoc committee at a high 
political level which can monitor the implementation of such programs.

ENERGY ISSUE

“Mr. Chairman. I now turn to another issue, namely energy, which is of vital 
concern to most non-aligned and developing countries and the solution of which 
is of critical importance to us all. The worst sufferers from the current energy 
situation have been the oil importing developing countries. In the case of India, 
half of our total imports were accounted for by oil. The increase in oil prices 
effected this year imposed an additional burden of about $1.4 billion. What is 
more, the Non-aligned and developing countries are also facing the problem of 
securing the bare minimum levels of supply of oil from the world market in 
which they have to compete with the developed countries. The present situation 
has seriously undermined our development efforts and made the prospects for 
the future even more uncertain.
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“We do not question the right of our friends, members of the OPEC to take 
steps to obtain just and remunerative prices for their raw materials and dispose 
of their national wealth in a manner they deem lit. But one thing which must 
be clear to them is that while the developed countries have their methods ana 
means of making up for what they have to pay, the developing countries ha\e 
to face a critical situation which may bring to a complete standstill their devel­
opment plans. We hope that there is no lack of desire on the part of the mem­
bers of the OPEC to take such steps as may enable us to overcome what have 
become a major impediment to development. We are encouraged by the announce­
ment of the President of Iraq to provide us interest-free long-term loans. We 
are also encouraged by the recent initiative of the Non-aligned countries in this 
field culminating in the unanimous report submitted by the consultative group 
which was convened by the Government of Guyana prior to this Summit Con­
ference. It should be possible for the conference to take the necessary action 
toward implementing the major recommendations of the group. Nothing will 
contribute more to the strength of the movement and to the collective self-reli­
ance of the members, than concrete actions for mitigating the acute sufferings 
of many of its members.

NEW WORLD ORDER

“To conclude, we have grounds for confidence and no cause for dispair about 
our unity and utility. Our strength, in the ultimate analysis, depends on our 
political and economic self-reliance and adherence to our principles and goals. 
The odds are heavy and the pressures against our movement continue. But if 
we can, with maturity and wisdom, act together as we did in dethroning colon­
ialism, we can make Non-aligned the motor for establishing a new world order.

“Mr. Chairman to be Non-aligned is to be aligned with truth and as our national 
motto confidently proclaims “Satyameva Jayate—truth alone triumphs”.





APPENDIX 3
Chronology of Significant POW/MIA Negotiation Actions, 

1972-79
January 20, 1972.—Heyward Isham, acting head of the U.S. delegation, at the 

141st plenary session of the meetings on Vietnam in Paris, provided a docu­
ment to the DRV with 14 case summaries on U.S. MIA personnel.

April 1972.—Ambassador William Porter presented to the DRV representatives 
in Paris a printed folder containing the case histories of 14 U.S. personnel who 
were, at one time, identified by the North Vietnamese as having been captured. 
These individuals were not included on the so-called “complete list” provided 
by the DRV on December 22, 1970.

January 27, 1973.—The DRV and the PRG identified 23 and 40 U.S. individuals 
respectively who reportedly died in captivity. The PRG list contained the 
names of three individuals who have been otherwise accounted for.

February 1973.—Secretary Kissinger visited Hanoi and may have left approxi­
mately 20 case summaries with the DRV. Individual names are not known at 
this time.

April 7, 1973.—In private, the USDEL asked the PRGDEL to provide all avail­
able information on the status of LCDR J. G. Graf, USN. A formal request 
on Graf was made to the PRGDEL on April 9, 1973.

April 9, 1973.—USDEL provided list of DICs asking expeditious return of 
remains.

April 13, 1973.—USDEL provided complete lists of MIA to DRV/PRG “followed 
up by detailed folders on MIAs about which the U.S. believed the DRV/PRG 
have information.”

April 17, 1973.—USDEL presented DRVDEL with a list of 104 U.S. and other 
foreign persons who are missing in action (list No. 1). Lists available in 
OASD/ISA and DIA.

May 5, 1973.—The PRGDEL, in private, told the USDEL that he was unable to 
obtain any information pertaining to LCDR J. G. Graf, USN (see April 7, 
1973).

May 8, 1973.—USDEL provided other delegations with a list of 1,444 MIAs (list 
No. 2). List available in OASD/ISA and DIA.

May 14, 1973.—USDEL provided other delegations with a list of 1,114 names of 
U.S. and foreign persons believed dead whose bodies have not been recov­
ered (list No. 3). List available in OASD/ISA and DIA.

May 15. 1973—USDEL (in private) asked DRVDEL to provide copies of MIA 
and BNR lists to LPF.

May 16. 1973—By memo. USDEL requested information on the status of 14 
Korean military and civilian persons MIA in South Vietnam.

May 30, 1973—USDEL memo requested information about Australian MIA and 
DIG personnel.

July 3, 1973—Laos MIA/BNR lists presented to Phagna Phound Voungvichit, 
Special Plenipotentiary Representative of the Patriotic Forces (Pathet Lao).

August 6. 1973—USDEL provided the DRVDEL with folders pertaining to five 
U.S. MIA.

August 8. 1973—USDEL sent memo to PRGDEL with folders about five U.S. MIA. 
August 20. 1973—USDEL delivered one folder to the DRVDEL. On August 27, 

1973. the folder was returned by the DRV with the comment that it was not 
responsible to account for persons other than those lost in the DRV.

August 20. 1973—USDEL provided the DRVDEL with folders pertaining to two 
U.S. MIA.

August 22. 1973—USDEL sent memo to PRGDEL with folders concerning three 
U.S. MIA.

August 29. 1973—USDEL sent memo to DRVDEL with folders concerning 12 
U.S. MIA.
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August 29, 1973—USDEL sent memo to PRGDEL with folders concerning five 
U.S. MIA.

September 19. 1973—USDEL sent memo to DRVDEL with folders concerning 
three U.S. MIA.

September 19. 1973—USDEL sent memo to PRGDEL with folders concerning 
three U.S. MIA.

October 5, 1973—USDEL sent memo to PRG requesting assistance in obtaining 
information and beginning repatriation of Republic of Philippines MIA and 
DIC personnel.

October 9, 1973—In private, the USDEL asked the PRGDEL's assistance in 
obtaining the release of Mr. Homer L. Elm. Elm was captured on October 6, 
1973.

October 27, 1973—USDEL delivered memo to PRGDEL requesting information 
about eight Japanese civilians MIA.

November 7. 1973—USDEL sent a memo to the DRVDEL with folders concerning 
eight U.S. MIA personnel

November 7, 1973—USDEL sent memo to PRGDEL with folders concerning 
12 U.S. MIA personnel.

December 9,1973—Homer L. Elm was released by the PRG.
December 12, 1973—USDEL sent memo to DRVDEL with folders concerning 

eight U.S. MIA personnel.
December 12. 1973—USDEL sent memo to PRGDEL with folders concerning data 

about two U.S. MIA.
December 20, 1973—Laos MIA/BNR lists passed to Mr. Soukan of the Royal Lao 

Government (RLG).
March 4, 1974—Computer listings of MIA/BNRs passed to Mr. Soukan Vilaysarn, 

Chairman RLG. Delegation to the Joint Central Committee.
March 6, 1974—After prolonged negotiations, the DRV returned the remains of 

12 of the 23 U.S. personnel who had reportedly died in captivity.
March 13, 1974—The DRV returned the remains of 11 U.S. personnel who had 

reportedly died in captivity. This completed the return of the 23 bodies listed 
on the DRV died in captivity list of January 27.1973.

April 8, 1974—USDEL provided folders to the DRVDEL concerning seven U.S. 
MIA.

June 1974—Computer listings of MIA/BNRs sent to JCCIA Area Coordinators, 
International Red Cross UNHCR (Mr. Zenger), Canadian I.C.C. Delegate 
(Lt. Col. Newell), Indian I.C.C. Delegate (Brigadier Michigan) and Polish 
I.C.C. Delegate.

June 7, 1974—USDEL provided folders to the DRVDEL pertaining to seven U.S. 
MIA.

June 7, 1974—USDEL provides folders to the PRGDEL pertaining to two U.S. 
MIA.

June 13, 1974—USDEL delivered an updated complete list of all MIAs (list No. 
4) and a complete updated list of all BNRs (list No. 5). Lists available in 
OASD/ISA and DIA.

September 17. 1974—Ambassador Whitehouse mentioned to Tianethone Chan- 
tharasy, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. RLG. that an American and 
an Australian were in the hands of the Pathet Lao near Thakhek and it should 
be brought to the attention of the JCCIA. This is one of many ofiicial/semi- 
official acts (not included here) taken to gain an accounting of Dean and 
Sharman.

September 30. 1974—JCRC provided Mr. Zenger, International Red Cross Com­
mission, a list of Americans missing in Laos.

October 1974—Laos MIA/BNR lists were provided to Mr. Zenger, International 
Red Cross Commission, for submission tothe JCCIA and to the JCCIA Area 
Coordinators.

November 1974—Laos MIA/BNR lists were given to: The POW-MIA Commit­
tees of the Provisional Government of the National Union and the Lao Patri­
otic Front. International Red Cross, Indian Delegate to the ICC, Polish Dele­
gate to the ICC, Australian Attache, British Attache, French Attache, Chief 
of the Vientiane Military Police.

December 20, 1974—According to a local press release (January 9. 1975) XAT 
LAO reported that the Vientiane side presented the list of missing in action 
to the PL on November 14. 1974 and December 20. 1974 but received no re­
sponses. The list of missing included 4,895 Laotians, 567 Americans, and 043 
Thais.
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February 26, 1975—USDEL delivered to the Communist Delegations 13 new 
folders on 20 U.S. individuals (DRV, 17 individuals; PRG, 3 individuals).

April 1, 1975—USDEL delivered to the other delegations updated lists of all U.S. 
military and civilians and third country nationals missing in action (list No. 
6) and those presumed dead (BNR) (list No. 7). Lists available in OASD/ISA 
and DIA.

April 15. 1975—The DRV informed Senator Edward Kennedy, in response to his 
request for information regarding unaccounted-for U.S. personnel, of three 
U.S. personnel who had died. Their bodies were tentatively scheduled to be 
returned in late August 1975 after the families requested their return.

August 13. 1975—Immediately following the U.S. veto of the admission of both 
Vietnams to the U.N., the DRV announced that they would not return the re­
mains of three KIA U.S. personnel (see April 15 ,1975).

October 30, 1975—The DRV released nine Americans (and five foreign nationals) 
who had been taken prisoner during the 1975 communist offensive in South

December1!, 1975—The People's Republic of China (URC) acknowledged the 
shootdown of four aircraft but did not know the fate of eight of the aircrew 
members. The ashes of aircrew members who were recovered will be returned.

December 6, 1975—Eight members of the House Select Committee for Missing 
Persons in Southeast Asia (HSCOM) met with members of the PRG/DRV 
delegations in Paris. The HSCOM asked for: (1) permission for U.S., third 
country or International teams to search for U.S. remains; (2) the return of 
the remains of two Marines killed in the evacuation of Saigon, and (3) emigra­
tion of U.S. personnel and other foreign nationals from Saigon. The DRA / 
PRG agreed to: (1) return the remains of the three previously identified for 
return and (2) continue their research on missing Americans, including the 
two Marines The DRV Ambassador said the Americans stranded in Saigon 
wound be permitted to leave and stated that no live Americans were held by 
North or South Vietnam. .

December 16, 1975—The PRC returned the ashes of two aircrew members shot
down in the PRC airspace. .

December 21 1975—Four members of HSCOM visited Hanoi to receive the re­
mains of "the three U.S. personnel and to meet the Premier and Deputy Foregin 
Minister. They discussed : (1) live Americans, (2) the need for searching grave 
and crash sites—including the two Marines and (3) the establishment of a 
U.S. or third country mission in Hanoi to assist the DR1 MIA agency. Several 
representative files (case summaries) were turned over to the DR1 officials 
(December 22). (DIA had provided twenty-eight File Record Summar 
tainin" to 40 Americans listed as missing in Vietnam to HSCOM plus hie 
Americans lost In Laos to be provided to the Chiefs of the Delegatloiis. I

December 23, 1975—HSCOM met with the Chief of Cabinet of the Foreign Min­
istry (Mr Soubanh Srithirath), Vientiane, Laos. They presented flie cases 

( including that of “Spectre 17”) of U.S. personnel known to have been alive 
requesting an accounting of these and others. They were told that all In e 

were returned and that Laos had initiated search for own MIAsAmericans ---------
and would include U.S. unaccounted-for. o\«D/

January 15 1976—DIA provided 40 case summaries (PRG DIC list) to OAbi>/
ISA for the HSCOM. These summaries were forwarded to Senator E. Kennedy

February5^ iVlfr^The PRGReturned the remains of the two U.S. Marines killed 
4Xf ‘S^DIA 38 U.S, personnel nn-

^ccounted-for in Laos to the House Select Committee on Missing Persons m 
Xugusf1^ 1976-DIA provided ten negotiation folders on 20 individuals to the

House Select Committee on Missing Persons m Southeast Asia for possible de 
September 6^1976^tV" DR V provided the names of 12 U.S. personnel who were 

hSrto miaccounte<l-for in Southeast Asia, reporting only that they had died.
September 21. 1976—Mr. Arlo N. Gay, U.S. civilian captured on April 30, 19.a, 

released byt^PRG. pertaining to 39 unaccounted-for US.
OCX„iti DIA to Mr Frank Sieverte, Department of State

for delivery to Under Secretary of State I hi.ip C . Habib.
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March 1G, 1977—The Presidential Commission on Missing and Unaccounted-for 
U.S. Personnel in Southeast Asia viisted Hanoi to discuss the POW/MIA prob­
lem and future U.S./SRV relations. The Commission carried 36 negotiation 
folders (53 U.S. and six third country nationals). Only one folder, that per­
taining to C. A. Paul and W. R. Spencer (USAF) was presented to the SRV.

March 18, 1977—The SRV returned the remains of the 12 U.S. personnel previ­
ously reported (on September 6. 1976) as "having died,” to the Presidential 
Commission. Upon examination, the CIL determined that C. A. Eaton’s remains 
were actually those of a Vietnamese individual and L. G. Goldberg’s remains 
were those of his crewmember, P. E. Wynne.

March 18, 1977—The SRV informed the Presidential Commission that Tucker 
P. E. Gougelmann, who remained in South Vietnam after its fall in April 1975, 
had died and that his remains would be returned at a later date.

March 19, 1977—The Presidential Commission arrived in Vientiane to discuss 
the POW/MIA problem with representatives of the Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic. Nothing of casualty resolution value resulted from the talks.

March 23, 1977—Members of the Commission discussed the results of their mis­
sion with President Carter.

April 12, 1977—The Department of State forwarded seven negotiation folders 
pertaining to nine unaccounted-for U.S. personnel to the U.S. representatives 
in Paris. The folders were presented to the SRV Delegation on April 13, along 
with identification records pertaining to the remains received by the Presiden­
tial Commission on March 18, 1977.

April 12, 1977—State Department forwarded negotiation folders pertaining to 
E. H. DeBruin, D. L. Hrdlicka, and S. E. Shelton to U.S. representatives in 
Vientiane for presentation to Lao People’s Democratic Republic (LPDR) 
officials.

April 19, 1977—In a letter from Vu Hoang to Mr. Sieverts, the SRV identified 
Ben L. Fryer, USAF, as having died on December 26, 1972, when his B-52 was 
shot down.

April 21, 1977—Twelve negotiation folder narratives and maps describing the 
loss of 17 U.S. personnel were forwarded to the Department of State for Paris 
presentation to the SRV representatives.

April 22, 1977—Folders on C. A. Eaton and L. H. Golberg, USAF, along with 
remains identification data were forwarded to the Department of State for 
delivery to the SRV in Paris.

May 3, 1977—The U.S. representatives in Paris presented 12 negotiation narra­
tives (17 unaccounted-for personnel) to SRV representatives there. (See April 
21. 1977. entry.) The SRV representatives also received the Eaton and Gol­
berg folders and identification data on this date (see April 22, 1977. entry).

May 9. 1977—The American Embassy passed three negotiation folders pertain­
ing to three unaccounted-for U.S. personnel; DeBruin, Hrdlicka, and Shelton 

(see April 12,1977. entry).
May 16. 1977—Twelve negotiation folders pertaining to 17 unaccounted-for U.S. 

personnel were provided to the Department of State for presentation to the 
SRV delegation in Paris.

June 2, 1977—The SRV Delegation in Paris stated that they would be prepared 
to return the remains of 20 unaccounted-for personnel in August or Septem­
ber 1977. They identified 15 of the 20 by name; the remaining five by a cen­
tral location and time frame. The SVR insisted that they had returned the 
remains of Golberg not Wynne. They also offered to return the remains of 
T. Gougelmann and Ben Fryar. The U.S. representatives asked that those 
remains be returned with the 20 in August/September 1977.

June 2, 1977—U.S. representatives in Paris provided negotiation folders on 17 
unaccounted-for U.S. personnel to the SRP delegation. (See May 16, 1977. 
entry).

June 10, 1977—DIA/DB-4H forwarded 12 negotiation folders on 13 unaccounted- 
for U.S. personnel to the Department of State. The folders will be passed to 
the SRV in Paris.

June 22, 1977—The American Embassy passed three negotiation folders per­
taining to three unaccounted-for U.S. personnel to the LPDR.

June 22, 1977—DIA/DB-4H forwarded four negotiation narratives and maps 
pertaining to nine unaccounted-for U.S. personnel to the Department of State 
for the Lao People’s Democratic Republic.
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June 24, 1977 DIA/DB-4H forwarded six negotiation narratives and maps 
pertaining to 11 unaccounted-for U.S. personnel to the Department of State 
to be passed to the SRI. Seven negotiation narratives and maps pertaining to 
nine unaccounted-for U.S. personnel were forwarded to State on the same 
date intended for delivery to the LPDR in Vientiane. Because incidents oc­
curred close to the Laos/Vietnam border, folders pertaining to B. C. Fryar, 
N. G. Brooks, and R. L. Standerwick (two folders) were included in both 
groups.

July 8, 1977—Six folders pertaining to 11 unaccounted-for personnel were passed 
to the Socialist Republic of Vietnam representatives in Paris.

July 28, 1977—Eleven folders pertaining to 18 unaccounted-for U.S. personnel 
were presented to the Lao People’s Democratic Republic representatives in 
Vientiane.

August 3. 1977—Forwarded five negotiation folders pertaining to 26 unaccounted- 
for U.S. personnel to the Department of State for presentation to the Lao 
People's Democratic Republic. Twenty folders pertaining to 30 unaccounted- 
for U.S. personnel were also forwarded for presentation to the SRV Delegation 
in Paris. This group included one folder which would be forwarded to the LPDR 
(W. A. Ott and D. E. Shay).

August 8, 1977—One negotiation folder pertaining to the 13 persons involved in 
the Spectre 17 loss was forwarded to the Department of State for the LPDR.

September 3. 1977—Department of State announced that State and Defense rep­
resentatives would travel to Hanoi on September 30, 1977, to accept the re­
mains of 22 U.S. personnel (see June 2,1977, entry).

September 30, 1977—The SVR returned the remains of 22 unaccounted-for U.S. 
personnel to a State/Defense Team in Hanoi. The remains were, in one case, 
not those identified in the list provided by the SRV (15 names and five uniden­
tified) in June (see June 2, 1977, entry). The remains of T. Gougelman and 
B. Fryar were included in this action. The Team gave SRV officials 12 nego­
tiation folders pertaining to 30 unaccounted-for personnel on the visit (see 
August 3, 1977, entry).

October 26, 1977—Forwarded 20 negotiation folders pertaining to 24 unaccounted- 
for personnel to the Department of State for eventual presentation to the 
SRI in Paris. The folders in this group pertained to individuals on aircraft 
with one or more crew members that had been captured and released in 1973.

December 27. 1977—Forwarded a negotiation folder to the Department of State 
for eventual presentation to the SRV.

April 12. 1978—Forwarded 21 negotiation folders pertaining to 32 unaccounted- 
SRV $ Personnel t° the Department of State for eventual presentation to the 

July 12, 1978—A Vietnamese delegation visited the U.S. Army’s Central Identi­
fication Laboratory (CIL) in Hawaii. The CIL’s mission is identification of 
remains of deceased U.S. personnel. During the visit the delegation was given 
21 negotiation folders pertaining to 32 unaccounted for personnel (see April 12. 
1978, entry).

August 8, 1978—Forwarded 20 negotiation folders pertaining to 37 unaccounted- 
for personnel to the Department of State for presentation to the SRV. Ten 
folders pertaining to 25 unaccounted-for personnel were also forwarded for 
presentation to the Lao Peoples’ Democratic Republic. This group included two 
folders which were to be forwarded to the SRV.

August 23. 1978—The SRV returned the remains of 11 unaccounted-for personnel 
to a U.S. delegation headed by Representative G. V. Montgomery.

August 24, 1978—The LPDR returned the remains of four unaccounted-for per­
sonnel to a U.S. delegation headed by Representative G. V. Montgomery.

October 12. 1978—Forwarded a negotiation folder to Congressman Moore for 
eventual presentation to the LPDR.

December 29, 1978—A scheduled trip to Hanoi by members of the House Sub­
committee on Asian and Pacific Affairs was cancelled due to the Vietnamese 
invasion of Cambodia.

August 10. 1978—Visit to Hanoi by members of House Subcommittee on Asian 
and Pacific Affairs, during which folders including over 100 cases in Category I 
were delivered to the Vietnamese, along with refugee sightings of grave/crash 
sites. Proposed that American JCRC liason officer be permitted to return to 
Hanoi to discuss material presented to the Vietnamese. Vietnamese agreed in 
principle.
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APPENDIX 4
Delegation Meeting With Refuseniks at Hotel Sovietsktia, 

Moscow, August 21, 1979
Mr. Scheuer. All right, Alexander, why don’t you introduce your friends and 

colleagues?
Mr. Lerner. First of all, I would like to express our deep feelings for the con­

cern and help we get from American people and American Congress. We are sure 
that this concern and this activity which we respect very high will not stop and 
will be promoted, we do believe that in the end it will give all of us the possibility 
to reach, to join our people and our relatives in our Holy Laud.

Mr. Scheuer. Now, I don’t want to interrupt you because I want to have the 
introductions and then I want you to have some informal conversation, though 
this is our distinguished leader of our mission, Congressman Lester Wolff of 
New York. We are taping this with their permission and consent and all of us will 
get a transcript. Here is Congressman Dave Bowen of the State of Mississippi, 
one of our very brilliant young Members of Congress.

Mr. Gilman. We have just gathered and are in the introduction stage.
Mr. Scheuer. Before we go any further, following your remarks, the fear has 

sometimes been expressed to us that by getting in touch with you, by visiting you 
in your homes, by telephoning you, by writing you letters, we may be placing you 
in jeopardy. We may be endangering you. We are very sensitive about that because 
we know when we come to Russia as Congressmen we are safe. And we don’t want 
to feel that by some kind of irresponsible adventurism, by getting in touch with 
you or by contacting you or visiting you, we are placing you in danger when we 
Lave no danger. So give us your views on that.

Mr. Gilman. Ladies and gentlemen, if I might just introduce another Member, 
Congressman Stark.

Mr. Scheuer. First introduce your friends and then perhaps you would address 
my question.

Mr. Lerner. Mr. Ilya Essas, “refusenik” for about 7 years. Mr. Mark Nashpitz, 
“refusenik” for about 9 years now—he spent in exile 5 years, only 4 weeks ago he 
came to Moscow.

Mr. Gilman. Mark was just released from Siberia 4 weeks ago.
Mr. Lerner. Mr. Boris Tsitverblit, a “refusenik” of 7 years from Kiev. Mr. 

Arkady Mai, a “refusenik” of about 5 years from Moscow. Dr. Victor Brailovsky, 
a “refusenik" of 7% years from Moscow. Mr. Eytau Finkelstein, doctor of tech­
nical sciences. Unfortunately they (Goldsteins) could not come, they are in Vilitsa 
now.

Mr. Lev Ovsishcher, retired colonel, hero of World War II, and air ace, a “re­
fusenik” of about 8 years from Minsk. Mr. Abe Stolar, a citizen of the United 
States of America, “refusenik”-----

Mr. Stolar. Not a “refusenik,” a captive, I say-----
Mr. Lerner. A captive for more than 4 years.
Mr. Gilman. A citizen of the United States?
Mr. Stolar. Yes, with a passport.
Mr. Lerner. Mrs. Ida Milgrom, mother of Shcharansky. Mrs. Maria Slepak, wife 

of Vladimir Slepak who is now in exile in Siberia. Myself is Professor Alexander 
Lerner. Now I will answer your questions.

Now to answer your question. You see, to answer on this question I would like, 
first of all. to make quite clear that all of us are constantly in a very dangerous 
situation. We don’t think that any visit can increase this danger. We can be taken 
in custody, arrested without trial and sent to long-term exile or imprisonment 
even without your “help,” without any contacts with foreign statesmen. We think 
that your visits and contacts with us, of course, are in our defense, they defend us 
a little bit. especially if these contacts are not stopped after your departure. If you 
write letters to our home, and to the authorities about our fates, and try to be 
active, it is excellent, it will give us good support and decrease the danger of how 
our lives here in such a terrible situation as “refusenik” endure.

(139)



140

Mr. Wolff. I take it that you are aware that we have made known to the Soviet 
authorities that we are having this meeting.

Mr. Lerner. Of course.
Mr. Wolff. And even if we don't, I’m sure that they are recording the same 

way as we are recording.
Mr. Lerner. No doubt. [Laughter.] And we regard our meeting as quite legal. 

No conspiracy, we are intended to meet with our friends and colleagues and de­
fenders which come to help us by using extremely and absolutely legal ways.

Mr. Wolff. Just to set the stage and I think it is important, we requested that 
permission to meet with this group, the Soviet authorities gave us permission and 
herefore any attempt to censure you for this meeting will be extralegal because 
they have permitted the meeting to occur. I think that should be very much on 
the record.

Mr. Lerner. We also understand that it is quite legal and we know that all of 
our previous meetings with Congressmen and Senators were quite legal, they 
also were made by agreement with Soviet authorities, but, nevertheless in the 
accusations against Anatoly Shcharansky, his meeting with Senators was one of 
the main accusations.

Mr. Long. Even though that was a legal meeting.
Mr. Lerner. Yes.
Mr. Scheuer. Alexander why don’t you tell us now how you appraise the cur­

rent situation of the “refuseniks” and the current situation of Russian Jewry.
Mr. Lerner. Dr. Victor Brailovsky has referred to make a review about it.
Mr. Scheuer. Excellent.
Mr. Brailovsky. I can give very short review’. To begin with I want to tell that 

we know- that the general figure of emigration is increasing now.
Mr. Gilman. Would you speak just a little louder please.
Mr. Brailovsky. Yes; we know that the general figure of emigration is in­

creasing now7 and that the average quantity of Jews who leave Russia every 
month now7 more than 4,000 persons per month. But if w7e compare this figure 
with another figure, with the figure of people who would like to emigrate, w’ho 
express their wish to emigrate. I must tell you there is a great gap between 
these two figures. To prove this I want to refer to the number of invitations 
from Israel now. I think this number is more than 200,000. The second figure, in 
many towns of U.S.S.R.-----

Mr. Moorhead. You mean 200,000 want to go to Israel that are on the list?
Mr. Brailovsky. 200,000 have official document. Official invitation from Israel, 

they are ready to apply.
Mr. Long. These are the ones that have not yet gone, that are still here.
Mr. Brailovsky. That is it exactly. But, I can give you another proof. Another 

proof is that in many towns of U.S.S.R., in Minsk, in Odessa, in Leningrad to 
apply for exit visa you must wait about half of year or year, in some cases even 
more than a year. To get answer after you apply for exit visa you also must wait 
for year and even more.

Mr. Scheuer. Isn’t there also trouble in getting the actual application forms?
Mr. Brailovsky. Yes; exactly. To got this application form you must wait 

in very very long line for about a year. There great troubles, to apply for an 
exit visa, a lot of formalities. The procedure is very difficult. With this difficulty 
the authorities are trying to decrease the quantity of people W’ho apply for visa. 
That is the first point and we think that to estimate what the figure of emigra­
tion is we must take into account this comparison. The real figure of people who 
leave the country with the figure of persons who wish to emigrate, who try to 
apply for exit visa, who are ready to apply for exit visa.

Mr. Moorhead. Of those of you that are on this waiting list for many years, 
do you see any progress of those people being allowed to emigrate, are they re­
viewing the applications from time to time, so that they will take a few of you 
or maybe one or two of you a year?

Mr. Brailovsky. I will tell you a little later about this program, but I must 
tell that all this waiting to apply for exit visa and waiting the answer is not 
the problem of “refusenik.” It is problem of ordinary Soviet people who want 
to apply. But problem of “refusenik” is problem of absolutely another kind. If 
the answer after these years is refusal the person became “refusenik” and that's 
another problem. Another part of the problem of emigration, that is the situation 
with “refusenik.”

Mr. Long. How long have you waited?
Mr. Brailovsky. I am more than 7 years. I am not the longest “refusenik.” I 

must tell that now these situation with “refusenik” is absolutely frozen. During 
this year only a number, a very small part of “refuseniks” have the possibility 
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to leave the country. The situation is even worse, as you saw here, people with 
the term of refusal. Eytan with 8 years, Slepak 10 years after being refused.

Mr. Long. And her husband-----
Mr. Scheuer. I met with them in 1972-----
Mr. Long. What is this lady’s name?
Mr. Scheuer. Maria Slepak—her husband. Vladimir, is in exile beyond the 

Urals. The son is Alexander. Vladimir is in exile because they hung a banner out 
'On their balcony saying, “let us join our son in Israel.”

Mr. Gilman. How many “refuseniks” are there do you estimate?
Mr. Brailovsky. It is very difficult to estimate, because there are very many 

people who think that it would be better for them not to be known as a “refusenik” 
and the whole propaganda and the whole effort of Soviet authority leads to this 
direction.

Mr. Gilman. Do you have any estimate to the number?
Mr. Brailovsky. We know about 2,000 of “refuseniks,” but I suspect that maybe 

there are two or three times more unknown “refuseniks.”
Mr. Scheuer. In other words 4,000 to 6,000.
Mr. Brailovsky. That’s our estimation, but you see—we have no reliable figure.
Mr. Scheuer. How many people now do you think would like to go to Israel, 

or would like to leave the country, would like to get the applications or who have 
already filed applications.

Mr. Brailovsky. That’s more of a reliable figure—we know that more than 
200.000 persons have official documents, invitation from Israel-----

Mr. Wolff. Are they based upon communication with Israel—they are based 
upon a request to Israel and Israel sent back an approval?

Mr. Brailovsky. Yes.
Mr. Long. A letter from an Israeli family or from the Israeli Government?
Mr. Brailovsky. A letter from the Government of Israel—but the form is 

that it is an invitation from private person from Israel, relatives.
Mr. Lerner. It is an invitation from the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Israel.
Mr. Wolff. May I ask, there is a point that was raised with us today, that 

Israel and the American Jews are encouraging the emigration of people from 
here in the Soviet Union. Is this what is causing the people to want to emigrate?

Mr. Brailovsky. Absolutely not. I think that the second speech of Essas will 
make clear why Jews emigrate and what is their reason and what is the causes. 
I must tell that I am absolutely sure that no propaganda can encourage, only 
the real situation, the effects of situation here may move people from this 
country-----

Mr. Lerner. It is a responsible decision to leave the country, and it is not so 
easy to make that decision.

Mr. Wolff. The point is made that we in the United States and Israel are 
encouraging the people to leave.

Mr. Lerner. Absolutely not.
Mr. Wolff. I just wanted your reaction.
Mr. Gilman. Of the 200,000 invitations, how many people have started process­

ing those documents? Of the 200,000 invitations, how many have decided that 
they wanted to process?

Mr. Brailovsky. We have no figure.
Mr. Long. How does this gentleman know that there are 200,000?
Mr. Brailovsky. From old friends from Israel.
Mr. Wolff. Why don’t we let this gentleman finish his-----
Mr. Lerner. Maybe this point will be discussed better after Mr. Essas comments. 

He will especially give us the picture of why people decided to leave this country. 
Now there are a number of families with the term of waiting for exit visa more 
than 5. more than 7 years and so on. We have no such a situation in 1974. In 1974, 
I must tell, we were more optimistic. In 1974 the term of refusal 3 years was 
considered rather big. Now the situation as “refusenik” became worse. After the 
gesture concerning the prisoner of Zion which was given in May of this year, 
when some group of prisoners was released. There were no change in the situa­
tion with prisoners. No new success was reached in this field. I must tell that 
such situation could not be considered such a satisfactory situation with em­
igration. From time to time Soviet authorities make some oral statement about 
possible change of situation. About positive solution. As far as I know last 
such statement was given to Bob Hawk. In this statement they promised to solve 
problem of prisoner of Zion—-—

They promised to solve problem of prisoner—to release them. To solve problem 
of all “refuseniks”-----
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Mr. Gilman. May I interrupt for a moment, we have another Member that 
has joined us. Congressman Bob Dornan from California, a wonderful fighter 
for the cause of Soviet Jewry. Bob. you know, was here before in Moscow.

Mr. Dornan. May 1 interrupt for just one second, Ben. 1 have a promise to 
keep that I promised last year. 10,000 Shcharansky bracelets. Will you give this 
to Leonid? Explain that 10.000 are being worn all over the United States. We 
had some made up for Ginsberg and some of the others and did not even get to 
wear them. That's the way we like to have it. At the Presidium the other day. I 
took mine off and I showed it to Smirnov. I hope we don’t have to wear this very 
long.

Mr. Brailovsky. From time to time Soviet authorities make some promises 
about positive solution to the emigration problem. Last such promises was 
given to Hawk, and they spoke about positive solution of prisoner problem, 
about releasing of prisoner. About releasing of long-term refuseniks and 
about establishing maximum term for refusal—5 years. Of course it is not the 
perfect terms but we consider them as a rather big liberalization, a substantial 
liberalization of policies. But unfortunately up till now there is no indication 
that such liberalization is working.

Mr. Wolff. Let me just interrupt for a moment. In speaking today, we spoke 
about the various things that were happening and we were criticized for a 
meeting that was held, a very much in the open meeting, because I saw you at 
the circus and if I saw you at the circus I'm sure everyone else saw you. I 
think that it is important that it is on the record that anything that occurs 
subsequent to this meeting that this was on the record today.

Mr. Long. This gentleman has made one statement that puzzles me. He says that 
things are getting tighter not more liberal and yet we know that they have 
allowed vast numbers of Jews to leave the Soviet Union in the last year or so. 
Is that—We know those figures—there has been an increase—200.000. How does 
he reconcile the fact that they are letting a lot more go with his feeling that 
things are getting tighter?

Mr. Brailovsky. Ah. the problem of emigration is divided among different 
aspects. As to about general figure I told that of course there is increasing of 
general figure of people who can leave the country, but there is great increase 
in the people who apply for exist visa. Much greater increase and if we compare 
these two figures we see that there is a great gap between them.

Mr. Long. I see. I understand.
Mr. Brailovsky. As for situation with refuseniks, situation with refuseniks 

became even worse because during this year only very a number, a number 
of refuseniks family small number of refuseniks family were able to leave 
the country and now there are rather many families of refusenik this very long 
term of refusal. That’s the situation and at this point it’s absolutely sure that 
the situation became worse.

Mr. Lerner. Maybe we will consider this problem after comments of Mr. 
Essas because he's prepared to give you some picture about what is the situa­
tion with the Jewish life here and why people decided to leave.

Mr. Wolff. May I just interject one very important point which I think is 
important to the entire picture. If you leave the Soviet Union will you cause 
problems for the Soviet Union after you leave? Is your desire to leave or to 
propagandize against the Soviet Union after you leave?

Mr. Lerner. May I, may I-----
Mr. Wolff. Please, please-----
Mr. Lerner. First of all I would like to emphasize that all of us are ab­

solutely not. anti-Soviet Union.
Mr. Wolff. Uh-huh. I think that’s very important.
Mr. Lerner. We—our goal is not to change the system or to make a new 

revolution here or to offend it by going abroad. What we do want really is 
to leave this country the greater part of people who are present here want to 
join their families and their people in Israel. Some others are interested in 
living in the United States or other countries it is their choice but nobody 
intended to give any harm to Soviet Union. If anybody do it. it seems to me that 
it’s not quite honest to live all life in a country and then try to make problems- 
for it.

Mr. Wolff. Now we understand this. We’ll hear from Mr. Essas.
Mr. Essas. Because in every meeting with Senators and Congressmen in which 

I was in the last four years the problem with Jewish emigration is always dis­
cussed. So it’s very natural to understand what is the distinction of the situation 
of Jews from other ethnic minorities in this country and the distinction is very
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clear. Let us take for an example the normal Jew in this country. He knows from 
his childhood that there are restrictions to enter the universities and higher in­
stitutions. Every Jew knows it. He knows from his childhood that there are re­
strictions to enter more qualitative jobs, not menial jobs. Every Jew knows it. 
i knows from his childhood that in the newspaper, in the news media, on 

t le TV, on the radios, every year, every day, and every week there are many 
aiticles and ieports that describe Jews, or in Israel, or all over the world as con- 
spiritors against all the world—so called Jewish conspiracy. As very brutal Jewish 
soldieis that kill innocent children in the Middle East, that there are very brutal 
Jews who cannot be treated well in other countries because they are always 
against the country in .which they live and so on and so on. This is every day. 
Sometimes the authorities use the word Zionist not to mention Jews but you must 
understand that in many articles the word Jews and Zionist are intermingled and 
very frequent so that in the first sentence there are Jews are bad and then Zionist 
are bad or Jewish Zionist and so on.

Mr. Dornan. Excuse me, when they are reporting Syria and Israeli struggle do 
they use the word Jewish instead of Israeli?
q ^ss^s’ kkey use such words—Jewish State, Soviets of Jewish State, Zionist 
Soldiers, Zionist State and these words are intermingled. So if in one article there 
aie tvo times Jewish and five times Zionist and about the same country every­body knows-----

Mr. Dornan. Did they ever use the word Israeli?
Mr. Essas. Yes, surely. Intermixed with everybody else, so its very clear to 

everybody Russian, to a Jew, that Jews are meant and not some special sort of 
human beings as Israeli’s and so everybody knows this, all Russians, all Jews. 
This complaint increased in the last years in numbers that means it is very fre­
quent in local and central press and in quality if I can use such word. The peak 
was reached last year or in the beginning of this year when a very famous white 
paper, white book was published.

Mr. Gilman. We were given that book today by the judge.
Mr. Essas. Yes. It was published by the Smirnoff, Chief Justice of the highest 

court—he is the editor of this book. It is very strange that he is not ashamed to 
give you his book because maybe he understands that most of you don’t know 
Russian and you will not read it. Please read this.

Mr. Wolff. We will not only read, we will have it translated by the Library 
of Congress.

Mr. Essas. I can recommend on behalf of Mr. Smirnoff to read this book. It is 
a very good book, a very white book. You understand.

Mr. Wolff. I think that we should know about it, so we should have it 
translated.

Mr. Essas. So these are the negative sides of the life here but maybe you can 
ask what are the positive, maybe Jews can counteract this campaign by some­
thing positive in their hearts, in their lives. The Jewish minority has a very dis­
tinct situation even from the point of view of ethnic culture, of ethnic education. 
Only Jewish language, I mean the Hebrew language, the language of the Bible 
is the only language which is prohibited to teach. It is a strange thing—I Jew, 
I am a Jew, I can teach freely without any restrictions Arabic language, Chinese 
language, languages of not so friendly people. I’m only prohibited to teach to 
others Hebrew.

Mr. Wolff. What about Yiddish?
Mr. Essas. Yiddish is not discussed at all by the authorities because practically 

speaking people don’t know Yiddish and young people for many reasons are not 
interested in this language. Personally for instance. I know Yiddish.

Mr. M olff. But we are told that in the book stores we can get Hebrew language 
books.

Mr. Essas. You mean Jewish, not Hebrew, Jewish.
Mr. Wolff. That’s why I asked about Yiddish.
Mr. Essas. 3ou can find books on (of) assorted authors written because of 

many reasons, because of their content, because of their authors and practically 
all the generation under 40 or 50 years so practically nobody can use it. But we 
as J®ws here and all people know the Bible which is the basis of all European 
civilization is written in the Hebrew language. It is our basis, it is basis of every 
human being of Judea-Christian civilization. This language is forbidden to teach 
and so you therefore, there is no practical ways to know it.

Mr. Wolff. May! ask you again to clarify this because I think this is important. 
You are not permitted to teach Hebrew, are you permitted to publish books in 
Hebrew ?

Mr. Essas. Maybe you are not aware that in any language you have no right to 
publish any book.
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Mr. Wolff. Can you get a license to publish a book in Hebrew?
Mr. Essas. No, no, the only publishing houses are the government houses and 

they don’t publish books in Hebrew.
Mr. Wolff. Alright, now what about prayer books in Hebrew?
Mr. Essas. Prayer books were published in the Soviet Union tw’O times in the 

last years, several hundred copies but because you don't know’ Hebrew this is 
of no use. It is the same as to publish Jewish prayer books in Chinese language.

Mr. Wolff. How’ is the language of Hebrew prohibited? What are the penalties 
and how is it prohibited?

Mr. Essas. Yes, uh, the Hebrew’ language is not taught in the official govern­
ment institutions with the exception of some closed institutions like KGB, Soviet 
Army and Foreign Languages Institution.

Mr. Wolff. Are you permitted to have private schools to teach Hebrew?
Mr. Essas. No, you came just to the point because, you can privately teach any 

language in the w’orld with one exception the Hebrew language. M hen you come 
to the Soviet authorities to have a license the only restriction is—“is it a Hebrew 
language?”. If it is Hebrew, you are not authorized to teach. That means you 
cannot have pupils, you cannot pay taxes for having money for teaching, and 
practically pupils are under very restrictive measures. .

Mr. Wolff. I should like to pursue this a little further because I think this is 
basic to a conversation that we had and a very big discussion that I had with 
Chairman Ruben. I should like to know how you consider the Jews here in this 
country—you all have identity cards I take it?

Mr. Essas. Yes.
Mr. Wolff. On that identity card w’hat does it say?
Mr. Essas. A Jew’.
Mr. Wolff. Now w’hat is the language of the Jew?
Mr. Lerner. We are sure that our major language is Hebrew. ,
Mr. Wolff. Now what I’m asking is when you, as I understand it the Tartar s 

have a language of their own, the Georgians have a language of their own, what 
is the language that they say is the nationality of the Jew?

Mr. Lerner. They argue that Yiddish is the Jewish language. Me cannot 
teach and study because there is no textbook. . .

Mr. Wolff. Now I come to one other point I had a very big discussion today 
and I think this is all pertinent to what we are discussing now. I w’as told that 
the reason you have on your identity card the w’ord Jew is because Jew is a 
nationality within the Soviet Union. I would like you to explain this to us 
because I think this is very important to us. I said to Ruben and I said today 
in the meeting. I am an American and I am a Jew and I resent the fact that you 
say that Jew is a nationality—I consider Jew as a religion. I am Jewish but I 
am an American and I said that I take great offense to their calling Jew a 
nationality that goes into the passport because it is like the armband that the 
Jews had to wear in Nazi Germany. , ;

Mr. Lerner. Yes. but you see here the w’ord Jew is not a nationality, it s not 
a religion, it's purely a racist word that your blood is crimes for Jewish blood. 
We can not get rid of it even if wre convert to Orthodox or to Catholic Church— 
it doesn’t matter.

Mr. Long. He said today that you w’ere allowed to decide whether you were a 
Jew’ or not and if you wanted to say that you were something else then they 
would not put Jew down.

Mr. Lerner. Absolutely wrong.
I want to explain—Marx doesn’t recognize Jew’s as nationality. You can read 

it in Marxist works and Lenin. They don’t recognize Jews as a nationality so it 
is contradiction between ideology and administrative practice. You can take 
nationality in Soviet Union only if one of your parents—if they are different. 
If both parents are Jewish you can’t change. Second or third, not all Jews have 
Yiddish as their native language in the 19th century—we have large groups of 
Jews who never spoke Yiddish in Middle Asia. Yiddish cannot be the language 
for all Jews in the Soviet Union at all. I think that I answered the question. It 
is a contradiction in administrative practice and in ideology of Soviet Union, as 
concerns the rights of nationality but they are recognized ideologically also the 
right of national culture. For us it is written nationality but it is not recognized— 
our rights and our language and our special culture.

Mr. Stark. I have a question and it’s my paranoia. Let’s suppose for a moment 
that Russia suddenly made a great policy change, the worst thing I could 
conceive of is. what’s happening in Vietnam; and suddenly Russia said not only 
will we let all Jews emigrate but we’re going to chase you out of the country 
and you might not all have a place to go, might not be able to get visas to the 
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United States or to Israel. Is that a concern that they might get so fed up that 
suddenly they would turn against 2 million Jews in Russia and say “out with 
you”. And the second part of the question is, if in fact emigration were free and 
open and quick how many people do you estimate of the 2 million Jews would 
want to leave—say in a year’s time?

Mr. Lerner. 1 million I would say.
Mr. Stark. And do you think the Russians are afraid of that?
Mr. Lerner. Yes, my estimation is that 1% million will leave.
Mr. Scheuer. If they did not feel harassment and intimidation?
Mr. Lerner. Yes.
Mr. Stark. And Russia fears this?
Mr. Lerner. I don’t know what Russia feels about it.
Mr. Wolff. Colonel, what does your identity card say?
Mr. Mai. Jewish.
Mr. Wolff. When you fought in the Russian army, were you considered a Jew 

or a Russian?
Mr. Mai. In my military block was written Jew.
Mr. Stolar. It is not only the identity card, but all official documents which 

list nationality.
Mr. Bowen. Let me ask you a question—I spoke to a Soviet official yesterday 

who said you do not have to be listed as a Jew if you don't want to. That you 
could be listed as an Eskimo or anything that you want to, any other nationality.

Mr. Lerner. That's not true.
Mr. Wolff. Have you tried to have your passport or your identity card changed 

in any way?
Mr. Mai. I have such a refusenik who tried once, he was double family, he 

changed first to Russian and then wanted to change to Jew. He was prohibited 
to change, also every decision after you take your nationality at 16 it is pro­
hibited to change.

Mr. Long. So after you’re 16 years old you can not change your nationality, 
Mr. Mal Yes. And also if you have two parents of different nationalities.
Mr. Long. If your mother and father are both Jewish could you put down 

Ukrainian?
All. No * * * No you can't.
Mr. Dornan. It follows your grandparents nationality. They ask the grand­

parents now to try and nail down one reference to Jewish.
Mr. Stolar. No, that’s when you go to college or university.
Mr. Lerner. It’s more sophisticated. You have to write down their names, of 

parents, grandparents. If you have a questionnaire or you have to write your 
biography, you must mention the names and second names of your grandparents 
and great-grand parents. And from names they can recognize who you are.

Mr. Stolar. Names are “conservative” in this country. You can practically 
always tell from a person’s name what his nationality is.

Mr. Dornan. I was told that a choice is to be made in the next decade—either 
all Jews leave or there is total assimilation as the Armenians have been forced 
to do in Turkey. You lose your Jewishness, you try and change your name, you 
forget you are a Jew. That’s one choice. Or you leave. Because once a million goes, 
the pressure mounts on the other million. Then when it gets to a million and half, 
the remaining 500.000 are faced with total isolation, pressure building up till 
finally it's the whole 2 million. Is there anybody who disagrees with that 
statement?

Mr. Wolff. I think we are getting to a point now where we are putting words 
in their mouths. We're here to listen. The important element that is involved 
here is that these people are refuseniks and I think the statement made by Mr. 
Lerner is a very important one. The objective is for those individuals, who want 
to leave, to leave. Period. They want to leave for a particular purpose. They 
want to join their families someplace else. I think for us to try to project how 
many people want to leave, what will happen to the people who are left, is con­
jecture. We have here right at the moment, specific facts, specific people who 
would like to leave and they are not permitted to leave. I think this is the im­
portant element we have to discuss. I think we should limit our conversation 
to that type of thing.

Mr. Long. Can you tell us about the synagogues? Are there more than one?
Mr. Essas. The last point that I made mention is the Hebrew language. In 

the synagogue all the prayers, all the ritual is in Hebrew. The generation under 
40 years, under 50 years, does not know Hebrew. So when you come to the syna­
gogue, you don’t understand any word. You have no channel, no way for the 
teachers to use their knowledge because it is forbidden. The old people are 
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afraid to teach the young people; the young people cannot teach because they 
have no knowledge. It is not a joke, but a tragedy that for a Jew it is easier 
to be a Buddhist or a Christian, than to be a practicing Jew. He has no key to 
Judaism.

Mr. Gilman. One of the officials today said that they were sending some people 
here to America so they could learn to be teachers of Hebrew. Is there any 
basis for that?

Mr. Essas. It's a little misinformation from them. They are sending two or 
three people to New York to study at the Union Theological Seminary to study 
Judaism. These people already study 6 years in the synagogue. We believe 
they are specially sent by the authorities to study for many reasons, to manip­
ulate the religion. In the last 6 years they didn't know anything. So maybe now 
is the time for them to go to America to learn something and then to return and 
talk to American tourists. To show how execellent and so on and so on. That's 
the only comment we can give.

Mr. Wolff. Can I ask Mrs. Milgrom a question? I got into a very big discus­
sion with Mr. Ruben regarding your son. It has been charged that he was in the 
employ of the CIA. That he spied for the CIA. Can you tell us anything you 
know about this because I said to Mr. Ruben in front of a number of people, if 
you have any information on this, it is your duty to make it public to the entire 
world so that they will know. If he has any information, I will read it in the 
Congress. I ask you, can you tell us anything your son had in connection with 
an American?

Mrs. Milgrom. President Carter stated that my son never engaged in any 
espionage. He was a Jewish activist who wanted to go to Israel to his wife who 
is there to unite with her and live in a country of his own. From the time he 
applied to the visa office to go and after he was refused his visa, he began his 
activities, wanting only to get his rights to emigrate. Meanwhile helping other 
Jews. They began to victimize him.

There was no activity of any kind that he engaged in other than that. I know 
that yesterday or today you were informed by Chairman Ruben that my son 
is well. It’s the same kind of misinformation like that my son worked for the 
CIA. I didn't see my son for a year. Fifteen days ago I had a meeting with him; 
I was allowed to see him. I met an altogether alien person. Only on the televi­
sion screens when they showed the prisoners of Auschwitz did I see such ema­
ciated faces. He’s seriously ill. He can't do any kind of work, he can't read, he 
can’t write. For several months he’s been sick, nobody knows what’s wrong with 
him. The information I get in response to my letters are absolutely untrue. I 
saw that when I saw my son for 1 hour. He’s suffering some horrible disease.

Mr. Gilman. We raised his health issue yesterday with Pa putin. Pa putin told 
us yesterday that if he needed health care he would get it in the prison.

Mr Long. They gave him a physical exam.
Mr. Gilman. Today, Paputin reported to us that he had gotten a report back 

that a physical exam had been given to your son on August 13 and that every­
thing wTas all right.

Mrs. Milgrom. That's just the lastest lie. Before going to see him. I received 
a letter from the Chief of the Ministry of Interior’s medical service. He wrote 
to me that my son through all of June and July w’as examined by five specialists, 
their names were listed. He was given all kinds of examinations—X-rays, cardio­
graph. absolutely everything possible.

When I saw him and saw how horrible he was, when I heard his complaints, 
he confirmed that on July 26 he was examined by a medical commission in jail. 
It was a routine commission examining all people there. In that commission, two 
of the doctors saw him. A surgeon checked his blood pressure; a neurologist hit 
him on the knee with a little hammer. That served as the grounds to announce 
here that 2 months ago he was examined by a medical commission. After that 
I w as told that he did not need any hospitalization. He gets outpatient treatment 
whenever he needs it. I can say now that for many months he has been complain­
ing about terrible tremors. They treat him only with aspirin which has brought 
him to complete exhaustion.

Mr. Wolff. How much did he weigh before he went to prison?
Mrs. Milgrom. He was 62 to 64 kilograms [130 to 140 pounds]. Now he refuses 

to tell me. He now weighs 40 kilograms [88 pounds] at the maximum. He is 
5 feet 6 inches.

Mr. Stark. Can I ask a question? It has been suggested by Mr. Lerner that we 
keep in touch by writing and other things. I think that as soon as you 12 leave, 
there will be 12 more to take your place I would like to know what kinds of 
things that we as individual Members of Congress, or collectively, can do over 
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the time ahead that will help all of you. Besides keeping in touch and writing 
letters, what else can we do to help?

Mr. Lerner. May I answer this question? It seems to me that the significant 
improvement in emigration policy that is acceptable to us is to fulfill the points 
which were mentioned in the promise Hawk's received. (1) Release the prisoners 

W have 10 of them- <2) Give visas for exit to all Jews, re- 
° aJe 5 ^ars or more. (3) Establish 5 years as the maximum 

eriod for waiting for an exit visa. If the activity of the American Congress will 
these three P°intS’ win be the best help to all Jews who 

We are 110t Pollticians. We don’t know what levers you can use, 
nJ?6 USedPressure, but we do hope that such a country as the United 

nmvpnwi^force and power and prestige to reach such a modest im­provement in this very sensitive field.
Fi Y°u sai(* at the outset that you were an American citizen. It is 

t0 pl0tect "'»>■ have you

" i£e and wh0 15
reHisenik°LFF t° know why you are in Russia and why you are a

hLa Communist family. My father was a blind idealist 
to come S S U? Sa™ Spirit' He was born in Russia and he wanted 
with him1 m y mUC?no°, hTlp bU1Id socialism, and the whole family came back 
with him. That was in 1931. I was 19 at the time. In 1975, 4 years ago my family 
got visas—well, the rest of the family is all gone now. *

Mr. M olff. Did you renounce your American citizenship?
or kiimvhS^A American citizenship was taken away. Without my consent oi Know ledge m the first week when I came.

Mr. Wolff. How?
soo^^w^?^!!’ y°? have to register your passports in this country. So as 
the uXZ^re~Siven to us—the house committee or 
nni-^w d ? renmmber who or what it was as I didn’t know the language, 

o-ave us hqrk^8^? ie reglst^red; And instead of registering our passports thev 
Soviet citizen 4 documents’ eternal documents. Ever since then I was a 
G^rnmentT “ °&th t0 bear arms for the Soviet

Th^w^^n ??’ bUt-T “rve in the army. There was no oath of any kind, 
mat w as at the beginning of the war.

Mr Scheuer. Have you been in touch with our Embassy here?
J’/ Stolar. Yes I go there rather regularly, about once a month.
Mr. Scheuer. What is their position on your case?

Tbeir position is that they want proof that I'm not a Soviet citizen, 
nothin^-Hrnt Pr0°f but it’s all in the hands of the Soviet authorities. I have 

’b tbat can prove anything at all. I only have indirect proof.
MS. Sherman. You have no birth certificate?

pr^blemT0LAR bhth Certificate is in the Embassy. They have it and that’s no 

CanI0"-?11 US Where you were born? What day? So we can check w ith American authorities.
HTOfLTE‘ You ?°nt have to check’ that is not in dispute. I have plenty of 

I, am a“ ^^ancitizen, but no proof that I am not a Soviet citizen.
I m not a Sov let citizen but I have no proof. From the Soviet standpoint. I am a 
^ov let. Ihey claim Im Soviet. The American Embassy and the State Department 
cannot do anything to refute that because I have no papers to show that I am not <i citizen.

AX0LFF' Y°U have papers to show that you're not Soviet, if you have a birth 
certificate proving you were born in the United States.
rul^oAaw^ Tt S difficult' Its a iyP^ai example of violation of elementary

Mr. Stolar. Arbitrary rule and lawlessness.
Mr. Lerner. It's true that people can be kept here for 4 years, even when thev 

are foreign citizens.
Mi. Stolar. Keeping us is just in the small change department.
Mr. M olff. I don t know what your exact circumstances are. I can’t do any­

thing with the people who are here, who are Russian citizens and who are 
refuseniks or anything else like that. We give you whatever help that we can in 
the way of assistance to plead your case and your cause.
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Mrs. Slepak. I will try and do this briefly. We’ve been trying to get out for 
10 years. In these 10 years my mother, sister, two sons and grandson are all in 
Israel After 10 years as refuseniks, we decided to take drastic measures in pio- 
test that they wouldn't let us out. My husband and I went out on the balcony of 
our house holding in our hands a banner saying “let us go to our son in Israel. 
For that we were arrested. My husband was sentenced to 5 years in exile in 
Siberia and I was sentenced to 3 years in a general prison camp, but the sentence 
^Mr^LoTG^Her husband got 5 years in exile for putting a banner out?

a j p Stolar Yes
Mr. Scheuer. I mentioned this to Georgiy Arbatov yesterday as a case that was 

deserving of some compassionate treatment. He answered right oft the bat, he ha 
all the information in his mind, that your husband was a criminal because when 
the police officer came and knocked on the door to ask him to pull up the banner, 
he beat up the police officer. . ..Mr. Lerner. The same thing as Shcharansky is a spy. Perfectly the san e 
“truth.”

Mr. Gilman. Did he beat up a police officer?
Mr. Lerner. He’s not crazy, he’s a sane person. .
Mr. Brailovsky. It was not possible. There were many police officers, not just

Mrs Slepak. If he had beaten up a policeman he would have gotten 5 years m 
a prison camp. This way he is at large, but he cannot leave the place where he is.

Mr. Long. So it was a total fabrication?
Mrs. Slepak. Absolutely.
Mr. Long. So it was a total fabrication and not just an exaggeration.
Mrs. Slepak. They didn't even accuse him of that at his trial.
Mr. Scheuer. All right Alexander. Do you want to tell us anything. else about 

the general conditions of the Jewish communtiy here? Is there any kind of help 
that you need? Is there enough money? Clothes? Or anything we can send from 
the States ? What kind of assistance do you need ?

Mr. Lerner. I'm sure that the main assistance we need is assistance to get to 
Israel. All other is not significant.

Mr. Long. How do they live? I’m interested in that.
Mr. Lerner. I will explain that. It’s quite different. For instance, for me there 

is no financial problem at all. I was paid very high before I applied. I had savings, 
a country house, two cars; so I am quite well. I’m quite comfortable. I don’t need 
any support. But that is not the case for many other refuseniks. Many of them 
were dismissed from their jobs. They were deprived of their pensions. Lev 
Ovsischer, who got his pension for losing blood during the war, was deprived of it.

Mr. Long. How does Mr. Stolar live?
Mr. Stolar. I get a pension. I earned it before retirement, before we decided to 

go. I had to fight a year and a half to get it. For a year and a half we didn’t get 
anything.

Mr. Scheuer. How does the colonel get along?
Mr. Lerner. He is supported by some foreign friends. They send him parcels 

and he tries to live in a very difficult financial situation. But he survives because 
he has no other way out. He cannot get a job or a pension. So he gets some things 
and tries to use them for living expenses. That’s his life.

Mr. Gilman. Why can’t he get a pension ?
Mr. Lerner. He had a pension, but he was deprived of it for being a refusenik 

and a Jewish activist. He’s officially deprived of his pension.
Mr. Stolar. He earned a pension but doesn't get it. It’s a military pension 

which is higher than the average.
Mr. Wolff. He survives with living expenses that are sent to him by friends. 

Colonel, what type of military activity did you engage in in the service?
Mr. Ovsischer. I was in the army 20 years. Any talk about my knowing secrets 

is absurd. As you well know, I was an economist, and I have not served in the 
army in 19 years.

Mr. Wolff. What did you do after you left the army?
Mr. Ovsischer. I worked in the economic ministry.
Mr. Wolff. On the question of the refuseniks generally, the statements that 

have been made to us are that because of the possession of certain information 
by the people who have applied for visas are refused based upon the loss of infor­
mation to the Soviet Union. They create a security risk.

Mr. Ovsischer. I was told by the Minister of Defense that they had no com­
plaints about any security hazard.
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Mr. Wolff. What is the reason then that they gave for refusing him?
Mr Lerneb. It’s a pretext. They have no reason at all. They only use Ins mili­

tary service as a pretext for refusal. The real reason is to frighten others away 
from applying. That's the only real reason. I can show you another example. 
Mv son never had access to any classified work. But he is a refusenik for 8 years, 
without even a pretext. When he demanded they tell him what is the reason for 
his refusal, they told him there was no reason at all.

Mr. Ovsischeb. When they took my pension away, they told me that they were 
taking everything away from me and were never going to let me out. It’s just to 
intimidate the others.Mr Wolff. I do believe that we have certainly profited from the information 
vou have given to us. Our basic point in meeting with you is to obtain from you 
personally information on your individual situation. The idea of trying to think 
for other people, for the other Jews in this country, is very difficult. But you can 
state from personal experience your own experiences. We ask for nothing more 
from vou because if we are to try to think for all Jewry in the Soviet Union we 
are not going to be able to achieve the desired results in your individual cases.

Now, it must also be understood, I personally, I can’t speak for the delegation, 
feel that individual cases are one part of the problem. The overall problem is 
something else. The overall problem is a question of relations between our 
country and the Soviet Union based upon Helsinki, the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights, discrimination that occurs and our own laws. In individual cases 
I do believe that we are not going to interfere in the internal affairs of the 
Soviet Union. We can’t. This is their doing.

However, what we can do is to allow the world and the people at large to 
know your individual situations. That is the basic reason why we have come 
here to speak with you. I think it also is important for us to make clear that 
our objectives are not to make difficulties for the Soviet Union but to redress 
the grievances that you have. That is most important.

Mr. Scheuer. Alexander, do you have anything you would like to tell us? That 
we can discuss with our colleagues in Washington?

Mr. Lerner. I would like to add only that we are very grateful to the Ameri­
can people and to the American Congress that you are so much concerned about 
our problems and we are sure that your intentions and your activities will bring 
us what we need badly—exit visas and nothing else. I want to emphasize a sec­
ond time that we don’t want to do any harm to this country. We want only to 
get out of it.

Mr. Scheuer. I take it you don’t want to change the system?
Mr. Lerner. We don’t want that, especially because we want to leave. It is not 

our business. We have no moral rights to try to change something in the country 
we want to leave. Thank you very much.

I think it is very important now to mention that the key problem now is the 
release of one of our best friends who suffered most, Anatoly Shcharansky. His 
fate is not only the fate of a person, it’s the fate of a symbol. He symbolizes the 
honesty, the nobility of Jewish people and his fate is very much bound up with 
that of Jewish actvists who do their best to contribute to their people and to their 
country and to human rights all over the world. So the problem of releasing 
Anatoly Shcharansky is now the most important problem for all of us. Not only 
for us, but for all people who understand what human rights really means.

Mr. Scheuer. One last additional word, Dr. Lerner.
Mr. Lerner. My best greetings to my good friends, especially to Irene Mana- 

kovsky, to Judy Patkin, to Regina Bublaik, to Jack Minkow, Dr. Wisner and 
many others—good friends in the United States who are so much concerned about 
my fate, who do a lot.

I have no doubt that their efforts will bring us what we need badly—exit visas. 
I’m sure that you understand quite well that the MFN status should not be given 
to the Soviet Union. We appreciate very much the improvement in Soviet- 
American trade. But we are sure that according to your law, according to Jackson- 
Vanik amendment, you will not give it until the Soviet emigration policy will be 
improved. I mean as a minimum the fulfillment of the promises given to Bob 
Hawk. It means releasing the prisoners, exit visas to 5-year refuseniks, and 
limit of 5 years for waiting for an exit visa. Shalom and all the bests to all our 
American friends.

Mr. Scheuer. Next year in Jerusalem.
Mr. Lerner. Next year in Jerusalem.
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