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In-order to achieve that lower cost, we
have" serioucly and continuously to negoti-
ate with the Soviet Union to try to get a
balance in men, materials, weapons, and
in nuclear strength. If we can achieve that,
we can keep our security at a lower ex-
penditure.

It takes two to negotiate, and the Presi-
dent has constantly put forward detailed
proposals to the Soviet Union. Such is the
anxiety of the West genuinely to negotiate
disarmament reductions. He has put for-
ward the latest proposals. Mr. Andropov
has replied. 5 I hope now that the propos-
als will be seriously discussed by the
Soviet Union at the negotiating table. If
they are not successful in reaching zero
option, the crnise and Pershing missiles
will be deploycu by the end of this year.
Our nerve is being tested; we must not
falter now. That should not be the end of
the negotiations. I hope, and it is my ear-
nest belief, that they should continue so
that although we were not able to negoti-
ate zero option, we should be able to ne-
gotiate the deployment of a lesser number
of weapons than the full total, provided,
again, the Soviets will genuinely negotiate
on balance.

We have alsc discussed, as the President
indicated, the Middle East, and we're very
conscious that although all eyes are fo-
cused on the Lebanon, the fundamental
problem of the Middle East, a secure
Israel and a legitimate deal for the Pales-
tinian people, has still to be resolved.

Y have pointed out to the President, we
suppdrt his Central American policy, and
particularly, the most excellent strategic
view he gave of it during his very famous
speech in April, © and we are constantly
pointing out that of the aid which the
United States gives to Central America, 75
cents out of every dollar goes to civil aid,
and that is a record to be proud of.

We've also had a word about Belize,
and 1, naturally, as you would understand,
have made my views known about arms to
Argentina. I discussed with Secretary
Regan this morning and again at lunch
the wider issues affecting the economy

5 Reference presumably is to President Rea-
gan's speech to the U.N. General Assembly on
September 26, 1983; see document 4. Chairman
Andropov's response can be found in Current
Digest of the Soviet Press, October 26, 1983, pp. 1-
4.

6 See document 623.

and the importance of trying to secure
lower interest rates so that we can get a
full recovery in the world which would be
to the benefit of the United States, and
also to the peoples of the underdeveloped
countries.

If 1 may sum up, altogether this has
been another chapter in the close discus-
sion, consultation and similar beliefs in
shared ideals between the United States
and Britain. Against that background, it’s
not surprising that we find common views
and we pursue them with common pur-
pose in the wider world.

Thank you very much.

Document 263

Transcript of an Interview With the Secre-
tary of Defense ( Weinberger), Montebello,
Canada, October 28, 1983 (Extract) 7

U.S.-U.K. Relations and
the Grenada Invasion

Q. There is criticism coming from
Europe of our actions in Grenada, particu-
larly from England, where our missiles are
going to be deployed. There seems to be
concern about who is going to have the
fingers on the new missiles that will be de-
ployed, is it a trigger-happy President of
the United States? What's your reaction to
that criticism?

A. Well, that criticism was made a long
time ago and the British and we have both
answered it, that there is a perfectly ac-
ceptable, workable agreement that we
have with England, with respect to the re-
lease of nuclear weapons. I believe that ar-
gument was pretty well laid to rest.

7 Source: Public Statements of Secretary of Defense
Weinberger, 1983. David Hartman interviewed
Secretary Weinberger at 7:20 a.m. for the ABC
television program, “‘Good Morning America.”
Weinberger was in Montebello to represent the
United States in the NATO Defense Ministers
October 27-28 meeting.
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Q. Many are suggesting that with Prime
Minister Thatcher ahead of time suggest-
ing we not invade Grenada or take part in
this action in some way, that we did not
accept this advice from the British Prime
Minister when this was one of their colo-
nies in years past. Why did we not accept
her advice in this case, Mr. Weinberger?

A. Well, the main problem was that we
had two things as the President mentioned
last night. We had a thousand American
citizens and there were a number of other
nationalities there whose safety we had
every reason, I think, to fear for. We also
had an urgent invitation, or an urgent
plea really, from all the neighboring na-
tions that regard themselves as sort of one
island chain. We felt that there was no
way that we could ignore either that
urgent request for help in what was clearly
a very major threatening situation for
them and what was clearly a major threat-
ening situation for our own citizens and
those of many others. We thought we
really had no choice at all but we under-
stood that from a distance other nations
would think that this was something that
was rather strong action. I've found here,
only in private conversations, and I cer-
tainly wouldn’'t want to quote anybody,
very clear understanding from among the
Defense Ministers and a lot of private sup-
port.
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K. West Germany

Document 264

Proclamation by President Reagan, Janu-
ary 20, 1983 1

Tricentennial Anniversary
Year of German
Settlement in America

On October 6, 1683, a group of 13
Mennonite families, coming from the city
of Krefeld, now in the Federal Republic of
Germany, founded Germantown, Pennsyl-
vania, today a suburb of Philadelphia.
Since then, more than 7 million German
immigrants have entered the United States
and made extraordinary human, econom-
ic, political, social, and cultural contribu-
tions to the growth and success of our
great country.

Today there are more than 60 million
Americans of German descent, a number
about equal to the total population of the
Federal Republic of Germany. More
Americans claim German ancestry than
any other nationality.

During my address to the Bundestag in
Bonn in June of last year, 2 I spoke of the
importance which the United States at-
taches to the Tricentennial year of 1983
commemorating German settlement in
America. Despite the legacy of 2 world
wars which found us on opposing sides,
West Germany and the United States have
forged an exceptionally close relationship
during the past 3 decades. The success of
the Marshall Plan, the Berlin Airlift, and
the ensuing NATO partnership have led
to a recognition of our common demo-
cratic ideals and joint interest in Western
economic and political strength.

1 Source: White House Press Release, January
20, 1983, Office of the Press Secretary to the
President; also printed in Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Decuments, January 24, 1983, p. 84.
This proclamation, number 5014, was filed with
the Office of the Federal Register at 10:36 a.m.
on January 21, 1983,

2 For text of Reagan’s June 9, 1982, address,
see American Foreygn Policy: Current Documents,
1982, p. 481.
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(3) Other creditor governments should
provide new credits along with the in-
crease in U.S. credits to assure equitable
sharing of the financing burden among
governments.

If the United States undertakes to pro-
vide Brazil with substantial amounts of Ex-
imbank trade finance, the question arises
as to the appropriate level of support by
other governments. Under most burden-
sharing formulas, whether related to
trade, outstanding debt, or value of serv-
ice payments, the U.S. share in the financ-
ing burden should amount to approxi-
mately 40 percent. We are in the early
stages of discussing with other major de-
veloped countries the contribution they
might make to an overall export credit
guarantee package. We do not contem-
plate that the special Eximbank facility will
become operative until this additional fi-
nancing is raised.

(4) Official debt rescheduling arrange-
ments are expected to form an important
part of the overall financing program for
both Brazil and Mexico.

Brazil has recently formally requested a
Paris Club rescheduling. Estimated matur-
ing obligations to official creditors during
the period from August 1, 1983, through
December 31, 1984, amount to more than
$2 billion. Preliminary discussion of the
rescheduling is expected in Paris on Sep-
tember 15.

In the Mexican case, signature of bilat-
eral and implementing agreements under
a previous rescheduling arrangement is a
precondition for the Eximbank facility. As
mentioned before, in June, Mexico's offi-
cial creditors reached a multilateral agree-
ment to extend debt relief to Mexico
through the end of this year. Bilateral and
creditor agency agreements are now being
negotiated by each of the creditor coun-
tries. We are hopeful that our agreement
with Mexico can be completed by Octo-
ber. Also, the official creditors have indi-
cated to Mexico their willingness to con-
sider further debt relief beyond 1983, and
preparations may begin later this year.

Faclities and Normal Eximbank Programs

The new Eximbank facilities are not ex-
traordinary, except in the amounts in-
volved and the specified conditions. These
facilities fall within the general ambit of
Eximbank programs and are consistent
with the Eximbank Charter:

—The facilities fall within the param-
eters of current Eximbank insurance and
guarantee programs. Coverage would only
be triggered when a U.S. export occurs.

—The facilities may be used only in
support of specific U.S. exports, as is nor-
mally the case in Eximbank’s programs.

—Existing insurance programs are well-
suited to supporting the type of multipur-
pose lines of credit needed to support im-
ports of commodities, spare parts, and
capital goods.

—The facilities draw on existing Exim-
bank guarantee/insurance authority, con-
sistent with the administration’s Eximbank
budget policy to place more emphasis on
guarantees and insurance. The administra-
tion has already recognized such contin-
gencies in its request for guarantees and
insurance in FY '84.

—The facilities, with the special condi-
tions, meet the Charter’s requirement of
“reasonable assurance of repayment.”
First, the facilities require the full faith
and credit obligations of the Governments
of Brazil and Mexico. Eximbank has had
good experiences with government guar-
anteed transactions, including a very high
recovery rate in case of default. Secondly,
compliance with an IMF program indicates
that the debtor country is undertaking a
major effort to adjust and work its way out
of its debt problem. Finally, parallel ac-
tions by the ‘commercial banks and other
governments will provide further evidence
of international confidence that the debtor
country has a good chance of solving its
liquidity problems.

Conclusion

The administration strongly supports
Eximbank’s authorization of special guar-
antee and insurance facilities to Brazil and
Mexico in the amount of $1.5 billion and
$500 million respectively. These facilities
will be used solely to support U.S. ex-
ports. The prospects for both countries
offer reasonable assurance of repayment
with the conditions imposed for each facil-
ity. In addition, they will significantly con-
tribute to the multilateral effort to provide
Brazil and Mexico with sufficient external
financing to allow the orderly economic
adjustment which will enable them to
overcome their current international debt
problems.
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Document 608

Address by the Deputy Secretary of State
(Dam) Before the General Assembly of the
Organization of American States, November
14, 1983 20

U.S. Policy in Latin
America

Mr. President, Mr. Secretary General,
distinguished colleagues, ladies, and gen-
tlemen:

“The historic mission of America is to
offer to man a land of liberty, and a fa-
vorable environment for the develop-
ment of his personality and the realiza-
tion of his just aspirations.”

These words, which open the preamble
to the Charter of this Organization of
American States, express the central ideal
that has guided the New World from its
inception. Today, this ideal of democracy,
of human rights, and of peace is advanc-
ing steadily in the lives of millions of men,
women, and children throughout the
hemisphere.

As the oldest continuing collaborative
effort by nations to work together for the
betterment of their citizens and for the
maintenance of peace, the Inter-American
System has long been a symbol of interna-
tional cooperation and hope. Today, we
can be especially proud. More and more
of the members of our system are demon-
strating once again that democratic proc-
esses and institutions are the best means
of fulfilling human aspirations.

One year ago this week, nearly 60 mil-
lion Brazilians voted in state and local
elections. President Reagan, speaking in
Brazil shortly afterwards, noted that the
kinship of ideals this demonstrated be-
tween our citizens also strengthened the
ability of our two governments to work to-
gether on many vital world issues. 2!

Two weeks ago, the citizens of Argenti-
na celebrated nationwide elections in an
atmosphere of intense civic freedom.
Today, on behalf of my government and
on behalf of the people of the United

20 Source: Department of State files. Dam
made this speech in Washington.

21 The President traveled to Brazil, November
30-December 3, 1982,

States of America, I should like to con-
gratulate the Republic of Argentina, its
people and its government. When deci-
sions are made in freedom, everyone tri-
umphs.

We are witnessing historic events: the
return to democracy by most nations of
this hemisphere. What is happening in Ar-
gentina and Brazil adds to the growing list
of hemispheric countries—including Boliv-
ia, Ecuador, Honduras, and Peru—that
have in recent years restored constitution-
alism and democracy. Next year this proc-
ess of democratic renewal will gain addi-
tional strength when El Salvador, Grena-
da, Guatemala, and Uruguay, among
others, hold elections. Overcoming bitter
periods of instability and authoritarianism,
each of these countries is reasserting the
hemisphere’s central vocation as a land of
liberty.

Recent elections in the hemisphere have
made abundantly clear that, given the op-
portunity, all of our peoples will choose
democracy over authoritarianism. Free
elections are at the very heart of any
search for human rights. They are the best
guarantee that governments will respect
and observe the rights and aspirations of
their people. By allowing political views to
be expressed and weighed freely, elections
facilitate the peaceful resolution of differ-
ences. And they assure the popular legiti-
macy without which authority becomes
tyranny and dictatorship.

Regimes that abuse their own citizens
cannot expect to maintain the delicate in-
ternal balance that holds just societies to-
gether. And they will find it equally diffi-
cult to convince their neighbors that their
foreign relations will be governed by re-
spect for international law.

The recent crisis in Grenada illustrates
the underlying importance of democracy
to internal order and regional peace. This
General Assembly meets so shortly after
that crisis that it is important to examine
some of the implications of what hap-
pened there for our countries and for this
organization.

I should therefore like to review briefly
the conditions that brought about the de-
cision by seven democratic states, all
members of this organization, to under-
take the collective action in Grenada that
began on the morning of October 25.



1268 AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY, 1983

The critical precipitating event was the
breakdown of government institutions in
Grenada. From that condition flowed
threats both to the peace and security of
the Eastern Caribbean and to the safety of
the foreign nationals living there.

Grenada’s government dissolved in the
wake of the murder of Prime Minister
Bishop and other leaders. A 16-member
Revolutionary Military Council was an-
nounced, apparently with Army General
Hudson Austin at its head. But it was
never clear who was really in charge, or
that the Council was capable of function-
ing as a government.

The disintegration of political authority
in Grenada created a dynamic of uncer-
tainty and fear. Further violence seemed
inevitable. The actions of Bishop’s mur-
derers indicated that they would have
either driven the island into further chaos
or turned it into an armed fortress. In
either event, the threat to those living in
Grenada and to the peace of the Eastern
Caribbean would have increased.

On October 24, Governor-General Sir
Paul Scoon appealed to the Organization
of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) and
other regional states to help to restore
order on the island. We and the OECS
countries accorded exceptional moral and
legal weight to this appeal, for it came
from Grenada's sole remaining source of
governmental legitimacy.

Sometimes it is necessary to act in order
to keep a bad situation from getting
worse. This was such a time. Action was
necessary to resolve what Article 28 of our
Charter refers to as a ‘situation that
might endanger the peace.” Inaction
would have made more likely a hostage
situation and increased the costs in lives
of any subsequent rescue operation.

Both the OAS Charter, in Articles 22
and 28, and the UN Charter, in Article 52,
recognize the competence of regional se-
curity bodies in ensuring regional peace
and stability. Article 22 of the OAS Char-
ter in particular makes clear that action
pursuant to a special security treaty in
force does not constitute intervention or
use of force otherwise prohibited by Arti-
cles 18 or 20 of the Charter. The OECS
decided to act under the 1981 Treaty es-
tablishing the organization and creating a
special security regime for the Eastern
Caribbean.

The United States had an additional
concern also recognized under interna-
tional law: the same anarchy that the
countries of the Eastern Caribbean saw as
a direct threat to them was also a threat to
the safety of some 1,000 U.S. citizens
studying or living in Grenada.

For all of these reasons, President
Reagan decided to act jointly with Barba-
dos and Jamaica in response to the urgent
and formal request from the OECS, which
cited “the current anarchic conditions, the
serious violations of human rights and
bloodshed that have occurred and the
consequent unprecedented threat to the
peace and security of the region created
by the vacuum of authority in Grenada.”

The overwhelming and positive reaction
by Grenadians from all walks of life has
confirmed the correctness of our collective
action. Today, Grenada is beginning to re-
establish itself as a functioning democracy.
In that effort, it has—and will continue to
have—the practical and moral support of
the United States. I trust that Grenada will
have the support of this Organization as
well.

What happened in Grenada has impor-
tant implications for peace, security, and
development in this hemisphere. It is im-
portant that we understand them, whether
as individual states or as members of a
common system grounded in law.

What, then, are the implications of Gre-
nada?

Perhaps the first thing to note is that
the collective action was undertaken to re-
solve a condition of anarchy, not to alter a
functioning - political system. It is well
known that Grenada’s ties to Cuba and
the Soviet Union, its poor human rights
record, and its abandonment of democra-
cy had led many governments to have se-
rious disagreements with the Bishop
regime. Nonetheless, Grenada’s political
system is clearly a matter only Grenadians
have a right to decide. Indeed, what we
found in Grenada suggests that Grena-
dians are now in a far better position to
exercise their fundamental right to self-de-
termination.

In the second place, there is today in
the hemisphere no situation factually com-
parable to that of Grenada in mid-Octo-
ber. There is, for example, no situation in
which foreigners are threatened by a gen-
eralized condition of anarchy and violence
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or in grave danger of becoming hostage
to a vicious internal power struggle.

Although these considerations suggest
that what happened in Grenada was sui ge-
neris, one member state of this organiza-
tion, some of its officials have suggested,
feels threatened by what happened in Gre-
nada.

The country that apparently identifies
itself with Grenada is Nicaragua. This
raises some troubling questions about the
Government of Nicaragua.

Can it be that Nicaragua’s Commandantes
are launched on a path from which they
fear they cannot return without risk from
their fellow leaders? Do they fear that they
will fall out among each other as did the
leaders of the ill-fated New Jewel Move-
ment?

Or is it that the Commandantes are begin-
ning to worry that the very security system
developed for them by their Cuban and
Communist bloc associates will endanger
them? That Soviet and Cuban security
personnel and armaments could put the
Government of Nicaragua, as they did the
government of Prime Minister Bishop,
into a prison from which it will be impos-
sible to escape peacefully?

I would like to believe that neither of
these hypothesis is true. I would like to
believe that the Commandantes are begin-
ning to recognize that, when diktat and im-
position replace democratic institutions
and legal safeguards, political differences
tend to degenerate into violence. And I
would like to believe that the Comman-
dantes are becoming concerned at their
neighbors’ resistance to Nicaragua’s
export of subversion and armed violence.

If so, a remedy may be found in the
commitments they made to the Nicara-
guan people and to this organization in
1979.

In July 1979, the soon-to-be governing
junta of Nicaragua pledged formally to the
Organization of American States that its
goals were democratic and peaceful. 22
Those pledges included specific commit-
ments to take measures leading to political
democracy, economic freedom and inter-
national nonalignment. On the basis of

22 Regarding the letter from the Junta of the
Government of National Reconstruction to the
Secretary General of the OAS, see footnote 24
to document 615.

those commitments, this Organization
called for the replacement of the then
Government of Nicaragua.

Having accepted those assurances, this
Organization has a special responsibility
to encourage Nicaragua's government to
keep its pledges. The United States has
consistently sought to engage Nicaragua
to this end, first providing exceptional
amounts of economic assistance, then
making repeated attempts at negotiation.
Nicaragua's neighbors have made similar
efforts. Yet instead of good faith negotia-
tions, instead of the verified termination
of the export of subversion, instead of
genuinely  fair  political competition
through elections open to all groups,
Nicaragua today is characterized by swol-
len military forces, disregard for political
dialog and religious freedom, and the
presence of some 11,000 security and
other personnel from Cuba and the Soviet
Bloc.

One approach today to restoring peace
and democracy to Nicaragua and Centrai
America is that of the Contadora process.
The Contadora Document of Objectives
represents a consensus about what is re-
quired. 23 It is: an end to terrorism, desta-
bilization, and guerrilla warfare; a reduc-
tion of military forces and armaments; po-
litical reconciliation through free elections
and respect for human rights; the removal
of foreign troops and military advisors;
and the commitment of resources more
for economic development and reform
than for military buildup and destruction.

The United States firmly supports the
Contadora Document of Objectives. Just
10 days ago, President Reagan reiterated
in the strongest terms our backing for the
21 points contained in this document. We
believe they provide the basis for a lasting
solution to many of the region’s problems.
Addressed in a comprehensive manner,
they would resolve both Nicaragua’s fears
and those of its neighbors.

The Contadora negotiations are a re-
sponsive and responsible course of action
by those best positioned to assess the
danger and its remedies. In that sense,
Contadora embodies what may well be the
fundamental lesson of the collective re-
sponse to the Grenada crisis: that the best
source of knowledge, and the best guid-
ance to action, comes from the peoples

23 See document 636.
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and countries most directly concerned,
most aware of what is happening in their
own neighborhood.

We hope that the nine countries in-
volved in this effort to bring peace to
Central America will push ahead with all
possible speed to transform the 21 objec-
tives into a comprehensive and verifiable
agreement. We stand ready to do every-
thing we can to assist. And I urge all OAS
members to do the same.

The troubles in the Eastern Caribbean
and Central America are important and
topical. But they must not be allowed to
deflect our attention from the crucial eco-
nomic issues that challenge the entire
hemisphere, and on whose resolution the
achievement of lasting peace, social justice
and stability so clearly depends.

In recent years, the decline of real com-
modity prices and the setbacks to domes-
tic growth have been the worst since the
great depression. Copper, coffee, sugar:
not a country among us has been immune
to falling commodity prices. For numerous
countries, debt service ratios, and inflation
rates are at historic highs.

Since August 1982, the international fi-
nancial system has faced an increasing va-
riety of challenges. The system has proved
more resilient than many had thought, but
there are many continuing sources of
strain.

Even if the global recovery continues,
and even if major new increases in either
petroleum prices or world interest rates
can be averted, debt problems will contin-
ue to be very significant during the re-
mainder of the 1980’s.

The severity of these problems will
hinder rapid recovery. But let us not lose
sight of our fundamental strengths. The
bases for recovery are present. Hemi-
sphere economies are fundamentally
sound: they have both the human base
and the natural resources that are needed
for sustained economic growth. As a
whole the hemisphere achieved real
annual growth rates averaging 5.5-6.5
percent during the- 1960’s and 1970’s.
Basic infrastucture was built, people
trained and modern economic sectors
strengthened.

For these reasons, the long-term prog-
nosis for most of Latin America’s major
economies remains positive. The basic

issue is economic reactivation in the short
and medium term.

The U.S. Government’s approach to ex-

ternal debt problems includes five mutual-
ly-supporting elements.

The necessary first step is a broadening
of the economic recovery in the United
States and other industrialized countries,
combined with continued efforts to resist
self-defeating protectionist pressures. I am
pleased to note that evidence of our eco-
nomic recovery is becoming clearer day by
day.

Second, and equally fundamental, are
the economic adjustment efforts by each
debtor country. Orderly adjustments,
combined with the other elements of our
approach, offer the best hope for a return
to the economic growth and development
levels of the 1960’s and 1970’s. '

Third, effective adjustment efforts must
be supported by IMF assistance. The
IMF’s role must be strengthened by ap-
proval of the pending quota increase.

Fourth, creditor countries must provide
emergency government and central bank
assistance on a case-by-case basis.

Fifth, but not least, prudent commercial
bank lending must continue. Credit lines
must be kept open and growing.

Last September’s OAS external finance
conference in Caracas, Venezuela, demon-
strated that the nations of the hemisphere
can come together and discuss major
hemispheric economic problems construc-
tively and in harmony. The recent meeting
of the Inter-American Economic and
Social Council in Asuncién, Paraguay,
unanimously confirmed the decisions
taken in Caracas and established a special
committee to examine external debt,
trade, and financing. This initiative is re-
ceiving our close attention.

The vital catalyst for economic growth
is the free flow of capital, goods and serv-
ices. Policies that foster free capital flows
and encourage private investment, risk-
taking, innovation, and competition will
be the key to success in meeting the re-
covery and growth challenges we now
confront. Economic reactivation depends
on millions of entrepreneurs and workers
in the private sector making daily deci-
sions in their area of competence.
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Governments can help extend the fron-
tiers of economic and political liberty.
They must guide with policy and, where
appropriate, cooperate with information
and resources. Bilateral commercial and
investment treaties can help. In addition,
the unavailability of arbitration mecha-
nisms is viewed by many potential inves-
tors as a disincentive to the transfer of
capital. The Inter-American Commercial
Arbitration Commission (IACAC) is an in-
dependent regional body dedicated to the
peaceful settlement of commercial dis-
putes through arbitration. Strengthening
the IACAC's ties with the OAS would pro-
mote the free flow of needed capital.

Finally, we have a major stake in each
other’s markets. In 1982, U.S. exports to
Latin America and the Caribbean amount-
ed to $34 billion—and Latin America’s ex-
ports to the United States amounted to
$33 billion.

The U.S. Government is committed to
open trade for all nations. Despite strong
domestic demands for widespread protec-
tion, the United States has refrained from
imposing new trade restrictive barriers.
On the contrary, we are continuing to im-
plement the liberalization agreed upon in
the Muitilateral Trade Negotiations. We
are seeking a renewal of the Generalized
System of Preferences—which has provid-
ed very significant benefits to Latin Amer-
ica. And we have succeeded in achieving a
virtually all-inclusive free trade status for
the Caribbean Basin.

The Caribbean Basin countries will
soon begin to take advantage of the trade
and other provisions of the Caribbean
Basin Economic Recovery Act. 2* Provid-
ing duty-free access to the U.S. market is
the heart of the CBI legislation, which is
designed to stimulate private investment
in export industries in the region. An indi-
cator of the program’s value, even over
the short term, is that about $500 million
of presently dutiable exports from the
Caribbean Basin will be freed from U.S.
duties because of the CBI. As stability is
restored, the benefits should be even
greater.

Let me conclude by returning to the
theme with which I opened these remarks.

24 The Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery
Act, P.L. 98-67, was enacted August 5, 1983; for
text, see 97 Stat. 369.

The democratic ideal surely offers this
hemisphere’s best reason for optimism.
But we must recognize that democracy is
being restored under conditions that are
far from optimal. The strains created by
the inescapable need to adjust and stabi-
lize economies are virtually unprecedented
in their severity. Some observers believe
these strains will prove so intolerable that
they will prove incompatible with democ-
racy.

This concern calls for closer examina-
tion. It implies that democracy is a
luxury—a secondary and dependent su-
perstructure to be erected only when cer-
tain prior conditions are met, a super-
structure desirable only after basic choices
have already been made. Some advocates
of this view also seem to be saying that
genuine democracy is not possible at all in
most of Latin America.

My government holds a different view.
We believe that it should be a source of
confidence that the people of this hemi-
sphere are turning to democracy not in
times of plenty but in hard times—times
demanding solutions to hard-to-resolve
problems. In our view, democracy is a
problem-solving mechanism. Democracy is
not a luxury but a necessity. It is not a su-
perstructure but a foundation.

As I noted earlier, democracy and free
elections offer the best means of distribut-
ing power within a nation and therefore
the surest way to prevent tensions from
breaking down into internal violence. But
democracy and freedom of expression also
provide the best route to increased public
understanding of complex economic
issues and to public support for the aus-
terity that present circumstances require.
And democracy’s consultative process
offers the best means of translating the
people’s instinctive longing for peace into
government policy.

My government’s support for the Conta-
dora effort is not merely a polite bow to a
helpful diplomatic initiative. It is support
for the substance of a process whose 21
points underscore our commitment to de-
fending democracy where it is threatened,
to helping build democracy where it does
not already exist, and to insisting that the
abridgment of democracy from whatever
quarter must not be taken lightly by our
community of nations.

I believe that historians of this period
will record that the people of this hemi-
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sphere turned to democracy not as an ap-
pealing afterthought but as the best means
by which their problems could best be re-
solved. It is the policy of the U.S. Govern-
ment to support this historic movement
with all appropriate means. We are con-
vinced that democracy is possible—
indeed, that for the common good, it must
succeed.

Thank you.

B. Mexico, Central
America, and the
Caribbean

Document 609

Transcript of the Department of State Daily
Press Briefing, January 7, 1983 (Ex-
tract) !

Arms Sales to Guatemala

MRr. HucHEes. Good afternoon. 1 do
have an announcement on Guatemala.

After extended consultations with the
Congress and analysis of the situation in
Guatemala, the Department has decided
to permit the cash sale to the Government
of Guatemala of previously requested
spare parts and safety-of-flight items
under the Foreign Military Sales Program.
This decision has been communicated to
the Government of Guatemala by our Am-
bassador to that country.

This decision on specific FMS items is
part of a broader relationship which in-
cludes the disbursement of some $10 mil-
lion in economic support funds already
made available under that portion of the
Caribbean Basin Initiative which passed
Congress during the past session. 2 This

! Source: Office of Press Relations, Depart-
ment of State. John Hughes, Department of
State Spokesman, conducted the briefing which
began at 12:25 p.m.

2 Regarding the Caribbean Basin Initiative,
see Congress and Foreign Policy, 1982, Committee
on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives,

assistance addresses the pressing econom-
ic difficulties which the Government of

Guatemala shares with its other regional

neighbors.

The potential sales which could result
from this decision would constitute the
first such FMS sales to the Government of
Guatemala since the late 1970s, except for
$15,000 in FMS training. The decision
was made in light of human rights im-
provements which have taken place in
Guatemala since the Rios Montt govern-
ment came to power in March of 1982.

In this regard, while we want to see fur-
ther progress in Guatemala in promoting
respect for human rights, President Rios
Montt has taken significant steps in this
area. Progress has been made.

Similarly, we look forward to the con-
tinuing development of the democratic
process. Since General Rios Montt as-
sumed power on March 23 of last year,
political violence in the cities has declined
dramatically; recently there are indications
that the level of violence in the country-
side has declined as well; villagers have
been provided food and medical supplies
along with the means to defend them-
selves; plans are underway for the election
of a constituent assembly; the Indian pop-
ulation is increasingly participating in the
country’s political process; the President
Rios Montt has been attacking corruption
within the government.

The government has declared its desire
to cooperate with independent human
rights groups and United Nations agen-
cies, and has permitted a number of pri-
vate groups to visit the country.

These are steps which we feel should be
recognized and encouraged.

Q. Copies?
A. Surely.
Q. How much are the sales worth?

A. The total, and I could make this list
available, is about $6,300,000. It’s about
larger-items in that list a million dollars
for spare parts for UH-1H helicopters;
about $1,350,000 for the inspection and
repair of three helicopters; about
$260,000 for the overhaul of three heli-

Committee Print (Washington, 1983), pp. 58-
67.
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copter engines; about $2.9 million for
radio equipment; and after that the
amounts get—about half a million dollars
for earth-moving equipment, and after
that the items get progressively smaller.

Q. Could we get that list?
A. Sure, we'll make that list available.

Q. Why do you say the Department has
decided? Is this not a decision that would
have to be made by the President?

A. No, I think it is—I can give you a
little elaboration on that, I think.

I may have to go back and do a little
homework on that, but I think, basically,
as you know, there’s been consultation
with Congress, but basically it is the Sec-
retary’s decision.

Q. These are all government-to-govern-
ment sales; right?

A. Yes.

Q. Is this sale expected to have any
impact on any restrictions on private
sales? I don't know what the restrictions
on private munitions sales to Guatemala
are.

A. Neither do 1.

Q. Does this mean that the Department
has independently investigated the reports
of massacres by the Guatemalan military
and found them blameless?

A. I think what it means is that the De-
partment is satisfied that there is progress
in the right direction. As I already said, we
want to see more progress, but the De-
partment thinks that the progress that has
been made should be rewarded, remarked
upon and that this is an incentive for fur-
ther movement in the right direction.

Q. Has there been an Embassy investi-
gation of these reports of military involve-
ment in the massacres in some of the vil-
lages? g

A Can't answer that specific question,
but, as I say, the Department is satisfied
overall.

On the response to Don'’s specific ques-
tion, the appropriate legislation is the
Arms Export Control Act, ? and the Secre-

3 P.L. 90-629, enacted October 22, 1968; for
text, see 82 Stat. 1320; amended by P.L. 94-

tary of State is assigned responsibility for
decisions of this type.

Q. Does this decision, and what you've
said about the broader relationship—what-
ever the words were—presage a much
larger program of the United States mili-
tary assistance to Guatemala in the future?
Do you see it likely developing into some-
thing a good deal bigger than this one
sale?

A. We are talking specifically about
these items which I listed today. I think if
there were to be further requests, they
would be considered on a case-by-case
basis.

Q. But as you pointed out, there has
been no sale of this kind for a number of
years.

A. That’s right.

Q. And you’re saying you see progress
in the right direction?

A. That’s right.

Q. It seems to me it sort of suggests
that this is the beginning of a new phase
in the relationship. Is that the way you see
it?

A. I think we're going to stand on the
language we've offered you. We see
progress. We look for more progress. We
have before us at the moment this deci-
sion, and we've made this decision. It’s
kind of hypothetical to—

Q. Do you have any other decisions
under study about further aid to Guatema-
la?

A. To Guatemala?

Q. Yes.

A. Not to my knowledge.

Q. Other than that list, have you got
something else that's been submitted by
that government for military assistance?

A. Not to my knowledge.

Q. Arms, ammunition?

A. Not to my knowledge.

329, enacted June 30, 1976; for text, see 90
Stat. 729.
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Central America and in particular with re-
spect to El Salvador.

I think that as Mr. Leach indicated we
all agree with your very firm condemna-
tion of those who would attempt to shoot
themselves into power. But what we find
lacking so dramatically is a balance of con-
demnation, a balance of condemnation
against the acts of violence that the Salva-
doran “administration or certainly forces
within that administration is committing
upon its own people. Last year alone,
death squads and members of the armed
security forces were responsible for at
least 5,500 political assassinations, prob-
ably much more, because these are only
the documented cases. Yet we are sup-
porting this Government to the extent of
almost $300 million a year.

I would like to ask a two-part question.
First, you condemn rightfully the violence
of the left, but how would you character-
ize the violence of the administration that
we are supporting? How would you char-
acterize their continuance of death
squads? How would you characterize their
continued tolerance if not direction of the
violence and brutality of members of their
security forces?

More specifically, since there is an ap-
parent intransigence on the part of the ad-
ministration to redirect its policy toward
El Salvador, could you tell the committee
and the American people how long this
war is going to take? I think the American
people have a right to know that. How
long does the State Department think then
that the war, the singleminded pursuit of a
military victory in El Salvador, is going to
take; what is it going to cost; and what is
going to be the loss in American prestige
as we continue to support repressive and
authoritarian forces that commit the kind
of human rights abuses we have wit-
nessed?

SeEcrReTARY SHuLTz. Well, first of all,
Congressman, we do submit a report
every 6 months that catalogs the situation
as we are able to understand it. And I
think from what I can judge, quite a thor-
ough job is done. And we try to make an
assessment and submit that assessment to
the Congress of whether or not there is
progress—not whether or not there is ex-
actly the kind of situation that we would
like, because, obviously, there is not, but
whether there is progress. And so far it
has been possible to identify quite a few
factors in the situation that seem to repre-

sent progress. Progress in a situation that
is far from the sort of situation that we
would find genuinely desirable.

Now, I think our biggest problem is the
fact that you have an insurgent group that
is being supplied with armaments from
outside, and which is trying to disrupt that
government. That presents a problem
which is a severe one for that group, and
we have been trying to work at it through
the development and implementation of
the San Jose principles that I think are ex-
cellent principles, and which we have been
trying to get out in front of people and
bring into effect, because it would have
the effect, if they were adopted, of reduc-
ing drastically the level of violence in that
area, and it would have the effect of
giving people much greater opportunity to
develop their economic well-being and
proceed in a much more normal life. I
have no way of putting a time down on
this, but we certainly are following not
Jjust a two-track approach, but a multitrack
approach on the one hand helping that
Government have the ability to withstand
the armed attacks of the insurgents, other
than trying to help create conditions
under which economic development can
take place. And at the same time do what
we can to create an environment in the
region as a whole that will lead people to
more sensible arrangements than now
exist.

So there<is an effort on the one hand to
hold firm against this military challenge,
from outside, and on the other hand to
develop in a constructive way both eco-
nomic conditions that are an improvement
and a constructive alternative to what is
going on at present.

MR. FEIGHAN. Mr. Secretary, I have read
the reports of the administration. What I
find disturbing, though, is the refusal to
be candid in its assessment of what is
taking place in El Salvador today, and its
refusal to condemn the kind of violence
from an administration that we are sup-
porting.

In fact, as I recall, we all do, Dean
Hinton, the American Ambassador to El
Salvador, made a very candid statement
last October criticizing the behavior of the
Salvadoran Government, certainly in its
tolerance of the death squads and the kind
of violence taking place at its own hands.
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And he was publicly reprimanded for
these candid remarks. '3

SECrETARY SHULTZ. He is supported by
the President implicitly. Dean Hinton is a
very respected and well-supported Ambas-
sador.

MR. Garcia. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I will be very brief. I would like to go
back to the statement on the two-track ap-
proach to negotiations in El Salvador. It
was a quote from Assistant Secretary
Enders. The following week, our Secretary
[Ambassador] to the United Nations, Ms.
Kirkpatrick, said we are staying the course.
Are you saying that it was not the case at
all. Was Mr. Enders misquoted?

SECRETARY SHULTZ. It is very difficult to
conduct anything when there are reports
circulating around all the time allegedly
based on what some unnamed person said
that are not correct. And we simply
cannot spend all our time commenting on
every newspaper story that comes along.

Now, the burden of the newspaper
story, and what I sought to correct was
that had the U.S. Government decided
that what we needed now was to encour-
age a negotiation between the guerrilla
and the Government of El Salvador,
bringing the guerrillas somehow into the
Government, that approach we reject. I
don’t know where that came from. It was
not correct. And that is what I had in
mind in commenting on Mr. Kostmayer. I
don’t think we should get ourselves in a
position of allowing somebody to shoot
their way into a government.

MR. Garcia. I have no problem with—

SECRETARY SHULTZ. That doesn’t mean
we shouldn’t have a policy of trying to
bring about reconciliation, of setting out
ideas -for how a more peaceful and con-
structive situation can exist. But as for the
shooting your way into the Government
approach, we don't go for it.

MR. Garcia. I appreciate that. But the
Washington Post reported that it was a
statement made by the Assistant Secretary

15 For text of Hinton’s speech of October 29,
1982, see .dmerican Foregn Policy: Current Docu-
ments, 1982, p. 1479.

of State for Inter-American Affairs,
Thomas Enders. The same Mr. Enders
was written about by a leading columnist
in the New York Times, Sidney Schaum-
burg, on the last days of our fiasco in
Southeast Asia. Mr. Secretary, if he was
misquoted in the last days of Cambodia, is
he being misquoted again? There seems
to be a consistency within his inconsisten-
cy. The problem is that this story was
written by a very reputable newspaper,
and the story in the New York Times by a
columnist, by a very reputable reporter.
Both stories were talking about the same
individual, at a crucial moment in Ameri-
can history.

SECRETARY SHuLTz. Well, I am afraid
there is always a problem with people
saying what somebody said to somebody. I
sat in the Cabinet room the other day and
heard the President initiate what I thought
was a pretty good rule. I try to follow it
myself. That was, if somebody in this ad-
ministration has something they want to
say, let them say it on the record and
identify themselves. Then we know what
we are talking about. But there is all this
constant unnamed White House source,
unnamed State Department source, unau-
thorized and what not. And it is a will-o’-
the-wisp. So if somebody has something
to say, get up and say it, the way you
people all do. Let’s grow up, be men and
women, speak for ourselves on the record.

Document 613

Statement by President Reagan, February
22, 1983 1%

Presentation of Freedom
Foundation Award to
Jamaican Prime Minister
Seaga

Please be seated. It’s a great pleasure to
welcome all of you here this morning.

16 Source: White House Press Release, Febru-
ary 22, 1983, Office of the Press Secretary to the
Continued
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We're here to honor one of the foremost
statesmen in our hemisphere and certainly
our good friend and my good friend, the
Prime Minister Edward Seaga of Jamaica.

Prime Minister Seaga’s being awarded
the 1982 American Friendship Medal by
the Frcedom’s Foundation for his efforts
to further democratic institutions and the
free market economy and for his coura-
geous leadership in the cause of freedom
for all people. Few people are more de-
serving of this tribute than Prime Minister
Seaga. People often say that freedom is a
worthy ideal and it works. The proof of
this axiom is reflected in the achievements
in Jamaica of the man we’re honoring
today.

Before Prime Minister Seaga, there was
violence and lawlessness. Now, there’s
peace and growing respect for the law.
Before, there was despair about the
future. Now, there is hope and expecta-
tion of better times ahead. In the recent
past, the economy was declining. And
now, through free enterprise, it is grow-
ing. And a short time ago few new jobs
were being created and now there are sig-
nificant employment opportunities. With-
out the political and economic freedom
characteristic of democratic societies,
these results would have been impossible.

Jamaica’s demonstrating to its neighbors
who share its structural economic prob-
lems and resulting political polarization
that conditions of freedom and economic
opportunity lead to greater prosperity and
peace for all. Prime Minister Seaga’s ac-
complishments are not limited to what
he’s done in Jamaica in just over 2 years.
He has long opposed totalitarian inroads
in the Caribbean Basin. He has fought
long for the adherence of Basin states to
the principles of free elections, respect for
basic human rights and other democratic
ideals that we all cherish.

Long-term  prosperity cannot be
achieved without internal conditions of
political freedom and economic opportu-
nity. But external assistance is often nec-
essary to help overcome structural eco-
nomic problems that impede develop-
ment. This is particularly true in Caribbe-
an Basin nations whose small economies

President; printed also in Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents, February 28, 1983, pp.
268-269. The ceremony was held in the State
Dining Room of the White House. The Presi-
dent began his remarks at 10:02 a.m.

are especially vulnerable to external
shocks. Prime Minister Seaga's ideas about
the need for outside trade and investment
incentives to foster the region’s economic
development were an important intellectu-
al force contributing to the development
of my Caribbean Basin Initiative/CBI pro-
posal to Congress last year.

Prime Minister Seaga has been the
CBI's most persistent and eloquent Carib-
bean Initiative advocate and spokesman.
And I am deeply disappointed that the
CBI did not pass the Senate last Decem-
ber. 17 Last week, I sent up to Congress
some legislation—on Friday as a matter of
fact—on the CBI as one of our highest
priorities. '® And I am hopeful that it will
pass quickly in this session.

A footnote in the text printed in Weekly
Compelation of Presidential Documents inicates
that the Congress knows this legislation is
essential to help the Basin countries cope
with economic difficulties not of their own
making if their people are to have a better
future.

In giving this prestigious award to
Prime Minister Seaga, the Freedoms
Foundation is recognizing a true friend of
people everywhere who desire a better life
through freedom and economic opportu-
nity. And for that reason, he is, also, a
friend of the United States.

It is now my great pleasure to present
Dr. Robert Miller, the President of the
Freedoms Foundation, who will present
the American Friendship Medal to Prime
Minister Seaga.

17 Regarding congressional action on the Car-
ibbean Basin Initiative during 1982, see Congress
and Foreign Policy, 1982, pp. 58-67.

18 For the President’s message to the Con-
gress, February 18, 1983, see Weekly Compilation
of Presidential Documents, February 21, 1983, pp.
253-254.

CHAPTER 15. LATIN AMERICA 1285

Document 614

Address by President Reagan Before the
Annual Meeting of the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers, March 10,
1983 19

“It Isn’t Nutmeg That’s at
Stake in the Caribbean
and Central America. It Is
the U. S. National
Security”

Thank you. (Applause) Thank you,
Bernie, for your kind introduction and all
of you for your warm welcome. And
Madam Secretary and distinguished guests
here at the head table and you ladies and
gentlemen, I'm delighted to be here. I
know that you and your President, Sandy
Trowbridge, and the entire NAM organi-
zation have been an enormous help
during the last two years, not only with
advice and counsel but with a roll-up-
your-sleeves effort to help pass the eco-
nomic recovery programs that are ending
this recession. And with your assistance
we also were able to negotiate a bipartisan
compromise solution to save our Social
Security System. (Applause.)

You know, we didn’t come to Washing-
ton at an ideal time, and we've—(laugh-
ter)—certainly had our share of problems.
But the signs of recovery are springing up
all around us. And there’s no mistaking
the fact that, at long last, America is on
the mend—and the courage and the vision
of the people and institutions that are rep-
resented here today deserve a big share of
the credit for this hard-earned but infla-
tion-free recovery. So, on behalf of all
your fellow citizens who have been freed
from the ravages of runaway inflation and
can look again to a future of better times
and then new opportunity, I thank you.
(Applause.)

19 Source: White House Press Release, March
10, 1983, Office of the Press Secretary to the
President; also printed in Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents, March 14, 1983, pp. 376-
382. The President spoke at noon at the Wash-
ington Hilton Hotel, after an introduction by
Bernard J. O'Keefe, chairman of the association.
The source text is the text as delivered. All
brackets are in the source text.

America is meeting her challenge here
at home. But there are other challenges,
equally important, that we must face. And
today I'd like to talk to you about one of
them.

Late last year I visited Central Amer-
ica. 2° Just a few weeks ago, our Ambassa-
dor, Jeane Kirkpatrick, also toured the
area. And in the last few days, I have met
with leaders of the Congress to discuss
recent events in Central America and our
policies in that troubled part of the world.
So, today I'd like to report to you on
these consultations, and why they're im-
portant to all of us.

The nations of Central America are
among our nearest neighbors. El Salvador,
for example, is nearer to Texas than
Texas is to Massachusetts. Central Amer-
ica is simply too close, and the strategic
stakes are too high, for us to ignore the
danger of governments seizing power
there with ideological and military ties to
the Soviet Union.

Now, let me just show you how impor-
tant Central America is. Here—and you
can’t see it from over there because I'm in
the way—but here at the base of Central
America is the Panama Canal. Half of all
the foreign trade of the United States
passes through either the Canal—(laugh-
ter)— 2! I've been dying to give you all an
economic lesson, and you show up for ge-
ography. (Laughter and applause.) But as
I say, half of that trade passes either
through the Canal or the other Caribbean
sea lanes on its way to or from our ports.

And, of course, to the north, as you can
see, is Mexico, a country of enormous
human and material importance, with
which we share 1,800 miles of peaceful
frontier.

And between Mexico and the Canal lies
Central America. As I speak to you today,
its countries are in the midst of the gra-
vest crisis in their history. Accumulated
grievances, social and economic change

20 President Reagan departed Washington,
November 30, 1982, for a trip to Brazil, Colom-
bia, Costa Rica, and Honduras. He returned to
the United States on December 4.

21 A footnote in the text printed in Weekly
Compilation of Presidential Documents indicates that
the laughter was a reaction of the audience to
the rushing of photographers from one side of
the podium to the other in order to photograph
the President and the map.



1286 AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY, 1983

are challenging traditional ways. New
leaders with new aspirations have emerged
who want a new and better deal for their
peoples. And that is good.

The problem is that an aggressive mi-
nority has thrown in its lot with the Com-
munists, looking to the Soviets and their
own Cuban henchmen to help them
pursue political change through violence.
Nicaragua, right here, has become their
base. And these extremists make no secret
of their goal. They preach the doctrine of
a quote “‘revolution without frontiers” un-
quote. Their first target is El Salvador.

Important? Well, to begin with, there’s
the sheer human tragedy. Thousands of
people have already died, and unless the
conflict is ended democratically, millions
more could be affected throughout the
hemisphere. The people of El Salvador
have proved they want democracy. But if
guerrilla violence succeeds, they won't get
it. El Salvador will join Cuba and Nicara-
gua as a base for spreading violence to
Guatemala, Honduras, Costa Rica—prob-
ably the most democratic country in the
world today. The killing will increase and
so will the threat to Panama, the Canal,
and ultimately Mexico. In the process, vast
numbers of men, women and children will
lose their homes, their countries and their
lives.

Make no mistake. We want the same
thing the people of Central America
want—an end to the killing. We want to
see freedom preserved where it now exists
and its rebirth where it does not. The
Communist agenda, on the other hand, is
to exploit human suffering in Central
America to strike at the heart of the West-
ern Hemisphere. By preventing reform
and instilling their own brand of totalitari-
anism, they can threaten freedom and
peace and weaken our national security.

I know a good many people wonder
why we should care about whether Com-
munist governments come into power in
Nicaragua, El Salvador, or other such
countries as Costa Rica and Honduras,
Guatemala, and the islands of the Carib-
bean. One columnist argued last week that
we shouldn’t care because their products
are not that vital to our economy.

That’s like the argument of another so-
called expert that we shouldn’t worry
about Castro’s control over the island of
Grenada—their only important product is
nutmeg.

Well, let me just interject right here.
Grenada, that tiny little island with Cuba
at the west end of the Caribbean, Grenada
at the east end, that tiny little island is
building now, or having built for it, on its
soil and shores, a naval base, a superior
air base, storage bases and facilities for
the storage of munitions, barracks and
training grounds for the military. I'm sure
all of that is simply to encourage the
export of nutmeg.

People who make these arguments
haven’t taken a good look at a map lately
or followed the extraordinary buildup of
Soviet and Cuban military power in the
region or read the Soviets discussions
about why the region is important to them
and how they intend to use it.

It isn’t nutmeg that’s at stake in the
Caribbean and Central America. It is the
U.S. national security.

Soviet military theorists want to destroy
our capacity to resupply Western Europe
in case of an emergency. They want to tie
down our attention and forces on‘our own
southern border and so limit our capacity
to act in more distant places, such as
Europe, the Persian Gulf, the Indian
Ocean, the Sea of Japan.

Those Soviet theorists noticed what we
failed to notice, that the Caribbean Sea
and Central ‘America constitute this na-
tion’s fourth border. If we must defend
ourselves against large, hostile military
presence on our border, our freedom to
act elswhere to help others and to protect
strategically vital sea lanes and resources
has been drastically diminished.

They know this. They've written about
this.

We've been slow to understand that the
defense of the Caribbean and Central
America against Marxist-Leninist takeover
is vital to our national security in ways
we’re not accustomed to thinking about.

For the past three years, under two
Presidents, the United States has been en-
gaged in an effort to stop the advance of
communism in Central America by doing
what we do best, by supporting democra-
cy. For 3 years, our goal has been to sup-
port fundamental change in this region, to
replace poverty with development and dic-
tatorship with democracy.
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These objectives are not easy to obtain.
We're on the right track. Costa Rica con-
tinues to set a democratic example, even
in the midst of economic crises and Nica-
raguan intimidation. Honduras has gone
from military rule to a freely-elected civil-
ian government. Despite incredible obsta-
cles, the democratic center is holding in El
Salvador, implementing land reform and
working to replace the politics of death
with a life of democracy.

So the good news is that our new poli-
cies have begun to work. Democracy, with
free elections, free labor unions, freedom
of religion, and respect for the integrity of
the individual, is the clear choice of the
overwhelming majority of Central Ameri-
cans.

In fact, except for Cuba and its follow-
ers, no government and no significant
sector of the public anywhere in this hemi-
sphere wants to see the guerrillas seize
power in El Salvador.

The bad news is that the struggle for
democracy is still far from over. Despite
their success in largely eliminating guerril-
la political influence in populated areas
and despite some improvements in mili-
tary armaments and mobility, El Salva-
dor’s people remain under strong pres-
sure from armed guerrillas controlled by
extremists with Cuban-Soviet support.

The military capability of these guerril-
las—and I would like to stress ‘“military”
capability—for these are not peasant irre-
gulars. They are trained, military forces.
This has kept political and economic
progress from being turned into the peace
the Salvadoran people so obviously want.

Part of the trouble is internal to El Sal-
vador. But an important part is external:
the availability of training, tactical guid-
ance, and military supplies coming into El
Salvador from Marxist Nicaragua. I am
sure you have read about the guerrillas
capturing rifles from government, national
guard units. And recently, this has hap-
pened. But much more critical to guerrilla
operations are the supplies and munitions
that are infiltrated into El Salvador by
land, sea, and air—by pack mules, by
small boats, and by small aircraft.

These pipelines fuel the guerrilla offen-
sives and keep alive the conviction of their
extremist leaders that power will ultimate-
ly come from the barrels of their guns.
Now, all this is happening in El Salvador
just as a constitution is being written, as

open presidential elections are being pre-
pared, and as a peace commission—
named last week—has begun to work on
amnesty and national reconciliation to
bring all social and political groups into
the democratic process.

It is the guerrilla militants who have, so
far, refused to use democratic means, have
ignored the voice of the people of El Sal-
vador, and have resorted to terror, sabo-
tage, and bullets instead of the ballot box.
During the past week, we have discussed
all of these issues and more with leaders
and Members of the Congress. Their
views have helped shape our own think-
ing. And I believe that we have developed
a common course to follow.

Here are some of the questions that are
raised most often. First, how bad is the
military situation? It is not good. Salva-
doran soldiers have proved that, when
they are well trained, led, and supplied,
they can protect the people from guerrilla
attacks. But so far, U.S. trainers have been
able to train only one soldier in ten.
There is a shortage of experienced offi-
cers. Supplies are unsure. The guerrillas
have taken advantage of these shortcom-
ings. For the moment at least, they have
taken the tactical initiative just when the
sharply limited funding Congress has so
far approved is running out.

A second vital question is: Are we going
to send American soldiers into combat?
And the answer to that is a flat no.

A third question: are we going to Amer-
icanize the war with a lot of U.S. combat
advisors? And again, the answer is, no.

Only Salvadorans can fight this war, just
as only Salvadorans can decide El Salva-
dor’s future. What we can do is help to
give them the skills and supplies they
need to do the job for themselves.

That mostly means training. Without
playing a combat role themselves and
without accompanying Salvadoran units
into combat, American specialists can help
the Salvadoran army improve its oper-
ations.

Over the last year, despite manifest
needs for more training, we have scrupu-
lously kept our training activities well
below our self-imposed numerical limit on
numbers of trainers. We are currently re-
viewing what we can do to provide the
most effective training possible to deter-
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possible, I'll continue to work with the
Congress for the urgent enactment of the
long-term opportunities for trade and free
initiative that are contained in the Carib-
bean Basin Inidative.

In El Salvador and in the rest of Central
America, there are today thousands of
small businessmen, farmers, and workers
who have kept up their productivity as
well as their spirits in the face of personal
danger, guerrilla sabotage, and adverse
economic conditions. With them stand
countless national and local officials, mili-
tary and civic leaders and priests who have
refused to give up on democracy. Their
struggle for a better future deserves our
help. We should be proud to offer it. For,
in the last analysis, they're fighting for us,
too.

By acting responsibly and avoiding illu-
sory shortcuts, we can be both loyal to our
friends and true to our peaceful democrat-
ic principles. A nation’s character is meas-
ured by the relations it has with its neigh-
bors. We need strong, stable neighbors
with whom we can cooperate. And we will
not let them down.

Our neighbors are risking life and limb
to better their lives, to improve their lands
and to build democracy. All they ask is
our help and understanding as they face
dangerous armed enemies of liberty and
that our help be as sustained as their own
commitment.

Now, none of this will work if we tire or
falter in our support. I don’t think that’s
what the American people want or what
our traditions and faith require. Our
neighbors’ struggle for a better future and
that struggle deserves our help and we
should be proud to offer it.

We would in truth be opening a two-
way street. We have never, I believe, fully
realized the great potenual of this West-
ern Hemisphere. Oh, yes, I know in the
past we've talked of plans. We've gone
down there every once in a while with a
great plan somehow for our neighbors to
the South. But it was always a plan in
which we, the big colossus of the North
would impose on them. It was our idea.

Well, on my trip to Central and South
America, I asked for their ideas. I pointed
out that we had a common heritage. We'd
all come as pioneers to these two great
continents. We worship the same God.
And we’d lived at peace with each other

longer than most people in other parts of
the world.

There are more than 600 million of us
calling ourselves Americans, North, Cen-
tral, and South. We haven’t really begun
to tap the vast resources of these two
great continents.

Without sacrificing our national sover-
eignties, our own individual cultures or
national pride, we could as neighbors
make this Western Hemisphere, our hemi-
sphere, a force for good such as the old
world has never seen. But it starts with
the word neighbor. And that is what I
talked about down there and sought their
partnership, their equal partnership in we,
of the Western Hemisphere, coming to-
gether to truly develop fully the potential
this hemisphere has.

Last Sunday, His Holiness Pope John
Paul II prayed that the measures an-
nounced by President Magana would
“contribute to orderly and peaceful
progress” in El Salvador, progress
“founded on the respect,” he said, ‘‘for
the rights of all, and that all have the pos-
sibility to cooperate in a climate of true
democracy for the promotion of the
common good.”

My fellow Americans, we in the United
States join in that prayer for democracy
and peace in El Salvador, and we pledge
our moral and material support to help
the Salvadoran people achieve a more just
and peaceful future. And in doing so, we
stand true to both the highest values of
our free society and our own vital inter-
ests.

Thank you and God bless you. (Ap-
plause.)
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Document 615

Statement by the Representative at the
United Nations (Kirkpatrick) Before the
UN. Security Council, March 23,
198322

“Somocismo and
Sandinismo Turn Out
Not To Be Unlike Each
Other”

Sir, may I begin, as in our custom, by
congratulating you on your assumption of
the Presidency of the Security Council for
this month and expressing what I think
you appreciate—the very great esteem of
my Government for the democratic tradi-
tions, in theory and in practice, for which
your country stands as an example to us
all. I desire also to express my Govern-
ment’s gratitude to the President of the
Security Council for the past month, the
Permanent Representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, Oleg Troyan-
ovsky, for his responsible and expeditious
conduct of the office of President of the
Security Council.

We are living through an extraordinary
period. One of the characteristics of this
extraordinary period in which we now find
ourselves is a kind of proliferation of
rights. New rights unprecedented in
human history are invented and claimed
and, as with all rights, outrage is ex-
pressed when these new rights are violat-
ed.

Twice this month we have heard a new
right invoked. We have heard one country
invoke the “right to aggression”, and we
have heard outrage expressed when its
“right to overthrow a neighbouring Gov-
ernment”’ was violated. We have heard the
same Government outraged again when its

23 Source: U.N. document S/PV.2420. At
eight meetings, March 23, 24, 25, 28, and 29,
1983, the U.N. Security Council considered a
complaint by Nicaragua about *“the grave in-
crease in acts of aggression against Nicaragua
and the Sandinista people’s revolution;” text of
the complaint is in U.N. document S/15651
(1983). At the end of the last meeting, the Presi-
dent of the Security Council, Sir John Thomson
(United Kingdom), ruled that the “present
stage” of the consideration of the item had been
concluded.

“right to occupy a neighbouring territory”
was violated.

Now comes the Government of Nicara-
gua claiming yet a new right—the ‘“right
of repression of its own people”, with im-
punity and with immunity from any conse-
quences flowing therefrom. The Govern-
ment of Nicaragua has suggested today
that someone is violating its “right to re-
press its people” and perhaps even its
“right actively to attempt to overthrow
neighbouring Governments and to direct
revolutions from its own territory against
its neighbours”, and it has come to the
international community in this interna-
tional forum appealing that we protect it
against the frustration and bitterness of its
own people while it builds a harsh new
military dictatorship to rule those people,
to repress those people, to which it so
clearly promised democracy.

That is precisely the appeal of the Nica-
raguan Government to this Council today:
protect Nicaragua in the free exercise of
its “right to repression”, repression at
home, aggression abroad.

This is a new right, which we have not
heard invoked before, but the myths by
which it is accompanied are, unfortunate-
ly, already familiar. Those myths are as
follows: that Nicaragua is a democratic
revolution, armed for the sole purpose of
liberating the Nicaraguan people from the
yoke of dictatorship; that Nicaragua wants
to live at peace with its neighbours; and
that Nicaragua is about to be invaded by
the United States or Honduras or some-
one.

I think these three myths, because of
their crucial role in the extraordinary ar-
guments which are now recurrent, made
by the Government of Nicaragua, deserve
a bit of examination by this Council as we
consider the proposals before us today
and an appropriate response to those.

First, the myth that the Sandinista mili-
tary dictatorship is a democratic revolu-
tion. God knows the people of Nicaragua
have longed for a democratic revolution.
They joined, almost unanimously, in a
fight against the heavy-handed dictator-
ship of Anastasio Somoza. They joined in
the struggle because they were promised
democracy. The promises that the so-
called Sandinista Junta made to the
people of Nicaragua and to the Organiza-
tion of American States (OAS) are very
clear. I think those promises are interest-
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C. Grenada

Document 654

Transcript of a White House Press Brief-
ing, March 24, 1983 (Extract) !

The Grenadian Runway,
an Illegitimate Soviet
Military Interest

Q. I wanted to change the subject brief-
ly. The President mentioned last night 2
that 10,000 foot long runway in Grena-
da—two questions. First, what do we think
is the purpose of this and secondly, what
Soviet aircraft require a runway 2 miles
long?

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL. An il-
lustration of the potential purpose was
given by one of the Grenadian officials, I
think a year ago. He said, Esprechio (pho-
netic) [Selwyn Strachan?] was his name,
that—one way could serve strategic pur-
poses for the Soviet Union.® And of
course indirectly or directly—indirectly
through Cuba or directly Soviet support
made this airfield possible.

What aircraft would require such a
runway? . . .

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL. The
majority of modern military aircraft re-
quire a runway longer than 8,000 feet.

Q. Aeroflot? (Laughter)

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL. No—

! Source: White House Press Release, March
24, 1983, Office of the Press Secretary to the
President. The briefing was conducted on back-
ground by senior administration officials in the
Roosevelt Room of the White House beginning
at 2:08 p.m.

2 See document 13.

¥ The reference is to a speech by Selwyn Stra-
chan, Grenadian Minister of National Mobiliza-
tion; regarding this speech, see document 601.

Q. No, I mean, I'm talking about—not
the MIG-23s that are in Cuba, or MIG-
25s but does the—I mean does the Back-
fire Bomber require that or do the fighter
planes need a—can they use a smaller
runway than that—

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL. The
fact of the matter is, . . . I think this an-
swers your question is that a 10,000 foot
runway is not needed for commercial ap-
plications. It is required for military air-
craft—either fighters or bombers. I don’t
think the Backfire Bomber actually takes
as much runway as a fighter does.

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL. —
good question.

Q. What is the difference in the Presi-
dent showing pictures of Grenada and
Cuba? I don't mean this in an offensive
way, but what's the difference in the
Soviet Union saying, “Well, here’s Diego
Garcia and here’s the Gulf of Oman,
here’s Oman, here’s where we’re building
this runway and here’s for our Rapid De-
ployment Force.” I mean it seems that
there’s a symmetry here of perspectives.

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFIGIAL. No,
the difference is in the trend, the historic
trend. In Southwest Asia, in the Gulf,
there was the British base of Aden, now
South Yemen, and the British have always
been in Diego Garcia, directly or indirect-
ly. There were US. bases and Whelis
(phonetic) [Wheelus] Air Force in Libya.
So, we had a military presence to—com-
mensurate with our interests and commit-
ments in the area.

The Soviets have not, in the past, had
such a military presence in the Caribbean
and in Central America. It is that shift that
is of concern to us.

Q. But isn't it consistent with theirs—
Just as it is with ours?

SENIOR ADMINISTRATION OFFICIAL. No, it
is not consistent. They are not importing
the energy from the Caribbean area as we
are from the Gulf. They don’t have, there-
fore, this kind of legitimate interest that
we have.
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Document 655

Transcript of the Department of State Daily
Press Briefing, October 20, 1983 (Ex-
tracts) 4

U.S. Government
Monitoring of Outbreak
of Violence in Grenada

Q. What can you tell us about the situa-
tion in Grenada?

A. The situation in Grenada?
Q. Is it Grenada or Grenada?

A. Grenada is the way I was asked.
Based upon news reports from the area
and principally the official broadcasts of
Radio Free Grenada, we are assuming that
Grenadian Prime Minister Maurice Bishop
was killed in the violence which erupted
yesterday. ® Diplomatic relations, as you
know, with Grenada are conducted from
our Embassy in Bridgetown, Barbados;
and that presents, even under the best of
circumstances, communications problems,
but especially under these circumstances.
The telephone communication has fre-
quently been disrupted, and a number of
regularly scheduled air flights to Grenada
have been turned back.

The Radio Free Grenada’s announce-
ment of Prime Minister Bishop’s death
also announced a 24-hour curfew, which is
in effect through 6 a.m. on Monday ® and
also announced was the warning that any-
body out of their houses will be shot on
sight. This obviously raises our concern
about American nationals in Grenada.

* Source: Office of Press Relations, Depart-
ment of State. John Hughes, Department of
State Spokesman, conducted the briefing, which
began at 12:21 p.m.

® Bishop was placed under house arrest as a
result of a coup d'état on October 13; he was
freed on October 19 amidst a demonstration by
thousands of supporters, and was subsequently
fatally shot. The following day the Revolutionary
Military Council under Army Chief General
Hudson Austin announced it had assumed con-
trol.

¢ October 24, 1983.

The most recent Radio Free Grenada
announcements have been made in the
name of the armed forces, but apart from
accepting the assertion that the military is
currently ruling the country through a rev-
olutionary council, we are in no position
to make any comment on the current state
of affairs or the likely outcome.

We are continuing to monitor develop-
ments there. The number of U.S. citizens
in Grenada is somewhere between 800
and 1,000. Prior to the recent outbreak of
violence, we had communicated our con-
cerns about U.S. citizen welfare to Grena-
dian authorities, and as I say, we are obvi-
ously monitoring events with particular
care in this regard.

I think that’s really about all I have for
you.

Q. Do you think that the U.S. policy
which isolated the Bishop government
economically and politically, or tried to do
so, had anything to do with leading to his
overthrow?

A. No, I don't think U.S. policy had any-
thing to do with recent developments.

Q. John, in a more general way, how
would this administration view political
murder as a route to power in the Carib-
bean, especially by pro-Cuban forces?

A. I think we have to be careful here,
Bill. We have to know what we're dealing
with—it’s basically radio reports from a
regime that has announced it has taken
over; and I think we need to have some
first-hand reports of what has happened
ourselves before we start making either
Judgments or analyses.

Q. How do we get those first-hand re-
ports?

A. I think we’ll leave it that we are
trying to get better information than we
presently have.

Q. John, have you talked to the missions
they have here? They have an OAS mis-
sion.

A. I don't know. There is, obviously, a
lot going on in connection with Grenada
today on our part. There were meetings in
the Department last night; there are meet-
ings during the day. I don't know what
kind of contact—
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Q. Did the Secretary participate in those
meetings?

A. Yes.

Q. Is that to understand that the Bishop
killing, you can confirm that or are you
Jjust quoting the radio?

A. We're quoting the radio, and so far
as we know, what the radio is saying
seems to be the case.

Q. Have you tried to establish diplomat-
ic contact with the Government of Grena-
da—diplomatic contact?

A. I think we're just going to leave it
where we are, and give you the indication
of the problems we have with communica-
tions, but not get into the diplomatic back
and forth that is going on.

Q. Can you say at this time whether we
have received any assurances from the
current authorities in Grenada about the
safety of American nationals?

A. Not in the present confused situa-
tion. We have not received assurances, to
my knowledge.

Q. Have we asked for them?

A. We are certainly seeking assurances
about the safety of U.S. citizens.

Q. You said that prior to the outbreak
of violence, there had been a communica-
tion from the U.S. Government to the
Grenadian authorities about the welfare of
Americans. Can you say when that was?

A. I can’t say. I think that was fairly
recent. Obviously, this has been develop-
ing within the past few days. I can't say
when that came—

Q. Would you say within the past sever-
al days or some weeks ago?

A. No, I think it’s within the past several
days.

Q. What was it that brought that con-
cern here?

A. Well, there has been some turbu-
lence there for the past several days.

Q. The British Government has official
representation there.” Can anything be
learned from that?

A. T am sure that many channels of
communication are being worked by us.

Q. Is the military government that has
apparently taken over a more hard-line
Marxist government than Bishop?

A. We'll have to wait and see. As I say,
it’s premature for that kind of analysis.

Q. Did we make a mistake, though, in
retrospect in not being more open to
Bishop when he was here before the OAS,
and wanted to meet and wanted to talk? &
Was that now a mistake, in retrospect?

A. You mean, we were too open?

Q. He wanted to meet with the Presi-
dent and he wanted to discuss relations
between the two countries, and we put
him off at the time.

A. I'm not sure that statement is cor-
rect. I'd like to go back over the sequence
of events; but as I recall the situation, I
think we set up a meeting, and the Prime
Minister did not appear for that—

Q. The President wouldn’t meet with
him.

A. The President—I don’t think there
was any suggestion the President would
meet with him.

There was a meeting with Middendorf,
and I'm not sure Judge Clark—Let me go
back over the sequence, but certainly,
there was a lot of activity on our side in
order to bring about contact and dialogue
there. There was no—

Q. President Reagan turned down a
meeting with him?

A. There was never any suggestion that
the President would meet with Mr.
Bishop. There was never any suggestion
on our side.

Q. Yes, but wasn’t it the case that
Bishop himself requested a meeting with
the President, and that that was turned
down?

7 Reference is to Grenadian Governor-Gener-
al Paul Scoon.

8 Bishop made an unofficial visit to the
United States from May 31 to June 9, 1983.
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A. He may have done.

Q. Then, just for the record, did he
meet with Judge Clark and Under Secre-
tary Dam?

A. My own memory plagues me I'd like
to be sure whom he asked to see, and who
he did see and did not see. But, certainly,
there was not a reluctance on our part to
have him see officials in the administra-
tion.

Q. Are you taking that question, John?
A. Yes, I will take it.

Q. Also, the Barbadian Prime Minister,
Tom Adams, today said that they had
fears since last week that Bishop’s life
could have been in danger. Did you re-
ceive any of those reports, and are you in
touch with the Barbadian Government
over this?

A. I don’t know whether we’re in—as I
say, we're working many channels on this,
Jim; but I'm also not aware of any reports
earlier.

Q. John, in connection with President
Reagan’s expressed concern about the
10,000 foot runway in Grenada, is the
United States any more or less concerned
now about the presence of that runway or
the use to which it might be put?

A. Why don’t we wait and see what kind
of regime emerges?

[Mr. HuGHEs.] . . . I can clear up the
question of Mr. Bishop’s earlier meeting.
He did meet with Acting Secretary Dam,
which we said at the time, and he did
meet with the National Security Adviser
Judge Clark. ®

Q. Do you have a date on that, perhaps?

A. The date of the guidance was June 8.
The meeting was requested by Prime Min-

® Regarding this meeting, see Dam’s testimo-
ny in U.S. Military Actions in Grenada: Implications
Jor US. Policy in the Eastern Caribbean: Hearings
Be/oreA the Subcommittees on International Security and
Scientific Affairs and on Western Hemisphere Affairs of
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representa-
tives, Ninety-eighth Congress, First Session (Washing-
ton, 1984), pp. 23, 28-29.

ister Bishop, with a duration of about an
hour. The guidance does not say—

MR. ROMBERG. It was the day before.

A. The day before, is it? O.K., then it
would be June 8th.

Q. June 7th?

A. June 7th. June 8th was the guidance,
and June 7th apparently would be the
meeting.

Q. Could I just follow with one other
question on—

A. Yes, O.K. He’s talking about yester-
day, so it would be June 7th.

Q. There’s a regional—

A. So I think that responds to your
question about any reluctance on the part
of the United States to meet with him.

Q. The United States helped establish a
regional kind of defense grouping of the
eastern Caribbean states, the smaller ones,
headquartered in Bridgetown, in Barba-
dos. There were reports yesterday that
they were meeting. Now, has the United
States been in consultation in the last 24-
48 hours, say, with respect to any role it
might play insofar as the regional defense
group is concerned?

A. I don’t know. I can’t answer that,
Jim. T honestly don’t know.

Q. John, have we alerted any naval ves-
sels in the vicinity of Grenada to be pre-
pared possibly to evacuate, anything of
that nature?

A. Not to my knowledge, but why don’t
you talk to the Pentagon about our capa-
bility in that area?

Q. Can you give us a precise number,
John, of how many Americans there are in
Grenada?

A. The figures are a little vague, be-
tween 800 and 1,000.

Q. Most of them—

A. About 500 of those, I understand,
are at the medical school. I think at St.
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George's, yes. Five hundred students and
faculty, I think.

Document 656

Letter From the Chairman of the Organiza-
tion of Eastern Caribbean States (Charles)
to the Ambassador in the Eastern Caribbe-
an (Bish), Castries, St. Lucia, October 23,
1983 10

Organization of Eastern
Caribbean States Request
For U.S. Assistance in
Grenada

Your ExceLLENcY: The Chairman of the
Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States
presents her compliments to His Excellen-
cy the Ambassador of the United States to
the Eastern Caribbean and has the honour
to transmit herewith a request for assist-
ance under Article 8 ! of the Treaty es-
tablishing the Organisation of Eastern
Caribbean States. 12

The Chairman of the Organisation of
Eastern Caribbean States avails herself of
this opportunity to renew the assurances
of her highest consideration.

Sincerely
EUGENIA CHARLES

10 Source: Grenada: A Preliminary Report, re-
leased by the Department of State and the De-
partment of Defense, December 16, 1983, Wash-
ington, p. 4. The source of the attachment is the
Department of State files. Milan D. Bish was
U.S. Ambassador to Antigua and Barbuda, Bar-
bados, Dominica, St. Lucia, St. Vincent, and the
Grenadines.

11 Reference is to the Treaty Establishing the
Organization of Eastern Caribbean States, done
at Basseterre, St. Kitts/Nevis, June 18, 1981. Ar-
ticle 8 is entitled “Composition and Functions
of the Defence and Security Committee.”
(American Society of International Law, Legal
Materials, September 1981, p. 1166)

12 The Organization of Eastern Caribbean
States is comprised of the following nations: An-
tigua, Dominica, Grenada, Montserrat, St. Chris-
topher-Nevis, Saint Lucia, and Saint Vincent and
the Grenadines.

[ATTACHMENT]
TEXT OF OECS REQUEST FOR ASSISTANCE

The authority of the Organisation of
Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) met at
Bridgetown, Barbados on Friday 21st Oc-
tober 1983, to consider and evaluate the
situation in Grenada arising out of the
overthrow of the Government led by
Prime Minister Maurice Bishop and the
subsequent killing of the Prime Minister
together with some of his colleagues and a
number of other citizens. 13

The authority is aware that the over-
throw of the Bishop administration took
place with the knowledge and connivance
of forces unfriendly to the OECS, leading
to the establishment of the present mili-
tary regime.

The meeting took note of the current
anarchic conditions, the serious violations
of human rights and bloodshed that have
occurred and the consequent unprece-
dented threat to the peace and security of
the region created by the vacuum of au-
thority in Grenada.

The authority was deeply concerned
that military forces and supplies are likely
to be shortly introduced to consolidate the
position of the regime and that the coun-
try can be used as a staging post for acts
of aggression against its members.

The authority further noted that the ca-
pability of the Grenada armed forces is al-
ready at a level of sophistication and size
far beyond the internal needs of that
country. Furthermore the member states
of the OECS have no means of defence
against such forces.

The member governments of the or-
ganisation hold the strong view that such
a situation would further undermine polit-
ical, social and economic stability and
would have extremely dangerous conse-
quences for the preservation of peace and
security in the OECS sub-region as a
whole.

The authority noted that the present
regime in Grenada has demonstrated by
its brutality and ruthlessness that it will
stop at nothing to achieve its ends and to
secure its power.

13 Prime Minister Bishop, and several Cabinet
ministers and union leaders were executed on
October 19, 1983.
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Under the authority of Article 8 of the
Treaty establishing the Organisation of
Eastern Caribbean States, the authority
proposes therefore to take action for col-
lective defence and the preservation of
peace and security against external aggres-
sion by requesting assistance from friendly
countries '* to provide transport, logistics
support and additional military personnel
to assist the efforts of the OECS to stabi-
lize this most grave situation within the
Eastern Caribbean.

The authority of the OECS wishes to es-
tablish a peace keeping force with the as-
sistance of friendly neighbouring states to
restore on Grenada conditions of tranquil-
ity and order so as to prevent further loss
of life and abuses of human rights pend-
ing the restoration of constitutional gov-
ernment.

Document 657

Statements and Remarks by President
Reagan and Dominican Prime Minister
Charles, October 25, 1983 15

Announcement of the
Sending of U.S. Troops
Into Grenada

THE PRESIDENT. Ladies and gentlemen,
on Sunday, October 23d, the United
States received an urgent, formal request
from the five member nations of the Or-
ganization of Eastern Caribbean States to
assist in a joint effort to restore order and
democracy on the island of Grenada. 16
We acceded to the request to become part
of a multinational effort with contingents
from Antigua, Barbados, Dominica, Jamai-

!4 Non-OECS members providing assistance
include the United States, Barbados, and Jamai-
ca.

' Source: White House Press Release, Octo-
ber 25, 1983, Office of the Press Secretary to
the President; also printed in Weekly Compilation
of Presidential Documents, October 31, 1983, pp.
1487-1489. The press conference, held in the
White House Briefing Room, was broadcast live
on nationwide radio and television at 9:07 a.m.

18 Supra.

ca, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the United
States. I might add that two of those, Bar-
bados and Jamaica, are not members of
the organization but were first ap-
proached, as we later were, by the OECS
and asked to join in that undertaking. And
then all of them joined unanimously in
asking us to participate.

Early this morning, forces from six Car-
ibbean democracies and the United States
began a landing or landings on the island
of Grenada in the eastern Caribbean.

We have taken this decisive action for
three reasons. First, and of overriding im-
portance, to protect innocent lives, includ-
ing up to 1,000 Americans whose personal
safety is, of course, my paramount con-
cern. Second, to forestall further chaos.
And third, to assist in the restoration of
conditions of law and order and of gov-
ernmental institutions to the island of
Grenada, where a brutal group of leftist
thugs violently seized power, killing the
Prime Minister, three Cabinet members,
two labor leaders and other civilians, ins
cluding children.

Let there be no misunderstanding, this
collective action has been forced on us by
events that have no precedent in the east-
ern Caribbean and no place in any civil-
ized society.

American lives are at stake. We've been
following the situation as closely as possi-
ble. Between 800 and 1,000 Americans,
including many medical students 7 and
senior citizens, make up the largest single
group of foreign residents in Grenada.

From the start we have consciously
sought to calm fears. We were determined
not to make an already bad situation
worse and increase the risks our citizens
faced. But when I received reports that a
large number of our citizens were seeking
to escape the island, thereby exposing
themselves to great danger, 18 and after
receiving a formal request for help, a
unanimous request from our neighboring

7 Reference is to U.S. citizens attending St.
George’s School of Medicine in Grenada.

'8In the October 25, 1983, Department of
State Daily Press Briefing, Spokesman John
Hughes said that U.S. consular officials sent to
Grenada estimated “that of those (medical stu-
dents) they talked to, about 100 requested evac-
uation or said they would like to leave the island
but were unable to.” (Office of Press Relations,
Department of State)
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states, I concluded the United States had
no choice but to act strongly and decisive-

ly.

Let me repeat, the United States objec-
tives are clear, to protect our own citizens,
to facilitate the evacuation of those who
want to leave and to help in the restora-
tion of democratic institutions in Grenada.

I understand that several Caribbean
states are asking that the Organization of
American States consider the situation in
Grenada.

Our diplomatic efforts will be in close
cooperation with the Organization of East-
ern Caribbean States and the other coun-
tries participating in this multinational
effort.

And now I'm very proud to present to
you the Chairman of the Organization of
Eastern Caribbean States and the Prime
Minister of Dominica, Prime Minister
Charles.

PrRIME MINISTER CHARLEs. I think we
were all very horrified at the events which
took place recently in Grenada.

We, as part of the Organization of East-
ern Caribbean States, realizing that we
are, of course, one region, we belong to
each, are kith and kin. We all have mem-
bers of our state living in Grenada. We're
very concerned that this event should take
place again.

It is true that we have managed to live
with the regime since March '79. 1® And
we felt quite clearly and we had good
reason to believe that the Bishop regime
was seeing it our way and was on the way
to have elections. And we think this is the
reason why [he] himself and his Cabinet
were destroyed. Because he realized that
the pressure we put on him to have elec-
tions was worthwhile, was right. And he
began to see that the democratic institu-
tions must be put in place in any of these
small countries.

It is even more important in a small
island state, poor island state, to have the
democratic institutions. And this we've
had for a long time and we've continued it

*On March 13, 1979, the New JEWEL Move-
ment led by Bishop overthrew the government
of Prime Minister Eric Gairy. The new regime
was recognized by the United States on March
22, 1979.

and we wish to continue it. Grenada was
an aberration in this respect.

But that these men, who had for all
these years accepted the Bishop regime
should then on—for their own reasons,
and T think the power-hungry reasons—
decide to destroy the persons whom they
had accepted as their leaders for so long,
made us realize that this sort of assassina-
tion must not be allowed to continue in
our country. It means that our people
there are not safe. It means that Grena-
dians had never been given the chance to
choose for themselves the country that
they want. And, therefore, it is necessary
for us to see to it that they have the op-
portunity to do so.

To do this, we have to isolate the per-
sons who have committed the acts that
they did last week, in killing off most of
the Cabinet. And we have to insure that,
in fact, an interim government of persons
of—not political greed, but persons who
are good administrators and who are
Grenadians who can run the country for a
few months for the pure purpose of put-
ting the country back on the democratic
status, so that elections can take place as
soon as possible. This is what you want to
do so that Grenadians can choose for
themselves the government they want and
not have, every few years, have govern-
ments imposed on them by persons who
will otherwise—

Q. —are all the Americans safe?

Q. Did you have information that the
Soviets and the Cubans were behind this
takeover of Grenada? Did the Joint Chiefs
tell you that yesterday afternoon?

PrRIME MINISTER CHARLES. Want me to
answer this? Yes, we do have this informa-
tion. I can’t give you all the details be-
cause of the safety of people concerned.
But we noted with great—in the two
weeks before the assassination took place
the movements between the Soviet Em-
bassies and known activists and the activ-
ists’ return to Grenada, obviously a con-
duit between some of these Russians and
some of these—

Q. Mr. President, can you tell us are all
the Americans safe, sir> Can you tell us
that? And how long will the American
forces be on the ground there? What is
their role?
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THE PRESIDENT. I could—well, we don'’t
know how long that will be. We want to
be out as quickly as possible, because
this—our purpose in being there is only
for them to enable—to take over their
own affairs. As far as we know, the citizens
are safe. We have been monitoring that
very closely. And one of our prime objec-
tives in the actual invasion that was almost
instantly done was the securing of that St.
George's Medical College where several
hundred of the students were.

Q: The military situation, sir?

Q. Mr. President, as late as yesterday,
your own spokesman said that Americans
on Grenada were in no danger. 2° Did you
have information that things had changed?

THE PRESIDENT. They were in no
danger in the sense of that, right now,
anything was being done to them. But we
know that there was concern on the part
of those, because already we'd been in-
formed of several hundred who wanted to
leave. But the airports were closed. There
was no way of leaving. This was a case of
not waiting until something actually hap-
pened to them. But we did manage to get
some intelligence out of the island, intelli-
gence information on this. And the tenu-
ous situation was, as I said, the only au-
thority that you could say of a governmen-
tal nature on that island was a 24-hour
curfew with orders to “shoot on sight”
anyone found moving in those 24 hours.

Q. What is the military situation now,
sir, in Grenada? Can you tell us?

THE PRESIDENT. I can only tell you that
we've secured both the airports. And the
landings have been completed. But we are
yielding to the influence of General
Vessey in that we don’t think in these
early hours of that landing that we should
be on the horn asking the Commanders to
stop and give us detailed reports.

Q. Mr. President, do you think that the
United States has the right to invade an-
other country to change its government?

PRIME MINISTER CHarLEs. But I don't
think it’s an invasion if I may answer that
question.

20 Reference is probably to the October 24,
1983, White House Press Briefing by Deputy
Press Secretary to the President Larry Speakes
beginning at 12:16 p-m. (Office of the Press Sec-
retary to the President)

Q. What is it?

PRIME MINISTER CHaRLEs. This is a
question of our asking for support. We
are one region. Grenada is part and parceli
of us—an organization.

Q. But you're sovereign nations, are
you not?

PRIME MINISTER CHARLES. And we don't
have the capacity, ourselves, to see to it
that Grenadians get the freedom that
they’re required to have to choose their
own government.

Q. With what’s happening in Lebanon,
are we spread too thin, Mr. President?

THE PRESIDENT. Wait one second here.
No; we're not spread too thin. And let me
augment what the Prime Minister just
said. Once these nations which were once
British colonies were freed, they—them-
selves—had a treaty. 2! And their treaty
was one of mutual support. And Grenada
is one of the countries, signatories to that
treaty—and observe that treaty at one
time when they had a democratic govern-
ment and a constitution—a constitutional
government, the constitution that was left
to them by the British. So this action that
is being taken is being taken under the
umbrella of an existing treaty.

Q. Mr. Reagan, there are reports that a
helicopter has been shot down, that a U.S.
helicopter has been shot down on Grena-
da. Do you have any information of any
U.S. casualties on the island, sir?

MR. Speakes. This is the last question.
£nd we'll cut off after this last question.

Q. Do we have any information of any
U.S. casualties on the island, sir?

THE PRESIDENT. No. I have been in
meetings. And we both have been busy
since we arrived here. And I've only had
the first report of our landings and so
forth. So I don’t know whether that’s true
or not.

THE Press. Thank you, sir.
THE PRESIDENT. What? It has—

Q. What reports have you received,
sir—

21 Reference is to the Treaty Establishing the
Organization of Eastern Caribbean States, June
18, 1981.
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MR. SPEAKES. No, sir.

Q. —on the success of our operation—
of the U.S. Caribbean operation?

THE PrRESIDENT. What's that?

Q. What reports have you received of
the success of the operation?

THe PResSIDENT. Of the initial operation,
of landings, securing the immediate tar-
gets, taking control of the airports: com-
pletely successful.

Now, the Prime Minister and I are
going to depart, but I know there are
going to be a lot more technical questions
of that kind and Ambassador Motley is
here, and I'm going to put him before you
to ask all of the technical questions you
may have.

Q. What's the situation in Lebanon
now?

MRr. Speakis. I'm sorry. That’s the last
question.

Q. Could you answer the question, are
the Soviets behind this? Were the Soviets
behind the Grenada takeover?

MR. Speakes. I'm sorry. The President
said that’s the last question.

THE Press. Thank you.

Document 658

Transcript of a Press Conference by the Sec-
retary of State (Shultz), October 25,
1983 22

Events Leading to
Presidential Decision To
Commit U.S. Forces in
Grenada

SECRETARY SHULTZ. Good afternoon.

I'd like, first, to cover four-points:

22 Source: Department of State Press Release
377, October 25, 1983; also printed in Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, December 1983, pp. 69-
72. The press conference was held at 3 p.m.

—First, the reasons for the President’s
decision to commit U.S. forces in Grena-
da;

—Second, our objectives as we under-
take this effort;

—Third, the chain of events as they }ed
up to the President’s decision in the im-
mediate days preceding it;

—And, fourth, the situation on the
ground, very generally, as it was as of
about half an hour ago.

There are two basic reasons that deter-
mined the President’s decision.

First was his concern for the welfare of
American citizens living on Grenada.
There are roughly a thousand of them.
And what we saw was an atmosphere of
violent uncertainty: of the Prime Minister
of the country first put under house
arrest, freed from house arrest by a large
number of demonstrators estimated in the
thousands, with that demonstration in one
way or another becoming attacked, and
with the Prime Minister and some of his
cabinet members being executed.

We see no responsible government in
the country. We see arrests of leading fig-
ures. We see a shoot-on-sight curfew in
effect.

Reports—their validity uncertain—but
reports are rife about arrests, deaths, and
so forth, and certainly random sporadic
firing that one could hear.

All of these things are part of an atmos-
phere of violent uncertainty that certainly
caused anxiety among U.S. citizens and
caused the President to be very concerned
about their safety and welfare. He felt that
it is better under the circumstances to act
before they might be hurt or be hostage
than to take any chance, given the great
uncertainty clearly present in the situation.

So that is the first reason why the Presi-
dent acted as he did.

Second, the President received an
urgent request from the countries closest
to the area, the Organization of Eastern
Caribbean States, who of course followed
these developments very closely over a
long period of time, and intensively in
recent days, and who determined for
themselves that there were developments
of grave concern to their safety and peace
taking place. They brought in Jamaica and
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Barbados, and along with those two coun-
tries, made a request to the United States
to help them in their desire to insure
peace and stability in their area. So their
analysis of the situation, in terms of the
atmosphere of violent uncertainty, paral-
leled our own.

And so in response to the request of
this Organization and in line with a re-
quest that they made pursuant to Article
VIII of their treaty, 23 bringing them—the
states—together, the President decided to
respond to their request and to look after
the welfare of American citizens in this at-
mosphere of uncertainty and violence.

Second, insofar as our objectives are
concerned, there are basically two, and
very simple:

—First of all, to secure the safety of
American citizens—and, for that matter,
the citizens of other countries—and to
assure that any who wish to leave may do
50;

—And, second, to help the OECS States
establish law and order in the country and
establish again governmental institutions
responsive to the will of the people of
Grenada.

Now third, let me just review very brief-
ly the chain of events here.

I think you undoubtedly know that on
October 13, Prime Minister Bishop was
placed under house arrest and subse-
quently on October 19 the demonstration
and the freeing of him from house arrest
took place, and then his death—our infor-
mation is by execution—taking place on
that date.

On Thursday, October 20, as informa-
tion about these developments was
coming in to us here in the United States,
of course the President was receiving
them, and he had the Vice President chair
a meeting in the Situation Room review-
ing these events. That meeting took place
in the late afternoon. I was not present at
the beginning of the meeting since I was
testifying before a Senate committee in
closed-door session, but I came in with
Ambassador  Motley about  halfway
through the meeting; and essentially it was
a meeting to review the grave turn of
events and to consider their implications
for the American citizens on the island.

23 See footnote 11 above.

Subsequent to that meeting and on the
recommendation of that group, the Presi-
dent decided to divert some naval ships in
the area, among them the task force that
was carrying the group that would be the
normal routine replacement of the Ma-
rines who are in Lebanon, and diverted
them in the direction of Grenada. Other
ships were also included. That was essen-
tially precautionary so that if the situation
became worse, we would have a capability
nearby.

There were various discussions during
the course of Friday, but on Saturday, Oc-
tober 22, a message came in from Bridge-
town in Barbados. It reached me at 2:45
a.m. in Augusta, and I discussed it with
Bud McFarlane. About a half or three-
quarters of an hour later, the Vice Presi-
dent convening the key National Security
advisers, in Washington, in their discus-
sion, we joined with him through a secure
conference call to again evaluate the situa-
tion and the information in the cable.

The information in the cable basically
gave the OECS states’ analysis of the situ-
ation, and stated their very strong feeling
that they must do something about it on
Grenada and their feeling that they were
not able to do it on their own, and so they
asked if we would help them. I think you
should note that by this time they had not
only gathered themselves together, but
they had brought Barbados and Jamaica in
their counsels.

We shortly got the President up and we
went through this material with him, and
went over the views of various people that
were taking part in the Vice President’s
meeting. The President talked to the Vice
President, talked to the Secretary of De-
fense, heard their views, gave his own re-
actions.

The meeting chaired by the Vice Presi-
dent reconvened at 9 on Saturday morn-
ing. The President spoke to them by tele-
phone. I might say we considered whether
or not to return, and we felt that if we
were going to respond to this request,
then the element of secrecy should be
maintained; and if there was a sudden
change in the President’s plans, it would
obviously call great attention to that possi-
bility, so we stayed there.

On Sunday, October 23, of course, that
night we received the tragic news from
Lebanon of the attack on the Marines, and

that stunning news caused the President
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to decide in the early morning hours that
we should return right away to Washing-
ton, and we did so.

During the day on Sunday, we met first
from 9 to 11, and then again later in the
afternoon from 4 to 7.

However, tracking back to the decision
on October 22, it was felt that we should
explore carefully with the leaders of the
OECS and Jamaica and Barbados their in-
formation, their analysis, and their inten-
tions. So, Ambassador McNeil and Major
General Crist 24 were sent to Bridgetown.
They left early Sunday. They met in the
afternoon and evening in Barbados with
leaders there, and they were on the tele-
phone to us through this period, giving us
more information about the evaluation
being made in the area and the options
that were before us.

It was in the meeting on Sunday, that
last meeting on Sunday, that the President
made what I think one would call a tenta-
tive decision that we should respond to
this urgent request, and that particularly
so since their analysis and ours was of a
very uncertain and violent situation threat-
ening to our citizens.

On Monday, October 24, of course, the
plans were being made, the forces orga-
nized, and so forth. The President met in
the afternoon from roughly 2:15 to 3:30,
something like that, with the Secretary of
Defense and the Chiefs, and at the conclu-
sion of that meeting, made a sort of semi-
final military decision, he having had the
advice of all his advisers the previous day
that on general grounds we should pro-
ceed. I think the directive of the President
to proceed was signed at about 6 p.m. yes-
terday.

That'’s kind of the chronology.

Finally, where do we stand on the
ground? Both airports at Pearls and Port
Salinas have been secured. The elements
of the Caribbean Task Force, that is, of
the countries from the Caribbean, are at

24 Francis ]. McNeil was the U.S. Ambassador
to Costa Rica to July 1983; in August 1983, he
became Ambassador in Residence and Research
Associate in Public Diplomacy at Tufts Universi-
ty, Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy. In
October the Under Secretary for Political Af-
fairs, Lawrence S. Eagleburger, recalled Ambas-
sador McNeil to evaluate the situation in Grena-
da. Major General George B. Crist was Vice Di-
rector of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Port Salinas. They landed approximately
10:45 this morning. I think there are
about 150 there now. The southern
campus at the medical college near Port
Salinas airport has been secured. There
are no reports of injuries to any American
civilians.

There are pockets of resistance in the
St. Georges area. I don’t want to identify
further precisely where, because this is an
ongoing operation, and the military
people need to be able to conduct their
operation secure from any such disclo-
sure. So that is the situation on the
ground very generally at this point.

Now for your questions.

Q. Mr. Secretary, the Charter of the Or-
ganization of American States, of which
the United States is a member, provides
that, ““No state or group of states has the
right to intervene directly or indirectly, for
any reason whatever, in the internal or ex-
ternal affairs of any other state. This pro-
hibits not only armed force, but also any
other form of interference.” 25

Aren't we in violation of that Charter,
sir? And if not, why not?

SECRETARY SHULTZ. The Organization of
Eastern Caribbean States provides for
their collective security. Those states are
not members of the Rio Treaty, under
which the clause that you've mentioned
would operate. 28 So they have asserted
themselves under their treaty, and asked
us to help them.

As they view it, and perhaps you heard
Prime Minister Charles today express her
views most eloquently, 27 the develop-
ments on Grenada pose definite security
and peace risks to them, and that is the
basis for their desire to act. Some are
members of the OAS, but they are not
members of the Rio Treaty; and their
equivalent of the Rio Treaty is their own
treaty.

25 Reference is to Article 15 of Chapter III,
“Fundamental Rights and Duties of States,” of
the Charter of the Organization of American
States, signed at Bogota on April 30, 1948. (2
UST 2394)

26 Reference is to the Inter-American Treaty
of Reciprocal Assistance (Rio Treaty), Septem-
ber 2, 1947. (4 Bevans 559)

27 Supra.
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Q. Mr. Secretary, yesterday, in testifying
to the Senate, you said, “At stake is the
right of a small country to decide for itself
how to achieve its sovereign objectives,
free of outside pressure, threat, or black-
mail.” You were talking about Lebanon
there. But why should not that same
standard apply to Grenada?

SECRETARY SHULTZ. Well, it does; and in
Grenada what you have at the present
time is a set of events like this: In 1979, a
constitutional government being in power,
it was displaced by a bloodless coup, and
Prime Minister Bishop has been in charge
since that time.

In the events that I described to you,
Prime Minister Bishop was placed under
house arrest, and then executed. For all
intents and purpose, there is no sem-
blance of a genuine government present.
There is a vacuum of governmental re-
sponsibility—the only genuine evidence of
governmental authority being a shoot-on-
sight curfew. So in the light of that and in
the light of the affinity that the other
states feel together, they felt that they had
to protect their peace and their security by
taking this action and that doing so would
help reconstitute legitimate government in
Grenada.

Q. Mr. Secretary, do you believe that
the Cubans and the Soviets were in any
way responsible for the execution of
Prime Minister Bishop? And to what
extent was the action taken, at least in
general terms, as a signal to Havana and
Moscow that the United States was pre-
pared to act to protect its own security?

SECRETARY SHULTZ. I've tried to give
very carefully what the considerations of
the President were, and those are the rea-
sons and the considerations for this
action. This was not taken as a signal
about anything else. It was taken in the
light of the threat to the lives and welfare
of American citizens and in the light of a
request from the local states who are close
to the situation and whose analysis of the
situation was parallel, and in fact, went a
lot further than our own.

Q. About the first part of the question,
sir, do you have any reason to believe that
the Soviets or the Cubans were in any way
responsible for the overthrow of the
Bishop government?

SECRETARY SHULTZ. We don’t have any
direct information on that point. However,
the OECS states feel that such is the case.

But that is not the basis of this action on
our part.

Q. Mr. Secretary, you have said that one
of our two objectives there was to help the
OECS states establish law and order and
governmental institutions. Does that mean
that our troops will remain in Grenada
until that is done? And what is your time
estimate for how long that will take?

SECRETARY SHuLTZ. Our troops will
leave as soon as they possibly can. The
forces of the other countries in the Carib-
bean who have initiated this action will be
in the lead and working with Grenadians
in trying to establish law and order and
some form of provisional government. It
will be their decisions to make in seeing
how this situation unfolds, and we will
leave as soon as we possibly can, leaving
the island to those who are closest to it.

Q. Does that mean that our troops will
stay there until they are satisfied that law
and order has been established—they, the
other countries?

SECRETARY SHuLTZ. I think they will be
leaving very, very promptly, and we will
have to decide for ourselves what the
proper conditions are. We will work with
the people from the other governments
involved, and they will have a leading role
in making these decisions.

I might say that the situation is one in
which, in many of these countries, there
really is no armed force at all. Prime Min-
ister Charles expressed herself—I might
say to the amusement, I guess, of Secre-
tary Weinberger—she said, “When I took
office, I decided the worst thing in the
world you could have is an army, so I
abolished it. I saved myself a lot of
money, and I saved conflict between the
military and the police force on the
Island.”

So, that’s what they have. And their
belief is that the way to have law and
order is not to have military establish-
ment, but just a police force. And I imag-
ine that they will work somewhat along
those lines, although Grenada has a popu-
lation of 100,000, so you have to take
measures.

I think you have the next question.
Q. Mr. Secretary, the United States has

now invaded this island with help from
some other area democracies in the Carib-
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bean to save and protect the lives of a
thousand people, none of whom so far as
we know, I guess, have been injured or
killed. Why did it take the deaths of 200
Marines in Beirut to send Commander
Kelley there to start thinking about addi-
tional preventive, precautionary measures
to save those lives?

SECRETARY SHULTZ. Of course, we have
been concerned about the safety of our
Marines all along as they have been there.
It didn’t take this terrible tragedy to
create that concern. I think it is certainly
the right thing to do, to have the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps go promptly
to the area and evaluate the security situa-
tion in a fresh way. And I think, also, that
when you are establishing a presence in
an op/erating, commercial, international
airport, naturally, you make decisions that
involve some sort of balance between se-
curity risks on the one hand, and what it
takes for an airport to operate on the
other.

I think that, certainly, in the light of the
terrible tragedy, that balance needs to be
shifted, and the emphasis on security will
have to be heightened very significantly.
But, of course, we look for General Kel-
ley’s report.

I think there is a certain pertinence to
your question, because, it seems to me,
and the President had to weigh this, with
the violent and uncertain atmosphere that
certainly was present on Grenada, the
question is: Should he act to prevent
Americans from being hurt or taken hos-
tage? I think that if he waited and they
were taken hostage, or many were killed,
then you would be asking me that same
question: “Why didn’t you in the light of
this clear violent situation, take some
action to protect American citizens
there?”

I don’t want to get in the position of
second-guessing myself, or the President,
but rather to say, one has to weigh these
considerations and be willing to take a de-
cision in the light of all of the circum-
stances, and that is what the President did.

Q. Mr. Secretary, as you know, Grenada
is a former British colony, and the Gover-
nor-General there was appointed by the
British, the person you spoke of a while

ago. Mrs. Thatcher has said in Parliament
shman s dhnle e - . L]

against this and that the British did not
wish to go along with it. 28

I would like to ask you two things flow-
ing from that. First of all, does the fact
that the British do not go along with it
cause some cloud over the Governor-Gen-
eral, the British-appointed person now
being the one we look to? And, secondly,
in view of their experience on the island,
why did the United States disregard their
recommendation?

SECRETARY SHULTZ. We responded to
the urgent request of the states in the
area, which are now independent states.
They're no longer British colonies. Al-
though obviously the British have had
great experience there, so have we. The
Caribbean is in our neighborhood, too, so
we have a very legitimate affinity for those
people.

We responded to their request just as
Barbados and Jamaica did. British or other
states that may or may not have been
asked—I don’t have the list of who the
OECS asked to help them. But each state
has to take its own decision, and the Presi-
dent took ours.

As far as the establishment of authority
on the island is concerned, we believe that
the Governor-General is the logical
person, given the fact that there is a
vacuum of government there, and we
expect that it will occur that way. We are,
of course, always impressed with the views
of the British Government and Mrs.
Thatcher, but that doesn’t mean that we
always have to agree with them. Of
course, we also have to make decisions in
the light of the security situation of our
citizens as we see it.

Q. Mr. Secretary, can you give us a
report on casualties, including wbethgr
there have been Cuban casualties in
combat with Americans, and the status of
the Cubans and the Soviets on the island?

SECRETARY SHULTZ. I can’t give you an
account of casualties. I don’t have that in-
formation at hand, but it will be made
available as soon as we have it. I think
probably the appropriate place, since they
have it, is at the Pentagon.

28 For Prime Minister Thatcher’s remarks in
Parliament, see Foreign Broadcast Information
Service, Daily Report: Western Europe, October 26,

1aoo ~
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As far as the Soviet Union and Cuba are
concerned, as the operation got underway,
we notified both the Soviet Union and
Cuba of the fact of the operation, of our
intentions, and of our readiness to look to
the safety of their people on the island.
It’s my understanding that the Soviets that
are there have been identified; they are
safe, and their safety is being looked to.
On the other hand, in the case of the
Cubans, there are many more there. I
think there are some 600 Cubans there.
Presumably, construction workers. But it
is the case that some number—I don’t
know how many, and perhaps the military
don’t know at this point how many—are
resisting and firing at our forces and, of
course, that would cause us to fire back.

Q. I would like to ask two questions.
One factual and one more philosophical.
Who is in charge of Grenada tonight? I
mean, at this minute? Where is Mr.
Austin? Are we running the country, or
are they still running the country? And,
secondly, even though your intention may
not have been to send a message, do you
think anybody in the Caribbean or any-
where else in the world gets a message
from this action?

SECRETARY SHULTZ. I don’t. I can’t iden-
tify the whereabouts of Mr. Austin who
was not genuinely in charge insofar as we
could see, in any case.

As far as who is running the country is
concerned, the country has been in a state
since the house arrest of Prime Minister
Bishop, essentially, of a kind of vacuum of
governmental authority. And that still
exists although as the forces of the Carib-
bean task force are able to develop their
contacts there, presumably a governmen-
tal structure will emerge.

As far as your philosophic question is
concerned, of course, those who want to
receive a message will have to receive it.
That was not the purpose of this oper-
ation. The purpose was as I have stated it.

Q. Traditionally, in this part of the
world, there’s been a great concern about
Yankee force, Yankee imperialism, Yankee
aggression, et cetera.

How do you plan—how do you intend
to counter the impression that the United
States is once again using its overwhelm-
ing military superiority in this part of the
world to achieve a specific, political objec-
tive?

SECRETARY SHULTZ. [ think the principal
point here is that the concerns and the re-
quests for help came from the states in
the region, and they have put their own
forces into this picture. The fact that their
forces are small in comparison with ours
is only a reflection of the fact that they
don’t invest very much in the way of re-
sources into military capability; and, of
course, they don’t have much to invest in
the first place. It’s in the nature of these
countries that they’re essentially peaceful.
But they have put what they can of their
own forces forward, and they have taken
the lead in suggesting this, and they are
there now in the early stages of this effort.
And as law and order returns, they will
basically be in charge; not us. So it is no
effort on our part to gain control of any
other country.

Q. Mr. Secretary, if I can just follow up.
The British, who have been critical of this
action, took an independent action against
the Falklands last year when they thought
it was necessary.

If they cannot accept the American jus-
tification, how do you think, or how many
countries in Latin America do you feel will
accept the American explanation now?

SECRETARY SHuLTZ. Certainly, Jamaica,
Barbados, and the Caribbean states are in-
volved. They have asked us very explicitly,
not only in the first instances I brought
out, but on further probing from Ambas-
sador McNeil, to really be sure that they
had analyzed the situation carefully and
they were making a thoughtful and thor-
oughly thought-through request, which
they were and are.

I think that’s the thing you have to rest
on, and it seems to me people ought to
recognize where this request came from;
and, also, the fact that we will leave
promptly. We have no intention of staying
there, and the government that will be
produced by the people of Grenada is en-
tirely up to them as far as we’re con-
cerned.

Q. Just to clear up one thing, Mr. Secre-
tary, you said that there were contacts
with the Cubans and with the Soviet
Union to inform them of what we were
about to do, or had just done. Had there
been any contacts at any level since then,
and what have you heagd from the Soviet
Union about this?

e ———
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SECRETARY SHULTZ. I don’t want to go
into detail about diplomatic exchanges.
But, of course, in general, their response
has been that they expect us to look to the
safety of their citizens. And certainly, as
one might expect, they object strenuously
to this action. 2°

The boss says I have to go. I have to go
up to the House and talk to them and
then the Senate. So I'm on my way to the
Congress.

Document 659

Letter From President Reagan to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives
(O’Neill), October 25, 1983 3°

President’s Report to
Congress on Deployment
of U.S. Troops in
Grenada

DeArR MR. Speaker: On October 12, a
violent series of events in Grenada was set
in motion, which led to the murder of
Prime Minister Maurice Bishop and a
number of his Cabinet colleagues, as well
as the deaths of a number of civilians.
Over 40 killings were reported. There was
no government ensuring the protection of
life and property and restoring law and
order. The only indication of authority
was an announcement that a barbaric
shoot-to-kill curfew was in effect. Under
these circumstances, we were necessarily
concerned about the safety of innocent
lives on the island, inciuding those of up
to 1,000 United States citizens.

The Organization of Eastern Caribbean
States (OECS) became seriously con-
cerned by the deteriorating conditions in
the member State of Grenada. The other
members of the OECS are Antigua, Domi-

29 For the Soviet reaction, see the TASS edi-
torials printed ibid., Daily Report: Soviet Union,
October 26, 1983, pp. K1-K12.

30 Source: White House Press Release, Octo-
ber 25, 1983, Office of the Press Secretary to
the President; printed also in Weekly Compilation
of Presidential Documents, October 31, 1983, pp.
1493-1494. An identical letter was sent to Strom
Thurmond, President pro tempore of the
Senate. -

nica, Montserrat, St. Kitts/Nevis, Saint
Lucia, and Saint Vincent and the Grena-
dines. We were formally advised that the
Authority of Heads of Government of
Member States of the OECS, acting pursu-
ant to the Treaty establishing the OECS,
met in emergency session on October 21.
The meeting took note of the anarchic
conditions and the serious violations of
human rights and bloodshed that had oc-
curred, and the consequent unprecedent-
ed threat to the peace and security of the
region created by the vacuum of authority
in Grenada. The OECS determined to
take immediate, necessary steps to restore
order in Grenada so as to protect against
further loss of life, pending the restora-
tion of effective governmental institutions.
To this end, the OECS formed a collective
security force comprising elements from
member States to restore order in Grena-
da and requested the immediate coopera-
tion of a number of friendly countries, in-
cluding the governments of Barbados, Ja-
maica and the United States, in these ef-
forts. In response to this call for assistance
and in view of the overriding importance
of protecting the lives of the United States
citizens in Grenada, I have authorized the
Armed Forces of the United States to par-
ticipate along with these other nations in
this collective security force.

In accordance with my desire that the
Congress be informed on this matter, and
consistent with the War Powers Resolu-
tion, 3! I am providing this report on this
deployment of the United States Armed
Forces.

Today at about 5 a.m. eastern daylight
time, approximately 1,900 United States
Army and United States Marine Corps
personnel began landing in Grenada.
They were supported by elements of the
United States Navy and the United States
Air Force. Member States of the OECS
along with Jamaica and Barbados are pro-
viding approximately 300 personnel. This
deployment of United States Armed
Forces is being undertaken pursuant to
my constitutional authority with respect to
the conduct of foreign relations and as
Commander in Chief of the United States
Armed Forces. 32

31 Reference is to a Congressional Joint Reso-
lution Concerning the War Powers of Congress
and the President, November 7, 1973; for text,
see 87 Stat. 555.

32 On October 27, 1983, the House Foreign
Affairs Committee, in a markup session, ap-

Continued
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Although it is not possible at this time
to predict the duration of the temporary
presence of United States Armed Forces
in Grenada, our objectives in providing
this support are clear. They are to join the
OECS collective security forces in assist-
ing the restoration of conditions of law
and order and of governmental institu-
tions to the island of Grenada, and to fa-
cilitate the protection and evacuation of
United States citizens. Our forces will
remain only so long as their presence is
required.

Sincerely,
RONALD REAGAN

Document 660

Statement by the Representative at the Or-
ganization of American States (Midden-
dorf) Before a Special Meeting of the Per-
manent Council of the Orgamization of
American States, October 26, 1983 33

U.S. Explanation of Its
Actions and Objectives In
Grenada

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The U.S.
Delegation would like to thank the distin-
guished Prime Minister of Dominica 3 for

proved, by a vote of 33 to 2, House Joint Reso-
lution 402. It passed the House of Representa-
tives on November 1, 1983, by a vote of 403 to
23. This resolution reads:

“Declaring that the requirements of section
4(a)(1) of the War Powers Resolution became
operative on October 25, 1983, when United
States Armed Forces were introduced into Gre-
nada.

“Resolved by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assem-
bled, That for purposes of section 5(b) of the
War Powers Resolution, the Congress hereby
determines that the requirements of section
4(a)(1) of the War Powers Resolution became
operative on October 25, 1983, when United
States Armed Forces were introduced into Gre-
nada.”

The Senate had not taken action on the reso-
lution by the end of the year.

33 Source: OAS document OEA/Ser. G, CP/
ACTA 543/83.

34 Eugenia Charles. Prime Minister Charles
was also chairperson of the Organization of
Eastern Caribbean States.

her initiative in requesting a protocolary
meeting of the Permanent Council this
morning. Her remarks clearly detail the
grave concerns which motivated the ac-
tions of her government and other Carib-
bean states.

As our colleague from Saint Lucia
pointed out just now, the decision to un-
dertake this initiative was made jointly by
the OECS acting pursuant to the Treaty
establishing that organization. The appeal
to other countries, including ourselves,
the United States, for assistance was made
on October 23. 35 Barbados and Jamaica,
to whom a similar request for assistance
was made, also responded favorably.

Pursuant to this decision, a collective se-
curity force made up of contingents from
four member states of the OECS—Antu-
gua, Dominica, Saint Lucia, and Saint Vin-
cent—supplemented by units from Barba-
dos, Jamaica, and the United States, dis-
embarked on Grenada yesterday at dawn.
Fortunately, there has been little loss of
life, and internal order is being restored
to the island. Earlier today—to correct a
statement made earlier—about 140 citi-
zens, many of whom had been studying in
Grenada, were flown to the United States.
Consular officers of the Department of
State are in Grenada now to facilitate the
orderly evacuation of others who desire to
leave.

Let me review the extraordinary events
in Grenada leading to this unprecedented
situation. The slide toward anarchy in
Grenada appears to have begun the
evening of October 12 with an attempt by
Deputy Prime Minister Coard to force out
Prime Minister Maurice Bishop. Bishop,
who had seized power in 1979 and estab-
lished close relations with Cuba and the
Soviet Union, was reportedly thought to
be too ‘“moderate” by the Coard faction.

The power struggle became increasingly
violent. On October 19, Prime Minister
Bishop, several Cabinet members, and an
undetermined number of political and
civic leaders were killed under still unex-
plained circumstances. At least 18 deaths
have been confirmed and many more re-
ported, some of them when troops
opened fire on peaceful demonstrators.

After Bishop's death—and we recall his
visit here in a protocolary meeting on
\

35 Qee dAnrnimaent ARA
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June I—the People’s Revolutionary Army
(PRA) announced the dissolution of the
existing Government and the formation of
a 16-member Revolutionary Military
Council of which PRA Commander Gener-
al Hudson Austin was the nominal head. I
sav ‘“‘nominal” because it was not at all
clear that Austin or any coherent group
was in fact in charge. There were numer-
ous reports of continued jockeying for
power, and the potential for further vio-
lence was obvious, especially with the im-
position of a 24-hour shoot-on-sight
curfew. The Revolutionary Military Coun-
cil itself stated that it did not purport to
be a government.

I think it is this quality of menacing un-
certainty—the violence, the violations of
human rights, the disintegration of civil-
ized governmental authority, the creation
of a dynamic that held out the distinct
prospect of further violence—that most
alarmed the Eastern Caribbean states and
led to their October 23 decision to assist
the people of Grenada and request our
help in doing so.

My government shared these concerns
of the OECS countries but also had a par-
ticularly humanitarian concern. The dete-
riorating conditions on the island posed a
threat to the continued safety of U.S. citi-
zens living there, who number 800 to
1,000, largely medical school students and
faculty. While there had been no specific
threats against U.S. citizens, a number had
already sought to flee, in the absence of
organized evacuation efforts at great risk.
The Military Council on the island had
promised to reopen the airport on Octo-
ber 24 but did not do so, thus heightening
concern over the continued welfare of
these citizens. The lack of respect for
human rights and the degenerating condi-
tions, of course, also posed a threat to
other foreign nationals and, indeed, to the
people of Grenada.

After carefully considering these facts
and all aspects of the OECS request, con-
cluding that the peace and security of the
Eastern Caribbean was threatened and
that our assistance was necessary, Presi-
dent Reagan decided to cooperate with
the regional initiative. Such humanitarian
action has long been recognized as con-
sistent with international law.

The objectives of the collective security
force organized by the OECS are clear: to
restore law and order, to help the people
of Grenada restore functioning institutions

of government, and to facilitate the depar-
ture of those who wish to leave. The pres-
ence of the collective security force will be
continued for only so long as it is neces-
sary to ensure these objectives.

This action is a reasonable and propor-
tionate reaction to the deterioration of au-
thority in Grenada and to the threat that
this poses to the peace and security of the
Eastern Caribbean. It is consistent with
the purposes and principles of the Char-
ters of the United Nations and the OAS,
since it aims at the restoration of condi-
tions of law and order fundamental to the
enjoyment of basic human rights, so clear-
ly in jeopardy in Grenada.

Regional collective security measures of
the kind taken here are expressly contem-
plated by Article 52 of the UN Charter.
Paragraph 1 of that article provides for
“regional arrangements or agencies deal-
ing with such matters relating to the main-
tenance of international peace and securi-
ty as are appropriate for regional action,
provided that such arrangements or agen-
cies and their activities are consistent with
the purposes and principles of the United
Nations.” The actions and objectives of
the collective security force, in the circum-
stances described above, are consistent
with these purposes and principles.

Articles 22 and 28 of the OAS Charter
allow member states to take collective
measures to maintain peace and security
pursuant to certain collective security
agreements. Article 22 of the OAS Char-
ter expressly provides that measures taken
pursuant to such agreements are not vio-
lations of the provisions of Articles 18 and
20 prohibiting intervention or the use of
force. 38

The OECS Treaty is a regional agree-
ment which concerns itself in part with
matters of collective security. The OECS
countries are not party to the Rio Treaty;
the OECS Treaty serves as their regional
security arrangement. The OECS action
was pursuant to Article 8 of the OECS
Treaty, 37 which authorizes the OECS to

36 The Charter of the Organization of Ameri-
can States was signed at Bogota on April 30,
1948. (2 UST 2394) Articles 20 and 22 are in
Chapter IV, “Pacific Settlement of Disputes.”
Article 28 is in Chapter VII, “Social Standards.”
Article 18 is in Chapter III, “Fundamental
Rights and Duties of States.”

37 See footnote 11 above.
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coordinate “the efforts of member states
for collective defence and the preservation
of peace and security.” The OECS deci-
sion was, thus, a measure “adopted for
the maintenance of peace and security in
accordance with existing treaties,” as con-
templated by Article 22 of the OAS Char-
ter.

In addition, the OECS members were
confronted by a “situation that might en-
danger the peace of America.” In re-
sponse, the OECS members took action
consistent with Article 28’s provision for
“collective  self-defense” in accordance
with “measures and procedures estab-
lished in the special treaties on the sub-
Jject.”

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion I would
like to point to a disturbing lesson which
we can all draw from the tragic events in
Grenada. We have seen how Cuban con-
struction workers on that island suddenly
transformed themselves into armed sol-
diers to resist the collective action forces.
Plowshares were quickly transformed into
swords. This development must be a
source of concern to all states and cast
doubt on the bona fides of Cuban “civil-
ian” advisers and contingents elsewhere.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Document 661

Address by President Reagan, October 27,
1983 (Extract) 38

“[Grenada] Was a Soviet-
Cuban Colony Being
Readied . . . To Export
Terrorism and
Undermine Democracy.
We Got There Just in
Time”

38 Source: White House Press Release, Octo-
ber 27, 1983, Office of the Press Secretary to
the President; also printed in Weekly Compilation
of Presidential Documents, October 31, 1983, PP-
1501-1502; for full text, see ibid, pp. 1497-
1502. For the President’s remarks on Lebanon

Now I know another part of the world is
very much on our minds, a place much
closer to our shores: Grenada. The island
is only twice the size of the District of Co-
lumbia with a total population of about
110,000 people.

Grenada and a half dozen other Carib-
bean islands here were, until recently,
British colonies. They are now independ-
ent states and members of the British
Commonwealth. While they respect each
other’s independence, they also feel a kin-
ship with each other and think of them-
selves as one people.

In 1979 trouble came to Grenada. Mau-
rice Bishop, a protege of Fidel Castro,
staged a military coup and overthrew the
government which had been elected under
the Constitution left to the people by the
British. He sought the help of Cuba in
building an airport, which he claimed was
for tourist trade, but which looked suspi-
ciously suitable for military aircraft, in-
cluding Soviet-built long-range bombers.

The six sovereign countries and one re-
maining colony are joined together in
what they call the “Organization of East-
ern Caribbean States.” The six became in-
creasingly alarmed as Bishop  built an
army greater than all of theirs combined.
Obviously, it was not purely for defense.

In this last year or so, Prime Minister
Bishop gave indications that he might like
better relations with the United States. He
even made a trip to our country and met
with senior officials of the White House
and the State Department. Whether he
was serious or not, we'll never know. On
October 12th, a small group in his militia
seized him and put him under arrest.
They were, if anything, more radical and
more devoted to Castro’s Cuba than he
had been.

Several days later, a crowd of citizens
appeared before Bishop’s home, freed
him, and escorted him toward the head-
quarters of the military council. They were
fired upon. A number, including some
children, were killed and Bishop was
seized. He and several members of his
Cabinet were subsequently executed, and
a 24-hour shoot-to-kill curfew was put in
effect. Grenada was without a govern-

in this speech, see document 384. The address
began at 8 p.m. and was broadcast live nation-
wide on television and radio from the Oval
Office of the White House.
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ment, its only authority exercised by a
self-proclaimed band of military men.

There were then about 1,000 of our citi-
zens on Grenada, 800 of them students in
St. Georges University Medical School.
Concerned that they would be harmed or
held as hostages, I ordered a flotilla of
ships, then on its way to Lebanon with
Marines—part of our regular rotation pro-
gram, to circle south on a course that
would put them somewhere in the vicinity
of Grenada in case there should be a need
to evacuate our people.

Last weekend, I was awakened in the
early morning hours and told that six
members of the Organization of Eastern
Caribbean States, joined by Jamaica and
Barbados, had sent an urgent request that
we join them in a military operation to re-
store order and democracy to Grenada.

They were proposing this action under
the terms of a treaty, a mutual assistance
pact that existed among them. These
small, peaceful nations needed our help.
Three of them don’t have armies at all,
and the others have very limited forces.
The legitimacy of their request, plus my
own concern for our citizens, dictated my
decision. I believe our government has a
responsibility to go to the aid of its citi-
zens, if their right to life and liberty is
threatened. The nightmare of our hos-
tages in Iran must never be repeated.

We knew we had little time and that
complete secrecy was vital to ensure both
the safety of the young men who would
undertake this mission, and the Americans
they were about to rescue. The Joint
Chiefs worked around the clock to come
up with a plan. They had little intelligence
information about conditions on the
island. We had to assume that several
hundred Cubans working on the airport
could be military reserves. As it turned
out, the number was much larger and they
were a military force. Six hundred of them
have been taken prisoner, and we have
discovered a complete base with weapons
and communications equipment which
makes it clear a Cuban occupation of the
island had been planned.

Two hours ago we released the first
photos from Grenada. They included pic-
tures of a warehouse of military equip-
ment—one of three we’'ve uncovered so
far. This warehouse contained weapons
and ammunition stacked almost to the
ceiling, enough to supply thousands of

terrorists. Grenada, we were told, was a
friendly island paradise for tourism. Well,
it wasn’t. It was a Soviet-Cuban colony,
being readied as a major military bastion
to export terror and undermine democra-
cy. We got there just in time.

I can’t say enough in praise of our mili-
tary—Army rangers and paratroopers,
Navy, Marine, and Air Force personnel—
those who planned a brilliant campaign,
and those who carried it out. Almost in-
stantly, our military seized the two air-
ports, secured the campus where most of
our students were, and are now in the
mopping-up phase. It should be noted
that in all the planning, a top priority was
to minimize risk, to avoid casualties to our
own men and also the Grenadian forces as
much as humanly possible. But there were
casualties, and we all owe a debt to those
who lost their lives or were wounded.
They were few in number, but even one is
a tragic price to pay.

It’s our intention to get our men out as
soon as possible. Prime Minister Eugenia
Charles of Dominica—I called that wrong,
she pronounces it Dominica—she is chair-
man of OECS. She’s calling for help from
Commonwealth nations in giving the
people their right to establish a constitu-
tional government on Grenada. We antici-
pate that the Governor General, a Grena-
dian, will participate in setting up a provi-
sional government in the interim.

The events in Lebanon and Grenada,
though oceans apart, are closely related.
Not only has Moscow assisted and encour-
aged the violence in both countries, but it
provides direct support through a network
of surrogates and terrorists. It is no coin-
cidence that when the thugs tried to wrest
control over Grenada, there were 30
Soviet advisors and hundreds of Cuban
military and paramilitary forces on the
island. At the moment of our landing, we
communicated with the governments of
Cuba and the Soviet Union and told them
we would offer shelter and security to
their people on Grenada. Regrettably,
Castro ordered his men to fight to the
death and some did. The others will be
sent to their homelands.

You know, there was a time when our
national security was based on the stand-
ing army here within our own borders and
shore batteries of artillery along our
coasts. And, of course, a Navy to keep the
sea lanes open for the shipping of things
necessary to our well-being.
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The world has changed. Today, our na-
tional security can be threatened in far
away places. It is up to all of us to be
aware of the strategic importance of such
places and to be able to identify them.
Sam Rayburn 2? once said that freedom is
not something a nation can work for once
and win forever. He said it’s like an insur-
ance policy; it’s premiums must be kept
up to date. In order to keep it, we have to
keep working for it and sacrificing for it
just as long as we live. If we do not, our
children may not know the pleasure of
working to keep it, for it may not be theirs
to keep.

In these last few days, I have been more
sure than I've ever been that we Ameri-
cans of today will keep freedom and main-
tain peace. I've been made to feel that by
the magnificent spirit of our young men
and women in uniform and by something
here in our nation’s capital. In this city,
where political strife is so much a part of
our lives, I've seen Democratic leaders in
the Congress join their Republican col-
leagues, send a message to the world that
we're all Americans before we’re anything
else, and when our country is threatened,
we stand shoulder to shoulder in support
of our men and women in the Armed
Forces.

Document 662

U.N. Security Council Draft Resolution,
October 27, 1983 40

Condemnation of “Armed
Intervention in Grenada”

The Security Council,

3% Sam Rayburn, former Speaker of the U.S.
House of Representatives.

40 Source: U.N. document S/16077/Rev.l.
The draft resolution was submitted by Guyana,
Nicaragua, and Zimbabwe. The vote on this
draft Security Council resolution condemning
the U.S. operation in Grenada was 10-1 (China,
France, Guyana, Malta, the Netherlands, Nicara-
gua, Pakistan, Poland, Union of the Soviet So-
cialist Republics, and Zimbabwe, in favor;
United States, against), with three abstaining
(Togo, United Kingdom, and Zaire). The United

Having heard the statements made in
connection with the situation in Grenada,

Recalling the Declaration on Principles
of International Law concerning Friendly
Relations and Co-operation among
States, 41

Recalling also the principles concerning
the inadmissibility of intervention and in-
terference in the internal affairs of
States, 42

Reaffirming the sovereign and inalienable
right of Grenada freely to determine its
own political, economic and social system,
and to develop its international relations
without outside intervention, interference,
subversion, coercion or threat in any form
whatsoever,

Deeply deploring the events in Grenada
which led to the killing of the Prime Min-
ister, Mr. Maurice Bishop, and other
prominent Grenadians,

Beaning in mind that, in accordance with
Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter of
the United Nations, all Member States are
obliged to refrain in their international re-
lations from the threat or use of force
against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any State or to act in any
other manner inconsistent with the princi-
ples of the Charter of the United Nations,

Gravely concerned at the military interven-
tion taking place and determined to
ensure a speedy return to normalcy in
Grenada,

Conscious of the need for States to show
consistent respect for the principles of the
Charter of the United Nations,

1. Deeply deplores the armed intervention
in Grenada, which constitutes a flagrant
violation of international law and of the
independence, sovereignty and territorial
integrity of that State;

States vote against the resolution constituted a
veto of the resolution.

41 Reference is to the Declaration on Princi-
ples of International Law Concerning Friendly
Relations and Cooperation Among States in Ac-
cordance with the Charter of the United Na-
tions, U.N. General Assembly Resolution 25/
2625, adopted on October 24, 1970.

42 Reference is to the Declaration on the In-
admissibility of Intervention and Interference in
the Internal Affairs of States, U.N. General As-
sembly Resolution 36/103, adopted on Decem-
ber 9, 1981.
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2. Deplores the death of innocent civilians
resulting from the armed intervention;

3. Calls on all States to show strictest re-
spect for the sovereignty, independence
and territorial integrity of Grenada;

4. Calls for an immediate cessation of the
armed intervention and the immediate
withdrawal of the foreign troops from
Grenada;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to
follow closely the development of the situ-
ation in Grenada and to report to the
Council within forty-eight hours on the
implementation of this resolution.

Document 663

Transcript of an Interview With the Repre-
sentative at the United Nations (Kirkpat-
rick), October 30, 1983 43

International Reaction to
Grenada Mission

MRr. KaL. Our guest today on ‘‘Meet
the Press” is Ambassador Jeane Kirkpat-
rick, head of the U.S. Delegation to the
United Nations. A political scientist and
specialist in Latin American politics, Am-
bassador Kirkpatrick has played a key role
in shaping administration policies in that
region. She holds Cabinet rank and is a
member of the National Security Council.

Our reporters today are Henry Tre-
whitt, of the Baltimore Sun; Robert Novak,
of the Chicago Sun-Times; Hedrick Smith, of
the New York Times; and to open the ques-
tioning, our regular panelist, Bill Monroe
of NBC News.

MR. MONROE. Madam Ambassador, the
New York Times says this morning that the
U.S. will pay a heavy cost for the invasion
of Grenada. Quoting the Times editorial,
“. . . the cost is loss of the moral high
ground: a ... demonstration to the
world that America has no more respect

43 Source: NBC News. Ambassador Kirkpat-
rick was interviewed in Washington on the NBC
program, “Meet the Press” by Henry Trewhitt
of the Baltimore Sun, Robert Novak of the Chicago
Sun-Times, Hedrick Smith of the New York Times,
and Bill Monroe of NBC News. Bernard Kalb of
NBC News served as moderator.

for laws and borders, for the codes of civi-
lization, than the Soviet Union.” What is
your feeling about the cost?

AMB. KirgpaTRICK. I think the New York
Times—With all due respect, I think the
New York Times is simply wrong. I think, in
fact, that the—those nations who may seri-
ously feel that it was an immoral act al-
ready thought we were an immoral power.
I expect that most of the nations in the
region will breathe a sigh of relief, as a
matter of fact, at the success of the oper-
ation and at the removal of what a good
many of them recognize was a clear and
present danger to their own security.

I think that, furthermore, the feeling of
enhanced security and the certain knowl-
edge that the legal grounds of our oper-
ation were sound will prove to be much
stronger than any kind of reflexive Latin
disapproval of U.S. intervention any place
in the region.

It’s interesting to note that the coun-
tries of Central America, with the single
exception of Nicaragua, and several of the
most key countries in Latin America have
been very mild and ambiguous and ambiv-
alent in their comments on the action, be-
cause they understand the extent to which
their security depends on a confident,
strong American presence.

MR. Monroe. Well, Mrs. Kirkpatrick,
not a single nation except those allied
with us in the action against Grenada have
spoken up in our defense. The French and
the Dutch voted against us in the Security
Council; #* the Mexicans and other mem-
bers of the OAS have criticized us. Can
you cite a single provision of international
law, the United Nations, the Organization
of American States, under which we have
the right to invade a nation like Grenada
if we feel there’s chaos there or we worry
that some of our people may be in
danger?

AMmB. KIrRkpaTRICK. Oh, certainly. And
let me just say that I did that in my speech
before the U.N., in which I presented the
U.S. case. 45 I said that the U.N. Charter
does not simply forbid the use of force
under all circumstances as an absolute.
The U.N. Charter leaves very ample

44 See footnote 40 above.

48 For text of Kirkpatrick’s speech on October
27, 1983, before the U.N. Security Council, see
Department of State Bulletin, December 1983,
pp- 74-76.
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grounds for the use of force against force
in protection of the other rights and
values in the Charter. Those other values
include security and peace and democracy,
in fact, even in the U.N. Charter. We
acted, of course, at the request of the Or-
ganization of Eastern Caribbean States.
We acted—You say “not a single nation.”
If I may say so, that’s also mistaken. We
acted with the full approval of other key
nations in the Caribbean. Jamaica and
Barbados, for example, also participated
in the action.

MR. MoNROE. Those six.

AMmB. KirkpaTrICK. Those six, yes, but
those are the key states in the region.

(Announcements)

Mr. SmrtH. Madam Ambassador, you
say the legal argument for our going into
Grenada is sound. If that's the case, why
hasn’t it been more persuasive with old
allies, like the British, the French, the
West Germans, the Italians, all of whom
have either criticized us or voted against
us in the U.N.?

AMB. KIRKPATRICK. Let me say that
the—our European allies are principally, I
believe, allied with us on matters that con-
cern the defense of Europe. NATO was
one of the collective security agreements
which President Harry Truman negotiated
and the Congress ratified after World War
I, but it was only one of those. They do
not necessarily show very much sensitivity
to U.S. security in other regions, and we
don’t necessarily approve of their policies
all the time. The fact is that we Americans
have a somewhat sentimental picture
about our relations with our European
allies in international affairs. That alliance
has always been focused on the defense of
Europe, and they have repeatedly under-
taken actions without consulting with us,
for example, in other parts of the world.
Sometimes we don’t approve of those ac-
tions either. And we undertake actions in-
dependently of them, and sometimes they
don’t approve of those.

This is an action which above all con-
cerned our region, our region geographi-
cally. It’s only—It was not at all involved
in NATO. It’s importantly related, I think,
to our ability to fulfill our NATO obliga-
tions in the long run, but in an indirect
kind of way.

I think what’s important is that the
states of the region who were concerned

approved the action and, indeed, request-
ed it, and wouldn’t necessarily approve

what we did in—to help in the defense of -

Europe.

MR. SMITH. You say that they’re mainly
focused on Europe, but we backed the
British when they were involved in the
battle of the Falklands Islands, very much
involving Latin America. The British
didn’t back us on this one. How do you

explain that, and how do you react to
that?

AMB. KirkpaTRICK. Well, frankly, I find
that rather difficult to explain.

MR. SmiTH. What message are the Nica-
raguans and others in Central America
supposed to get from this action? Does
Nicaragua now have to worry about Amer-
ican intervention down there? Should
they? Is that the intended message?

AMmB. KirkPATRICK. If I may say so, Nica-
ragua worries all the time about U.S.
intervention in Nicaragua. From the per-
spective in the U.N., I'm very sensitive to
that, because every few months they come
to the U.N. and say that we are about to
launch a massive U.S. military invasion of
Nicaragua. They did that first about a
year-and-a-half ago. I think that Nicaragua
feels continuously threatened, and what
they feel threatened by is the growing
competence and confidence of their own
neighbors—of Honduras, Costa Rica, El
Salvador, Guatemala—and by the Conta-
dora process, which has now worked out
some points, many of which are not very
acceptable to Nicaragua. 48

MRr. Novak. Ambassador Kirkpatrick, if
there had not been one American student
on the island of Grenada, or no substan-
tial number of them, do you think this ad-
ministration would have launched the op-
eration at the request of the Eastern Car-
ibbean states?

AmB. KIRkPATRICK. I don’t know. I
argued in the United Nations that I be-
lieved there was a combination of factors,
each of which played a significant role in
our decision, legal factors, and—each of

46 Reference is to attempts by the Contadora
Four (Venezuela, Colombia, Mexico and
Panama) to promote peace in Central America.
See documents 628 and 644. See also OAS doc-
ument OEA/Ser.G, CP/INF.2111/84, January
16, 1984.
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which figure in the legal case for our
action.

First was indeed, as the President has
emphasized, Secretary Shultz has empha-
sized, the protection of innocent American
nationals, some—nearly a thousand of
them on that island and in a highly vul-
nerable condition. Second was the request
of the Organization of East Caribbean
States. Third was the virtual vacuum of
power on the island and—which was ac-
companied by very great violence.

MR. Novak. Let me re-phrase it, Madam
Ambassador. If there were no American
nationals in substantial numbers, was
there ample justification on these other
reasons for launching the operation?

AmB. KirkpaTrick. That's one of what
my husband calls what-would-you-do-if-
your - grandmother - died - next - Thursday
questions. You know, I don’t know. I
haven’t addressed that question very spe-
cifically. I know that the importance—that
the defense of American nationals on the
island figured very importantly in the
President’s decision.

Mg. Novak. I wonder if I could quickly
switch to Lebanon. As Ambassador to the
United Nations, would you favor the re-
placement of the American Marines by a
United Nations peacekeeping force?

Awms. KirkpaTrICK. Oh, under the right
circumstances, with the right mandate, of
course. I'm sure you know that the United
States and the other members of the mul-
tinational force have explored at the U.N.
ways of introducing UNIFIL troops in, the
United Nations troops, into the region of
the Chouf, and the Bekka, and other
highly controverted areas of Beirut—of
Lebanon, in and around Beirut.

The Soviet Union is a member of the
United Nations Security Council with a
veto power. They have not been emh'usi-
astic about permitting U.N. troops into
any area in which it looks like one of their
client states, or close associates at least,
which Syria is, might move. And so
they've been very, very negative about any
such move. I personally think that U.N.
peacekeeping forces could do a very valu-
able job there.

Mr. TrRewHITT. Mrs. Kirkpatrick, you
mentioned earlier that the allies in Europe
were concerned first of all about issues
that were related to NATO European de-
fense. How does the Grenada invasion

play in that regard, do you think? Is it
going to change the attitude of allied gov-
ernments regarding the deployment of
INF weapons in Europe, that sort of
thing?

Awms. KirkpaTrIiCK. No, I don’t think so,
I think that those questions are going to
be settled on the basis of European con-
siderations.

Mgr. TrewniTT. What about European
publics, which have been very vocal
against INF deployments? How much am-
munition does an event such as this give
them?

AmB. KirkpATRICK. I think that the ques-
tion of deployments, missile deployments
in Europe will be settled on the basis of
European considerations, European secu-
rity, finally. I really, truly do. I think that
the Soviet and related—domestic Commu-
nist Party propaganda apparatuses in
those governments, in those countries—
excuse me—in those countries is suffi-
ciently effective that they find grounds for
attacking us and casting doubts and asper-
sions on our motives and on our behavior
virtually regardless of what we do, frankly.

MR. TREWHITT. I'm going to do a quick
180 degree turn here, because I may not
have another chance to ask you about
your personal plans. I've heard you nomi-
nated for everything from immediate re-
tirement to Secretary of State. Are you
preparing to leave the United Nations?

AMmB. KIRKPATRICK. I'm not preparing
anything.

Mgr. TrRewHITT. Do you plan to stay in
office till the end of this term?

AmB. KIRKPATRICK. I'm not pre—I'm not
given to long-range planning.

Mg. KaLe. Madam Ambassador, I'd like
to go back to Grenada and try to re-
phrase a question asked earlier. Most
people, I think, have praised the President
in terms of trying to protect American
lives on Grenada. The issue that comes up
is whether the United States can arrogate
to itself the right, because of its military
power in Latin America, to change a gov-
ernment there, to overthrow a govern-
ment there. How do you respond to that?

Ame. KirkpaTRICK. I think that, like all
questions of politics and international af-
fairs and law, one has to look at the con-
crete circumstances and not at the abstract
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question. I think that given the concrete
circumstances in Grenada, that the legal,
as well as the moral and political case for
our action, was very strong. I think that
we would have to look at other concrete
cases to make decisions about what would
be justified in other concrete cases.

MR. KaLs. But you're a specialist in this
area. You know the long shadow likely to
be cast by another use of massive Ameri-
can military power to accomplish a politi-
cal aim. Does this bother you? Are you
concerned about this?

AMB. KIRKPATRICK. Quite frankly, as a
specialist in the area, I am not, and I will
tell you why. I was in Venezuela two years
ago, and a very high level official in that
government, who shall go nameless,
looked at a map of the region. It showed
Grenada and Venezuela. They were 90
miles apart, and he drew a circle from
Grenada, which circle was—reflected the
range of a MIG leaving Grenada to show
what kind of control of air—how far that
MIG could attain, how far over Venezuela
that MIG could get from Grenada. I have
had other Latin officials show me, in very
concrete terms, where the sea lanes—what
it meant to the sea lanes, through which
all shipping that passes through the
Panama Canal into the Atlantic pass, with
regard to Grenada.

I have been just recently in Central
America, and I have listened to very high
level officials and influential private sector
Jjournalists, publishers, writers, teachers,
businessmen, all kinds of people—labor
leaders—in those countries worry desper-
ately about the vulnerability of their gov-
ernments and their countries to the grow-
ing superior and aggressive force of Nica-
ragua in the region. I do not, quite frank-
ly, believe that this use—limited, specific,
purposeful—of force by the United States,
in conjunction with the other states in the
region, is going to produce the sort of
backlash that you'’re describing in the
area, and I do say that most earnestly, as
someone with a longstanding interest in
this area.

MR. MONROE. Many Americans support
the administration action in Grenada, but
I wonder if you're saying that that action,
that military success, had no moral cost,
no public opinion cost, in view of the una-
nimity shown by nations at the United Na-
tions, at the Organization of American
States, against the action we took, with the

exception of the U.S. and the six Caribbe-
an islands?

AMB. KIRKPATRICK. Now wait a minute.
Let’s not say that there was unanimity, be-
cause there wasn’t unanimity. There
wasn’t unanimity at all, and what there
was was a Security Council vote, which
was heavily against us.

MR. Monrok. Eleven to one.

AMB. KIRKPATRICK. But let me remind
you—with three abstentions—let me
remind you that there are—the United
States regularly loses in the United Na-
tions, in the General Assembly and in the
Security Council. No nation is more regu-
larly both a loser and a victim at the
United Nations than the United States
except Israel, who is even more totally a
loser and a victim.

The United Nations is a political system,
and it’s a political system which is largely
controlled by our adversaries. I've been
talking about this ever since I've been
there. It is not news when the United
States is outvoted at the United Nations.
It only becomes news when, for some
reason or another, we're able to eke out a
victory in some U.N.—

MR. MoONROE. In view of the internation-
al reaction to this situation in Grenada,
with nations such as the French, the
Dutch, the Pakistanis, the Mexicans, and
others obviously condemnatory of what we
have done, are you telling us that there
was no moral cost and no public opinion
cost to that action?

AMmB. KIRKPATRICK. MTr. Monroe, I'm
telling you that T don’t think there’s any
moral cost to that action. I'll go beyond
that and say that I don’t think there’s any
moral cost in France with the French gov-
ernment. I would say that there are at
least as many Frenchmen, attentive
Frenchmen who are shocked by the deci-
sion of their government to vote for that
resolution as who support it. If you follow
the French press, which I do all the time,
let me say, I think that’s quite clear. Many
Frenchmen see our action in Grenada as
at least as defensible, and perhaps even
more understandable, morally, politically,
legally, as France’s action, for example, in
Chad to help protect that country against
terror.

MR. SmiTH. Madam Ambassador, you've
made a major point, and so has the Presi-
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dent, about protecting American citizens
on Grenada, and certainly Americans here
want to see that done. But there are some
who contend that not all was done before
the invasion to get them out peacefully,
that the airport in Grenada was open on
the Monday before the invasion. Wasn't
there more that the United States could
have done peacefully to evacuate Ameri-
cans without an invasion?

AmBs. KirgpaTRICK. All I can say i§ that,
one, I don’t think it was an invasion; I
think it was a rescue. And I think that we
ought to stop calling it an invasion, if I
may say so. It was a rescue operation, and
it was felt and recognized to be such by
most of the Americans involved. I don’t
doubt that you can find one or two or
three who think the contrary. It was, I be-
lieve, well-handled. We had to behave
very prudently, because it was also very
clear that those—that there was proxi-
mate, real danger already posed to
those—particularly to those students, as
well as to the Governor-General, I think,
in Grenada.

MR. SmitH. What do you say to the 30
or 40 people who came out by air on
Monday from Grenada pcacefully., some of
them Americans, one of them dlregtor of
the President’s Commission on Social Se-
curity?

AmB. KirkpaTRICK. They were fortunate.

MRr. Novak. Ambassador Kirkpatrick, a
week ago today the Washington Post had a
front page story which described you as
embittered, and referred to what they said
you believed to be the “weak and rudder-
less leadership of Secretary of State
George Shultz.” Is that a correct charac-
terization of your attitude toward the Sec-
retary of State?

AmB. KirkpaTrICK. I'm glad you raised
that question. I would like to say that
about 90 percent of what’s been published
about me and the Secretary of State or
any other figure in our government or any
other post in our government in the last
two weeks has been really hopelessly dis-
torted.

MR. Novak. What about this—
MR. KaLs. Two minutes to go.

AMmB. KIrRkPATRICK. That one is one of
those. That is—I mean it is just simply not
an accurate characterization of my views at

P

MRr. Novak. Do you consider yourself
embittered because—

AmB. KirkpaTrICK. NoO, not at all, not at
all. I mean—you know, this was, Bob, a
media event, which I still don’t under-
stand quite, either. I don’t understand
who scripted it, and T don't unde.rs[and
who pushed it. I just know Fha! it was
largely not so. I consider it behind me.

Mr. TrewHITT. Mrs. Kirkpatrick, you
just, a few minutes ago, rpade a fairly
strong case for the position that the
United States is consistently belabored
and in the minority in the United Nations.
Is there any plan to grade down U.S. par-
ticipation in the United Nations? And ?f
not, why not, in those circumstances, if
that is a correct characterization of our
role?

AMmB. KIRKPATRICK. I've said it many
times since I've been there, Mr. Trewhitt,
I think what we have to do is be more ef-
fective in the United Nations. We let our
influence in that body and our effecuye-
ness in that body decline through a period
of probably 20 years. We failed to uqdqr-
stand what kind of a political system it is,
and we have failed above all to adequately
link our relations with nations inside Fhe
U.N. to our relations with nations outside

the U.N.

The fact is a good many of the nations
with whom we have very good relations
outside the U.N. behave very badly lpward
us regularly, on a wide range of issues,
inside the U.N. I think we need to let na-
tions know that if they want to be friends
of ours outside the U.N., they ncgd to
behave like friends inside U.N. bodies as
well. That, I think, is the answer.

Mr. Kar. Thank you, Ambassador
Kirkpatrick, for being with us today on
“Meet the Press.”
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Document 664

Resolution 38/7, Adopted by the U.N.
General Assembly, November 2, 1983 47

Call For “Immediate
Cessation of the Armed
Intervention and the
Immediate Withdrawal of
the Foreign Troops From
Grenada”

The General Assembly,

Considering the statements made before
the Security Council in connection with
the situation in Grenada,

Recalling the Declaration on Principles
of International Law concerning Friendly
Relations and Co-operation among States
in accordance with the Charter of the
United Nations, 48

Recalling also the Declaration on the In-
admissibility of Intervention and Interfer-
ence in the Internal Affairs of States, 49

Reaffirming the sovereign. and inalienable
right of Grenada freely to determine its
own political, economic and social system,
and to develop its international relations
without outside intervention, interference,
subversion, coercion or threat in any form
whatsoever,

Deeply deploring the events in Grenada
which led to the killing of the Prime Min-
ister, Mr. Maurice Bishop, and other
prominent Grenadians,

*7 Source: U.N. General Assembly Resolution
38/7. The recorded vote was 108 in favor, 9
against (Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, Domi-
nica, El Salvador, Israel, Jamaica, Saint Lucia,
Saint Vincent, and the United States), with 27
abstaining. For text of Ambassador Kirkpatrick's
statement before the General Assembly regard-
ing this resolution, see U.S. Mission to the
United Nations Press Release 120, November 2,
1983. The White House issued a statement the
foilowing day regarding this resolution; for text,
see Department of State Bulletin, December
1983, p. 78.

8 Reference is to U.N. General Assembly
Resolution 25,2625, adopted on October 24,
1970. .

*® Reference is to U.N. General Assembly

Resolution 36/103, adopted on December 9,
1981.

Bearing in mind that, in accordance with
Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter of
the United Nations, all Member States are
obliged to refrain in their international re-
lations from the threat or use of force
against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any State or to act in any
other manner inconsistent with the princi-
ples of the Charter,

Gravely concerned at the military interven-
tion taking place and determined to
ensure a speedy return to normalcy in
Grenada,

Conscious of the need for States to show
consistent respect for the principles of the
Charter,

L. Deeply deplores the armed intervention
in Grenada, which constitutes a flagrant
violation of international law and of the
independence, sovereignty and territorial
integrity of that State;

2. Deplores the death of innocent civilians
resulting from the armed intervention:

3. Calls upon all States to show the strict-
est respect for the sovereignty, independ-
ence and territorial integrity of Grenada;

4. Calls for an immediate cessation of
the armed intervention and the immediate
withdrawal of _the foreign troops from
Grenada;

5. Requests that free elections be orga-
nized as rapidly as possible to enable the
people of Grenada to choose its govern-
ment democratica]ly;

6. Requests the Secretary-General as a
matter of urgency to assess the situation
and to report back to the General Assem-
bly within seventy-two hours.
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Document 665

Transcript of a Press Conference by Presi-
dent Reagan, November 3, 1983 (Ex-
tracts) 5°

“This Was a Rescue
Mission”’

THE PrESIDENT. Before this morning’s
announcement, I'd like to share some in-
formation with you that I received on the
phone last night.

Secretary of Defense Cap Weinberger
called to inform me that hostilities in Gre-
nada have ended and that he has instruct-
ed our military commanders to begin
withdrawing their forces within a few days.

What this means is that the situation is
stable, no sniper fire or other form of
military resistance is evident on the island.
Our objectives have been achieved and as
soon as the logistics permit, American
personnel will be leaving.

I'd like to add that the members of the
Armed Forces have conducted themselves
in the finest tradition of the military. We
can be proud of the courage and profes-
sionalism that we've seen from the people
down there. The American students called
them rescuers. The citizens of Grenada
have hailed them as liberators. I think the
whole lot of them deserve the respect and
admiration of our country.

The operation was not without cost.
Those who were killed, wounded or in-
jured in this operation 1 believe are
heroes of freedom. They not only rescued
our own citizens, but they saved the
people of Grenada from repression and
laid aside a potential threat to all the
people of the Caribbean. ;

After viewing the massive horde of
Soviet weapons found on that island, who
knows what evil the liberation of Grenada

50 Source: White House Press Release, No-
vember 3, 1983, Office of the Press Secretary to
the President; also printed in IWeekly Compilation
of Presidential Documents, pp. 1514-1516; for full
text, see ibid., pp. 1514-1517. The press confer-
ence, which principally dealt with the appoint-
ment of Donald Rumsfeld as special representa-
tive for the Middle East, bt_.'gan at 9:55 a.m. in

achieved for us, or averted in the years
ahead.

Q. Mr. President, Nicaragua says you
intend to invade that country. Do you, sir?

THE PRESIDENT. Who says?
Q. Nicaraguan leaders, sir.

THE PRESIDENT. I haven’t believed any-
thing they’ve been saying since they got in
charge and you shouldn’t either.

Q. Mr. President, does the success of
Grenada, as you view it, does that oper-
ation mean that you might be able to
apply the military in similar situations
elsewhere?

THE PreSIDENT. No, I can’t foresee any
situation that has exactly the same things
that this one had. It had exactly what we
announced in the beginning, the need to
protect the lives and the safety and free-
dom of about 1,000 Americans, most of
them students down there in medical
school, and in answer to a request on the
part of the other nations bound by treaty
together in the east Caribbean that we
lend our support to them in freeing this
up because they lacked the strength and
capability of doing it.

Q. If somebody else asks, would you be
willing to do it again?

THE PrRESIDENT. As I say, if all the con-
ditions were the same, I don’t see why our
reason would be any different. But I don’t
foresee any similar situation on the hori-
zon.

Q. Why did 100 nations in the United
Nations not agree with you that this was a
worthwhile venture?

THE PRESIDENT. . 100 nations in
the United Nations have not agreed with
us on just about everything that's come
before them where we're involved and it
didn’t upset my breakfast, at all.

Q. Mr. President, some people say that
the United States has now lost a moral
high ground, that there’s no difference be-
tween what we did in Grenada and what
the Soviets did in Afghanistan. What's
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THE PRESIDENT. Well, for heaven sakes,
anyone who would link Afghanistan to this
operation, and incidentally, I know your
frequent use of the word, invasion, this
was a rescue mission. But in Afghanistan,
if you will recall, when the Soviets in-
stalled their choice of Head of State for
Afghanistan and in the process in chang-
ing the forces there, an American ambas-
sador was murdered in Afghanistan, and
then, against all the opposition of the Af-
ghanistan people, they have used every vi-
cious form of warfare including chemical
warfare, the killing of women and children
that has caused even some of their own
men to desert because they will not carry
out the orders to kill women and children,
and they're still there after a long period
of time, longer than I've been in this
Office. As compared to what we did in
answer, actually, to an appeal that first
came from the Governor General of the
island, who was in house arrest, to his
fellow states there in the Caribbean who
were appealing for rescue, and we helped
in the rescue.

Granted that we contributed the bulk of
the power, but because—only because the
others were limited in their ability to do
that. And this was a rescue mission. It was
a successful rescue mission, and the
people that have been rescued, and the
Grenadians that have been liberated, are
down there delighted with and giving
every evidence of appreciation and grati-
tude to our men down there.

Document 666

Address by the Deputy Secretary of State
(Dam) Before the Associated Press Manag-
ing Editors’ Conference, Louisville, Ken-
tucky, November 4, 1983 51

The Origins,
Development, and Impact
of U.S. Participation in
the Grenada Mission

This is the 11th day since the combined
U.S.-Caribbean peace force landed in Gre-
nada to protect lives and restore order.
That may not be enough time to make de-
finitive historical judgments, but it is not
too early to begin to reflect on the mean-
ing of what happened. So I would like
today to talk both about the collective
action itself and about its larger signifi-
cance for U.S. foreign policy.

Two basic objectives motivated . the
President’s decision last week to act jointly
with Barbados and Jamaica in response to
the urgent and formal request from the
Organization of Eastern Caribbean States
(OECS). 52 These objectives were:

To protect the lives of U.S. citizens; and

To help Grenada reestablish order so
that governmental institutions and human
rights can be restored, thereby contribut-
ing also to the maintenance of regional
peace and stability.

The Setting

Prime Minister Charles of Dominica re-
cently described the countries of the east-
ern Caribbean as “kith and kin.” Reuben
Harris, the Education Minister of Antigua
and Barbuda, was more specific last week
at a UNESCO [UN Education, Scientific
and Cultural Organization] conference in
Paris. He noted that these nations “enjoy
an economic community, a common cur-
rency, joint diplomatic representation and
responsibility for . . . common defence
and security.”

51 Source: Current Policy No. 526, November 4,
1983, Bureau of Public Affairs, Department of
State. All brackets in this document are in the
source text.

52 See document 656.
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This unique institutional setting helps
explain why 10 days, days of brutality and
instability, ultimately brought about col-
lective action to restore peace in Grenada.
Order began to disintegrate in Grenada
the evening of October 12 with an attempt
by Deputy Prime Minister Bernard Coard
to force out Prime Minister Maurice
Bishop. According to minutes of the party
Central Committee, although Bishop had
established close relations with Cuba and
the Soviet Union, the Coard faction con-
sidered him a “bourgeois deviationist” for
moving too slowly to consolidate a “Len-
inist” restructuring of Grenadian society.

Bishop was put under house arrest in
the middle of the night October 14, then
freed by his supporters on October 19.
Troops opened fire on the crowd. Bishop
and several Cabinet ministers and union
leaders were taken away, then executed.
Education Minister Jacqueline Creft was
apparently beaten to death.

In the wake of these murders, the Peo-
ple’s Revolutionary Army announced the
government was dissolved and a 24-hour
curfew imposed: anyone found outside
would be shot on sight. Army General
Hudson Austin was head of a 16-member
Revolutionary Military Council (RMC).
But it was never clear that Austin or any
coherent group was in fact in charge. No
one knew when—or how—a new govern-
ment would be formed.

Caribbean Reaction

The murders and breakdown of govern-
mental order shocked, repelled, and
alarmed leaders throughout the Caribbe-
an. Without exception, the leaders of the
eastern Caribbean condemned the mur-
ders and expressed their sympathy for the
people of Grenada.

Other Caribbean. leaders were equally
outraged. Prime Minister Tom Adams of
Barbados said Bishop and his fellow min-
isters had been killed by ‘“disgusting mur-
derers” who had committed the “most vi-
cious act to disfigure the West Indies
since the days of slavery.”

Prime Minister Edward Seaga of Jamaica
expressed revulsion at “the intensity of
the barbarity” and broke diplomatic rela-
tions with Grenada. Even the Jamaican op-
position party (People’s National Party,
the PNP), headed by former Prime Minis-
ter Michael Manley, severed all relations
with the New JEWEL Mcvement, reco-

mended its expulsion from the Socialist
International, and declared that the RMC
had no right to speak for the Grenadian
people.

The Decision to Act

Sometimes action is necessary to keep a
bad situation from getting worse. This was
such a time. The disintegration of political
authority in Grenada had created a dy-
namic that spread uncertainty and fear
and that made further violence likely. The
actions of Bishop’s murderers made clear
that they would have either driven the
island into further chaos or turned it into
an armed fortress. In either event, the
threat to U.S. citizens and to the peace of
the eastern Caribbean would have in-
creased. Inaction would have made a hos-
tage situation more likely and increased
the costs in lives of any subsequent rescue
operation.

The OECS decided to help its member
state of Grenada and to ask Barbados, Ja-
maica, and the United States for assist-
ance. In its formal request for U.S. assist-
ance, the OECS cited:

. the current anarchic condi-
tions, the serious violations of human
rights and bloodshed that have occurred
and the consequent unprecedented
threat to the peace and security of the
region created by the vacuum of author-
ity in Grenada.”

The OECS request also noted:

“. .. that military forces and sup-
plies are likely to be shortly introduced
to consolidate the position of the
regime and that the country can be used
as a staging post for acts of aggression
against its members; and

‘. .. that the capability of the Gre-
nada armed forces is already at a level
of sophistication and size far beyond the
internal needs of that country.”

We had, of course, also been following
events with increasing concern. As is well
known, Grenada’s ties to Cuba and the
Soviet Union and its abandonment of de-
mocracy and poor human rights record
had led the United States to have serious
disagreements with the Bishop regime.
Nonetheless, Bishop’s visit to the United
States in June 1983 (when Judge Clark
[William Clark, then National Security Ad-
viser to the President] and I met with him
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in my office) had led us to hope that Gre-
nada might adopt a more moderate
course. 33

What became our overriding concern as
events unfolded, however, was not Grena-
da’s political system. Rather, it was the
safety of U.S. citizens in the midst of a
growing anarchy which the countries of
the Caribbean also saw as a direct threat.

Some 1,000 U.S. citizens, mainly stu-
dents, retirees, and missionaries, made up
the largest community of foreigners on
Grenada. Our concern for their welfare
was heightened by the murders, the shoot-
on-sight curfew, and the difficulty of get-
ting accurate information. And in the ab-
sence of a functioning government there
could be no credible assurances of their
well-being and future prospects. 1 don’t
think that I need remind you that today is
the fourth anniversary of the seizure of
the U.S. Embassy in Tehran.

After carefully considering these devel-
opments, and reviewing all aspects of the
OECS request, President Reagan conclud-
ed that to wait passively would entail great
and increasing risks. Before acting, howev-
er, the President sent a special emissary,
Ambassador Frank McNeil, to consult with
OECS representatives and with Prime
Minister Adams of Barbados and Prime
Minister Seaga of Jamaica.

Ambassador McNeil found these leaders
unanimous in their conviction that the de-
teriorating conditions on Grenada were a
threat to the entire region and that the sit-
uation required immediate action.

Legal Authority for Action

U.S. actions have been based on three
legal grounds.

First, as these events were taking place,
we were informed, on October 24, by
Prime Minister Adams of Barbados that
Grenada’s Governor General, Sir Paul
Scoon, had used a confidential channel to
transmit an appeal to the OECS and other
regional states to restore order on the
island. The Governor General has since

53 Concerning this meeting, see Dam’s testi-
mony in U.S. Military Actions in Grenada: Implica-
tions for U.S. Policy in the Eastern Caribbean: Hear-
ings Before the Subcommittees on International Security
and Scientific Affairs and on Western Hemisphere Af-
Jairs of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of
Representatives, Ninety-eighth Congress, First Session
(Washington, 1984), pp. 23, 28-29.

confirmed this appeal. We were unable to
make this request public until the Gover-
nor General’s safety had been assured, but
it was an important element—legally as
well as politically—in our respective deci-
sions to help Grenada. The legal authori-
ties of the Governor General were the
sole remaining source of governmental le-
gitimacy on the island in the wake of the
tragic events I have described. We and the
OECS countries accorded his appeal ex-
ceptional moral and legal weight. The in-
vitation of lawful governmental authority
constitutes a recognized basis under inter-
national law for foreign states to provide
requested assistance.

Second, the OECS determined to take
action under the 1981 treaty establishing
that organization. That treaty contains a
number of provisions—in articles 3, 4, and
8—which deal with local as well as exter-
nal threats to peace and security. 5¢ Both
the OAS [Organization of American
States] Charter, in articles 22 and 28,55
and the UN Charter, in article 52, recog-
nize the competence of regional security
bodies in ensuring regional peace and sta-
bility. Article 22 of the OAS Charter; in
particular, makes clear that action pursu-
ant to a special security treaty in force
does not constitute intervention or use of
force otherwise prohibited by articles 18
or 20 of that charter. In taking lawful col-
lective action, the OECS countries were
entitled to call upon friendly states for ap-
propriate assistance, and it was lawful for
the United States, Jamaica, and Barbados
to respond to this request.

Third, U.S. action to secure and evacu-
ate endangered U.S. citizens on the island
was undertaken in accordance with well-
established principles of international law
regarding the protection of one’s nation-
als. That the circumstances warranted this
action has been amply documented by the
returning students themselves. There is
absolutely no requirement of international
law that compelled the United States to
await further deterioration of the situation
that would have jeopardized a successful

84 Article 3 of the Treaty Establishing the Or-
ganization of Eastern Caribbean States is enti-
tled “Purposes and Functions of the Organiza-
tion.” Article 4 is entitled “General Undertaking
as to Implementation.” Article 8 is entitled
*“Composition and Functions of the Defence and
Security Committee.” (American Society of
International Law, Legal Materials, September
1981, p. 1161)

8% See footnote 36 above.
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operation. Nor was the United States re-
quired to await actual violence against
U.S. citizens before rescuing them from
the anarchic and threatening conditions
the students themselves have described.

Some are asking how this U.S. action
can be distinguished from acts of interven-
tion by the Soviet Union. Let me say that
the distinctions are clear. The United
States participated in a genuine collective
effort—the record makes clear the initia-
tive of the Caribbean countries in propos-
ing and defending this action. This action
was based on an existing regional treaty
and at the express invitation of the Gover-
nor General of Grenada. Our concern for
the safety of our citizens was genuine. The
factual circumstances on Grenada were ex-
ceptional and unprecedented in the Carib-
bean region—a collapse of law, order, and
governmental institutions. Our objectives
are precise and limited—to evacuate for-
eign nationals and to cooperate in the res-
toration of order. Our objectives do not
involve the imposition on the Grenadians
of any particular form of government.
Grenadians are free to determine their in-
stitutions for themselves. Finally, our
troops have already begun to leave; we
will complete our withdrawal as soon as
other forces are ready to take over from
us.

Those who do not see—or do not
choose to see—these clear-cut distinctions
have failed to analyze the facts. We have
not made, and do not seek to make, any
broad new precedent for international
action. Our actions themselves are well
within accepted concepts of international
law.

The Rescue Operation

To minimize the potential loss of lives
and maximize the chances of success, both
the preparations for the multi-national
peace force and our final decision to par-
ticipate had to be protected by keeping
them secret.

When our forces arrived in Grenada,
they immediately came under fire. And
the main resistance came from Cubans,
not Grenadians. The Cubans were very
well armed. They were deployed at the
airport, at the medical school where a
large number of U.S. citizens were study-
ing, at the Governor General’s house, at a
Cuban military encampment at Calivigny,
and at several other forts and strategic
points.

Despite the Cuban-led resistance, hostil-
ities have now ended. U.S. forces are with-
drawing. The Rangers left Sunday; the
Marines yesterday.

The Governor General has thanked us
for our assistance as a ‘“‘positive and deci-
sive step forward in the restoration not
only of peace and order but also of full
sovereignty.”

The OECS is assisting the Governor
General and prominent Grenadians to es-
tablish a provisional government capable
of restoring functioning institutions and
permitting early elections.

Seventeen flights have safely evacuated,
at their request, 599 Americans and 121
foreigners. Their accounts of conditions in
Grenada and praise for their rescuers
speak for themselves. The respected
Grenadian journalist Alister Hughes evi-
dently spoke for the vast majority of
people in Grenada, Grenadians and for-
eigners alike, when he said of the Caribbe-
an peace force: ““Thank God they came. If
someone had not come in and done some-
thing, I hesitate to say what the situation
in Grenada would be now.”

Cuban and Soviet Penetration in Grenada

While we are still assembling and evalu-
ating the evidence, what we have found
suggests that Grenada would have become
a fortified Cuban/Soviet military outpost.
I mentioned earlier that we had been con-
cerned—well before the events which
brought about our collective action—that
Grenada could be used as a staging area
for subversion of nearby countries, for
interdiction of shipping lanes, and for
transit of troops and supplies from Cuba
to Africa and from Eastern Europe and
Libya to Central America.

What we found in Grenada may be
summed up as the military underpinnings
for just such uses. We found five secret
treaties—three with the Soviet Union, one
with North Korea, and one with Cuba—
under which these communist countries
were to donate military equipment in
amounts without precedent for a popula-
tion of 110,000.5¢ We found artillery,

56 For texts of these and other documents re-
lating to Grenada, see Grenada Documents: An
Overview and Selection, released by the Depart-
ment of State and the Department of Defense,
September 1984 (Washington, 1984).
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antiaircraft weapons, armored personnel
carriers, and rocket launchers. We found
thousands of rifles, thousands of fuses,
tons of TNT, and millions of rounds of
ammunition. We found communications
gear and cryptographic devices. We found
agreements authorizing the secret pres-
ence of Cuban military advisers, some of
them on a “permanent’” basis.

All of the agreements stipulated that
arms would be delivered to Grenada only
by Cuban ships through Cuban ports. And
although the Soviet Union was providing
the arms and training free of charge, the
Soviet Union required the Grenadians to
keep all military arrangements secret and
delayed the opening of a Soviet Embassy
in Grenada until 18 months after entering
into such arrangements.

Broader Lessons

Perhaps the first and most basic lesson
of events on Grenada is that Cuban activi-
ties are not as benign as Fidel Castro
would have us believe.

We have been regularly accused of ex-
aggerating the dangers of Cuban/Soviet
activities in countries like Grenada. How-
ever, what we found in Grenada suggests
that, if anything, we were guilty of under-
stating the dangers. We now know that we
had underestimated Soviet use of Cuba as
a surrogate for the projection of military
power in the Caribbean. Examine again
what we found—well-armed Cubans called
construction workers; fortifications; stock-
piled weapons; secret military treaties;
personnel from Eastern Europe, Africa,
and East Asia, all innocently enjoying a
tourist paradise no doubt.

Think again about the facilities that all
this would have secured—the Point Sa-
lines Airport, which would have enabled a
MiG-23 carrying four 1,000-pound bombs
to strike and return from Puerto Rico in
the north to Venezuela in the south; the
Calivigny military training area; a 75,000-
watt radio transmitter capable of blanket-
ing the entire Caribbean Basin; the poten-
tial for a deep-water harbor.

In light of this evidence, many Ameri-
cans—and not a few Europeans—might
productively reassess their estimate of the
security concerns of the American Gov-
ernment and of the non-communist coun-
tries of the Caribbean Basin.

A second, related point worth thinking
about is what happened to Maurice

Bishop. His experience graphically shows
what could happen to those who put their
faith in military assistance and advisers
from Cuba and the Soviet Union, but then
try to remain non-aligned. The threat to
their freedom and survival may well come
from the very system their friends have
helped them put in place.

In the wake of Bishop’s murder, Suri-
name expelled the Cuban Ambassador
and 100 Cuban “technicians.” The nine
commandantes of Nicaragua might also wish
to ponder their relationship with their
Soviet and Cuban mentors.

A third lesson, and again one of particu-
lar importance for the Sandinistas, is that
in the absence of democratic institutions
and legal safeguards, policy differences
tend to degenerate into violence. The way
to end such violence is to fulfill their
original promises of democracy and free
elections.

A final lesson of the events in Grenada
is that neighbors have a clear, ongoing re-
sponsibility to act in ways consistent with
each other’s legitimate security concerns.
In Nicaragua, for example, Sandinista will-
ingness to negotiate seriously, to reduce
reliance on military power, and, most im-
portantly, to stop belligerent behavior
toward their neighbors would represent
the high road to peace in Central Amer-
ica.

U.S. Policy in Central Amenica

Taken ‘as a whole, what these lessons
imply for Central America is that we must
focus our resources on finding more cre-
ative ways to foster democratic develop-
ment and regional cohesion. It is for this
reason that we are firmly committed to a
comprehensive approach to that region’s
conflicts.

As President Reagan told a special joint
session of Congress on April 27, our
policy in Central America is based on four
interlocking elements—democracy, devel-
opment, dialogue, and defense.

Our policy is to actively support democ-
racy, reform, and human freedom in Cen-
tral America—as much for El Salvador and
Guatemala as for Nicaragua.

The United States supports economic
development and is devoting three times
the funds to such development than to
military assistance. The Caribbean Basin
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Initiative, I should note, is as open to
Nicaragua as to Costa Rica and Honduras.

We support dialogue and negotiations—
the internal dialogue of democracy in each
country and the multilateral negotiations
of nations honestly trying to live peaceful-
ly with each other.

And we have and will continue to pro-
vide what the President has called a secu-
rity shield against those who oppose de-
mocratization, economic development,
and diplomacy.

In the interests of settling the conflicts
in Central America before they reach a
crisis stage, the United States is quietly
but firmly supporting the regional Conta-
dora process. It is no coincidence that the
consensus of the nine countries involved
about what is required for peace in Cen-
tral America is parallel to our own. We
support—as do Nicaragua's neighbors, es-
pecially the “Core Four” countries of
Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, and
Honduras—an end to terrorism, destabili-
zation, and guerrilla warfare; a reduction
of military forces and armaments; political
reconciliation through free elections and
respect for human rights; the removal of
foreign troops and military advisers; and
the commitment of resources more for
economic development and reform than
for military buildup and destruction.

What this all adds up to is that the
United States is pursuing a responsive and
responsible role in this entire region. I be-
lieve that we have the confidence to do so,
even in the face of violence and uncertain-
ty, because we had already learned what
may be the underlying lesson of the col-
lective response to the Grenada crisis: the
best source of knowledge about an area is
the people of that area—those most di-
rectly concerned with what is happening
in their own neighborhood. ¥

What Prime Minister Charles and the
others told us while the Grenada crisis
was building proved to be accurate. The
Caribbean leaders faithfully reflected the
feelings, the concerns, and hopes of the
Grenadian people—and, may I add, of the
U.S. citizens there as well. We listened to
Grenada’s neighbors, and we are doing
the same thing in Central America. Our
policy is responsive to Central American
opinion polls, the statements of respected
democratic leaders, and the Contadora
“Document of Objectives.” And we are re-
sponding in the Caribbean Basin Initia-

tive: we listened when Latin and Caribbe-
an economists told us that they wanted
“trade not aid.”

Leadership means listening and acting
intelligently on what is heard. That is what
we did in Grenada. That is what we are
doing in Central America. And I believe
the American people are coming to under-
stand what their government is doing and
why.

Document 667

Letter From President Reagan to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives
(O’Neill), December 8, 1983 37

“U.S. Marines and U.S.
Army Rangers Have Now
Been Withdrawn From
Grenada”

DearR MR. SPEAKER: In accordance with
my desire that you be kept informed con-
cerning the situation in Grenada, about
which I reported to you on October 25, 58
I am providing this further report on the
presence of United States Armed Forces
in Grenada.

Since then, the circumstances which oc-
casioned the introduction of United States
Armed Forces into Grenada have substan-
tially changed. On November 2, the armed
conflict in Grenada came to an end, and
our task now, together with neighboring
countries, is to assist the Grenadians in
their effort to restore and revitalize their
political institutions in a stable security
environment.

Although it is still not possible to pre-
dict the precise duration of the temporary
presence of United States Armed Forces
in Grenada, our forces are continuing to
work closely with other components of the

87 Source: White House Press Release, De-
cember 9, 1983, Office of the Press Secretary to
the President; printed also in Weekly Compilation
of Presidential Documents, December 12, 1983, pp.
1667-1668. An identical letter was sent to the
President pro tempore of the Senate, Strom
Thurmond.

58 See document 659.
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collective security force in assisting the
Grenadian authorities in the maintenance
of conditions of law and order and the
restoration of functioning governmental
institutions to the island of Grenada.

All elements of the U.S. Marines and
U.S. Army Rangers have now been with-
drawn from Grenada; at this time, less
than 2,700 U.S. Armed Forces personnel
remain on the island. U.S. Armed Forces
will continue to withdraw from the island
as a part of a process whereby a peace-
keeping force, composed of units contrib-
uted by friendly countries, takes over
these responsibilities. I anticipate that this
will be accomplished in the near future
and that any members of the U.S. Armed
Forces remaining in Grenada thereafter
will have normal peacetime assignments,
such as training, local security and the fur-
nishing of technical services.

I am satisfied that the objectives of our
operation in Grenada, including the pro-
tection of U.S. citizens, are being met suc-
cessfully because of the valor and effec-
tiveness of our forces. I ask for your con-
tinuing support as we strive to assist the
people of Grenada in their efforts to re-
store peace, order, and human rights to
their island.

Sincerely,
RoNALD REAGAN

D. South America

Multilateral Developments

Document 668

Testimony by the Assistant Secretary of
State for Human Rights and Humanitan-
an Affairs (Abrams) and the Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary of State for Inter-American
Affairs (Michel) Before Two Subcommittees
of the House Foreign Affairs Committee,
October 21, 1983 1

“Our Human Rights
Policy Has Been a Force
for Good Throughout the
Southern Cone”

MRr. ABrams. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. 2

I am pleased to be here today to discuss
with you the human rights situation in the
Southern Cone of Latin America, a region
which has always been ‘of particular inter-
est to Americans. [ shall be as brief as
possible in my opening remarks, so as to
provide more time for questions.

Let me <begin with Paraguay, about
which I think T will have a little bit more
to say in the opening remarks than Mr.
Michel. We will try not to be too repeti-
tive.

As you know, Paraguay has been ruled
under the state of siege provisions of the
constitution almost continuously since
1929. President Alfredo Stroessner, an
army general, has governed Paraguay
since 1954 under these provisions. His
rule is based on the military, and is exer-
cised through the Colorado Party. Presi-

! Source: Human Rights in Argentina, Chile,
Paraguay, and Uruguay: Hearings Before the Subcom-
mittees on Human Rights and International Organiza-
tions and on Western Hemisphere Affairs of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives,
Ninety-eighth Congress, First Session (Washington,
1984), pp. 142-146, 157-158, 170, 179-184; for
Abrams’ prepared statement, see ibid., pp. 147-
157; for Michel's prepared statement, see ibid.,
pp- 159-169.

% Representative Gus Yatron.
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dent Stroessner is widely believed to be
genuinely popular among large sections of
the population, though his popularity has
never been put to the test in free elec-
tions. The opposition parties are kept
under control and given little opportunity
to conduct a real election campaign. Only
members in good standing of the Colora-
do Party can participate fully in the politi-
cal process, such as it is.

The human rights safeguards in the Par-
aguayan Constitution frequently are not
upheld. The judiciary, while formally inde-
pendent, does not serve as an effective
check on the actions of the executive.
Constitutional guarantees such as protec-
tion of the integrity of the individual, the
need for judicial warrants, freedom of as-
sembly and association, the right of
habeas corpus, and a prompt and fair trial
for the accused often are ignored by Gov-
ernment officials. While the state of siege
is legally in force only in the capital, secu-
rity officials operate as though it existed
throughout the country.

Major violations of the integrity of the
individual in Paraguay have decreased
since the mid-1970’s. However, there were
increased detentions and no improvement
in the areas of political rights and individ-
ual liberties in the last year or so. The
major current human rights issue is the
continued detention of 3 remaining mem-
bers out of about 20 persons arrested in
May and June for violation of Paraguay’s
elastic antisubversive law 209, in connec-
tion with the Banco Paraguayo de Datos, a
research organization.

Over the past 3 months the Govern-
ment has released most of the detainees,
but three still remain in detention. Two of
those detained are believed to have been
tortured by the police during their initial
interrogation.

Other human rights problems of current
concern are occasional instances of Gov-
ernment censorship of the press and
radio, such as the closing down of Radio
Nanduti on July 9 for 30 days, and the
arrest of a columnist for the newspaper
ABC Color. We are also concerned about
the issue of forced exiles. On the positive
side, however, we were pleased that last
year’s County Report for Paraguay was
published in the Paraguayan press. 2 It

3 A reference to Country Reports on Human
Rights Practices for 1982: Report Submitted to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representa-

must also be acknowledged that President
Stroessner’s rule has brought relative sta-
bility and economic growth to Paraguay,
though at considerable cost to individual
rights and political liberties. Freedom
House, in its 1983 report covering 1981,
classified Paraguay as partly free. *

The United States has used its influence
in Paraguay to encourage as great a
degree of liberalization as possible. We
have worked quietly but steadily on specif-
ic human rights cases. And we have made
it clear that we favor steps now toward a
more open and democratic society.

Let me turn now to Uruguay. Mr.
Michel will go into more detail. I just want
to say a word about U.S. policy. United
States human rights policy toward Uru-
guay is clear. As President Reagan stated
on August 25, 1982, “As a staunch propo-
nent of democracy, the United States
warmly applauds Uruguay’s decision to re-
store full constitutional government
through national elections.” Both the De-
partment of State and our Embassy are in
close touch with leaders of the political
parties in Uruguay. These leaders know,
and the Government of Uruguay also
knows, that we strongly support the return
to democracy, and that our bilateral rela-
tons will improve as the democratization
process continues.

Let me move on, now, to the human
rights situation in Argentina. The Argen-
tine Armed Forces have held power since
1976. In the wake of severe and growing
economic problems and Argentina’s
defeat in the Falklands conflict, the mili-
tary government instituted major changes
in 1982. The Government of President
Reynaldo Bignone, installed on July I,
1982, announced that it was a government
of transition whose main task was to over-
see the return to democracy. The Govern-
ment has scheduled municipal, provincial,
and national elections for October 30, just
9 days from now.

tives, and the Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S.
Senate, by the Department of State in Accordance With
Sections 116(d) and 502B(b) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, as Amended, Joint Committee Print,
Ninety-eighth Congress, First Session (Washing-
ton, 1983), pp. 601-610.

4 A reference to Freedom in the World: Political
Rights and Civil Liberties, edited by Raymond D.
Gastil, a report issued each year by Freedom
House, a private human rights organization.




1460 INDEX

Feldstein, Martin, 184, 461
Fields, Louis C., 48
Figueiredo, Elisio de, 568
Figueiredo, Gen. Joao Baptista de Oli-
veira, 46, 102
Fiji, 450
Fillmore, Millard, 483
Fisheries:
Eastern Pacific Ocean Tuna Fishing
Agreement, 99
Fishermen’s Protective Act (1967), Pelly
amendment, 105
Magnuson Fisheries Conservation and
Management Act (1976), 99, 107
Packwood-Magnuson amendment,
105
Fishermen’s Protective Act (1967), Pelly
amendment, 105
Flesch, Colette, 148
Florea, Ioan, 246
Flynt, Jack W., 1
Fonseka, Ignatius B., 402
Food, 72, 74, 75
Food and Agriculture Organization, 75
Food for Peace. See Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act (1954).
Ford, Gerald R., 44, 157, 536, 553, 646
Ford, Ita, 611
Foreign assistance (see also Economic as-
sistance; Security assistance; and U.S.
economic assistance and/or U.S. secu-
rity assistance under names of specific
countries, e.g., Africa), 9, 10, 74, 75,
300
Congressional oversight, 5
policy, 72, 72
Foreign Assistance Act (1961), 97, 110,
120, 188, 191, 259, 278, 363, 437,
438, 530, 536, 580, 629, 643, 669
Foreign Assistance and Related Programs
Appropriations Act (1978), 573
Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (1977), 54
Forelgn military sales (see also Foreign as-
sistance; Security assistance; and U.S.
security assistance under names of specif-
i countnies, e.g., Africa), 10
Foreign Military Sales Act (1968), 347
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, FY
1979 (1978), 102
Fourie, Bernardus Gerhardus, 554
Fowler, Mark S., 1385
France, 104, 185, 186, 187, 586
assistance to Chad, 581, 583 584
nuclear testing, 461 -
nuclear weapons,-146
visit of Vice President Bush, 184
Fritz, Sara, 39, 624
Fromm, Joseph, 121, 478, 653
Front Line States, 547, 553, 554, 556,
570, 572
Fuerza Democratica Nicaraguense, 619
Fukuzawa, Yukichi, 489
Fulbright, J. William, 269

Fulbright Program, 134
Funderburk, David B., 242
Furgler, Kurt, 148

Gailani, Sayed Ahmad, 423
Gairy, Eric, 657
Galbraith, Evan Griffith, 184
Galbraith, Marie Helene, 184
Galtieri, Leopoldo, 668
Gama, Jaime, 202
Gambia, 96
Gandhi, Indira, 89, 102, 134, 426, 428,
429, 436, 439, 442, 454
Garcia, Robert, 612
Garcia Robles, Alfonso, 33
Gardner, Michael R., 95, 135
Gastil, Raymond D., 668
Gauci, Victor J., 386
Gelb, Leslie H., 406
Gelb, Michael, 296
Gemayel, Amin, 278, 302, 307, 343, 348,
350, 356, 366, 368, 370, 372, 374,
380, 383, 384, 387, 388, 392, 393,
394
Gemayel, Bashir, 332, 373
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(1948), 60, 79, 162, 461, 485, 551
Geneva Convention Relative to the Pro-
tection of Civilian Persons in Time of
War (1949), 292, 394, 564
Geneva Group, 91
Geneva Protocol. See Protocol for the Pro-
hibition of the Use in War of Asphyx-
iating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and
of Bacteriological Methods of War-
fare.
Genscher, Hans-Dietrich, 265, 268, 270,
272, 273, 274, 456, 549
Genscher, Mrs., 273
Gentry, Alwyn, 96
George VI, King, 260
George, James L., 38
Gerard, Jean Broward Shevlin, 93
Germany, Federal Republic of, 141, 149,
264, 268, 269, 274, 594
arms control and disarmament, 265,
267
Soviet Union visit of Chancellor Kohl,
272
Tricentennial Anniversary of German
Settlement in America (/983), 264,
273 :
U.S. visit of Chancellor Kohl, 270
U.S. visit of Foreign Minister Genscher,
272
U.S. visit of President Carstens, 273
visit of Vice President Bush, 140, 266,
271
Wartime Host Support Agreement (with
U.S)) (1982), 210
Gerstenzang, James R., 296
Ghana, 593, 594

INDEX 1461

Gibbons, Sam M., 59
Gilman, Benjamin A., 437, 523
Gladson, Charles L., 75
Glenn, John, 475
Gobbi, Hugo J., 176, 179
Goldberg, Arthur J., 91
Goldwater, Barry, 621
Goleb, Ignac, 402
Goma, Lameck K. H., 546
Gonzalez Marquez, Felipe, 154, 250
Goodman, Lt. Mark O., 389
Goodman, Lt. Robert, 394, 395
Gookin, Richard, 417
Goonetilleke, Bernard A. B., 402
Goukouni, Oueddi, 536, 580, 585
Gouttierre, Thomas, 421
Graham, Peter T., 407
Grant, Ulysses S., 489
Gray, William H., III, 536
Great Britain. See United Kingdom.
Greece, 151, 188
Cyprus dispute, 175, 176, 179, 254, 256
Defense and Economic Cooperation
Agreement (Greece-U.S.) (1983),
189, 190, 191
Treaty of Alliance (Cyprus-Greece-
Turkey) (1959), 256
U.S. security assistance, 9, 10, 254, 256
Greenfield, Meg, 288
Greenleaf, Charles W., 435, 437
Grenada, 614, 650
airfield, 13, 623
coup d’etat, 608, 655, 656, 660, 666
Cuban involvement, 13, 601, 660, 661,
663, 666
parallel to Afghanistan, 665
Soviet arms treaty (1983), 646
Soviet involvement, 13, 654, 657, 658,
661, 663, 665, 666
U.S. military intervention, 263, 419,

608, 657, 658, 659, 660, 661, 663,

665, 666, 667
U.N. position, 662, 663, 664
Griffiths, Ann, 518
Gritz, James Bo, 456

Gromyko, Andrei A., 88, 89, 140, 169,
215, 216, 218, 223, 224, 225, 227,
228, 229, 231, 237, 239, 402, 410,

413, 416, 418, 421, 423
Gropius, Walter, 269
Gros, Andre, 172
Group of 77, 87
Group of Ten, 77
Grove, Brandon H,, Jr., 308
Guam, 107
Guatemala, 609
Guevara, Ernesto Che, 646
Gulabzoi, Sayed Muhammad, 423
Gulf Co-operation Council, 305
Gusten, Rolf, 74

Haace Richard NI 170

Habib, Philip C., 276, 287, 332, 339, 342,
345, 348, 350, 351, 352, 356, 358,
360, 361, 366, 370, 374, 384, 394,
445, 612

Habre, Hissene, 29, 534, 536, 574, 580,
585, 588

Haig, Alexander M., Jr., 15, 470

Haiti, 643

Hamad, Crown Prince, 306

Hamilton, Lee H., 77, 142, 179, 252, 254,
256, 312, 321, 331, 343, 360, 374

Hammer, Michael, 611

Han Xu, 470

Hand, Learned, 2

Hagq, Raja Zafaru, 460

Haralambopoulos, Ioannis, 151

Harkin amendment, 617

Harkin, Tom, 617

Harris, Lillian, 423

Harris, Reuben, 666

Harris, Townsend, 483

Hartling, Poul, 418

Hartman, David, 263

Hassan II, King, 89, 276, 297, 299, 301,
302

Hassan, Moises, 615

Hatfield, Mark O., 18, 35

Hawke, Robert, 447, 454, 461, 462

Hawkins, Paula, 438, 627

Hay, Alexandre, 423

Hayakawa, S. I., 523

Hayden, William, 356, 447, 448, 454

Hecker, Friedrich, 269

Helman, Gerald, 127

Helms, J. Lynn, 241

Helms, Jesse, 569

Helms, Richard, 25

Hendon, Bill, 523

Heng Samrin, 492, 494

Herman, George, 354

Hermes, Peter, 265

Hernandez Martinez, Gen. Maximiliano,
648

Herrera Campins, Luis, 606, 628, 632,
647

Herzen, Alexander, 212

Herzog, Chaim, 295

Hetu, Herb, 15

Hewadmal, Masjaedi, 407

Hinton, Deane R., 602, 612, 648

Hiss, Alger, 11

Hitler, Adolph, 8, 25, 244, 619, 623, 635,
645

Hodel, Donald Paul, 68, 69, 70

Holdridge, John H., 467

Holmes, Allan, 201, 202

Honduras, 619, 645

U.S. security assistance, 601
U.S. trade, 625
Honecker, Erich, 146
Hoover Herbert 5

sy -



	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0001
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0002
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0003
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0004
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0005
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0006
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0007
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0008
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0009
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0010
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0011
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0012
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0013
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0014
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0015
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0016
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0017
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0018
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0019
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0020
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0021
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0022
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0023
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0024
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0025
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0026
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0027
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0028
	AMERICAN FORIEGN POLICY0029



