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CONTINUING THE PRESIDENT'S AUTHORITY TO
WAIVE THE TRADE ACT FREEDOM OF EMI-
GRATION PROVISIONS

THURSDAY, JULY 19, 1979

. U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, at 10 a.m., in room 3302, Dirksen Senate
Office Building, Hon. Abraham Ribicoff (chairman of the subcom-
mittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Ribicoff, Moynihan, Bradley, Danforth, Heinz,
and Dole.

[The press release announcing this hearing follows:]

[Press Release)

FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE To Hoip HEARINGS ON CONTINU-
ING rg: PRESIDENT'S AUTHORITY TO WAIVE THE TRADE AcT FREEDOM OF EMIGRA-
TION PROVISIONS

The Honorable Abraham Ribicoff (D., Conn.), Chairman of the Subcommittee on
International Trade of the Committee on Finance, today announced that the Sub-
committee will hold public hearings on continuing the President’s autherity to
waive the application of subsection (a) and (b) of section 402, the Freedom of
Emigration provision, of the Trade Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-618). The hearings
will held at 10:00 A.M.,, Thursday, July 19, 1979, in Room 3302 of the Dirksen
Senate Office Building.

Chairman Ribicoff noted that on June 1, 1979, President Carter transmitted to the
Congress his recommendation, under section 402(dX5) of the Trade Act, that the
waiver authority be extended 12 months to July 3, 1980. This recommendation was
based on his determination under section 402(dX5) of the Trade Act that the exten-
sion of the waiver authority will substantially promote the objectives of freedom of
emigration in general and, in particular, in the cases of the Socialist Republic of
Romania and the Hungarian People’s Republic.

The Socialist Republic of Romania and the Hungarian People’s Republic are the
only nonmarket economy countries which have been granted nondiscriminatory, or
most-favored-nation trade treatment under the authority -of the Trade Act of 1974,
Chairman Ribicoff said. He noted that the granting of most-favored-nation trade
treatment was conditioned on compliance with the freedom of emigration provisions
of that law but that the law permitted the President to waive the emigration
conditions subject to Congressional Review.

e Chairman said that the President’s recommendation on June 1, 1979, set in
motion a schedule of procedures by which the Congress may either terminate, by
adoption of a simple resolution in either House, or permit by inaction the extension
of the authority by which the President may waive the freedom of emigration
condition on most-favored-nation treatment. Congressional action to terminate MFN
treatment, if any, must occur before September 1, 1979, he said. After that date, if
JCo;zg;leslsggoas en no action, the waiver authority is automatically extended until

uly 8, .

equests to testify.—Chairman Ribicoff advised that witnesses desiring to testi
during these hearings must make their request to testify to Michael Stern, S

9y
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Director, Committee on Finance, Room 2227 Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington D.C., 20510, not later than Friday, July 18, 1979. Witneeses will be notified as
soon as possible after this date as to whether they will be scheduled to appear. If for
some reason the witness is unable to ap, at the time scheduled, he may file a
written statement for the record of the hearing in lieu of a personal appearance.

Consolidated testimony.—Chairman Ribicoff also stated that the Subcommittee
urges all witnesses who have a common position or with the same general interest
to consolidate the testimony and designate a_ ai%: spokesman to present the
common viewpoint orally to the Subcommittee. procedure will enable the
Subcommittee to receive a wider expreesion of views than it might otherwise obtain.
Chairman Ribicoff ugfed very strongly that all witnesses exert a maximum effort to
consolidate and coordinate their statements.

Legislative Reorganization Act.—In this respect, he observed that the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946 requires all witnesses ap ing before the Committees
of Congress “to file in advance written statements of their proposed testimony, and
to limit their oral presentations to brief summaries of their ment.”

Chairman Ribicoff stated that in light of this statute and in view of the large
number of witnesses who desire to appear before the Subcommittee and the limited
time available for the hearing, all witnesses who are scheduled to testify must
comply with the following rules:

1. All witnesses must include with their written statements a summary of the
prim’:li’ﬂe.l points included in the statement. ’

2. The written statements must be typed on letter-size paper (not legal size) and at
least 100 copies must be submitted to the Subcommittee in Room 2227 of the
‘l,)li-kslesn 1S§’?9m Office Building not later than the close of business on Wednesday,

uly 15, . .

3. Witnesses are not to read their written statements to the Subcommittee, but
are to confine their 5-minute oral presentations to a summary of the points included
in the statement.

4. Not nore than 5 minutes will be allowed for the oral summary.

Witnesses who fail to comply with these rules will forfeit their privilege to testify.

Written statements.—Witnesses who are not scheduled to make an oral presenta-
tion, and others who desire to tpreaent their views to the Subcommittee, are urged to
prepare a written statement for submission and inclusion in the printed record of
the hearings. These written statements should be submitted to Michael Stern, Staff
Director, Committee on Finance, Room 2227 Dirksen Senate Office Building not
later than Thursday, August 2, 1979.

Senator RiBicorr. The committee will be in order.

This morning the Subcommittee on International Trade will hear
testimony on extending for 1 more year the President’s authority
to waive the freedom of emigration requirements under the Trade
Act. This extension would continue MFN for Romania and Hunga-

until July 2, 1980. It would also permit the President to waive
the freedom of emigration requirements for new countries.

We have a long list of witnesses. In addition, the Senate will
have votes during the morning and afternoon. To make sure that
we can hear all of the witnesses, we must strictly enforce the time
limits of oral testimony.

All of your statements will go in the record. Furthermore, I
think there is not a new witness before us. I have heard all of you
time and time again. I don’t think you have a new argument. If
you have one, I would be glad to listen to it. But your full state-
ments go in, and we are going to have to confine the testimony.

At the request of both Senator Jackson and Senator Javits, if
there is no objection I would like to put their statements in the
record at this point.

[The statements of Senator Jackson and Senator Javits follow:]

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HENRY M. JACKSON

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to give this committee my views on
further extension of our present trading relationship with Romania.
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As | have emphasized on many occasions, the United States has an important
stake in the continued existence of a Romania capable of an independent role in ke
foreign policy matters. Last fall I visited Bucharest where 1 had frank talks wit
President Ceausescu and other lead Romanian officials on a broad range of
foreign golicy issues, in many of which we share a mutual concern. Clearly, the
United States wants to encourage Romania—and other East European countries—
effectively to assert its legitimate rffht to greater freedom when facing Soviet
pressures and overwhelming Soviet military fower.

In this context, it is in the Romanian and United States interest that sources of
:ﬁnsion between our two countries be handled and resolved responsibly and amica-

y.

As my colleagues are aware, in its concern for international human rights the
Congress has attached special importance to the right to emigrate. That right is a
central element of historic international human rights agreements: the UN lara-
tion of Human Rights, the UN Covenants and the Helsinki Final Act. Res; by a
government for the right to emigrate is possible without causing fun ental
changes in the internal structure of many states which today do not resa&ect the
right of their citizens to leave. It is not interference in the internal affairs of
another country to ask that the right to free emigration, which has been affirmed in
international law, be res . .

The experience with Romania evidences the value to all parties of a constructive
approach to U.S. law conditioning MFN and credits to non-market countries on the
relaxation of restrictions on emigration. Romania chose cooperation with us in this
matter—a result that has advanced the cause of personal liberty for those wishing
to leave Romania, most often to be reunited with their families, and advanced the
economic progress of the Romanian people.

In looking at the record of the last 12 months, the number of Romanians who
have been able to emigrate to the United States has increased over the previous 12
months. The total number of Romanians emigrating this past 12 months, including
the large number going to the Federal Republic of Germany, compares favorably
with the total for the previous 12 months.

Onrdthe other hand, there are some unsatisfactory and troubling aspects to the
record:

First: The already lengthy process for applying for emigration has been further
complicated by additional steps and additional reviews. These complications are
added to the intimidation, the job loes, the threats of demotion and the other
pressures which have been familiar in so man;y;lcases

Two: There are too many unsolved cases of individuals or families who are caught
in one or another stage of the application process—some of them dating back to the
time of the signing of the Trade Agreement. In my own office files, I have the
names of over 500 individuals or families (some 1,552 persons) who have not yet
been able to emigrate to sf;oin relatives in the United States—among them cases of
extreme hardship which should be given urgent processing.

Three: The fi on Romanian emigration to Israel are particularlly disturbing.
The total number of such emigrants for the first six months of 1979 is at a
substantially lower annual rate than last year. Sometimes we are told this is
because of a decline in applications. But even with current discouragements to those
who miﬂxt wish to apply, there are hundreds of individuals seeking to emigrate to
Israel who either have been unable to obtain application forms, or who have applied
but been turned down, or who have received no answer, or who have been approved
by the Romanian authorities but receive no passport.

Four: There is a special category of-emigration cases which is of new concern—
Christians, particularly of the Baptist and Pentacostal congregations, who in at-
tempting to practice their faith according to their own consciences, are being
haraaslgg and persecuted in one way or another. To practice their faith in greater
freedom, some are deciding to emigrate. I believe they should be allowed to do so.

Some of us have discussed with the Romanian officials over a period of time the
disappointing aspects of their emigration practice. We have told them we expected
them to do better, and that we knew they could do better. Recently, American
Jewish leaders and Romanian authorities discussed the poor record of Romanian
Jewish emigration. In the course of those discussions, the Romanian government
provided a number of assurances that, if lived up to, could remove many of the
problems of Jewish emigration.

I said last year that the further extension of MFN and economic credits for
Romania will continue to be a realistic reflection of our mutual interests “only so
lo ast.Roma.nia’ sincerely lives up to its pledge of the humanitarian treatment of
emigration cases.
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What is now important is that the Romanian government honor in good faith its
new assurances to remove impediments to Romanian Jewish emigration.

What is important now is that the Romanian government simplify its routines for
handling all emigration applications, make a strenuous effort to resolve outstanding
cases and let those people go unscarred by the final petty harassments which too
often occur in even expeditiously handled cases.

Holding these views, and after thorough consideration of the record, Mr. Chair-
man, [ shall not oppose in the Senate extension of the waiver for one year as
requested by President Carter. But I am publicly reserving my position regarding
any further extensions—beyond this one year—until the assurances and pliﬁges by
Romanian authorities for improved emigration practices and results have been in
fact implemented.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., July 17, 1979.
Hon. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
Chairman, Subcommittee on International Trade,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR ABE: I have been giving a great deal of thought over the past few weeks to
the President’s request for a renewal of his waiver authority to grant Most Favored
Nation status to the Socialist Republic of Romania for an additional twelve month
period. I have not been satisfied with the Romanian Government’s compliance with
the objectives of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment over the past nine months, particu-
larly the requirement of an applicatior for the privilege of applying to emigrate.
Nonetheless, on balance, and on (1) assurances given by various representa-
tives of the Romanian Government and (2) the desirability of giving the Romanian
Government another chance to right its practices, I feel the President’s request
should be supported.

Accordingly, I have already joined most of my Senate colleagues on the Helsinki
Commission in conveying to éhairman Vanik our qualified support for MFN renew-
al at this time. I would appreciate it very much if you would accept this statement
of my views for insertion in the record of the hearings on this matter scheduled to
be held by your committee on July 19th. I am also taking the liberty of forwarding a
copy of this letter to each member of your subcommittee. .

Sincerely,
Jacos K. Javrrs,
U.S. Senator.

Seq,ator RiBicorr. Senator Heinz, do you have an opening state-
ment?

Senator HeiNz. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much.

Let me say I welcome this hearing today and the opportunity it
provides to look more closely at the Romanian human rights and
emigration practices in the context of the Jackson-Vanik amend-
ment to the 1974 Trade Act.

I want to say at the outset that I have had for some time serious
reservations about the further extension of most-favored-nation sta-
tus to Romania and have twice written the President explaini
my concerns in detail. In the past, many Senators have not op
further MFN extension in the hope it would lead to genuine rather
than cosmetic improvements on Romania’s policies in emigration
and human rights.

Unfortunately, this seems not to have been the case. Emigration
to Israel is down. The 1979 rate is currently less than half that of
1978, which itself was a reduction over the previous year. The
application process for emigration, always hazardous, has become
an endlessly frustrating mine-field as layer is piled upon layer of
bureaucracy in an effort to intimidate people and discourage them
from leaving the country.

The Romanian Government appears to be following an overt
policy of suppressing and assimilating ethnic and linguistic minor-
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ities, particularly the 2.5 million Hungarians. In the past, MFN
extensions have been approved largely on the basis of administra-
tion assurances that progress will be forthcoming. Coincidentally,
some progress does always seem to be made in the 2 months before
the hearing.

Whether the promise is made or kept, however, is another story.
Before last year’s hearing, the Romanian Government indicated
that nine people convicted in trials in the 1960’s would be amnes-
tied and their fines reduced. Todair I am told that this has actually
happened to only one or possibly two of the cases. Hardly an
impressive record.

Mr. Chairman, in general it has been my view that we should
involve ourselves in the affairs of other countries only with the
greatest reluctance. At the same time, however, it is clear that we
must stand up for our own principles and beliefs when confronted
with practices that contradict them. The Jackson-Vanik amend-
ment plrovides such an opportunity and we are obligated to take it
seriously.

If the Romanian Government’s actions have been inconsistent
with either the letter or the spirit of Jackson-Vanik, we should
deny the extension or satisfy ourselves that there will be immedi-
ate permanent improvements in the situation. From what I have
learned thus far, I am not yet -convinced that MFN should be
extended. But I hope that this hearing will present an opportunity
to examine all of my concerns carefully.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator RiBicorr. Thank you very much, Senator Heinz. I can
assure you, Senator Heinz, that your sentiments are reflected to a
great degree by maniy; other Members of the U.S. Senate who have
talked with me and have expressed your concerns, so it is not just
yourself. This is a problem which bothers many Members of the
U.S. Senate.

The first group of witnesses will be Mr. Matthew Nimetz of the
. State Department, Mr. Frank Weil of the Commerce Department,
Mr. Gary Hufbauer of Treasury, and Mr. Stephen Lande of the
Special Trade Representative’s Office.

Gentlemen, you may proceed as you wish.

STATEMENT OF HON. MATTHEW NIMETZ, COUNSELOR OF THE
. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. NiMerz. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. My name is
Matthew Nimetz. I am counselor of the Department of State.

I have a statement for the record. I would like very briefly to go
over the highlights of it.

We are pleased to have this opportunity to testify before you, Mr.
Chairman, on behalf of further extension of the President’s waiver
authority of section 402 of the Trade Act, including the authority
to continue the waivers permitting most-favored-nation tariff treat-
ment for Romania and Hungary.

Before addressing the two countries in particular, I would like to
comment very briefly on our relations with Eastern Europe. In
recent years, increasing diversity has come to characterize Eastern
Europe. All of the Warsaw Pact member states remain loyal to
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basic Communist ideological tenets and most of the Soviet foreign
policy positions. But they do differ to some degree in some areas.

Our general policy has been to seek improved relations between
the United States and those nations of Eastern Europe which
reciprocate a desire for improved relations. Our relations with
Romania and Hungary have evolved signficantly during the past
decade. Establishment of nondiscriminatory trade relations with
Romania in 1975 and with Hungaryv in 1978 were watersheds in
our relations with those two countries. .

A continuation of MFN tariff treatment constitutes a sound basis
for further progress. On the other hand, were this basis to be
removed, our relations with these countries would deteriorate rap-
idly and significantly.

Eet me make & few comments with respect to Romania. Our

ramount interest in keeping this close relationship is based upon

omania’s considerable independence on foreign policy issues. Over

the years, Romania has not shrunk from expressing openly and

Sfpefully points of view which differ from those of its Warsaw Pact
ies.

In my prepared statement I list some of the areas in which quite
recently Romania has undertaken an independent foreign policy.
Since last year’s hearings, we have had continued high level con-
tacts with Romania, including a visit here by the foreign minister
last fall, Secretary Blumenthal’s talks in Bucharest in December,
‘Secretary Kreps' delegation there in April of this year.

In early May I headed a delegation whick held comprehensive
discussions in Bucharest on the Helsinki Final Act. We spent 2
days discussing all aspects of the Helsinki Final Act, including its
humanitarian aspects. Obviously, as Senator Heinz mentioned, and
as you yourself mentioned, Mr. Chairman, the practices in Roma-
nia do not conform with ours or with what we would consider to be
full implementation of the Helsinki Final Act.

However, despite fundamental differences in the social, econom-
ic, and political value systems of our two countries, we have had
very intense discussions which have been held in the spirit of
cooperation and understanding. And our experience convinces us
that Romania’s efforts to work with us are serious and that we do
hf:se a degree of influence, to which MFN to some extent contrib-
utes.

I would like now to turn to the specific question of emigration,
since that is the focal point of section 402, of the Trade Act. As a
matter of government policy, Romania does not encourage emigra-
tion. This 1s based both upon national pride and upon the need of
national development which requires that citizens remain and
work in Romania and contribute to their well-being and eventual
prosperity.

However, the Government of Romania has continued to maintain
it will cooperate in settlement of cases involving reunification of
divided families in a humanitarian manner. We have provided, Mr.
Chairman, statistics for you and your subcommittee on Romania’s
em&;‘ration performance.

ith respect to emigration to the United States, there has been
a continual increase in the period of MFN, and in 1978, a further
substantial increase in overall emigration, an increase of 38 per-
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cent between 1977 and 1978. However, Romanian emigration proce-
dures continue to be an issue of concern to us. :

Individuals applying for permanent departure remain subject to
bureaucratic delays and cumbersome requirements. We have em-
})hasized to the Government of Romania the importance of simpli-
ying the re%uirements to be met by prosa’ective emigrants and the
advantage of taking expeditous action. We are hopeful these ex-
rreesions and our continual d:ialog with them on this problem will
ead to some positive results in the future.

We continue to make clear to the Romanians that we are inter-
ested in emigration from Romania to Israel. Unfortunately, the
statistics for 1978 indicate a decline from 1,330 in 1977 to 1,144 in
1978. This trend has continued over the first 6 months of 1979. In
recent weeks, however, the Romanian Government has approved
the departure of 125 persons, and these cases will be reflected in
future emigration statistics. :

However, the numbers of emigrants to Israel have been declin-
ing, and the reasons are complex. The community is declining. We
don’t know what the actual figure is but we estimate it to be
between 40,000 and 50,000 ple. We note that of the 400,000 to
450,000 Romanian Jews who survived World War II, about 90
percent have emigrated already to Israel. So we are dealing with
the remaining 10 or 15 percent.

Romanian officials have assured us that except for a small num-
ber of exceptional cases, all Romanian Jews who wish to emigrate
will be permitted to do so. The U.S. Government recently encour-
aged representatives of the Romanian Government and American
Jewish organizations to meet and discuss emigration to Israel.
These discussions were fruitful and led to clarification of the Roma-
nian Government's attitude toward Jewish emigration.

We note that as a result of these discussions, the president of
B’nai B'rith International, on behalf of the Conference of Presi-
dents of Major Jewish Organizations, submitted written testimony
to the House Subcommiittee on Trade giving unqualified endorse-
ment to renewal of MFN.

I will not comment extensively on United States-Romanian trade
and economic relations. My colleague will do so. i will just note
that in 1978, our total trade with Romania grew by almost 35
percent to an aggregate of $664 million.

With respect to Hungary, I will make a few comments on our
general relationship. Following the return of the Crown of Saint

tephen to the Hungarian people in January of 1978 and the
extension of MFN later last year, our relations with Hungary have
continued to improve and broaden. QOur emphasis now is on eco-
nomic and trade matters. Hungary has indicated serious interest in
expanding its trade relations with the United States and is thereby
diversifying its economic ties with the United States.

This interest was reiterated just this week by Hungarian Deputy
Prime Minister Huszar in talks with the State, ury, and
Commerce Department officials. We are responding to this expres-
sion with interest.

Let me address Hungarian emifration practices. It is also true in
the case of Hungary that they do not actively encourage emigra-
tion. However, our experience has verified that approximately 90
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percent of applicants for emigration for pu of reunification
with relatives are approved without undue di;%culty. .

Difficult cases are usually resolved as well. There is no particu-
lar problem concerning Jewish emigrants, and the numbers are
rather small. In 1978 we issued 1256 immigrant visas. In terms of
gn}'loblem cases, we have had 36 problem cases over the last 4 years.

ere are about 8 cases involving 14 individuals which are under—
discussion now.

Let me turn to our economic relations. I will just mention briefly
that the trade ment came into effect last year. It is too early
to tell how it will evolve, but the initial results are quite encourag-
ing. Our exports to Hungary in 1978 totaled $98 million. Their
exports to us were $68 million, and trade turnover of $166 million
in 1978 was up 32 %ercent over 1977.

Our embassy in Budapest tells us there is a great deal of interest
in Hungary by American businessmen. Dow Chemical has now
received permission to open to the first U.S. business office in
Budapest, and a major bank will open an office in Budapest this
summer. There has been a surge of requests for business visas both
ways, and the Hungarians have received permission to open a
commercial office in Chicago.

We have also signed an agreement to avoid double taxation.
These steps, I think, will facilitate trade between the two countries.
The trade agreement, therefore, constitutes a new chapter in
United States-Hungarian business relations, but considerable learn-
ing by both sides has to take place in business relations.

e have had one important dispute in the field of chemical
patents. A number of U.S. chemical firms have raised serious com-
plaints concerning the business oé)ractices of Hungarian chemical
enterprises involving certain products manufactured by U.S. com-
panies. In June, within the framework of our new Joint Economic
and Trade Committee under Assistant Secretary Weil, we held
talks in Bucigrest on this problem and we believe these talks and
subsequent talks are leading to progress toward resolution of this
issue. -

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we believe that both the Romanian
and Hungarian performance, overall, justifies an extension of the
President’s authority to waive section 402 of the Trade Act and to
continue in effect the waivers for Romania and Hungary.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Nimetz follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. MATTHEW NIMETZ, COUNSELOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. Chairman: I am pleased to have this oppertunity todag'eg) testifg on behalf of
further extension of the President’s waiver authority under ion 402 of the Trade
Act, including his authority to continue the waivers permitting most-favored-nation
(MFN) tariff treatment for Romania and Hungary. The President’s waiver authority
has proven to be a valuable device for the promotion of U.S. interests, including our
interest in freedom of emigration. It has permitted us to broaden our relations with
Romania and Hungary.

. Lam icularly gratified to have this opportunity to appear before you since I
visited Bucharest and Budapest in May as the leader of a U.S. delegation which
conducted extensive consultations with the Romanian and Hungarian Governments
on the implementation of the Helsinki Final Act. These consultations covered the
range of issues addressed by the Final Act including military security matters, trade
and economic cooperation, and the reunification of divided families and other
human rights T‘xeatiom. I personally regard the development of our relations with
Romania and Hungary as very important to U.S. interests in Eastern Europe.
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Before sddressing the two countries in garticular. 1 would like to review briefly
the general policy considerations on which our relations with Eastern Europe are

In recent years, increasing diversity has come to characterize Eastern Europe. All
the Warsaw Pact member states remain loyal to basic Commnist ideological tenets
and most to Soviet foreiqn policy positions. But they differ in the patterns of their
cultural and social development, in the nuances of their foreign policies, in how
they order their economies, and in the amount of personal, religious and intellectual
freedom allowed to their citizens. In recognition of these divergences, our general
El:g is to seek improved relations between the United States and those nations of

rn Europe which reciprocate a desire for improved relations. We believe that
better relations based on principles of mutual advantage will strengthen beneficial
ties between East and West, promote the goals of the Helsinki Final Act, and thus
contribute to greater respect for human rights and to better living conditions for
persons in Eastern Europe. . .

I would like to emphasize that our efforts to improve relations with Eastern
Europe do not imply our approval of the Communist political systems in the
countries there. We continue to have profound dlﬁreements with the governments
of Eastern Europe over many questions of political freedom and basic human and
social values. However, it is important to reo&gmze that the expansion of relations
permits us to discuss differences more candidly with their governments. In recent
years we have been able to conduct more open and productive exchanges on many
topics, including human rights, trade, security and confidence building measures,
and other issues embraced by the Helsinki Final Act.

Our relations with Romania and Hungary have evolved significantly during this
decade, to the advantﬁge of our nations and peoples. The two countries follow
dissimilar domestic and foreign gglicies. The establishment of nondiscriminatory
trade relations with Romania in 1975 and with Hungary in 1978 was a watershed in
our relations with both countries. Continuation of tariff treatment constitutes
a sound basis for further progress. Were this basis to be removed, our relations with
these countries would deteriorate rapidly and significantly.

ROMANIA

We continue to believe that it is in our interest to maintain and develop further
the l%ood relations which we have with Romania. These relations were strenghened
by the meeting in 1978 between President Carter and President Ceausescu when the
two Presidents agreed to maintain a continuing dialogue on a variety of bilateral
and multilateral issues. Qur paramount interest in keeping this close relationship is
based on Romania’s considerable independence on foreign policy issues. Over the
years, Romania has not shrunk from expressing om and forcefully points of view
which differ from those of its Warsaw Pact allies. While I believe Romania’s posture
is well known, I would like to point out some of the more noteworthy developments
which have occurred over the past year, specifically since last year’s MFN hearings.

In August 1978 Romania hosted Chinese Party Chairman and Prime Minister
Hua Guofeng, thus further strengthening its ties with China.

In last November, at the Moscow Warsaw Pact Summit Meeting, Romania op-
posed initiatives which concerned increased military expenditures, consolidation of
the Warsaw Pact command structure, and maintenance of a united front against
China.

In several speeches in Bucharest upon his return from the Summit Meeting,
President Ceausescu made public Romania’s stand on the controversial issues and
indicated that under no circumstances would Romania permit its military to take
orders from other countries.

Romania sttonfl‘y condemned Vietnam's invasion of Kampuchea, stressing that
no country should infringe upon the territorial sovereignty of another.

Alone among Warsaw Pact countries, Romania supported the Israeli-Egyptian
peace treaty and U.S. efforts in that area.

Romania continued its efforts to play a constructive role in the Middle East by
attempting to bring together countries with differing points of view.

Economically, Romania continued to broaden its ties with the non-communist
world. Since 1974 more than half its trade has been with non-communist partners
and this proportion has continued to grow.

Romania, as one of the most determined supporters of the concept of European
security and eooﬁ)eration. continued to glay an important role in preparations for
the Madrid CSCE review meeting in 1980.

Since last year’s hearings on the extension of MFN status to Romania, high-level
contacts included a visit here last Fall by Foreign Minister Andrei and Secretary
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Blumenthal’s talks in Bucharest in December. In April 1979 Secretary Kreps led the
U.S. delegation to a meeting of the Joint U.S.-Romanian Economic Commission
which reviewed bilateral economic and trade relations. In earl,{oMay, as I indicated
earlier, we held comprehensive discussions in Bucharest with Romanian officials on
the entire spectrum of issues covered by the Helsinki Final Act. In these discus-
sions, which were candid in the best sense of the word, we were able to cover many
humanitarian facets of the Final Act of concern to the American public. Within this
framework we encouraged, for example, furtherance of the right of individuals to
practice their religion and urged that attention be paid to difficulties reportedly
facing churches which suffered earthquake damage.

We also stressed the rights of national minorities to equality before the law and
their full opportunity for the enjoyment of human rights and fundamental free-
doms. In this regard we had a useful discussion of the situation of ethnic Hungar-
ians and other nationalities in Romania and the importance of their continuing
access to bilingual education and cultural expression. Of direct relevance to today's
subject we also had extensive discussions of the Basket Three provisions meant “to
facilitate freer movement and contact” and especially those sections of the Final Act
dealing with family reunification. I will report on facts related to this latter area in
greater detail in a few monents.

Obviously the practices in Romania do not conform with ours or with what we
would consider to be full implementation of the Helsinki Final Act. However, I am
pleased to report that, despite fundamental differences in the social, economic and
political value systems of our two countries, all of these discussions were carried out
in a spirit of cooperation and understanding, with both sides indicating a willing-
ness to exchange ideas and to consider constructive criticisms in an attempt to find
practical solutions to our problems and enlarge the areas of nutual undersianding.
Our dialogue on these various human rights questions will continue in both a
bilateral and CSCE context. Overall, our experience convinces us that Romania’s
efforts in these fields are serious and that together we have built a solid bilateral
relationship in which MFN plays a very useful and important role.

I would like to turn now to the specific question of emigration from Romania. As
a matter of government policy, Romania does not encourage emigration. This is
based both on national pride and on the needs of national development, which
require that citizens remain and work in Romania, thus contributing to the coun-
try’s well-being and eventual prosperity. However, the Government of Romania has
continued to maintain that, consistent with its undertakings in the Helsinki Final
Act and with various bilateral commitments, it will cooperate in the settlement of
cases involving reunification of divided families in a humanitarian manner. _

Mr. Chairman, we have provided statistics for you and your Subcommittee which
enable us to assess Romanian emigration performance. As reflected in those statis-
tics, emigration from Romania to the United States has continued to increase
during the geriod in which the waiver has been in effect, rising from 407 in 1974 to
1240 in 1977. In 1978, a further substantial increase in overall emigration occurred.
Emigration to the United States rose from 1240 in 1977 to 1706 in 1978, and
increase of nearly 38 percent. According to the records of our Embassy in Bucha-
rest, 1585 persons received visas for permanent departure for the United States
during the period July 1978-June 1979. This figure represents an increase of 30
percent compared with the same previous period.

It should be noted that a considerable number of those who have been allowed to
emigrate from Romania are persons who are not qualified to receive immigration
visas for direct travel to the United States because they do not have immediate
relatives in the U.S. who can file petitions on their behalf. These people are assisted
by our Embassy in traveling to a third country from which they are then processed
for entry into the United States as refugees.

We presented our most recent divided families Representation List to the Roma-
nian Forexgn Ministry in June. Out of a total of 241 cases, including 563 persons,
less than 20 percent have been on the List over a year. Of the 58 outstanding
requests for marriage approvals, six cases are over a year old. We have been less
successful with respect to cases involving dual nationality, i.e., persons who have
valid claims to U.S. citizenship and wish to emigrate. However, examining all of the
pendmg cages, our Embassy estimates that if the Eresent rate of approval continues
through the remainder of 1979, as many as three-fifths or more of the cases
included in our Lists should be solved this year.

Romanian emigration procedures continue to be an issue of concern for us.
Individuals applying for permanent departure remain eubject to bureaucratic delays
and cumbersome requirements. We have emphasized to the Government of Romania
the importance of simplifying the requirements to be met by prospective emigrants,
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the advantage of taking expeditious action on emigration requests, and our concerns
about reports of economic retaliation and social pressures on those who wish to
leave Romania. We are hopeful that our expressions of concern, as well as those of
other governments, with regard to procedures will have a positive impact on future
Romanian actions in this area. .
We continue to_make clear to Romanian authorities that we are interested in
emigration from Romania to Israel. Unfortunately, statistics for 1978 indicate a
decline in the emigration of Romanian Jews to Israel, from 1330 in 1977 to 1144 in
1978. This trend continued over the first six months of 1979. In recent weeks,
however, the Romanian Government has approved the departure of 125 persons.
These a&)provals will be reflected in the statistics for the coming months. The
factors determining trends in emigration to Israel, remain complex. While it is
generally acknowledged that the remaining Romanian Jewish community is small
and has a high proportion of aged persons, its exact size is not known, although we
estimate it to be in the area of 40-50,000. Nevertheless, regardiess of what the
actual figure is, it continues to be difficult if not impossible to determine how many
Romanians of Jewish origin would depart if they could. Romanian officials have
repeatedly assured us that, except for a small number of exceptional cases, all
Romanian Jews who wish to emigrate will be permitted to do so. We note that of
the approximately 450,000 Romanian Jews who survived World War II, 400,000, or
roughly 90 percent, have already emiirated to Israel. Although the largest move-
ment to Israel took place soon after the War, since 1971 nearly 20,000 Romanian
Jews have emigrated there. We are not aware of any policy to forbid specifically the
emigration of those who remain. On the other hand, Romania does not encourage
emigration by any Romanian citizens and the application procedures are far from
simple. In the final analysis, we believe that an acceptable level of emigration from
Romania to Israel is principally the concern of the two countries involved, although
we will continue to keep this matter before the Romanian Government, makin
clear the interest of this Government in improved performance. Towards this end,
the United States Government recently encouraged representatives of the Roma-
nian Government and American Jewish organizations to meet to discuss emigration
to Israel. These discussions were fruitful and led to clarification of the Romanian
Government’s attitude toward Jewish emigration. We note that as a result of these
discussions the President of B’nia B'rith International, on behalf of the Conference
of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations, submitted written testimony
tﬁ Ftlli\lle House Trade Subcommittee giving an unqualified endorsement to renewal of

Emigration to the Federal Republic of Germany continues to increase. In 1978
over 11,000 Romanians of German extraction emigrated to the Federal Republic.
There is also limited but continuing emigration from Romania to other Western
countries, including Canada, Italy and France. These numbers are not large in
comparison to those going to the United States, the FRG, and Israel, but indicate an
effort on the part of the Romanian authorities to be forthcoming in the solution of
what they consider to be humanitarian cases.

United States-Romanian trade and economic relations have continued to expand
under the U.S.-Romanian Trade Agreement, which was renewed in 1978 for another
three-year period. In 1978, our total trade with Romania grew by almost thirty-five
percent. U.S. exports reached $317.4 million and were characterized by a large
Increase in manufactured goods exports in addition to an increase in our traditional-
ly strong agricultural exports. U.S. imports totaled $346.6 million with increases in
a variety of categories including light manufactures and oil products. Figures for
the first five months of 1979 continue to show an upward trend in two-way trade
with U.S. exports exceeding imports by $82 million.

HUNGARY

Following the return of the Crown of Saint Stephen to the Hungarian people in
January 1978, our relations with Hungary have continued to improve and broaden.
We anticipated that the Crown’s return and the mutual extension of MFN tarriff
treatment would be the capstone of a 6g'l‘adu&l, significant improvement in relations
which had occurred since the late 1960's. We have not been disappointed. Post-war
relations of distrust and hostility have been replaced by an atmosphere of mutual
respect, candid and forthrifht discussions and an ability to deal with each other'in a
businesslike way on a wide variety of issues including topical international ones.

In the process of consolidating and building upon our relations with Hungary, the
emphasis now is on economic and trade matters. Hungary has indicat:g serious
interest in expanding its trade relations with the United States and is thereby
diversifying its economic ties with the West. This interest was reiterated just this
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week by Hungarian Deputy Prime Minister Huszar in talks with officials at the
State, Commerce and Treasury Departments. We should be and are -responding to
these expressions of interest.

The dialogue that we are developing with Hungary, however, has gone beyond

economic and trade matters. We have just about reached ment on a compre-
hensive program document to implement fully our 1977 Cultural and Scientific
“Exchanges ment. In May we conducted another in a series of comprehensive

bilateral reviews of implementation of all aspects of the Final Act of the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe. S}»eaker O’Neill and a distinguished group
of Congressmen met with First Secretary Janos Kadar and other Hungarian leaders
in Budapest in April. We continue to be able to discuss humanitarian and emigra-
tion problem cases productively with the Hungarian Government at various levels.

Let me now address Hungarian emigration practices in some detail. It is true that
Hungary has a labor shortage and does not encourage emigration. It is also true
that Hungary’s emigration law is ostensibly restrictive. However, our experience
has verified that approximately 90 percent of applications for emigration for pur-

of reunification with close relatives are approved without undue difficulty.
ith reapplications and some persistence, problem cases usually are favorably
resolved, even if only after some time. We have no evidence of official sanctions
applied against persons seeking to emigrate. Emigration and passport fees are
modest, totaling about $76 per adult applicant. There is no particular problem
concerning Jewish emigration. Demand to emigrate from Hungary appears modest,
probably attributable to the country’s moderately high standard of living and rela-
tively relaxed internal conditions. The Hungarian Govenment has indicated that in
1978 less than 2,000 Hungarians applied to emigrate, with intended destinations
divided evenly betwen the East and West. According to Hunfgarian figures, 90
percent of applications overall were approved and 92 percent of those for persons
seeking to go to the United States. ('Fhe U.S. Embassy in Budapest issued 126
immigrant visas in 1978.) The Hungarian Government noted in passing that in 1979
more gersons returned for residence from the US to Hungary than the other way
around. (The returnees are mostly retired persons.)

In the last four years, we have discussed 36 problem emigration cases with the
-Hungarian Government. The great majority of these have been favorably resolved.
When MFN went into effect for Hungary last July, seven problem cases were
outstanding. Five have subsequently been favorably resolved. Of couise, the number
of problem cases outstanding at any one time varies since, as older cases are
resolved, new ones come up. At present, there are 8 cases involving 14 individuals
under discussion between our two governments. Most of these cases date from
earlier this iyl'ear. We have indications that some of these cases will be favorably
resolved in the near future.

I would also like to note Hungary’s positive record in the field of travel. Some 4.6
million Hungarians (out of a population of 10.6 million) travel abroad annually.
Most go to other Eastern countries, but some 355,000 annuall}y vigit the West. The
average Hun%‘n';an perceives that he can visit the West if he wishes, at least
occasionally. This perception undoubtedly plays a role in reducing overall demand
to emigrate. Hungary welcomes foreign visitors. Some 17,000,000 currently visit or
transit the country annually. -

Let me turn now to United States-Hungarian economic relations.. The signing of
the Trade Agreement in 1978 represented a major step forward in this area. Al-
though it is still too early to draw long-term conclusions about its effects, the initial
results are encouragin%; U.S. exports to Hungar{’in 1978 totaled $98 million while
Hungarian exports to the U.S. were $68 million. Notably, the 1978 trade turnover of
$166 million was up 32 percent from 1977’s $126 million. We expect that agricultur-
al products, particularly corn, :fbeans and cotton, will continue to dominate U.S.
exports to Hungary. However, sales of U.S. manufactured products such as agricul-
tural and data processing equipment are expected to continue to grow. Hungary’s
exports to the U.S. are diversified. They include food products, pharmaceuticals, and
various manufactured products and g:rts -

There already is clear evidence that the Agreement is having a favorable influ-
ence on U.S. commercial interests in Hungary. Since signing of the Agreement, Dow
Chemical has received permission to open the first U.S. business office in Budapest,
and the National City k of Minneapolis has informed us it will open an office in
Budapest this summer. Qur Embassy in Budapest has observed a substantial in-
crease in Hungarian business inquiries and in issuance of visas to Hungarian
businessmen. Both U.S. and Hungarian business sources have reported to the Em-
bassy that the surfe in interest on both sides is in e measure due to the Trade
Agreement. Late last year, within the framework of the Trade Agreement, the
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Hungarians received permission to open a governmen'. commercial office in Chicago.
The office is expected to open this summer. In February 1979 the U.S. and Hungary
signed an agreement to avoid double taxation which has since been ratified by the
Senate. This agreement will further facilitate arrangements for firms doing business
in each other's countries.

Hungary ran a large hard currency deficit in 1978 and is trying to correct that
situation this year by imposing economic constraints designed to reduce imports.
Nevertheless, Xurin the first four months of 1979, U.S. exports to Hungary were
somewhat above U.S. exgorts for the same period of 1978. Hungarian exports to the
I{.?b%ew $7 million higher in the first four months of 1979 than in the same period
ol .

The Trade Agreement constitutes a new chapter in United States-Hungarian
business relations. Considerable learning by both sides is still occurring as to each
other's trading practices, possibilities, and styles. One important dispute did arise in
the field of chemical patents. A number of U.S. chemical firms have raised serious
complaints coneemi:g the business practices of Hungarian chemical enterprises
involving certain products manufactured by the U.S. companies. We have stressed
to the Hungarian Government the importance of resolving these problems in a
timely and mutualy satisfactory manner. In June, within the framework of our new
Joint Economic and Trade Committee, we held government-to-government talks in
Budapest on this problem, which also served as a means for the U.S. companies and
Hungarian enterprises to resume their direct discussions. We believe that these
talks, which produced an Agreed Minute between the two governments reaffirming
earlier commitments for the protection of industrial property rights, have led to
substantial grogress toward resolution of this issue. In the final analysis, settlement
of these problems will depend upon the success of the negotiations between the U.S.
and Hungarian firms. We are pleased that these direct negotiations are continuing.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we believe that both the Romanian and Hungarian
g::formance, overall, justify an extension of the President’s authority to waive

tion 402 of the Trade Act and to continue in effect the waivers for Romania and
Hungary. Our ability to continue to develop broad and meaningful contacts with
these countries depends to a significant extent on the continuation of MFN. We
believe that we can best serve the interests of those who wish to emigrate b
maintaining open and close dialogue with the leaders of these two countries. W’é
also serve our own interests by virtue of the expanded trade and economic relations
made possible by the continuation of the provisions of our bilateral trade agree-
ments with Romania and Hungary.

In view of these factors, Mr. Chairman, the Administration stronﬁly recommends
the extension of the President’s authority to waive Section 402 of the Trade Act to
continue in effect the waivers for Romania and Hungary, and to permit the exten-
sion of future waivers to other countries as circumstances permit.
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Senator Risicorr. On this question of problems between the U.S.
chemical companies and the Hungarians, it seems to me that this
has been on the table for a long, long time, and I cannot under-
stand why it has not been resolved. We discussed this issue of
patents and infringements by the Hungarians at the last meeting
we had of this committee last year. A grouf of us discussed this in
Budapest with the highest levels last year. It has been discussed by
the Hungarian-American Joint Economic and Commercial Commit-
tee, all without success. I do not know how we can talk about
expanding international trade if we don’t live up to the rules of the
game.

Now, it-seems to me, Mr. Weil, that the Commerce Department
should prepare a written report so the Coniress will be properly
informed concerning the infringement of rights of American com--
panies. That is the first phase. .

Second, it seems to me that there should be an opi)ortunit for
section 801 proceedings to be initiated with SDR. So I don’t know
how we can talk about expansion to the Hungarians when this
important issue keeps simmering on the back burner and nothing
happens even though there are assurances to our committee that
something will happen.

Do ang' of the four of you want to comment on that particular
problem!? .

STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK A. WEIL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF COMMERCE FOR INTERNATIONAL TRADE

Mr. WEIL. Mr. Chairman, that would be the major thrust of what
I would like to add to what Mr. Nimetz said. We have a statement
of soxéle 18 pages with tables which I would like to submit for the
record.

I would like to endorse the conclusion that Mr. Nimetz proposed
that the waiver be extended to section 402.

On the I_guestion that you just raised, Mr. Chairman, of trying to
go forward in both Romania and Hunﬁarg as well as the other
countries subject to section 402, I think that there are pros and
cons to the question of whether renewal from the point of view of
trade is to the advantage of the United States.

I recognize the problems with respect to the Hungarian agricul-
tural chemical patent issue. That is a complicated issue and we will
address it as you suggest, with an analytical paper for the commit-
tee’s assistance. It is not a simple matter and there are elements of
consideration on both sides of the Atlantic. .

On the other hand, Mr. Chairman, if we were at this point to "
deny renewal, in my opinion this would be disruptive to overall
business efforts to expand trade in both countries. If we were to
deny the extension of the waiver at this point, it would be incon-
sistent with our effort to remove trade barriers in general and it
would put U.S. firms in general at a disadvantage not only with
Hungary and Romania but with other Eastern European countries
where our Western European and Japanese competitors do not
have such barriers. ]

While we must continue as we have to make aggressive efforts,
with the Hungarians in particular, with regard to the issue you
have mentioned, Mr. Chairman, I think we must be careful at the
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same time that we do not take an action which would have an
unintended consequence.

Very briefly, I would like to point out that I endorse what Mr.
Nimetz said. In both Hungary and Romania, despite the problems
you refer to, we are making progress across the board, and I think
our major objective on the trade side should be to continue that
progress at the same time as continuing to keep pressure on trade
partners to live up to the rules.

In fact, our Hungarian friends were in Washington this week.
We signed a minute flowing out of the meetings we had in June,
and while I think all of the details in connection with some of the
concerns of the American companies have not yet been concluded,

rogress is real. And we must not allow, on the one hand, this
earing, and any extension of the waiver to allow our efforts to
flag. On the other hand, I think it would be a great mistake, Mr.
Chairman, if we denied extension of the waiver because that would
almost for sure lock in the behavior we are trying to overcome.

I would like to confine my statement, Mr. Chairman, to what has
been submitted for the record.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Weil follows:]

StateMeENT oF HoN. FRANK A. WEIL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE FOR
INTERNATIONAL TRADE

Mr. Chairman, 1 am pleased to appear before this subcommittee today to speak in
support of the Administration’s re%uest to extend the waiver authority for Romania
and Hungary under Section 402 of the Trade Act of 1974. Extension of the waiver
will result in the continuation of most-favored-nation tariff treatment for Romania
and Hungary for 12 months, thereby demonstrating our continuing svpport for the
develolilment of trade between the US. and these two countries. Furthermore,
through these actions we help to sustain the development of close ties between
Romania and Hungary and the West.

We shall ﬂresent the Department’s views on the current status of our trade
relations with Romania and Hungary as well as the effect which the granting of
MFN tariff treatment has had on our two-way trade.

At this point, I wish to state for the record that the Department of Commerce
fully endorses the views on emigration regarding both Romania and Hungary
expressed here today by my colleague from the Department of State.

UNITED STATES-ROMANIAN TRADE TRENDS

Two-way trade with Romania reached a record high of $664.0 million in 1978
eontinuing the steady and impressive growth rate that has characterized our trade
since 1970 (see Table 1). Of last year’s total, $317.4 million was U.S. exports and
§§46.6 million was U.S. imports. Total trade for the first five months of this year is

27.3 million and may reach $800 million by the end of this year. U.S. exports for
five months are at $204.9 million, which is $80.6 million ahead of last year's rate for
the same period. The U.S. trade surplus for this five month period is $82.5 million.

Romania went from Column II tariff treatinent to nondiscriminatory tariff treat-
ment in August of 1975, and then, with respect to a limited number of commodities,
to preferential tariff status under GSP commencing in January 1976, An examina-
tion of our trade figures (see Table 1) indicates that both imports and exports have
followed smooth upward growth paths throughout the 1970’s, apart from above-
trend deviations in both series in 1974 and a slowing of trade growth in 1977. While
1978 saw a U.S. deficit for the first time, trade figures for the first 5 months of 1979
indicate a strong surge of U.S. exports to Romania and we anticipate that if this
trend continues, year-end figures will likely show a U.S. surplus.

We are particularly encouraged by the growth of U.S. manufactured goods ex-
Yorts to Romania which nearly doubled from $61 million in 1977 to $119 million in

978. Principal growth items were: rolling mill equi&_ment, grinding machines, com-
Futer parts, oil and gas separation ﬁuipment, office machinery and industrial
urnace parts (see Table 2). Agricultural trade, which fluctuates from year to year,
recovered in 1978 ($149 million) from a slow year in 1977 ($118 million). The 1978
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figure comprised 47% of total U.S. exports to Romania and consisted primarily of
cattlehides, soybeans, corn and cotton. -

STATUS OF T‘RAD.! RELATIONS WITH ROMANIA

The exﬁansion of our commercial relations in recent years can be attributed, in
part, to the efforts of both governments to create a viable framework and favorable
atmosphere for the development of trade and economic cooperation.

The United States has taken a number of stepe designed to expand U.S. exports to
Romania. Since November 1971, Romania has been eligible for trade financing
programs of the Export-Import Bank of the United States (except for a short period
of suspended activity from January 19756 to August 1975). As of April 30, 1979,
Eximbank’s total exposure in Romania was $98.7 million of which $82.4 million
were outstanding direct loans. Eximbank’s programs have supported $290 million
worth of U.S. exports to Romania, including $124.9 million since the implementa-
tion of the Trade Agreement.

Similarly, the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) glays an immrtax_)t role in the
export of U.S. agricultural commodities to Romania. Since 1970, Romania has used
C:Ci)d credit programs to purchase a total of $240 million worth of U.S. agricultural
products.

Romania has made continuing efforts to integrate its economy into the world
economic system and to make its foreign trade system responsive to Western busi-
ness needs. Romania is currently a member of the General Agreement on Traiffs
and Trade (GATT), the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the World Bank
(IBRD). Participation in these and other international economic organizations has
helped to facilitate Romania’s efforts to diversify its trade outside of the COMECON
countries. In 1978 approximately 60 percent of Romania’s trade was with non-
COMECON nations.

Romania has also passed progressive legislation which allows foreign equitg own-
ership in joint companies with Romanian partners and which permits U.S. and
other Western firms to open representational offices in Romania. At present 18 U.S.
firms or their European subsidiaries have representational offices in Romania.

Our two governments have taken important measures to expand trade and im-
prove economic relations. First, the Joint American-Romanian Economic Commis-
sion has met annually to review our bilateral economic and commercial relations
and discuss and resolve trade problems. Since its founding in 1973, the Commission’s
work has been supported by numerous experts meetings, working groups, and
working level visits by trade officials of both countries.

The Commission met last in Bucharest in April 1979 and was co-chaired by
Secretary of Commerce Kreps and Romanian Deputy Prime Minister Burtica, who
along with governmental specialists from both sides, discussed in detail a wide
ran(fe of issues affecting our economic/commercial relations. These include current
trade levels and the potential for future trade, financial matters, the exchange of
economic information and data, the importance of adequate business facilities and
services for each other’s firms and commercial personnel, the development of coop-
eration activities such as joint ventures and cooperation in third markets, and the
importance of contract fulfillment. At the time of the Commission meeting five
commercial agreements were signed, valued in total at more than $35 million:

Grotnes Machine Works of Chicago, Illinois to sell the Romanians technology,
equipment and technical assistance for manufacturing auto wheel rims;

Marsuda-Rodgers of Los Angeles, California to buy and distribute Romanian
automotive components including auto wheel rims;

Gen:rall) Electric to cooperate with the Romanians in the production of variable
speed turbines;

UOP, Inc. of Des Plaines, Hlinois to sell the Romanians specialized instrumenta-
tion and equipment for the petrochemical industry; and

Seatrain Lines, Inc. to cooperate with the Romanians in containerized shipping
between the two countries.

Second, since 1969, our two countries have maintained a continuingrgialogue ona
broad range of political, economic, scientific and cultural issues. This has been
especially true regarding economic and commercial matters through the frequent
visits to both countries by high-level government officials and working level com-
mercial delegations, as well as by U.S. Congressional leaders concerned with trade
issues. The moet significant recent high level visit occurred on April 12-17, 1978,
when Romanian President Ceausescu visited the U.S. Economic issues were a major
topic during President Ceausescu'’s talks with President Carter, other U.S. Govern-
ment officials and Members of Congress. During the visit, Presidents Carter and
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Ceausescu reaffirmed their commitment to continued improement of U.S.-Roma-
nian economic and commercial relations. .

Third, in the last several years the U.S. and Romania have negotiated and signed
a number of bilateral agreements which have broaden the foundation of our trade
relations. The most important of these is the U.S.-Romanian Trade Agreement
which was signed in 1975 and renewed last year for a three year period. As a result
of this agreement MFN was extended to Romania. Other important agreements
include agricultural protocols, a maritime agreement, an income tax convention, a
fisheries ment, an air-worthiness agreement, and a long term agreement on
economic, industrial and technical cooperation. .

Fourth, both governments strongly support the work of the Romanian-U.S. Eco-
nomic Council which is facilitating increased contact between U.S. firms and Roma-
nian companies and economic organizations and is helping to develop further our
trade relations. The Council met on July 16-17 in Washington. We look forward to
the Coum;iil’s important and continuing efforts to expand commerce between our
two countries.

EFFECT OF MFN AND GSP TRRATMENT ON UNITED STATES-ROMANIAN TRADE

The princifa.l effect of granting MFN and GSP to Romania has been a rapid
growth and development in our trade. Total trade turnover has more than doubled
since 1975 to $ million last year. The United States become Romania’s
second leading trade partner in the West, behind West Germa;?'

While imports from Romania outpaced U.S. exports in 1978 and resulted in a
small U.S. deficit, our overall trade relationship is healthy and growing. Through
the first four months of 1979 a strong U.S. export performance may indicate a
greater willingness to buy from U.S. firms now that two way trade has been brought
into near e&ui ibrium during recent years.

In 1978, three of the top four Romanian exports to the U.S. (fuel oil, gasoline and
naphtha, and canned ham and pork), accounting for 43.3 percent of total exports,
were unaffected by MFN tariff status. On the other hand, some of the top twent
Us. in;Forts, such as textiles, footwear, steel pipe, and steel bearings (see Table 3)
were aftected by the lower MFN tariff rates and are in areas where U.S. industry is
sensitive to foreign imports. Romania, however, accounts for an extremely small
?ercentage of total U.S. u;rorts in any of these categories. For instance, footwear
rom Romania in 1978 totaled only 1.3 percent of the total value of U.S. footwear
imports. Also, textile products were only 1.1 percent, steel bearings were 1.8 per-
cent, and steel pzﬁ: imports were only .9 percent of total respective U.S. imports.

When market disruption questions concerning certain types of textiles and foot-
wear have arisen during the last several years, they have been resolved through
either informal consultations or bilateral agreements by which Romania’s exports
were either restrained or established at mutuall{ agreed upon levels.

Romania, as a developing country, has been eligible for GSP status since 1976 and
has made increasing use of this program. Last year Romania exported to the U.S.
approximately $50 million in products which were eligible for GSP. However, only
four of the top twenty U.S. imports from Romania benefitted from GSP treatment:
furniture, organic chemicals, cheese, and machine tools.

UNITED STATES-HUNGARIAN TRADE TRENDS

Two-way trade with Hungary reached a record high of $166 million in 1978
continuing the steady and impressive growth rate that has characterized our trade
over the past several years (see Table 4). Of last year’s total trade some $97 million
or 58 percent was U.S. exports. Total trade for the first 5 months of thie year is
$76.8 million and may exceed $200 million by the end of this year. The U.S. has run
a favorable trade balance with Hungary for over a decade with the exception of
1974. This trend is expected to continue.

STATUS OF TRADE RELATIONS WITH HUNGARY

Since s.iini.nﬁ the U.S.-Hungarian Trade Agreement both countries have worked
to establish a firm foundation for our economic relations and to create a favorable
climate for the development of trade and cooperation between our countries.

In the past year the United States has taken a number of steps to expand U.S.
export to Hungary. In August 1978, President Carter made a national interest
determination to accord Hungary U.S. Export-Import Bank facilities. Eximbank is
currently eoncludmﬁ an operational agreement with the Hungarian Government
and it is expected that the first Eximbank backed credits will be extended by the
end of this year. These Eximbank programs will help U.S. firms compete more
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effectively against other Western countries wishing to market their products in

ungary.
Similarly, the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) has begun to play an mr-
tant role in the export of U.S. agricultural commodities to Hungary. It $5
million in CCC credits for the purchase of soybeans during 1978. Thus far in fiscal
year 1979 the use of CCC credits has risen to a total of $42 million, of which $38.1
million has been used for soybean meal. The remainder is to be used for cotton.

Working together our two governments have taken important measures to facili-
tate trade and expand our economic relations. The United States-Hungarian Joint
Economic and Commercial Committee was established and held its first session in
March. The Committee, which I co-chair, was formed to review bilateral economic
and commercial relations and to discuss and resolvé trade problems. The Committee
" provides a valuable link between our two governments in the commercial field. Just
recently the Committee mechanism was used to represent the interests of the U.S.
agricultural chemicals industry to the Hu ian Government with regard to the

rotection of industrial property rights (see below). Furthermore, our two countries
ave maintained a continuing dialogue on a broad range of political, economic,
scientific and cultural issues. This has been especially true regarding economic and
commercial matters through the frequent visits to both countries by high level
overnment officials and working level commercial delegations, as well as by U.S.
ngressional leaders concerned with trade issues.

During the past year, our governments have negotiated and signed other bilateral
agreements which continue to broaden the foundation for the development of our
trade relations. In late 1978, Hungary became the first developed country to sign a
tariff agreement with the U.S. under the Multilateral Trade negotiations (BI‘H‘IN)
framework. In February 1979, the U.S.-Hungarian Income Tax Convention was
signed in Washington. This Convention facilitates the ex ion of bilateral trade
and investment through provisions designed to avoid double taxation,

In the private sector we have supported the work of the Hungarian-U.S. Economic
Council in facilitiating increased contact between U.S. firms and Hungarian enter-
cvrises and economic organizations. The Council last met in Chicago in r 1978.

e anticipate the Council will continue to make an important contribution to the
ex ion of commerce between our two countries.

'o date two U.S. companies have been given permission to open representation
offices in Hungary to facilitate sales of U.S. goods and services and cooperation
activities. In the near future other firms are expected to show interest in opening
offices in Budapest. Still other American firms are engaged in trade and cooperation
activities in which they are establishing a commercial presenc. Jf one form or
another in Hungary. Many firms are negotiating sales, cooperation or joint venture
agreements from which we expected substantially more U.S.-Hungarian trade to
develop. Among the major commercial arrangements concluded during the past
year are: :

The Picker Corporation will cooperate with Hungary in the production of medical
diagnostic equipment. Picker will supply the components which will be assembed in

Hungary.
P?igzer Medical Systems has concluded a three-year agreement with Hungary
under which Pfizer will license production in Hungary of computerized X-ray tomo-

graphs.

ngn Corporation of Cleveland has a $300 million, 10-year cooperation agreement
with Hungary whereby Eaton will purchase and distribute Hungarian axles in the
U.S. and worldwide, and expects to sell Eaton transmissions and other automotive
components to Hungary.

Medimpex, the Hung;aarian Trading Company for pharmaceuticals, has established
a wholly-owned subsidiary in New York to market pharmaceuticals in the U.S.
. Action Industries has established a joint venture in New Jersey with the Hungar-
ians to manufacture lightbulbs for the U.S. market. This is the first production joint
venture in the U.S. involving an Eastern Euro oountrﬁ

Production of Levi-Strauss blue jeans has at a unfarian plant under a
five-year cooperation agreement under which Levi-Strauss will buy back G0 percent
of the plant’s production for sale in Western Eurog)e.

Also, to further develop business with the U.S., the Government of Hungary is
opening a branch of its Commercial Office in Chicago.

Certain Hungarian business practices regardin%rtlhe protection of industrial pro
erty rights of foreign firms are of concern to us. Prior to the hearings on the a&
Agreement last summer, we became aware of the problems of the U.S. companies in
the agricultural chemical industry and began monitoring, with the National Agri-
cultural Chemicals Association’s (NACA) assistance, the U.S. firms' progress in
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solving their patent problems. In October 1978, several members of the NACA
approached the Commerce Department seeking our assistance in their attempts to
reach a commercial solution with the Hungarian chemical manufacturers. At that
time the companies asked that we discuss the issue with the Hungarian Govern-
ment. Shortly thereafter we made our first approach to Hungarian officials and
urged a prompt resolution of the problem.

In June we convened a meeting of an Ad Hoc Working Group of the U.S.-
Hungarian Joint Economic and Commercial Committee to discuss the issue. We
sought a clear understanding that we would only tolerate a trading relationship
where fair and ethical commercial relations are the norm. Specifically, we discussed
two concerns: (1) the Hungarian shipment of products to third countries infringing
industrial Property rights of American firms in third countries, and (2) ‘“national
treatment” in Hungary regarding the protection of industrial property of our firms.
The meeting also provided a forum for both countries’ firms and enterprises to sit
down privately and start talking again with the backing of each governement.

In the meeting we reached a written understanding which would lay the ground-
work for resolving the problems of U.S. companies. The Agreed Minute that we
initialed reaffirms the commitment to the principles of the Paris Convention and
Article V of the Trade Agreement. It emphasizes our agreement to cooperate in
promoting the effective protection of and respect for industrial property throughout
the world, and concludes with a mutual commitment to the national treatment
concept.

In the subsequent meetings, the U.S. companies were able to use the Agreed
Minute as a support for their negotiating positions. Originally one company made
apparent progress in developing its Hungarian business. Others expressed guarded
optimism and noted “cracks in the door” previously closed to them during their
private discussions with the Hungarian enterprises. We were encouraged by these
initial results. However, subsequent negotiations have failed to resolve the basic
third counry market issues and we remain concerned about this question. We will
continue to utilize this new agreed Government framework to press the Hungarian
Government to join with us in demanding strict adherence to the principles it
contains.

In conclusion, that we have successfully drawn on the Trade Agreement to have
frank and serious discussions with the Hungarians. Both governments committed
themselves to resolve these disputes and to develop commercial cooperation. Our
commercial relations with Hungary are maturing and the extension of MFN treat-
ment should be continued. I might add that we are proud of this example of
industry/Government cooperation in facing a serious problem of U.S. business.

EFFECT OF MFN ON UNITED STATES-HUNGARIAN TRADE

To date the most important effect of MFN has been to normalize U.S.-Hungarian
trade relations and to lay the foundation for future growth. Although total trade
increased by $40 million in 1978, MFN status was in effect for only the last six
:no:ixths, and it is still too soon to assess the impact of MFN on U.S.-Hungarian
rade.

Preliminary indications, based on first quarter information for 1979 point to a rise
in U.S. manufactured goods exports ($18.6 million compared with only $7.2 million
during the same period in 1978.). We expect overall trade to increase substantially
in 1979 and that a U.S. trade surplus with Hungary will be maintained.

CONCLUSION

Extension of the waiver authority for Romania and Hungary under Section 402 of
the Trade Act is in our national interest. It permits the continuation of MFN for
these two countries and is an important element of both the U.S.-Romania Trade
Agreement and the U.S.-Hungarian Trade Agreement to remain in force. The
waiver is also needed to continue both the Eximbank financing and CCC credit
programs for Romania and Hungary. Thus, extension of the waiver authority will
accelerate the development of U.S.-Romanian and U.S.-Hungarian economic and
commercial relations and support the expansion of economic cooperation between
our countries on a firm and enduring basis.
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TABLE 1.—UNITED STATES-ROMANIAN TRADE, 1972-78
(in mittions of dotars)]

Januat; fo
1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 May 1979

US. exports .....ccooovcrcrann 69.1 1165 '277.1 1893 2490 2594 3174 204.7
Agricultural..... . 457 138 1865 1011 1716 1883 1485 131.7
Manufactured .......... 185 317 21085 516 492 610 1189 334
Other ..o 4G et

US. imports.......co.coscsuun 29.2 556 ¢1305 1330 1988 2333 3466 1229

2-way trade........ . 983 1721 4076 3223 4478 4927 6640 3216

Trade balance +399 +608 +1466 +563 4510 4261 —292 4818

Unusuatly high 1974 export figure is attributable to grain and aircraft sales.

*incldes $47.8 mifiion of nonmilitary aircraft and parts.

3 Includes $53.6 mittion of coal.

*Imports of petroleum products rose from $15 8 million in 1973 to $80.2 mitfion in 1974. They remained at about the $80-$90 million level from
1974-78. -

TABLE 2.—1978 TOP 20 U.S. EXPORTS TO ROMANIA

(In mifions of dollars)
1975 1977 1978 ’,2",,"‘{57'3

1. Cattie hides 26.6 26.7 52.2 11
2. Soybeans 453 386 4038 51.0
3. 00l.coovrerereerimsresessrmssssnssess s ssins 10.7 536 324 210
4. Corn 15 15.8 22.7 435
5. Rolling mill equipment 0 17 184 0.2
6. Grinding machines 0.2 17 16.0 0.0
7. Cotton 0 122 135 38
8. Phosphate rock....... ' 6.8 149 11.0 53
9. Grain sorghums 181 5.1 9.8 0.0
10. Soybean oil cake 177 9. 856 145
11. Oil and gas separation equipment.........................urvenene 0.1 0.2 83 0.0
12. Office machinery and computer parts..................cccccens 29 41 83 35
13. Machine tool parts . 19 0.1 83 :
14. Measurement instruments 6.7 . 6.8 59 13
15. Steel plate, tinned 12.8 6.1 59 05
16. Chemical woodpulp 94 11.2 53 30
17. Computer peripherals 0.5 23 38 15
18. Moiding and forming machine parts ...................c.cccccrne 0 0 33 0.2
19. Industrial furnance parts...............cccooovvuvvvevcevrensmmierinenns 1 13 29 14
20. Diesel engine Parts......................ccoveveermsmssvesssensessosssonn 15 1.2 29 0.3
Subtotal 168.7 2130 2803 1747

Total U.S. exports to Romania................occcercevneees 249.0 2594 374 2047

* Neghgible.



22
TABLE 3.—1978 TOP 20 U.S. IMPORTS FROM ROMANIA

fin misions of dokars]
1976 181 1978 m;g
1. Fuel oils 193 55.3 48.6 0.0
2. GASONNE.......ooovvvvrerrrnrereirsenesnsesssessssassssssnssssssasssnnes 2.6 18,5 4438 23.0
3. Footwear 178 204 35.2 10.2
4. Canned ham and POrK ............cooecccrereemerminsmerescrcersmresenes 13.0 148 21.5 7.1
5. Steel plate and sheet...... 13 45 14.6 1
6. Women's girls' outerwear 28 14 13.2 34
1. Knit shirts 37 5.6 12.2 2.7
8. lron and steel tubes and PIPES........cceorvovmrrrvcerrecsnsareneeen 0.2 6.8 1.4 21
9. Furniture 41 6.7 113 .33
10. Knit outerwear 35 49 104 30
11. Miscelleanous glassware........ 44 5.2 89 35
12. Tractors 28 14 81 30
13. Carpets 17 41 15 32
14. Aluminum sheets and plates . 0.9 1.2 45
15. Organic chemicals 46 33 1.2 12
16. Ball tearings 0.7 4.2 6.9 29
17. Ordinary glass 47 09 5.2 23
18. Men’s, boys' outerwear 0.3 1.0 42 15
19. Cheese 1.7 23 39 15
20. Machine tools 14 3l 35 13
Subtotal —¥51.8 1773 285.8 19.7
Total U.S. imports from Romania...................errns 198.8 2333 346.6 1229
* Megligibie.
TABLE 4.—UNITED STATES-HUNGARIAN TRADE, 1973-78

[in mitiions of doMars]
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 ’ﬁ”,,“‘.’!;'g
U.S. exports 328 56.2 76.1 63.0 79.7 917 39.0
Agricultural .................c.ovcvveereinns 20.6 311 40.5 24 339 52.7 133
Manufactured ............cccooeverveverees o121 17.9 353 40.0 448 44.2 254
Other 0.1 1.2 0.4 0.6 1.0 0.8 03
US. IMPOMLS......ocovevevenrririamenesserionens 164 1784 346 49.0 46.6 68.5 381
2-way trade 492 1316 1106 1120 1263  166.2 n1
Trade Dalance ........coooecovovevemeresserrreronnns +164 192 +414 4140 4331 +29.2 +09

*Unusually high 1974 export figure is attributable to $50 & million of gold coins.
TABLE 5.—1978 TOP U.S. EXPORTS TO HUNGARY
(i millions of dokars]
1976 wn 1978 %7‘3

1. Soybean oil, cake and meal 145 123 324 16
2. Agricultural and dairy machinery....................co............ 16 111 129 14
3. Comn 04 86 12.4 04
4. Concentrated superphosphate 136 85 5.8 86
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TABLE 5.—1978 T0P U.S. EXPORTS TO HUNGARY—Continued

[0 mitions of doltars)
1976 177] 1978 mﬁ'
5. Tractor and motor vehicle Parts..........erocverercrirnees 55 6.0 5.5 1.6
6. Cattle hides 35 43 42 30
7. Measuring and controlling instruments............coercrens 09 23 2.7 1.0
8. Glass 14 15 24 1.0
9. Computer parts : 19 26 1.5 03
10. Corticosterolds and other analgesic drugs in bukk........... s 0.2 14 08
11. Live cattie 0.5 29 12 00
12. Antiblotic drugs 03 07 11 04
13. Parts of construction and mining machinery .................. 0.2 0.5 11 0.2
14. Machine tool parts t 08 0.7 1
Subtotal 443 62.3 85.3 263
Total U.S. €xports 10 HUNGAIY ..o 630 797 977 390
! Neghgidle.
TABLE 6.—1978 TOP 20 U.S. IMPORTS FROM HUNGARY
fin misions of dokars)
Approximate
1976 1977 1978 m:? ﬁ'?f“ darop
1. Canned ham and Pork............cceuseemesmmumenne. 19.8 200 26.4 19 -
2. ‘Footwear* 0.5 19 6.4 10 15
3. Tractor and motor vehicle parts............. 6.7 40 5.7 8.1 -
4. Lightbulbs * 39 - 41 56 35 16
5. Opium alkaloids and compounds ! ............. 0.5 38 37 0.8 38
6. Rubber tires:..... 23 1.8 28 15 6
1. Paprika 0.6 13 16 13 —
8. Manual typewriters...............ccccorcescerecnnrns 0.1 03 16 13 -—
9. Cheese® 0.2 04 09 1.2 25
10. Bacon, Uncanned:..............c.cccccmmmeverrsvsnen 0 0 09 1.2 38
11. Glass 0.8 0.5 0.8 03 53
12. Men’s and boy's outerwear:..................... 0.1 0.3 08 08 33
13. Organic chemicals................oovevoovivevereerenne 2 1 08 16 —
14, Glassware® 0.8 0.7 0.7 03 37
15. Wine® 0.5 05 07 04 70
16. Corn seed* 1.0 0.1 07 0.6 76
17. Machinery for assembly of electric dis-
charge lamps! 0 0 0.6 0 30
18. Air matresses and related articles*........... 0.5 03 0.5 0.1 19
19. Whiskbrooms 04 04 05 0.2 —
20. Parts for data processing machine:.......... 0 0.1 0.5 0.2 30
* Most favored Ration.
* Neglighie.

Senator RisicoFr. Do you two gentlemen want to add something
special before we ask general questions?
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STATEMENT OF STEPHEN L. LANDE, ASSISTANT SPECIAL
TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, OFFICE OF THE SPECIAL REPRE-
SENTATIVE FOR TRADE NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. LANDE. Under your guidance, Mr. Chairman, 1 have re-
viewed my statement and can confirm that a large part of it was
said last year, and therefore I will simply insert it for the record.

The only new element in the statement concerns the fact that we
have reached agreements with Romania and Hungary in the con-
text of the multilateral trade negotiations. On a bilateral basis, the
United States actively negotiated with Hungary and Romania with-
in the framework of the MTN. We concluded a bilateral agreement
last fall in Budapest with Hungary, and I believe you were there
for the signature of the agreement which is designed to reduce
existing tariff barriers between the two countries.

The agreement provides for duty reduction on two-way trade,
currently valued at an estimated $30 million. Hungary also re-
sponded favorably to various nontariff measure requests of the
United States, tabled in the multilateral trade negotiations. Of
particular signficance is the Hungarian decision to eliminate its
quota on imports of consumer goods over the next 5 years.

In March of this year, the United States and Romania reached a
bilateral agreement on tariff concessions to be offered to Romania
by the United States. These concessions cover some $9 million in
1976 trade. Romania has provided reciprocity for U.S. tariff conces-
sion in the form of responses to U.S. nontariff requests tabled in
the MTN.

These responses should facilitate increased opportunities for U.S.
ex;smrts to Romania as well as to simplify some of the problems
U.S. businessmen currently face in concluding business transac-
tions with Romanian authorities.

Both Romania and Hungary have signed the protocol finalizing
the negotiations of the nontariff measure codes, and we expect both
Romania and Hungary to adhere to a large number of the codes
concluded in the multilateral trade negotiations.

Thank you very much.

(The prepared statement of Mr. Lande follows:]

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN L. LANDE, ASSISTANT SPECIAL TRADE REPRESENTATIVE,
OFFICE OF THE SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE FOR TRADE NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: It is a pleasiire for me to
testify before this Subcommittee this morning in support of the President’s request
to extend the emigration waiver authority for Hungary and Romania under Section
402 of the Trade Act of 1974. We share the views expressed by the Departments of
State, Commerce, and Treasury with respect to freedom of emigration and the trade
benefits accruing from our bilateral trade agreements with Hungary and Romania.
We believe the extension of the specific waivers for Hungary and Romania will
allow the United States to continue to expand and improve the bilateral economic
and political relationships which have been established with these countries.

Today I would like to focus very briefly on a few trade issues concerning Hungary
and Romania.

United States trade with Hungary and Romania has seen a marked increase in
recent years. With respect to Hungary, two-way trade has increased by more than
50 percent since 1975. In 1978, total two-way trade reached a record level of $166.2
million, an increase of 32 percent over the 1977 level. $97 million, or 58 percent of
this total was accounted for by U.S. exports. For the first five months of 1979 total
trade has reached $76.8 million and may well exceed $200 million by the end of the
year.
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The U.S. has enjoyed a favorable trade balance with Hungary for over a decade
with the exception of 1974. Although it is still too early to accurately measure the
increase in our two-way trade as a result of the entry into force of the U.S.-
Hungarian Trade Agreement and the reciprocol extension of moset-favored-nation
(MFN) status last July, two-way trade for the first five months of 1979 has risen 22
percent over the comparable pre-MFN period in 1978. It is expected that this
increase will continue throughout 1979 and the U.S. will continue to enjoy a
favorable balance in its trade with Hungary.

In the case of Romania, total two-way trade has also risen at a steady rate of
growth. Total two-way trade has grown from $64.56 million in 1971 to $664 million in

978, an increase of nearly tenfold. Since Romania received MFN status in 1975,
two-way trade has more than doubled from $332 million. Total trade for the first
four months of 1979 is $2256.6 million and may reach $800 million by the end of the

year.

While the U.S. experienced a deficit ($292.2 million) in 1978 for the first time in
its trade relationshi&’with Romania, the U.S. is currentlﬁsrunning a trade surplus of
$82.5 million with Romania though the first five months of 1979. U.S. exports are
up nearly $81 million as com to the same period a year ago.

As I pointed out last year in testimony on this same su:liect, the development of
our bilateral trade with Hungary and Romania has paralled the development of
closer political ties and, in addition to the tangible commercial benefits derived, has
helped cement improved political relations. As Hungary and Romania have expand-
ed their economic dealings with the United States (and other Western nations for
that matter), they have placed an increasing degree of importance on maintaining
improved political relations with the United States. The greater the integration of
Hungary and Romania into the international trading system, the greater their
interest in improving relations with the United State across the board. A fundamen-
tal premise in approaching expanded trade relations with Hungary and Romania
therefore is that, quite apart from the commercial benefits involved, there are

_important political benefits from encouraging fuller participation in—and reliance
upon—the international trading system.

An excellent example of the acceptance by Hungary and Romania of an increased
role in the international economic system and their desire for the increased trade
benefits resulting from that role is the participation of both countries in the recent-
ly concluded Tokyo Round of Multilateral Trade Negotiations (MTN). Hungary has
participated actively in the negotiation of several of the nontariff measure codes
contained in the final MTN paﬁﬁage and is expected to formally adhere to a number
of them when they are opened for signature. Romania, although not participating
actively in the negotiation of the codes, has associated herself with a number of the
codes and is currently studyixg them with regard to formial adherence.

On a bilateral basis, the United States actively negotiated with Hungary and
Romania within the framework of the MTN and successfuly concluded agreements
which should strengthen U.S. trade relations with both nations, as well as expand
opportunities for U.S. exporters to do business in both countries. Last fall, the

nited States and Hungary concluded a bilateral agreement on tariff matters
designed to reduce existing tariff barriers between the two countries. The agree-
ment, as currently constituted, provides for duty reductions on two-way trade cur-
rently valued at an estimated $30 million. Hungary has also responded favorably to
U.S. non-tariff measure (NTM) requests tabled ih the MTN. Of particular signifi-
cance is Hungary's decision to eliminate its quota on imports of consumer goods in
its next 5 year plan.

In Maxch of this year, the United States and Romania reached a bilateral
ment on tariff concessions to be offered Romania by the United States. These
concessions cover some $9 million in 1976 trade. Romania has provided reciprocity
for U.S. tariff concessions in the form of responses to U.S. nontariff measure
requests tabled in the MTN. Though difficult to quantify in trade terms, these
nontariff concessions should have a very itive effect on U.S.-Romanian trade.
They should facilitate increased opportunities for U.S. exports to Romania as well
as simplify some of the problems U.S. businessmen currently face in concluding
business transactions with Romanian authorities.

In conclusion, I should emphasize that the extension of MFN treatment to Hunga-
ry and Romania was the result of a carefully considered policy. A major premise on
which this policy was based—that the integration of Hungary and Romania into the
world trading system creates an interest in improving relations with the West and
that expanded trade will bring tangible benefits to U.S. commercial interests—
remain valid. The prospects for both fuller participation by Hungary and Romania
in the international trading system and for the satisfactory development of trade
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opportunities W' as evidenced by the active participation of Hungary and
mania in the MTN. . .
Failure to continue the extension of MFN to Hungary and Romania would deliver
a major setback to these policy objectives. For these reasons, the Office of the
Special Trade Representative strongly urges the continued extension of the waiver
authority of Section 402(cX1) of then%rade Act of 1974,

STATEMENT OF GARY C. HUFBAUER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF THE TREASURY FOR TRADE AND INVESTMENT
POLICY -

Mr. HUFBAUER. Senator, I can be the soul of brevity. The Treas-
u De)iartment warml%uendorses the extension of the waiver.

rf'wou d note that on Tuesday, July 17, the Export-Import Bank
signed an ment in Budapest that will open the way to Exim-
bank loans for Hungary.

I will be pleased to answer questions.
— [The prepared statement of Mr. Hufbauer follows:]

&Am&r: GARY C. HurBauUgR, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF TREASURY
FOR TRADE AND INVESTMENT PoLicy

Mr. Chairman, 1 am pleased to ‘join in support of the President’s request to extend
the emigration waiver authority for Romania and Hungary under Section 402 of the
Trade Act of 1974. The Department of the Treasury endorses the President’s deter-
mination that further extension of the emigration waiver authority for Romania
and Hungary will substantially promote the objectives of Section 402. The waiver
aut'hogity_ lgqrnistteddug{ to s}ixgrlxgqislateral trgadel agtrﬁemgntls with g:)m;ansm ?nd Hunga-
ry in Ap and Marc , respectively, thereby laying the basis for growing
trade and closer relations. Continuation of this authority will provide a basis for
future expansion and improvement of bilateral relations with other countries, sub-
ject to the provisions of Section 402.

Extension of the waiver is necessary for Romania and Hungg to continue using
official U.S. Government financing for imports from the United States. Officia'ly-
supported export trade finance has been one of the mechanisms used by govern-
ments to encourage exports, particularly in this era of aggressive export competition
among the industrialized countries. In the abeence of the waiver, the Export-Import
Bank would be unable to make loans or guarantees, and U.S. exporters would thus
operate at a competitive disadvantage. Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) credits,
which have been instrumental in increasing U.S. agricultural exports, particularly
to Romania, also cannot be extended without the waiver. Both forms of financing
grea:ll;y bq?_eﬁt U.S. exporters, and ultimately the United States’ balance-of-pay-
ments position. .

To be able to earn hard currency, Romanian and Hungarian exporters must have
access to Western markets. If the United States does not continue to facilitate
access to U.S. markets through most-favored-nation tariff treatment for Romanian
and Hungarian products, the U.S. may lose potential exports to these countries. The
President’s waiver will enable us to continue extending MFN, thereby enhancing
the ability of Romania and Hungary to earn hard currency, which they can use to
purchase American goods.

ROMANIA

When Secretary Blumenthal, acting at the request of President Carter, visited
Romania last December, he underscored the importance which our two nations
attribute to closer U.S.-Romanian ties. We believe that is in our national interest to
encour: Romania’s independent policy orientation through further expansion of
bilateral relations. Extension of the waiver for Romania will foster improved rela-
tions and promote the objectives of Section 402 of the Trade Act.

The expansion of our commercial relations in recent years can be attributed to
the efforts of both governments to construct a viable framework and favorable
atmosphere in which trade and economic ooogleration can develop. The U.S.-Roma-
nian e Agreement is one joint effort which has contributed substantially to the
growth of bilateral trade. Total trade turnover has grown from $322 million in 1975,
which was four times the value of trade in 1970, to a record $664 million last year.
The U.S. maintained a positive trade balance during the years prior to 1978, and
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mnt data reveal a U.S. trade rurplus of $82.56 million for the first five months of
Alided by official financing, American exports to Romania for the first five months
of this are $80.6 million ahead of the same period in 1978. The Commodit;
Credit Corporation (CCC) has extended $110 million in credits in fiscal year 1979,
compared to only $23 million in 1978. Eximbank exposure in Romania (as of March
31, 1979) is about $100 million. The few instances of threatened market disruption
from Romanian imports have been resolved.

We are aware of Congressional concern regardinf a Romanian decree which sets
arbitrary limits on compensation for confiscation of U.S. property in Romania. The
Administration shares these concerns. We are rleased to note that two cases involv-
ing this decree were effectively resolved earlier this year with the payment of
compensation to American claimants. The U.S. Government has presented five
additional cases to the Government of Romania and has received assurances that
processing of these and the one outstanding case will continue.

HUNGARY

The Administration vgommly supports the expansion of American-Hungarian
economic and commercial contacts, which have been facilitated by the bilateral
trade agreement. We believe that these contacts will serve to encourage an inde-
gendent Hungarian foreign and economic policy. In February of this year, Secretary

lumenthal and the Hungarian Finance Minister signed a bilateral tax treaty
which, having been ratified by the Senate, will enter into force once the countries
notify each other that the treaty has been approved. The tax convention will .
encourage further economic and cultural exchanges by clarifying tax rules, reducing
taxes at source, avoiding double taxation, and providing for administrative coopera-
tion in implementing the treaty.

The notable increase in total U.S-Hungarian trade over the past decade illus-
trates the potential for mutually beneficial economic and commercial cooperation.
U.S.-Hungarian trade turnover was a mere $11 million in 1967. Trade has increased
steadily since that time (with the exception of 1975), and reached a high of $166
million in 1978, Throughout this period of e ding trade, the United States has
consistently sustained a positive annual trade balance.

Last summer, the Treasury Department initiated an investigation under the
Antidumping Act of lightbulbs imported from Hungary and allegedly sold in the
US. at less than fair value. The International Trade Commission determined in
September that there was no reasonable indication of injury, or potential injury, in
the United States caused by these Hungarian imports. Consequently, the Treasury
terminated its investigation. Since that time, Action Industries, the U.S. importer of
Hungarian lightbulbs, has begun to manufacture lightbulbs domestically in a joint
venture production arrangement. The operation is the first production joint venture
in the United States with participation by an East European firm.

Although Hungary is more self-sufficient in agriculture than other East European
countries, CCC credits are playing an increasingly important role in our bilateral
trade. In fiscal year 1979, 812] million in credits were made available to
Hungary to finance agricultural sales, principally of soybean meal and cotton. These
credits could encourage Hungary to purchase other U.S. agricultural commodities.
Eximbank is hopeful that it can commence financing Hungarian industrial projects
later this year.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I believe that a one-year extension of the Presiden-
tial waiver ior both Romania and Hungary will serve our national interest.

Senator RiBicorr. I have met with a group of Hungarians from
the State of Connecticut who are deeply concerned with the prob-
lems of the Hungarian minority in Romania, and there are so
many problems that they raised that I think are worthy of a
resgonse. I think the same questions were raised last year and
nothing much has hap‘fened in a year.

I would like to find out from you especially, Mr. Nimetz, the
following: Why cannot churches in the United States send money
directly to churches in Romania? Does going through the govern-
ment impede money from reaching the churches?

Mr. NiMETz. Mr. Chairman, this is something we have looked
into. We have had a dialog with the American-Hungarian organiza-
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tions, and I personally, when I went to Bucharest in May, discussed
with the Romanian authorities this question of churches. We have
also sent members of our Embassy not only to talk to the Roma-
nians but to actually go to various churches and talk to the parish
riests.

P The question arises from earthquake damage and funds sent.
What we have found is, in most cases, the funds which came from
abroad were delivered to the church authority. Repair of the
churches has gone forward, and we have been in contact with both
church authorities and Romanian authorities to continue to look
into this. But we have not seen any diversion of the funds and we
have, in fact, seen considerable repair of churches in Romania,
including the Hungarian churches.

Now, this is of concern to American Hungarians. It is something
our Embassy is attuned to. And, as I have said, I understand we
have actually photographed some of the churches to show that the
damage is being repaired.

Senator RiBicorFr. Do you have copies of those photographs?

Mr. NiMETZ. I can get some for you. I will have to check with our
Embassy.

Senator Risicorr. I would like to see those photographs, and I
think a panel of people from the Hungarian-American community
of Connecticut and the Human Rights Commission of the United
Church of Christ and the Human Rights Commission of the World
Reform Presbyterian Alliance of North America ought to take a
look at that. They have questions.

They cannot make an ascertainment. Last year I asked George
Vest to get this information, and I would certainly feel you should
make this available to the committee so that we can show these. If
there is a proper assurance, I think the Hungarian community
should take a look at it.

Mr. NiMerz. We consider this a legitimate matter of interest to
American organizations. I should add the religious communities in
Romania under a Communist form of government do not have the
type of freedoms we have, and there is governmental supervision of
religious organizations. .

Senator RIBICOFF. Are they being treated the same as Romanian
religious organizations or is there a prejudice against them because
they are a Hungarian minority?

Mr. NiMerz. No; this is something of concern to us. Our assess-
ment is that the Romanian Orthodox Church, which is the tradi-
tional largest church in Romania, may have slightly favored treat-
ment, but we have seen no evidence of outright discrimination
against Hungarian Catholics or Hungarian Protestant organiza-
tions. There are approved religious organizations and there are
certain organizations that are not approved. Of course, they have
more difficulty.

Senator RiBicOFF. Are educational opportunities for ethnic Hun-
garians the same as educational o%portunities for all Romanians?

Mr. NiMETz. Our assessment is that in general, people have the
same opportunity. The problem is whether Hungarian language
opportunities are equivalent. And although there are Hungarian
language schools and Hungarian lan}g{'uage universities, it is fair to
say that certainly in advanced work it is not possible to do the
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same thing in the Hungarian language that you can do in the
Romanian language.

In the Helsinki Final Act there is a provision about the right of
national minorities to cultural identity, and this is something that
in the context of the Helsinki Final Act we have raised with the
Romanians. On the other hand, as you know, Senator, bilingual
education is a difficult matter even in this country. A member of
the other House asked me whether there were any medical schools
in Romania teaching medicine in the Hungarian language. Well, 1
was not sure that there were many medical schools in the United
States that teach medicine in other languages, although we have .
many linguistic minorities here.

Romania is a poor count’H; and it is not always possible to do
things in a bilingual way. This is something we monitor, and the
concerns of the American-Hungarian community about their col-
leagues and friends in Romania are of interest to us and we will
continue to have a dialog with the Romanians about this matter.

Senator RiBicorF. But are there efforts to suppress the Hungar-
ian language? After all, in Transylvania you have 2.5 million Hun-
garians. What is the total population of Romania?

Mr. NiMETZz. 20 million.

Senator RiBIiCOFF. 20 million. Well, you have got a little more
than 10 percent in just one section of the country, Transylvania,
and I would imagine that must be the overwhelmingly dominant
language and ethnic group in that section of the country.

Is the Hungarian language allowed to be used completely in
Transylvania?

Mr. NiMETZ. People from our Embassy have traveled extensively
in Transylvania and I have read their reports. There is open use of
Hungarian. In fact, I was in a city, Brasov, and I just went into the
bookstore to look around myself. I didn’t have any guide, and there
was a Romanian section, a Hungarian section, and a German sec-
tion. There are many Germans in certain cities there. And Hungar-
ian is used widely.

There are problems, though. We have had some complaints by
Hungarians that what they tend to get are Romanian books trans-
lated into Hungarian rather than books from Hungary, for exam-
ple, of more traditional Hungarian literature. There are questions
whether, at the highest levels in government, at the highest levels
in the professions, the Hungarian language is as prevalent or
whether there is some subtle discrimination.

There are other problems, Mr. Chairman. A new factory is set
up. New people come in. Some of them speak Romanian and some
of them speak Hungarian. The language tends to be Romanian. It
is the national language. It is the language of the overwhelming
majority of the people. I think this is something which is of inter-
est to us. We don’t see any evidence of an attempt to eradicate the
Hungarian language or culture. What we do see is a nationalist
government trf'ing to keep the unity of the country and promote
the use of one language.

This is not something that we consider to be a denial of human
rights. We think if a country has a language, as our country does,
it is a matter of national policy whether you want people to be
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educated in one language without, of course, being offensive to the
minority interests.

Senator RiBicoFr. Let me ask you the final question. Does a
Hungarian minority have a means of representing its grievances to
the central government, and what is the status of the Hungarian
Nationalities Workers Council?

Mr. NimETZ. I can give you a response to that. In most of the
Hungarian organizations, in their parliament, in their party struc-
ture, they tend to keep the percentages in terms of nationality
pretty much in accordance with the population, and they always
point that out to us.

You will find a certain percentage Hungarian and a certain
percentage German speaking, and then others such as Jews. But it
is a Communist system, as you know, and they do not have organi-
zations, independent organizations that can go and lobby and push.
" It is done within a rather structured system where there is control
from the top.

It is not a democratic system where a lot of Froups argue and
move around and try to get the best for themselves. It is a struc-
tured Communist system.

Senator RiBicorF. But do the Hungarian representatives in their
governmental bodies have the right to talk with the executive
branch, so to speak, when there are grievances?

Mr. NiMEeTz. Oh, yes. There are and have been Hungarians in the
cabinet, and, I thinK, at the highest levels of the Communist Party.
I do not think there is a problem of Hungarians being excluded.
The question raised by the Hungarians that we talk to here is: Are
the Romanian Bungarians being allowed to have their culture
flourish?

Transylvania was a home for Hungarians for 800 or 900 years,
and they feel that that is a part of their heritage. And it is, I think,
more a cultural problem than a problem of discrimination.

Senator RiBICOFF. Senator Heinz.

Senator HEiNz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Nimetz, as I think you are well aware from your remarks on
page 9 of your statment, Romanian-Jewish mig'ration to Israel has
plunged dramatically from a rate of some 250 to 350 monthly in
the early 1970’s to a mere 50 monthly this year.

Now, administration spokesmen have always told this committee
that they were transmitting their concern to Bucharest. My ques-
tion, Mr. Nimetz, is: Is there no way in which the United States
might improve the situation by a firmer hand in Bucharest? After
all, the Jackson-Vanik amendment was not intended to apply to
only would be emigrants to the United States.

Mr. NiMETz. You are right. This is something always on the top
of our agenda. As I mentioned, we have had intensive discussions
with Romanians on this, and the Jewish organizations themselves
have had extensive discussions over the last month with Romanian
authorities. On the basis of those discussions, Romanians have
clarified their policy toward Jewish emigration and the procedures
:hey are going to use. This has satisfied the major Jewish organiza-

ions.

In the House several weeks ago, on the basis of those discussions,
they testified in favor. Let me tell you our problem. The United
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States of America does not control emigration to third countries, to
Israel, for example. With respect to people who want to emigrate to
this country, we have certain Jn‘ocedures. We know who they are.
We develop a list. We go in and present a list.

The Israeli Government has relations with Romania, as you
know. Romania is the only Warsaw Pact country that has a rela-
tionship with Israel and a good relationship. Emigration to Israel is
a third country situation, 80 it is not easy for us to interfere. That
is problem No. 1. Problem No. 2 is we do not know what is the
desire of the Romanian Jewish community.

I mentioned in my statement that after the war there were about
450,000 Jews left in Romania. About 400,000 of them have gone to
Israel, so you are dealing with the last 10 percent. Now, there are
about 40,000 Jews, 40,000 to 50,000, left in Romania. About half of
them, we estimate, are over 65. They have lived in Romania all
their lives. They have pensions. They probably do not speak He-
brew. They may not want to go.

We do not know how many want to go, and this is one of the
ﬁx;oblems that the Jewish organizations have discussed with the

manian authorities. We have received from the Romanian au-
thorities assurances that if there are any Jews who want to emi-
grate to Israel, they can go. And they always ask us: Do you know
of any? We don’t have the names of any, and this is one of the
problems.

Senator HeiNz. Mr. Nimetz, the problem with your answer to me
is that on the one hand, there has been a spurt of Romanian
migration to the States, while there has been a reduction to a
trickle to Israel. That change remains unexplained by what you
have just said.

Mr. NiMeTz. You know, the greatest spurt has been to the Feder-
al Republic of Germany. There are now 11,000 Romanian Germans
leaving every year to Germany. There were none before. People
like to emigrate to the United States. There are family relation-
ships. Some of these are Jews.

I don’t know the percentage of Jews who emigrate to the United
States, and I would not say there were a lot, but if a Jew in
Romania or a Catholic or Protestant has a relative in the United
States, they might prefer to come here. So we have been very
actively pursuing this. As the number of Jews declines in Romania,
there are bound to be a reduction in the number emigrating.

If you go from 450,000 to 40,000 and you still have 1,000 or 2,000
a ﬁrear leaving, eventually there are T{)\robably some Romanian Jews
who will stay for family reasons. They like Romania. They have
good jobs. They are Communist, perhaps. So I think we are dealing
with a problem, but a problem that has to be handled sensitively
over the next 3 or 4 years to resolve this problem. I think it is'a
resolvable problem.

And without denigrating these open hearings, it is something
that has to be worked at in a very sensitive way between Roma-
nians, the Israelis, private organizations, and our help, which has
been considerable.

Senator Heinz. Well, putting aside statistics for a moment, our
information is—and I think it is the same as yours as I read your
testimony on page ‘8—that since the last congressional hearings,
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Bucharest has indeed introduced further emigration obstacles. And,
one result is that the agony of separated families continues both in
the 1nited States and in Israel.

Now, in light of what I take to be the admission in your state-
ment that individuals applying for permanent departure remain
subject to bureaucratic delays and cumbersome requirements, in-
deed I think we both know the requirements have been increased
rather than decreased, how do you reconcile these findings? Aren’t
they indeed a fundamental violation of section 402; and does that,
in fact, not conflict directly with the President’s recommendation
for renewal of MFN?

Mr. NimeTz. That is an important question, Senator. I did not
mean to imply and I do not mean in the last year that the proce-
dures have worsened. I don’t think they have particularly im-
proved. But I don't think there has been a conscious toughening of
the procedures. )

What section 402 says is the President can ask for a waiver if he
thinks that it will help lead to an amelioration of the situation. If
we could come in here and say Romanian emigration were open,
we wouldn’t need the waiver. We could go ahead and give it to
them on a full-time basis, as I understand the Jackson-Vanik
amendment.

That is not the case. This is a Communist country. It is a tough
country to live in. It is a very bureaucratic country, Senator. It is
not only emlijgration which is subject to bureaucracy. Everything in
Romanian life is exceedingly bureaucratic. Moving from one area
to another, getting jobs, education. It is a bureaucratic Communist
country.

Now, emigration is subject to the same thing. We have not noted
a particular harshness, frankly. We don’t get reports of people
being imprisoned, people being beaten or things like that. But if a
family wants to emigrate, it takes a long time. They have to make
a lot of applications. They have to sell their property. They have to
do things about their job.

And there are occasional social pressures. You know, someone
might be removed from a high-level job to a low-level job once they
announce they want to leave. Someone in the university might not
be readmitted. There are reports of things like this, and we take up
these cases with the Romanian Government. We go in there and
argue case by case, month by month. It is a process.

I would love to be able to come up and testify that things are
very, very different in Romania. I would say we have had more
success with emigration to the United States, and on these other
countries, I think we have more likelihood of improved procedures
and a general flexibility with MFN than without it.

That is the basis of the waiver, that there is a chance of making
forward motion.

Mr. HEeinz. But you don't disagree with the fact that over the
last year or year and a half, emigration procedures have become
more cumbersome and more difficult.

Mr. NmimeTz. No, I do disagree. The assessment of our Embassy,
and they deal with it day to day, is that they have not noticed a
particular toughening. They saﬁ' it depends, region by region, case
by case. I can go back and check on that with our people, the
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Embassy, the people who deal with these people day to day. But I
have not noticed myself any conscious toughening of their proce-
dures in the last year.

That is not to say that they are any better.

Senator HEiNz. Now, Mr. Nimetz, several times you have men-
tioned, as indeed Ambassador dan did when I met with him
earlier this week, the meeting that took place between Jewish
groups and the Romanians. What can you tell us about that meet-
ing that apparently has led B’nai B'rith to testify in the affirma-
tive for extending MFN?

Mr. NmMeTzZ. I think it would be best for the Jewish organizations
and others to give you their assessment. We have talked to them
and talked to the Romanian authorities. One of the main problems
in emigration to Israel has been the absence of a list. You know,
when someone wants to emigrate to the United States, if you or
one of your constituents asks for our help, you send a note to the
State Department and we put the name on a list. We try to contact
that person in Romania and say we have received this letter from
Senator Heinz and there is an interest in emigration. So we usual-
ly have a list. ‘

This is not true in the case of Israel, and the Jewish organiza-
tions have talked to the Romanians about various procedures by
which lists can be developed of people who want to leave.

Senator HEiNz. Excuse me, Mr. Nimetz. Let me interrupt you.
Senator Dole must go back to another hearing and he must also go
and vote. Out of courtesy to him, let me ask Senator Dole to
proceed at this time with his questions. ] am sorry. We will come
back to this one. ’

Senator DoLE. Thank you. Many of the questions I have been
concerned about have been asked by Senator Heinz, particularly
with reference to the application procedure. As I understand it,
now, the applicant is told to complete a preliminary request form
followed by an appearance before a committee, which, we under-
stand, might be designed to intimidate the applicant as well as
discourage the applicant from even applying.

It is only after these steps have been fulfilled that a decision is
made as to whether or not the applicant will be allowed to receive
the application form. Now, that would indicate to me, as Senator
Heinz has pointed out, that there has been some tightening up of
the procedure.

As a member of the Committee on Security and Cooperation, we
have been addressing this area. We think it is very important that
there be a dialog with the authorities in Bucharest in an effort to
simplify these application procedures. I am certain the State De-
partment is continuing such a dialog.

Maybe, as you suggest, some Romanian Jews are older and many
don’t want to leave, but we understand there are some who would
like to leave. It seems to me that the Romanian authorities might
consider granting Jews who have been refused permission to leave
repatriation status, the same thing they have done, as you have
pointed out, in the case of repatriation to homeland status to
Germans. They are leaving at a rate, as you have indicated, of
11,000 a year.
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I think there are some good things to look at, also. I support the
1-year extension on the theory that it gives us an opportunity to
work with the Government to improve the conditions that we are
told exist.

If you have different information, I would appreciate hearing
your opinion. )

Mr. NiMeTz. I know you have been interested in this for a long
time and have written to us about it. The information you have
given is basically accurate. With respect to Jewish emigration, I
think the point I was trying to make is we don’t know whether
people want to leave or not. It is an older population, and most of
the people who actively wanted to leave for Israel have left.

The fact that those remaining are older does not mean they do
not want to go, but it does not mean they do want to go. It is hard
for us to know the answer to that question. And it is one which is
obviously being pursued, as you know. On the procedures, our
sense is that you describe them accurately, to my knowledge. You
have to go to a committee to get the application form, and that
committee may try to discourage you.

Now, that process of discouraging applicants is a form of social
pressure, but it is also a very nationalistic country. If someone says
I am going to leave Romania, the neighbors get together and s‘?’:
You are going to leave Romania? Why do you want to leave? We
have talked to the Romanians, and asked why don’'t you follow
some other procedures? Then you get into another country’s bu-
reaucratic structure, which is very difficult for another country to
influence, especially a country like the United States which is a
liberal democracy trying to discuss with a-Communist country how
their Communist bureaucracy should operate in this area.

All T can say is that it is something we keep working on. We
think, and I guess from what you said that you agree, that with
annual renewals, we have a better chance of making progress here
than otherwise.

Senator DoLk. We hear of additional problems from other groups.
Article XXX of the Romanian Constitution proclaims that “Free-
dom of conscience is guaranteed to all citizens of the Social Repub-
lic of Romania.” But we are informed that a so-called neo-Protes- -
tant group, which includes Adventists, Baptists, Pentacostalists,
and reform Baptists, have been subjected to increased harassment
since 1970. They have been dismissed, at least we are told, from
their jobs or had their salaries withheld for several months for
baptizing their children, with or without prior permission from the
Ministry of Cults, or holding prayer meetings at times other than
those proposed by the local inspector of cults. That runs counter to
everything we adhere to in our country.

There is the further problem of treatment of Hungarian minor-
ities in Romania. We need to continue to press the Romanian
Government in these areas as well.

Still, as I said, I believe we should permit the waiver to continue.
We see some hopeful signs. Emigration figures to this country have
risen. I guess they are up to what, 1,735 in 1978, or maybe even
higher? And that is an increase of ——

Mr. NiMeTz. Thirty-eight percent, I think I testified.
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Senator DoLk. I will make my statement a part of the record. It
is perhaps not Earth shaking, but it indicates some of the concerns
expressed to me as an individual Senator, and also as a member of
the CSCE, you have appeared before the CSCE, and which we

appreciate.
[The prepared statement of Senator Dole follows:]

STATRMENT OF SENATOR BoB DoLE

In acknowledging the President’s recommendation to Congress that waiver of the
Jackson-Vanik “Freedom of Emigration” legislation be renewed, I should like to
share with you my views on this issue.

Is there indeed cause to believe that substantial progress has been made, and that
adequate assurances for future emigration have been given by the Romanian Gov-
ernment, that would justify a renewal of the waiver?

Romanian emigration figures appear to have increased as a whole. Yet, a careful
scrutiny reveals a highly selective, tightly controlled process combined, internally,
with the continuous imposition of ever more complicated emigration procedures,
and individual repression and harassment. Emigration figures do not include the
ma{or proportion of persons urgent}y seeking reunion with relatives in the U.S. The
decline in emigration visa permits for Israel since the early 1970’s shows a selective
and antihuman rights nature. These figures have declined from 4,000 in 1973 to
1,139 in 1978. This is partially due to the a[}plication procedure, which compels an
applicant to complete a preliminary request form, followed by an appearance before
a committee, a procedure designed to intimidate the applicant, as well as discourage
him from applying. It is only after these steps have been fulfilled that a decision is
made a8 to whether or not the applicant will be allowed to even receive the
application form. In most cases, a long waiting period for the agglicant ends with a
refusal to give him an application form and the refusal must be appealed. During
the waiting period, the authorities do not sit idly by, they engage in a camFa.lgn of
harassment and persecution of the applicant who is frequently dismissed from his
job, loging the means to support himself.

The many appeals my office receives and processes larly from people in
Romania who are denied permission to emigrate contradicts allegations by the
Romanian Government that declines in emigration figures are due to lack of desire
or the age structure of the Romanian Jewish community.

Oppression against minorities in Romania is not limited to Jews. Religious E?terse
cution is directed against groups such as Baptists and orthodox minorities. Ethnic
Hungarians are subject to repression as well. Even though article 30 of the Roma-
nian Constitution proclaims that “freedom of conscience is guarantéed to all citizens
of the Socialist Republic of Romania”, a group known as neo-protestant, which
include Adventists, Baptists, Pentecostalists, and Reformed Adventists have been
subjected to increased official harassment since 1970. They have been dismissed
from their jobs or had their salaries withheld for several months, for baptizing their
children with or without prior permission from the Ministry of Cults, or for holding
prayer meetings at times other than those proposed by the local inspector of cults.

Romania has ratified international treaties and covenants guaranteeing the rights
of national minorities. However, in reality, the Hungarian minority, as a case in
point, is deprived of full enjoyment of their rights and subjected to official discrimi-
nation that restrict Huniarian language education in Romania and is designed, in
g)neral, to_discourage the retention of Hungarian cultural heritage within the

manian Republic. ’ !

Are we then to deny a renewal of the most favored nation status to Romania on

suchefrounds? I think not. As Mencken once wrote: “All complex problems can be
solved by simple solutions * * * which are always wrong”'.
The fact is that emigration figures to the United States have risen from 890 in
1975 to 1,735 in 1978. That number is expected to rise in 1979. This is an encourag-
ing sign which we must carefully avoid jeopardizing. Trade has been on the increase
between the two nations. Should this translate into higher standards of living for
the Romanian tpeople in Romania, the benefits could be far reaching.

Retention of an annual congressional review of the situation will continue to
afford the United States the opportunity to re-examine the situation carefully for
signs of p . Should the situation deteriorate in the future, the option to deny
renewal of the MFN status would remain open to us. There is no doubt that trade
restrictions can act in favor of those they are designed to help. But when encourag-
ing signs are shown, we must weigh the facts, recognizing the negative points of the
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situation, while acknowledging the positive developments, in’rder to reach a bal-

anced judgment. -

In summary, and bearing in mind the reservations and concerns that I have
expressed, it is my feeling that we should support the President’s request for an
extension of his waiver authority for another year. However, before concluding, 1

should like to propose that the following steps be taken:

1. Initiate comprehensive new discussions with Bucharest on the subject of emi-
gration, dealing specifically with simplication of emigration procedures, reunion of
family reunification. ) -

2. Request Romanian Government to consider granting Jews who have been
refused permission to emigrate a ‘‘repatriation status” modeled after the “repatri-
ation to homeland” status applied to ethnic Germans in Romania, which has al-
lowed them to emigrate to West Germany at the rate of 11,000 annually.

Such action would ensure some measure of guarantee that the Romanian Govern-
ment will meet the concerns of the Jackson-Vanik amendment.

Senator DoLe. I think that the best course is the one proposed by
the administration. I would hope there might be some focus on
trying to approve the procedures, as I know there will be, and
maybe some look at repatriation status if, in fact, there_are Roma-
nian Jews who would like to be a part of it.

Certainly, as you suggest, as the numbers go down, you cannot
maintain the same annual rate of outflow.

Mr. NiMETz. | agree with just about everything you said, Senator.
I will comment briefly on the points you have made on religious
freedom in Romania. We had an ecumenical church group of Ro-
manian religious leaders here a few weeks ago. In some respects,
the religious life there is fairly open. In some respects, I say. In
other words, the churches do get repaired. There is publishing. The
Jewish community has a vibrant synagogue and cultural life. In
the Romanian Orthodox Church, I asked the bishop how many
seminaries there were. They do have seminaries and religious edu-
cation. : ‘

So people can worship and within limits pursue their religious
beliefs. On the other hand, only religious organizations that are
approved by what they call the Ministry of Cults can function.
Therefore, Senator, if you decided that you wanted to establish a
religion, you could not set up a church or have prayer meetings or
organized religion.

I don’t want to speak for the Romanians, but I suppose they
would say everyone is free to think what they want, but if you
organize a religion, you have got to come in and make application.
Some of what you describe as the neo-Protestant, or at least the
less traditional Protestant churches have had trouble in Romania
recently as they proselytize and try to gain converts. So this is
something that is not encouraged by the Romanians at all.

Senator DoLE. I must go over and vote. We will recess for a °
minute or two. Senator Ribicoff will return, as will Senator Heinz.
I am engaged in a windfall profits tax hearing, which doesn’t have
g lol: to do with this, I don’t believe, but I will not be able to come

ack. .
I appreciate your indulgence, and we will be in communication
on trying to keep appropriate—maybe pressure is not the right
word, but dialog. Thank you. -

[Brief recess.]

Senator RiBIcOFF. The committee will resume.
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I understand that of the administration panel, there are some
questions Senator Bradley would like to ask. Would you mind
stepping aside until he returns?

e will go to the next witness in order to save time. Mr. Birn-
baum, please. You may proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF JACOB BIRNBAUM, NATIONAL DIRECTOR,
CENTER FOR RUSSIAN AND EAST EUROPEAN JEWRY

Mr. BirnBAUM. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I express my appreciation for your unfailing courtesy and help-
fulness over the past years and for the helpfulness of your staff in
the w;rlisde-ranging discussions I have had with them these past
months, ’

I was quite concerned about many aspects of Mr. Nimetz's testi-
mony. I felt that in tie light of my dail{ experience with the pleas
and the letters and the phone calls 1 received from citizens of
Romania and their relatives and friends, that many of these re-
marks were academic and, in fact, there had been an introduction
of new immigration obstacles in the past year, as there have been
every year since 1975, since these hearings were held.

To my knowledge, there have been at least two important obsta-
cles since the last hearings. And second, they have maintained this
whole situation of the prolonged separation of families in Israel
and the United States. This, to me, is the crux of the matter. Not
even the statistics. This is the fundamental violation of the Jack-
son amendment, of section 402 which we are talking about today.

I would regard the rise in emigration to the United States, even
though it has been relativegafreat this last year, as something
cosmetic. As I said, it didn’t ly deal with the basic agony of the
separation of families. This increase is basically to please Washing-
ton and was certainly more than offset by the decline of the flow to
Israel, though Israel far outranks the United States in terms of
family reunion needs.

This is very ironic. Israel has a very heavy Romanian Jewish
population. The rate for the first 5 months of 1979 was down to 50
a month compared to 250 to 350 a month for the years 1972, 1973,
and 1974. The Romanian contention that this unnatural decline is
due to the aging and shrinking of the Jewish community is an
absurd falsehood, a falsehood which is still given wide credence in
official Washington and was repeated by Mr. Nimetz again today.

The Romanian Jewish community, in my estimate, eagproachee
70,000, and I am prepared to discuss why, if I am asked. Of that
70,000 there may well be an emigration potential of 40,000. Since
the first extension of MFN to Romania in 1975, the President and
Congress have, on the whole, been satisfied with vague undertak-
ing and assurances of goodwill, of Romanian goodwill.

e time has now come for Bucharest to supply Washington with
written assurances as the Hungarians did before they received
MFN. Understandings with a group of Jewish organizations are not
enough for Congress to accept without further probing and continu-
ing congressional pressures on the Romanians are required to in-
sure that they will keep their word until next summer.

These written assurances should include: One, intention to com-
ply with the requirements of section 402 of the 1974 Trade Act;
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two, recognition of a simple letter of intent to emigrate as the first
step in simplifying emigration procedures; three, immediate steps
to release long-separated families, at least 500 by the end of Sep-
tember, leading to a reversion to the 250 to 350 monthly emigra-
tion to Israel of the early 1970’s; four, granting amnesty to several
dozen former ‘“‘scapegoat” prisoners from the 1960 trials as prom-
ised last summer, thus giving these people the option to emigrate.

In order to work out these matters, the President should immedi-
ately initiate intensive discussions with Bucharest over several
months, if necessary, concluding with a public exchange of letters
such as that which preceded the grantin%of MFN to the. Hungar-
ians. There were extensive, prolonged United States-Hungarian
discussions lasting for well over 1 year before the Hungarians
received MFN, and it was capped by this exchange of letters.

Why should the Romanians be any different, particularly after
this very doubtful record over the last 4 years. Probably the single
most eftective action by the administration would be the establish-
ment of a more extensive monitoringrhsysbem centered in the
American Embassy in Bucharest itself. This should include would-
be emigrants to Israel for as long as required.

Washington is far away, so the monitoring should be centered in
Bucharest. But Washington needs to expand its review process and
action on the basis of that review process. That review should take
place on a monthly or quarterly basis. I would sltlggest that possibly
a Senator from the committee should be appointed and working, of
course, in coordination with the chairman, would take action on a
monthly or quarterly basis as decided, as long as the present unsta-
ble situation, unsatisfactory situation, persists.

The would-be emigrant to Israel faces two difficulties: The likeli-
hood of being turned away at the police station, where the long,
tortuous process begins, and the inability of the Israeli Embassy to
intervene on his behalf. If, however, an Israeli repatriation list
were established at the American Embassy in Bucharest, in Wash-
ington, and, of course, in Tel Aviv, he would obtain immediate
international recognition of the application and, second, a certain
protection from intimidation.

Mr. Chairman, at present we germit the Romanians to make us
sweat for a few individuals. With a change in perspective and the
same effort, we could achieve the principle.

Senator RiBicorr. Mr. Birnbaum, your time has expired.

Mr. BIRNBAUM. I am about to finish, Mr. Chairman.

Senator RiBICOFF. | am trying to put a limit on everyone. As you
can see, this is going to be the sort of day in which some people
will not be able to testify.

Mr. BirNBAUM. My essential thesis this morning is that the
President and Congress need to find an effective way of signaling
the Romanians that they intend to be vigilant as never before to
insure that the coming months will mark the commencement of
visible progress, (a) to humanize emigration procedures, (b) to ter-
minate the endless agony of the mass of separated families.

When the Romanians get the message “hat we really mean what
we tsain))lr, these and other human rights problems will diminish per-
ceptibly.

%hank you.

LT
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Senator RIBICOFF. Are there any questions of Mr. Birnbaum?
glzo response. ]
nator RiBicorr. Thank you, Mr. Birnbaum. We are aware of
these problems you raise, and my staff has been in touch with you
and will continue to be available with you to work these things out.

There is another vote, gentlemen. We will stand in recess. I
think Senator Bradley and Senator Heinz have some more ques-
tions of the Government witnesses, so when Senator Heinz and
Senator Bradley return from the vote, we will go back to the
Government witnesses.

Senator BRADLEY. Fine, Mr. Chairman. I would like to ask Mr.
Birnbaum one question. How do you arrive at your estimate that
there are now 70,000 members of the Jewish community in Roma-
nia and that 40,000 are prospective emigrants, in contrast to the
claim of the chief rabbi of Romunia who says that there are 37,000
members in the community?

Mr. BirRNBAUM. Now, unfortunately, the chief rabbi gives differ-
ent estimates at least twice if not three or four times a year. Last
week he spoke of 38,000. Last year he spoke of 37,000. The previous
year he spoke of about 25,000. In 1976 he spoke of 48,000. My point
is that in 1975 and 1976, the record of these hearings will show
that everyone, including Romanian spokesmen, spoke of a Jewish
community of between 75,000 and 100,000.

All of a sudden, in the last 2 years, Romanian spokesmen an
to speak of a third of that range. They spoke in terms of 20,000 to
37,000, and sometimes less. And the reason is obvious. The reason
is %olitical. Angd it is clear that it is impossible that suddenly,
within a year, there could be a drop of from 75,000 to one-third of
that number.

In any case, my experience tells me that although there are a
considerable number of elderly people in the community, sure, that
is correct, but there are a considerable number of people who are
young and who wish to leave, and even some of the elderly who
may not be so persistent in their desire to leave would leave if
given the opportunity. -

I have plenty of correspondence to back up this fact, and I will
submit a selection of this correspondence with my testimony.

Senator BRADLEY. To justify the 70,000 figure?

Mr. BiIrRNBAUM. I am sorry?

Senator BRADELY. To justify the 70,000 figure?

Mr. BirNBaUM. No. In response to the idea that the majority of
the Jewish community is old and do not want to leave. The justifi-
cation is that we should still be near the figure of 75,000. So I am
saying that taking away emigration and deaths, the figure would
still be near 70,000.

I have one other ‘Boint. On Mayy 13, a Romanian spokesman
spoke to the Jewish Week of New York, which is a very respected

aper, and.spoke casually about the Jewish community of 60,000.

e spoke casually. I have the clipping in my files right here. And
this is certainlg, ain, very different from what they have been
saying, about 25,000, and the higher range, which is 37,000.

nator BRADLEY. Would you care to comment at all on under-
standings reached between a group of Jewish organizations and the
Romanian diplomat, Cornelius Bogdan? .
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Mr. BirnBAaUuM. Since 1975, the administration and Congress
have accepted general understandings and vague assurances, but
the record has been extremely spotty. Will an understanding
reached between nongovernmental and a governmental group have
better success?

It is with this record in mind that I urge the utmost caution in
the understandings between the group of Jewish organizations and
Mr. Bogdan. I hope with all of my heart that it will work out, but I
must point out so far that the effect of the letter has been, once
again, to allay growing congressional concerns at a time when our
work of years had created a unique opportunity to extract, hopeful-
ly, a substantially more effective compliance from Bucharest than
the understandings mentioned in Mr. Spitzer’s letter about under-
standings with Mr. Bogdan.

In our opinion, the greatest hope for making these understand-
ings work is for Congress to maintain its vigilance, its pressures on
Bucharest, and insure the operations of adequate systems of moni-
toring over the coming months. Such ﬁressure in hearings, though
improved in recent years, needs much strengthening. We believe
the time has come for Congress to make plain to the President that
Bucharest will be required to furnish written assurances.

Certainly, if Members of Congress do not find a real way of
communicating their concern and vigilance to the Romanians in
the coming month, whatever promise this accord has is in danger
of being reduced to the point of meaninglessness.

As [ said, one of the after effects of this accord has been to allay
the concern of Members of Congress. Ironically, if the ultimate
result is to block vigilant congressional action, it is likely to result
in the failure of this much-touted accord. I feel, therefore, it is time
for Congress to assert itself and not leave the matter to a few
Jewish organizations.

Senator BRADLEY. So you don’t pyt much faith in the understand-

ings?

ﬁr. BIrRNBAUM. Let me put it to you this way. By itself I do not
think it will stand. I think its only chance is if it 1s backed up by
vigilant congressional action over the coming months, because our
experience has been that between congressional hearings, things
just flop out. Things just ease off, and the Romanians fail to
comply with the act.

Senator BRADLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ]

Senator RiBicorr. I think in all fairness at this time I should
read a letter from Mr. Jack Spitzer, president of B’nai B’rith
International.

DeAR SENATOR RiBicorr: I am pleased to submit written testimony on behalf of -
the Conference of Presidents of l\fajor American Jewish Organizations, which gives
an unqualified endorsement to another extension of the most-favored-nation status
for Romania on the strength of understandings between the Conference of Presi-
dents and the Romanian Government.

Those understandings were reached after intensive discussions with officials in
the Romanian Government and a delegation headed by Alfred Moses, the National
President of the Jewish Committee, acting dn behalf of the Conference of Presi-

ents.

1 would like to take this opportunity to say, Mr. Chairman, that the Romanian
Government has made an honest and diligent effort to satisfy our concerns on
Jewish emigration. We have been assured that it is willing to make the same effort
to resolve any other human rights questions brought to its attention by the Execu-
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tive Branch of the United States Government, the Congress or responsible private

organizations.
Sincerely,

JACK J. SPITZER.

This does not call in question Mr. Birnbaum’s testimony. He is
deeply sincere and interested in this problem. But I think in all
fairness the letter from Mr. Jack Spitzer should go in the record.

Senator Heinz, I think you had a question.

Senator Heinz. Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First I note, Mr. Birnbaum, and I hope everyone else does, the
four very specific suggestions you have made for our Government
to obtain in the way of written assurances on the first and second
pages of your summary, your most helpful summary of your testi-
mony. I think those are obviously very well-thought-out and good
suggestions.

I also note that in your testimony you suggested that possibly the
most effective action by the administration would be the establish-
ment of a solid monitoring system centered in the American Em-
bassy in Bucharest. Exactly how would that monitoring and review
process take place? How would it be an improvement over what
now exists? What particular capacity should it have?

Mr. BIrRNBAUM. Well, let me first pay tribute to the work of the
staff of the American Embassy in Romania. It is very solid. In
earlier years, in the early seventies, they worked extremely hard
and they became overloaded. And then their staff could not func-
tion to their full extent. They were cut in staff, I believe, and they
did their very, very best to monitor the process.

Now, in recent years they have begun to monitor the process in a
much more systematic way, and reports have come to Washington
in a much more systematic way on a weekly basis. They have been
reaching the committees on a weekly basis. I must say I can
express an increased satisfaction on this aspect.

However, I am not too happy about the question of Israel, and I
feel that the essential thing is to see whether we cannot include a
much closer monitoring of would-be Israeli emigrants.

Now, as I have said before, the Israeli emigrant is more or less
helpless because the Israeli Embassy is not in a ition, for a
number of reasons, to intervene on his behalf. So that very often
he tries to turn to the American Embassy. In the past, my experi-
ence in the middle seventies, there were people who listened to
him, _%t least, and unofficially assisted, purely in an unofficial
capacity.

don’t think that this is the case anymore, and I would like to
suggest that with our famous human rights record, that we institu-
tionalize this a bit. And as long as this business with the Israeli
Embassy continues, that we set up an Israel repatriation list which
can be administered by a nongovernmental humanitarian organiza-
tion. Whether it is International Rescue Committee or someone
else is of no great concern, but under the general auspices of the
dAmeric:e.n Government. It would not be easy but I think it could be

one.

It certainly is essential, and it is not without precedent in terms
of activities by members of staffs, American diplomatic personnel
in other parts of the world. .
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As far as what goes on here, I think that a tightening of coordi-
nation between the Senators of this committee and other interested
parties, as in the House and, of course, the State Department,
would be very, very he}‘pful. And I repeat my suggestion that a
special Senator should, for the time being, work in close coopera-
tion with the chairman, handle the review on a monthly or quar-
terly basis of the Romanian human rights situation.

Senator HEiNz. Thank you, Mr. Birnbaum.

Senator RiBicoFr. Thank you veg much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Birnbaum follows:]

SUMMARY OF STATEMENT BY JACOB BIRNBAUM, NATIONAL DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR
. RussiAN AND EAsT EUROPEAN JEWRY

Senate should urge President to: :

1. Request immediate written assurances from Bucharest of compliance with
Jackson amendment.

II. Initiate prolo: discussions with Bucharest, with final exchange of letters.

III. Introduce solid monitoring in Bucharest and expand review/action processes
in Washington. .

IV. Simplify Jewish emigration by creation of ‘Israel repatriation’ list.

Since the last hearing, Bucharest has continued its fundamental violation of the
Jackson Amendment and, of course, the Helsinki Accords, by:

L. Introducing further important emigration obstacles.

2. Maintaining the prolonged separation of families in Israel and U.S.

A cosmetic rise in emigration to the U.S. to please Washington was more than
offset by the remorseless decline of the flow to Israel, though Israel far outranks the
U.S. in terms of family reunion needs. The rate for-the first 5 months of 1973 was
down to 50 a month compared with 260-350 a month for the years 1972-73-74.

The Romanian contention that this unnatural decline is due to the aging and
shrinlg.‘g of the Jewish community is an absurd falsehood, unfortunately still given
wide ence in official Washi n. Romanian Jewish emigration potential may
well be 40,000 of approximately 70,000.

Since the first extension of to Romania in 1975, the President and Congress
have, on the whole, boen satisfied with vague undertakings and assurances of
Romanian goodwill. The time has now come for Bucharest to sup) IK Washington
with written assurances (as the Hungarians did before they receiv . Under-
standings with a group of Jewish organizations are not eno:fh for Congress to
accept without further probing, and eontinuimi Congression ressures on the
Romanians are required to ensure that they will keep their word until next sum-
mer.

These written assurances should include:

1. Intention to comply with the requirements of section 402 of the 1974 Trade Act.

2. Recognition of a simple letter of intent to emigrate as the first step in simplify-
ing emigration procedures.

. Immediate steps to release long separated families, at least 500 by the end of
Selzvltel;lgle’egs. leading to a reversion to the 250-350 monthly emigration to Israel of the
early .

4. Grant amnesty to several dozen former ‘‘scapegoat’ prisoners from the 1960s
trials, as promised last summer, thus giving them the option to emigrate.

In order to work out these matters, the President should immediately initiate
intensive discussions with Bucharest over several months, if necessary, concludi
with a lgublic exchange of letters, such as that which preceded the granting of
to the Hungarians.

Probably the single most effective action by the Administration would be the
establishment of a solid monitoring system centered in the American Embassy in
Bucharest itself. This should include would-be emigrants to Israel as long as re-
quired. Distant Washington needs to expand its review/action facilities on a month-
lsy;basm, operating in the Committee under the supervision of a specially appointed

nator, coordinating with the Chairman.

The would-be emigrant to Israel faces two difficulties—the likelihood of being
turned away at the police station where the long, tortuous rrocess begins, and the
inability of the Israeli Embassy to intervene on his behalf. If, however, an “Israeli
repatriation” list were established at the American Embassy in Bucharest, in Wash-
ington and of course in Tel Aviv, he would obtain—
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a. immediate international recognition of his application.

b. a certain protection from intimidation. .

Mr. Chairman, this is the fifth year that the Congressional Trade Subcommittees
are considering the President’s recommendation to grant Romania an extension of
the waiver of the human rights provisions of the 1974 Trade Act. Section 402, which
contains the Jackson-Vanik legislation, places particular emphasis on emigration
performance of non-market countries but, as a concession to practical politics,
provision was made for annual waiver, despite imperfect performance, on the under-
standing that progress toward the goal had been made in the previous year and
verli‘i:ab e assurances given for the future. Unfortunately, we have neither in regard
to Romania.

On the contrary, obstacles to emigration, far from decreasing, multiply year by
year. 1978 saw the introduction of another major complication. In my testimony to
this Committee on September 8, 1976, 1 described the intimidating process required
to reach a waiting list for the application form. Then came a preliminary applica-
tion form with its own difficulties of attainment. This process has now become
complete by the establishment of a full-scale waiting list to be merely considered for
the preliminary form.

On the eve of the House hearin?s, we had confirmation of the recent introduction
of another emigration obstacle. A letter from a recent Romanian emigrant stated: “I
want to inform you that the most newest point added to the Romanian emigration
system is to give somebody who receives a negative answer the possibility to appeal
to the authority only after half a year”.

I will not repeat here the more detailed breakdowns of emigration obstacles and
accompanying ments reported in earlier testimonies of July 12, 1978, July 27,
1977 and September 8, 1976, but they all add up to continuous, cumulative and
calculated violations of the spirit and letter of Section 402.

As a result, the basic critical problems of family separation remain both in the
U.S. and Israel. This might not, at first sight, be ap nt in U.S. statistics which
show a 1978 increase of 416 and probably represent Bucharest’s bid to obtain a five
year or at least a three year waiver extension. Unfortunately, much of this statisti-
cal ballast did not represent ‘genuine family reunion cases. According to reports,
these included quite 8 number of doubtful types who commenced their careers in
the West by causing trouble to the Austrian authorities in the Treiskirchen transit
camp. .

It is ironic that the U.S,, with a far smaller Romanian family reunion base than
Israel, now outstrips Israel in the numbers of its Romanian immi ts but then
Bucharest has no rarticular need to please Tel Aviv in the late 1970’s. The Roma-
nian flow to Israel therefore continues to plunge. Indeed, the first five months of
1979 saw only 251 immigrants, compared with last year’s already low 457. Thus, this
{ear’s total points to only 600, compared with 1978's 1,139 which was almost 200
ower than 1977’s 1,334. ’I‘Ls in turn was a steep drop from the approximately 2,000
annually of 1975-76. These latter figures, however, represented a halving from the

-apgoximat.e annual Jewish outflow of 4,000 in 1973-74.

sum up, in just over half a decade, we see a drop from an annual rate of 4,000
to 600. Thus, my forecast of an intensive Romanian effort to reduce Jewish emigra-
tion “to a trickle” is proving more correct than even I believed possible—unless
serious measures are taken to reverse the trend.

Even those persons in Washington who have hitherto placed some credence in
Bucharest's assertions that the Romanian Jewish community is aging and dwindling
surely cannot believe that the process has accelerated so suddenly and rapidly in
the last couple of years. The 1975-76 hearings of the Trade Committee indicate that
everyone, including the Romanians, assumed the number of Romanian Jews to be
over 75,000. Suddenly, the Romanians began to speak in terms of 21,000 to 37,00,
mostly “aged persons satisfied to live on their pensions” and so “this issue has
finally been resolved”.

Curiously enough, a Romanian spokesman recently visiting the New York office
gg tllxge7 %t))wwh Week explicitly mentioned a Jewish population of 60,000 (issue of May

Yet despite these absurd falsehoods, I continue to hear the same line in the State
Department, the Congress and the National Security Council: “Basically, we're
dealing with a few thousand old Romanian Jews who should be left to die peacefully
in ?yu&han!a,s,t and a few small towns. We cannot make a human rights issue of
everything!

My own information does not come from tainted sources but derives from person-
al channels and from letters of relatives, mostly from Israel (see appendix for
samples). Everything points massively to one conclusion—a substantial proportion of
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Romania's agptoximately 70,000 Jews would leave if they could; over 40,000 in the
coming decade would be quite possible, in my opinion.

In case it should be thought that this is a Jewish problem, examine the records of
the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, as Documents of Dissent,
1978; of Amnesty International, Romanian Report, 1978; and above all Radio Free
Europe’s voluminous weekly digest of smuggled letters from Romania.

An article in the Jerusalem Post of February 13, 1979 entitled “Intellectuals
Fleeing Romania” points out that intellectuals, artists, scientists, professional peo-
ple have “an added sense of desperation at the way events are moving in Romania
as its image in the West improves. Until recently, they had hoped the West would
pressure Ceausescu to liberalize hm;egl%’

A critical sentence of the President’s mmendation to extend the waiver reads,
“1978 saw a dramatic increase in overgll emigration from Romania.”” An examina-
tion of the figures will surely _/w a alculation here.

N Lot .
19717 1978
Romanian migration to:
Us. 1,240 1,656
Israel 1,334 1.139
Total.......... 2,574 2,795

An increase of 221 over 2,574, approximately 8.6 percent, is hardly dramatic.

The movement of Romania’s ethnic Germans cannot be legitimately included in
these figures, and, in their testimonies of earlier years, Administration spokesmen
have not done so because this is a movement of “repatriation to the Homeland”,
facilitated by “arrangements” and “understandin%s". involving extensive West Ger-
man loan guarantees and unpublicized but well known ransom payments. (See
Frankfurter Allgemeine, Jan. 10, 1978 and the Washington West German Press
Office release, Jan. 8, 1978, both referring to the Schmit usescu meeting.) Clear
reference was made to ‘“the reunion of families and the resettlement of ethnic
Germans at the present rate” (approximately 1,000 a month). Variations in these
figures from month to month or even year to year are certainly not significant as
they represent an agreed amount whether approximate or precise. In 1977, for
example, the Romanians appear to have fallen behind somewhat; in 1978, they
reached their full quota.

A comment on the term “repatriation” in relation to East European Jews exiting
to Israel: It should be understood that in the poet-World War II period, most East
European governments, including the Soviet Union’s and the Romanians’, have
always considered ths Jews a special case for repatriation and have so presented
their departure to the rest of the population.

Unfortunately, Israel’s ability to protect Romanian Jews is modest indeed. In
terms of supporting would-be emigrants to Israel, the U.S. Administration is not
usually prepared to make other than the most generalized representations to Bucha-
rest. We believe that the Administration should find ways of indicating to the
Romanian authorities U.S. willingness to supg?rt the special status of any Roma-
nian Jew who manages to get formal word to the American Consul in Bucharest or,
via a relative or friend, to the Administration or Congress in Washington, that he or
she wishes to renounce Romanian citizenship in favor of a status eventually en-
titling to “repatriation to Israel”. Some such formula might help sidestep delicate
?roblqma involving possible Romanian charges of the Israel Embassy in Bucharest
oetenmmigmtion within the Jewish community.

Mr. Chairman, the past year has been particularly revealing of the Romanian
authorities’ casual contempt of solemn commitments, publicly made, both the U.S.
Administration and to the Co: . I refer to the Romanian Government’s Amnes-
ty Decree No. 131 of June 8, 1978, whose contents were delivered with much fanfare
last June to the American Embassy and Senator Abraham Ribicoff, chairman of the
Senate Trade Subcommittee. Well-timed to achieve international publicity before
last year's Congressional hearings, the Decree forgave the penalties of nine (origi-
nally ten) victims of the Romanian economic “scapegoat” trials of the early 1960s as
follows: Adalbert Rosinger, Benjamin Schwartz, Alexandru Rado, Gheorghe Man-
heim, Mikah Crainic, Paul Stefanescu, Sidonia Grigorescu, Alexandru Costin, Ange-
lo'{‘{hhimsbrun]ner. . hird of i

ese people were no longer to one third of m r pensions or stipends in
perpetuity, and thus have the possig&vity of emigrating. ﬁowever, only Rosinger was
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amnestied and subsequently emigrated. Despite repeated representations there has
been no progress on the others, with the possible exception, just resulting from
enormous efforts, of Manheim.

In addition, last summer in Bucharest, word was spread among visiting Jewish
leaders from abroad that the remainder of the former Jewish prisoners would be
favorably considered for amnesty ‘before the end of 1978". Needless to say, abso-
lutely nothing has happened.

Mr. Chairman, year by year, Bucharest’s contemptuous violations of the letter
and spirit of Section 402 of the 1974 Trade Act, not to speak of the Helsinki Accords,
continues to multiply and encroach on the credibility and integrity of the U.S.
Administration and Congress. Yet Romanian embassy personnel have had some
success in Washington because they are persistent, ubiquitous and bland. They
know that diplomats and members of Congress have an enormous number of preoc-
cupations and are liable to forget Romanian human rights failings between annual
hearings. Personal visits from His Excellency the Ambassador himself persuade
many well-meaning members of Congress that they can be more effective bf' keep-
ing quiet and intervening as needed because they believe they have ‘‘developed a
special personal relationship with the Ambassador himself.” Thus, the Romanians
have in the past managed to neutralize many different powerful individuals and
%roups and prevented the con.. :ted action which will obtain genuine results from

ucharest.

Clearly, Congressional action in regard to the Romanians has been fragmentary,
disjointed, uncoordinated. With the Trade Committees in the lead, we are hopeful
that an important process of mutual consultation and coordination could be effected
within the House and within the Senate, and jointly.

This year, there is one huge additional consideration for the Trade Committees. If
the{ are thinking of granting MFN and associated privilezes to the USSR, they will
wish to show that the waiver works, and indeed works well as regards Romania. At
the moment it is still working but poorly for the lack of effective direction and
coordination, and its usefulness diminishes every year as a result of its current
manner of operation.

Every year at this time the question is raised, “What has happened between the
annual hearings?" I have long advocated the development of more comprehensive
monitoring and review procedures in Congress and by the Administration as essen-
tial to the operation of the Jackson-Vanik legislation. Until we gain more control of
the situation, I advocate greater allocation of staff time under the supervision of a
specially appointed Committee member who would make a monthly review of
progress in coordination with the Chairman, with action hopefully flowing from the
reviews.

But Washington is far from the scene of the action in Romania itself. Probably
the single most effective action by the Administration would be the establishment of
a more solid monitoring system cen red in the American Embassy in Bucharest to
cover would-be emigrants to Israel as well as the U.S. as long as the Israeli Embassy
remains unable to do this.

The would-be emigrant to Israel faces two basic difficuities—the likelihood of
being turned away at the police station where the long and tortuous application
begins and the inability of the Israeli Embassy to intervene on his behalf. If,
however, an “Israeli repatriation’ list were established under the immediate control
of American Embassy personnel in Bucharest or under general American protection
but in the hands of a nongovernment humanitarian group, the situation of the
would-be emigrant could be transformed. By registering himself on such a list or a
relative or friend registering him in Washmgton or Tel Aviv, he would obtain (a)
immediate international ition of his desire to join his relatives; and (b) a
certain protection from intimidation.

. Thus, a simple letter of intent to emigrate would have the effect of circumnavigat-
ing, at least in part, the formidable emigration procedures and establish his creden-
tials as a full applicant who has taken the first recognized public step.

. Above all, Congress should call on the President and the Department of State to
initiate new U.S.-Romanian discussions on the model, in part, of the U.S.-Hungarian
discussions of 1977/8. In recommending the granting of MFN to Hungary, the
President wrote words which could relate well to Romania: “For well over a year,
U.S. officials have had re%ular conversations with Hungarian officials about Hun-
garian emigration law, policy and practice and about the resolution of individual
cases.”” These culminated in an exchange of letters between Hungarian Foreign
Minister Puja and the U.S. Ambassador Kaiser on March 15th.n§>uja promised
“concerning cases of emigration” that Hungary would “act in accordance with the

50-437 0 - 80 - &
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letter and spirit of the Helsinki Final Act and deal with them promptly, conscien-
tiously and with goodwill.”

I have not been informed of the scope of the discussions recently conducted by
U.S. officials in Bucharest, but would doubt that they were of the range, intensity
and certainly not of the duration the circumstances require. Nor did they have the
type of strong Congressional backing we are looking forward to.

The type of U.S-Romanian discussions suggested above should, in our opinion,
include the following:

(1) Simplification of emigration procedures and cessation of attendant harass-
ments such as job loss.

(2) Reunion of long separated families.

(3) Reversion to the 1973/4 rates of “repatriation” to Israel of 3-400 monthly.

Our agreement to support continued extension of MFN depends on early, solid
evidence of improved emigration performance by the Romanians, not merely in
rates of migration to the U.S, but in evident indications that procedures will be
humanized and the torture of family separation resolved. Critical to our support
would be written assurances.

Section 402 of the 1974 Trade Act calls for formal assurances. As I pointed out in
my testimony of 1978, at the first hearings in 1975, then Assistant Secretary of
State Arthur Hartman told the Committee, “We believe the undertakings reached
. . . fully satisfy the letter and spirit of the Trade Act.” Asked what assurances the
President had received, he made no direct reply but urged us ‘‘to assess Romanian
emigration practices by deeds in the coming weeks and months.” In short, he hoped
that sufficiently improved gerformance would take the place of the required assur-
mLolesd}_t !ig not surprising that the Chairman complained of being asked to “act with
a blindfold"”.

The reality of the period since 1975 has been that, while the Romanians made
some cosmetic improvements in migration rates to the U.S. to make a show in
Washington, they reduced the flow to Israel to a trickle, though Israel is the main
area of family reunion. Above all, they violated the spirit and letter of the Helsinki
Accords and the Jackson Amendment through—

a. the year by year multiplication of emigration obetacles.

b. prolongation of the agony of masses of separated families.

It is with this record in mind that I urge the utmost caution in regards to the
‘“understandings” between a group of Jewish organizations discussed in Mr. Jack
Spitzer's letter to Rep. Charles Vanik wherein he looks forward to the problem of
Jewish emigration from Romania being “resolved once and for all”. I hope with all
my heart that this will be so, but must point out that so far, the effect of the letter
has been once hﬁam to allay growing Congressional concerns at a time when our
work ofg'ears created a unique ogpoftunity to extract, hopefully, a substantially
more eftective compliance from Bucharest than the understandings mentioned in
the letter. Ir our opinion, the greatest hope for making these understandings work
is for Congress to maintain its vigilance, its pressures on Bucharest, and insure the
operation of adequate systems of monitoring over the coming months. Such vigi-
lance and pressure between hearings, though improved in recent years, needs much
strengthening. In the light of our above discussions of earlier understandings since
1975, we believe the time has come for Congress to make plain to the President that
Bucharest finally be required to furnish written assurances which should include:

(1) Intention to comply with the requirements of Section 402.

(2) Recognition of a simple letter of intent to emigrate as the first step of
formal application, with a commitment to simplify proceduree.

(3) Immediate stepe to release long separated families, at least 500 by the end
of September, leading to a reversion to the 250-350 monthly emigration rate to
Israel of the early 1970’s.

(4) Grant amnesty to several dozen former “‘scapegoat” prisoners of the 1960s
trials, as promlsed" last summer, thus giving them the option to emigrate.

APPENDIXES

I. MATRRIALS ON FORMER “SCAPEGOAT’ PRISONERS

1. Excerpted document of interrogations, trial and punishment.

2. Copy of June 8, 1978 Amnesty Decree 131 as forwarded to Senator Ribicoff.
3. List of 80 former prisoners.

4. The tragic case of Anna Blum.
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Former “scapegoat"’ prisoners

Our campaign of recent f;ears on their behalf resulted in the Amnesty Decree of
June 8, 1978 discussed in the testimony but still not implemented by Bucharest. To
my 1978 testimonies I appended a vivid document smuggled out from one of these
people. Herewith are extracts from another document indicating some of the ele-
ments which made up the “scapegoat” trials of the early 19708 for which they are
still being punished, the bac| und of anti-semitism which resulted in Jews alone
being singled out and a type of justice in which the prisoner was held incommunica-
do, without access to family or lawyer, for 3 years, heavy prison sentences and
fanciful fines concocted for presumed damages to the State.

“During my interrogations, one of my inquisitors told me bluntly, ‘It would have
been much better had Hitler finished off all you Jews.” "’

My interrogations lasted three years and there was no question of my seeing
?nyglne during this period . . . neither my lawyer or knowing anything about my

amily.

During the first two years I was beaten almost daily because of my constant
refusal of accepting the charges I had been faced with.

During the trial I first in three years was able to see—in the hall—my wife,
without of course being able to speak to her. The whole (trial) set-up, the President
of the military court, the Prosecutor and the defending lawyer himself, all served as
the tractable tools of the Security (Romanian equivalent of the KGB). During the
trial I was only once able to s to my lawyer, in the presence of two interroga-
tors, for one hour.

When calculating the so-called ‘debts’, the Security experts used all possible false
trickeries, inflating them enormously . . . using as terms the rates of 100 lei=1
dollar, and that happened in 1964.”

. U.S. SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C., September 29, 1978.

Rabbi JAcoB BIRNBAUM,
New York, N.Y.

DEAR RaBsr BIRNBAUM: Per our conversation on September 27, I attach a copy of
the list of Romanians amnestied by Decree No. 131 on June 8, 1978. The list was
given to Senator Ribicoff by the Romanian Embassy.

Sincerely,
ArTtHUR H. Housg,
Legislative Assistant to
Senator Ribicoff.
DECREE NO. 131, JUNE 8, 1978
List of persons

Rosinger, Adalbert; Schwartz, Benjamin; Rado, Alexandru; Menheim, Gheorghe
bCrainit:,[lidni;w\li Stefanescu, Paul Grigorescu, Sidonia Costin, Alexandru, and Khimbe-
runer, elo.

List of some Jewish former prisoners in Romania

* Abraham, Ghidali, Alexandru, Radu; * Blum, Anna; Costin, Alexandru; Crainic,
Mihai; * Donath, Paul; Edelstein, Sami; * Fabish, Sara; * Fleischer, Nathan; Gelber,
Aron; * Ghinsbrunner, elo; érigoriu, Sidonia; Itic (Ungar), Avrum N; * Jacob,
Josif; * Leibovich, Mendel; * Manhaim, George; * Morsky, Bernat; * Pal, Parischeva;
* Reichman, Isidor; *® Rubinger, Herman; Saiovici, Martin; ® Scheener, Ottilia;
¢ Schwartz, Benjamin; * Simon, Isidor; Stefanescu, Paul; Suzin, Micu; Usher, David;
Weiss, Nissim David; ®* Wexler, Viorica; and Wulich, Milea.

* If we have been advised that an individual wants to emigrate, an asterisk has
been placed next to his name. The absence of an asterisk does not mean the person
wants to remain in Rumania; it merely means we do not have specific information
whether he wants to emigrate or remain in Rumania.

KirYAT TIvON, ISRAEL.

DeAR SiR: For many years I have been trying to obtain the emigration of
niece, Mrs. Ana Blum of Buchareet, 562 Popa Srg;nrgStreet, to Israel. e i

About 20 years ago, she was falsely condemned for illegal economic sabotage—
according to Romanian law—to 20 years in prison, and after 7 years in jail, she was
released. Since then, I have written to Jewish and non-Jewish organizations all over
gh«: world and also directly to the Romanian authorities to obtain her emigration,

ut in vain.
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Mrs. Blum today is almost 65 years old, totally alone with no relatives in Roma-
nia and even her husband abandoned her during her stay in jail. Her only living
relatives are her aunt who needs her help she is in bad health and I, both of us in
Israel, and both of us ready to help her, if she comes here.

May I ask you as a human being to exert your influence upon the Romanian
authorities to obtain the emigration of Mrs. Blum. It will really be a great humani-
tarian feat if you could obtain this.

I thank you.

Respectfully yours,
SHAUL GUTH.

1I. SeLECTED LETTERS FrROM WoULD-BE EMIGRANTS ILLUSTRATING EMIGRATION
OBSTACLES .

1. 14-year separation for 95-year-old, Imberg letter.

2. Government persecution and social pressures, Weiner letter re Cernes Banner.
3. Job loss and demotion, Marmor letter re George and Illana Stefanescu.

4. Long wait, Lazar Faibish re Manoil Faibish.

5. Numerous appeals, Wallenstein letter re Babus family.

6. New emigration obstacle, 6 months’ wait after every refusal: Cristescu letter.

KirYAT YOVEL, JERUSALEM,
September 8, 1978.

DEeAR Sir: We appeal to you in our despair, hoping to receive your immediate help
in the reunion of our family. -

Our name is Imberg. David and Sara. We are 94 and 81 {ears old, and we pray to
God for enough strength till we can be united with our on g son who has remained
in Romania. our age mean nothing to those in power? Don’t they understand
that for us every day is a year ? Those 14 years of yearning have wrung not only
our tears but also our strength.

Our son Yoeef Imberg was born 42 years ago is a textile engineer working in the
factory ‘BEga’. His wife Mariana was born 37 years ago and works in a hospital.
They have two children: Arondin, 11, and Maura, 3. They live 1900 Gh. Lazar St.,
Apt 12, No. 27, Timisoara.

is wife’s parent’s Wolf, Bura (81 years cld) and wife Tica (61 years old) also have
filed an application to leave.

We must emphasize that our son, daughter in law and her parents do not hold
any state secrets. They never had any police records and they have fulfilled their
?b igations to their workplaces and to the State. They are not asking for privileges

rom anyone.

Their only desire is to emigrate in order to be united with family

Davip and SARA IMBERG.

ASHDOD, ISRAEL,
June 27, 1979.
Mr. CYrRuUS ABBE,
Center for Russian and East European Jewry,
New York, N.Y.

Dear MR. ABBe: Further to my last letter to you, I am sorry to inform you that
we have heard from ggople who are Rumanians that the requests for the entry into
this country by the above has been refused.

i T}n: oi:d causing them no end of pains, as they are so afraid of losing their jobs and
iveli .

The young doctor is sent from one job to another, one village to another, just
because of his wish to come into this country.

We are depending very much on your kind help to assist these people to come
here. The sooner the better for their sakes.

Trusting you can do something for these poor people, and thanking you,

Yours very gratefully in anticipation, LW
. WIENER.

HAIFA, ISRAEL,
January 24, 1979.

DeAR Sir: The undersigned, Maria Marmor (born Rafael), herewith requests your
help in the immigration problem of my only brother.
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My brother, Dr. Rafael-Stefanescu Gheorghe, is living in 114 Aleea Vergulin St.,
Bucharest, Romania, with his wife and two sons. He has registered to immigrate to
Israel about 18 months ago, naturally together with his above mentioned members
of his family. The request has been refused, and both, he a M.D. for internal
diseases, she a M.D. gynecologist, were dismissed from their jobs for good. He was
his professor’s senior assistant at the prestigious Cantacuzino Hospital in Bucharest.

In order to earn their living, my brother has no choice but to work b'y day as a
sports-doctor of a sports club and by night he is being on duty on ambulances. His
wife, Dr. Ileana Stefanescu, lost her position also and has taken up a sewing job to
help ends meet.

ese problems are well known to you. I would only like to add to more circum-
stances that shed a tragic light on my brother’s unha;g)y fate. . .

After the Second-World-War he was expelled from Communist Romania’s medical
facilities because of his middleclass Jewish origin. Hi &:.rents died shortly, and as
an orphan he supported himself working as a nurse. Only many years atterwards
could he attend university again, but was obliged to register as a freshman, notwith-
standing his earlier studies. Nevertheless, due to his single-mindedness and perse-
verance, he became not only a M.D,, but the assistant of a well-known professor in a
well-known hospital of the Romanian capital. Registering for immigration to Israel
put an abrupt end to his promising career.

Consequently, I desperately request your help in ur{ng and facilitating a positive
reply of the Romanian authorities for my brother and his family.

anking you in advance for your help, please let us have as early as possible
your information about the possibilities in this matter.

Yours faithfully, MARMOR MARIA

DEAR Sir: I am a Jewish student and me and my mother—we want to come to the
U.S.A., where we have all our famd}}i\:. My father died in 1971 and since then we are
alone. Mother is 60, and it's very difficult for us, be'u}ﬁhalone here.

We made our first applications on June 27, 1978. Those were applications for the
main application (for the “big”’ important ones). After four months, on October 10th,
gﬁ h:d a first negative answer. So, we are not even able to get the applications to

them.

I also have problems at the University, because 1 don’t have a scholarship any
more and I was told very clearly that if I don’t get a pass soon, I won’t be allowed to
continue my studies.

Mother isn't quite well, all this tension makes her nervous and she has awful
headaches. We have a very little pension, but now especially, without the scholar-
slui?, it is ﬁetting harder for us.

lease, help us to be together with all our relatives. We are all alone here and we
are very afraid of all the consequences of our applications to go to the US.A. We do
hope that you will help us and we thank you very much.
Your gratefully,
FLORENTINA RAMNICEANU.

FeBRUARY 10, 1979.

hDgim Sir: Please help my brother and his wife to emigrate from Rumania to
rael.

My brother's name is Faibish Manoil, 44 years old, and his wife Faibish Doina, 39
557&1-3 old. They are living in Bucharest, 111 Dorobanti Road block 9A apartment

. His telephone number is 90-79-63-19.

He is a civil engineer working at Bucharest’s townhall, and his wife is a roads
engineer also working at Bucharest's townhall.

e submitted the application for emigration to Israel first in the year 1974 and he
received a negative answer. After this answer he made an appeal to the ministry of
internal affairs of Rumania. The answer was also negative, and the situation has
been repeated six times during the last three years, until 1977 when he went in
audience at the ministry. There they told him that he cannot receive the emigration

visa.

In the end of 1977 he submitted a new application as he was told to do by the
ministry, and this time the answer was positive. This was in the summer of 1978
when he submitted the forms for obtaining a passport. After a few months, precisely
in October 1978, they didn't give him the emigration visa, in contradiction to the

usual procedure.
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My other brother Faibish Avram and me, Faibish Lazar, we came to Israel with
our families, and our brother is staying there in Rumania isolated. That's why he
was very sick in the last few months.

I live in Israel, Haifa 35, Sha'ar Ha'alia Street, and my telephone number is 04-
51-09-64.

Yours sincerely, F
'AIBISH LAZAR.

HAIFA, IsRAEL,
February 22, 1979.
DEAR Sir: I have a cousin in Romania and he cannot get permit to emigrate to
Israel. In July 1978 he and his family asked the local authorities for emigration. A
few months later, in December 1978, the special committee which analfzes the
problems of emigrations called him to clarify the reasons for the request. In Janu-
ary, 1979, his request was rejected.
e personal data of the family is as follows:
Goldemberg, Beniamin: Born Jenuary 15, 1935 in Rumania. Profession: account-
ant. Parents: Mother only (17 years old).
Goldemberg, Musa: (Maiden name Josefson) born August 31, 1936 in Rumania.
Profession: electrical engineer. No parents, “1others or sisters.
Cglildren: Goldemberg, Paula: Born January 31, 1961 in Rumania. Occupation:
student.
Goldemberg, Magda: Born February 9, 1964 in Rumania. Occupation: student.
Their address in Rumania is: Soseaua Oinac 48, Bloc H3, Sc. B., Apartment 22,
Giurgiu, Judetul Ilfov.
1Plea:;e give your personal attention to this case in order to bring about a positive
solution.

Sincerely yours,
SiLviv WrrTiNG.

LisLE, ILL., March 27, 1979.

DEAR Sir: ] am a Romanian born American citizen, deeply concerned about the
fate of a family of close friends living in Bucharest, Romania.

Two years ago they requested a visa to emigrate to the United States. They were
denied even the application forms to file their petition. Over a period of one year
they made three appeals to the Governmental Commission for Passports and Visas
(GCPV), after which they were finally allowed to file their request for emigration.
Their lmueet was repeatedly denied, even though they have made 13 appeals so far,
have an interview with the authorities of the GCPV and another one with a
representative of the Council of Ministers.

Our friends have distant relatives in the U.S. as well as many friends. This,
combined with the fact that they have college education and are fluent in English
gave them the confidence to try to start a free life in this country, free of ideological
pressure, harassment and fear.

The fact that the Romanian government is one of the signatories of both the
Helsinki and the Belgrade Agreements led them to believe that that government
ackowledges the freedom to emigrate as a basic human right. -

They have been subjected to frequent harassment, exposed to public ostracism by
being called to explain their “unpatriotic behavior” in public meetings and being
salled on the phone at all hours of the day and night, ostensibly to reconfirm their

ecision.

All this led to a state of terror, fear and exasperation due to which a member of
this t:‘lasmily had a nervous breakdown requiring medical treatment for several
months.

In their messages to us there is a note of urgency and borderline despair as well
as an anguished bewilderment that a country which denies its citizens the most
basic human rights seems to enjoy special treatment from the U.S. Government
through most favored nation status.

We, together with their many other friends in this country are ready to offer any
guarantee of financial support in their new life here.
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We appeal to you to intervene through the Romanian Embass{ in Washington,
D.C., in order to relay to the Romanian Government our fervent plea to grant them
exit visas.
Sincerely,
GREGORY D. WALLENSTEIN.

PERSONAL DATA

Mihai Babus—Born, December 25, 1941.

4838ds%ress: 23 Blvd. Ion Sulea, sc. 3, No. 104 Bucharest, Romania. Telephone: No.

Occupation: Technician—Central Pharmaceutical Office.

Education: B.A.—Economics; 2-year Technical School.

Irina Babus (nee Anghelovici)—wife—Born November 7, 1944.

Address: Same as above

Occupation: English teacher—Industrial School No. 5.

Education: M.A.—English. .

Henriette Anghelovici—Mother, March 28, 1914.

Address: Same as above.

Occupation: Retired.

Education: High school graduate.

History of request:

July 1977—request for large application form submitted—denied 3 times (2
months apart).

January 1978—new request submitted—denied twice.

June 1978—large application submitted—denied 10/30/78. Appealed once—
denied. Personal interview—11/13/78—Government Commission. Denied 1/15/
79. Ten additional appeals filed.

May 6, 1919—Scheduled for personal interview with representative of Council
of Ministers.

JERUSALEM, ISRAEL,
June 4§, 1979.

DEAR Sir: | am a new immigrant in Israel from Romania. My immigration has
inﬂﬂlenced my brother and he has decided to emigrate to Israel, too. But he has got
problems.

His name is Stefan Varga. He was born March 22, 1949, and lives at Teodosie
gstlzt}ﬁ;nu 8, block 1-C, Sec. 2, 3rd floor, apt. 63, Bucharest, Romania. His phone is

He is married to a woman with no citizenship, Manica Varga, formerly Iliopou-
lous, which implies that she can leave Romania whenever she wishes, without any
special problem.

My brother is a systems analyst.

On July 11, 1978, he completed and handed in the socalled “anexa-3”, a request
for the form for the request for a passport (please do not smile). On September 14th,
he handed in his papers requesting a passport. On Jan 5, 1979, he was refused
for the first time. On January 18th he appealed, and on h 14th was received
for an interview at the governmental commission for visas and passports in Bucha-
rest, Calea Rahovei 18. He was told to make a new try during the summer.

On March .25th he received a negative answer, and on May 18th had a new
interview, about which I have no information.

1 want, sadly to inform you that the newest point added to the Romanian emigra-
tion system is to give an applicant who has received a negative answer, the possibil-
ity to apply again only after half year.

Respectfully yours,
EcaTeRINA CRISTESCU.

III. CoNGRESSIONAL ACTiION RE MFN ForR ROMANIA

1. Jacob Birnbaum'’s review.

N2. sﬁ'c}presentative Schulze’s letter in support of House Resolution (of Disapproval)

0. 317.

3. Letters to Representatives Vanik by Representatives Dodd, Gilman, Rosenthal,
Weiss, Green, & to President by Senators Javits, Heinz, Leahy, Packwood, Bayh,
expressing concern about the human rights situation in Romania. '

4. Extract from July 13 report of Ways and Means Committee urging increased
U.S. support and monitoring for Romanian emigration to Israel.
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Review

In response to the President’s June 1979 recommendation for further extension of
MFN trading status to Romania, Representative Schulze introduced a Resolution of
Disapproval (H.R. 317) on June 14 and Congressional letters expressing concern
about the Human Rigg\ts situation in Romania were initiated by Representatives
Dodd, Gilman, Rosenthal, Weiss, Green to Representative Vanik (June 20) and by
Senators -Javits, Heinz, Leahy, Packwood, Bayh (June 29) to the President. The
Representatives letter with 45 signatories warned that unless Romanian perform-
ance improved, the signatories would have “grave difficulty in supporting further
MFN extensions.” The Senator’s letter with 18 signatures including that of Sen.
Church urged the President to obtain firm commitments from the Romanians in the
fuure and tighten up monitoring p: ures.

On June 10, 1979, the Subcommittee on Trade reported H.R. 317 unfavorably to
the Ways & Means Committee. In previous years there had been no controversy, not
even discussion. Now there was heavy debate and a significant minority vote of 7
against 13. The members of House Ways & Means had been less exposed to the issue
and the vote was 26 to 10, with Mr. Downey changing his vote (June 12). On July 25,
H.R. 317 was debated on the floor of the House, with 126 voting for and 271 against.

One major factor has been omitted from the discussion so far—the impact on the
many congressmen, who had serious reservations about Romanian practices, of the
reported “understandings’” between some American Jewish leaders and Romania’s
former Ambassador Corneliu Bogdan. Though there was no report of WRITTEN
ASSURANCES by any Romanian official to the Jewish leaders, to the numerous
members of Congress whom these officials have been giving their annual soothing
assurances or to the Administration, many of these Congressmen felt that, despite
the record, an attempt should be made to make the agreement work in the coming
year. They put the Romanians on notice however that they would monitor the
situation carefully.

An important result of this year’s ferment in the House is the firm language on
Human Rights in Romania that aﬁpears in the concluding passages of the majority
Report (June 13) of the Ways & Means Committee as well as the strongly worded
minority Report which contains the following barbed “question to the people of the
Bnai Brith. If the Romanians have not kept the public assurances made to the U.S.
fovernment, how can we assume they will keep those private assurances made as a

ast desperate bid to assure renewal of MFN?"
IsHe{e is an important extract from the majority report on Romanian emigration to
rael:

“The Committee expects the Department of State to take a greater initiative in
monitoring Romanian emigration to Israel, in making representations to the Roma-
nian government at regular intervals concerning persons who wish to emigrate to
Israel, and in reporting to this Committee more comprehensive and detailed statis-
tics with respect to those persons who have applied for emigration visas to Israel
and those who have finally been approved. It is further expected that the Depart-
ment of State will make a concerted effort to assist in the fulfillment of the
assurances given to the American Jewish leadership by the Romanian government,
and that the Committee will be kept informed of progress in this area.”

We look forward to similarly firm language in the Senate Finance Committee’s

Report.



RICHARD ¥. SCHULZZ WAYS AN MRAP
Bre OwTecY. Presnvaes COMNITITR

Congress of the Tnited States

Fouse of Repr tibes » Mashington, B.C. 2051$

June 28, 1979
Dear Colleague:

If you believe that the Helsinki Accords and the Jackson-Vanik
emigrgtion provisions are more than mere words then I invite you
to join me in a humanitarian effort.

This effort would include your co-sponsorship and support of
a Disapproval Resolution which I have introduced. This Resolution
is in response to the President's June 1st announcement of his
intention to utilize the waiver authority of Section 402 of the
Trade Act of 1974 in order to extend for an additional year MFN
status for Romania,

In short, I oppose extending MFN to Romania for the following
reasons:

(1) For the past four years, we have routinely granted MFN
extensions to Romania without debating the merits of
this issue on the House floor. It is time we send a
clear signal to Romania or any other Communist country
desiring MFN that violations of human rights and
refusal to allow emigration will not be tolerated;

(2) Instead of reducing emigration obstacles, Romania has
institutionalized them and recently added a third step
in the emigration process. Individuals desiring to
emigrate must now get on a waiting list in order to
receive a preliminary application form. Not only
does the level of harassment increase at each stage
but these obstacles are blatant violations of the
Helsinki Final Act and certainly do not help
facilitate emigration,

(3) Romania continues to harshly treat the 2.5 million
Hungarians residing in Romania and has accelerated
the deculturalization of its ethnic minorities. This
process has included elimination of Bungarian schools,
classes, bilingual road signs in Hungarian communities,
and any voice in their government, In addition, there
are very limited employment opportunities for
Fungarians and their cities are now governed by non-
Fungarian speaking, Romanian mayors.

Emigration to Israel is still declining significantly
from a yearly high of 4,000 people prior to MFN to less
than 1,200 in 1978 to only 251 thus far this year.

(4

~

(5) Pomania continues to operate forced labor camps including
the ongoing construction on the Black Sea-Danube Canal.
At these facilities, prisioners of conscience and
religious believers are many times injected with large
quantities of drugs or are sybjected to electro-shock
treatments as a means of political re-education.

For these reasons, I urge you to reaffirm your support of human
rights and join me in support of this Disapproval Resolution. If you
should desire to co-sponsor this Reaolution, please contact
Harry Burroughs of my staff at 5-5761.

Sincerely,

L]
Dl L
RICHARD T. SCHU.
Member of Cong s
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June 20, 197¢

Congress of the Enited States
_ﬂonn of Representatives
®ashngton, ®.E, - 20515

Dear Colleague:

thvziﬁrghoaskymboco—signaletwtoourcolleag\ntxm
Ohio, Charles Vanik, wrging him to pay careful sttention to the lony
:eamdofhmriqhtsviolatm in Romania when the Subodmdttee on
Trada of the Ways and Means Committee holds hoarings on renewing Most
Favored Nation trade status for Romania,

As you may be aware, President Carter has recommended further extensjons
of the waiver on Freedom of Pmigration provisions of the 1974 Trade Act for
Hungary and Romenia, Waile we do not question Bungary's fulfillment of her
promises, we continue b be very disturbed about Romania's record on
emigration and her treatment of ethnic minorities. while not necessarily
opposing MFN txeatment for Romania, we feel that members of the House
should express their concerns over Fomania's policies directly to Mr,
Vanikbefmhls&nmmktee holds hearings.

If you would like to co~sign the following letter ¢o Mr. Vanik, please
call Hassan at 5-2076 or Eli- at 5-2601.

Sincerely,




CHRISTOPHER J. DOOD
29 CasTmcy, Cosmemciowt

WA TeN $P7ICR COMMITTEE ON RIALES

Mmoo e Congress of the Tnited Hiates —

MAJORITY WHIP AT LARGE

STAMLEY SAATUTE B0as0 o7 Vigrvoas 39 TWE Urarres
Guans AcADEMY

e
o 211y July 11, 1979

Bm Charles A. Vanik

mbcmmithee on Trade
233 Cannon House Office milding
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Oongressman Vanik:

We are deeply concerned about the terms of the President's June 1
recommendations to Congress advocating further extensions of the
waiver of mmber 402 (the Freedom of Emigration legislation) of the
1974 trade act for Romania and Rungary. We do not question
Hungary's fulfillment of her promises but continue to be disturbed
by m{ania's performance on emigration and her treatment of ethnic
minorities.

During the past four years, many of us have concurred with the
President's recamendation in the hope of gemuine. rather than cosmetic
improverent in Romania's perfommance. Our attitude, however, is
changing as evidence continues to accumlate of ever new emigration
cbstacles. Not content with a lengthy process requiring a preliminary
application form for the application form itself, Romanian authorities
during the past year have futher camplicated matters by introducing

a waiting list for the preliminary form - in short,there is now a
three step process! All this accampanied by the now familiar pressures,
intimidations, threats of job loss and demotion, even occasiomal
military conscription.

It is therefore not suprising that critical problems of family

separations continue as before even as regards the US, despite an
increase of 416 immigrants. This is a carefully calculated balance
of the statistics, designad to impress Washington, without resolving
the real problems of family reunion.

The same holds true to a much greater extent for Ramanian migrations
to Israel with its much larger family reunion potential. With no need
to please Israel, Ramanian immigration has plunged fram an anmual 4000
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in 1973/4 to less than 1200 in 1978. Further drastic curtailments
are projected for 1979 as only 190 Romanians came to Israel in the
first four months.

Further a solemn promise made before last year's Congressional
hearings to Assistant Secretary of State George Vest and Senator
Abraham Ribicoff to waive the penalties on a group of former
risoners has not, with one exception, been kept at all.

Moreover, many camplaints have reached us of the Romanian govermment's
efforts to denationalize its minorities, particularly the 2.5 million
Iﬁm;atlans Through various repressive measures, these people suffer
major cultural deprivation as well as political and social discrimination.
These practices resulted in one of the courageous acts of civil dissent
in our times - the extraordinary series of protest letters by Karoly
Kiraly, a former high ranking Communist official,

Amnesty International recently documented a devasting report of

huran rights violations in Fomania, including descriptions of

psyctxiatric detention centers and labor camps. Though the Jackson-
Vanik amendment makes specific mention of emigration, we do not believe

that it excludes other human rights areas of concern to our colleagues

in Congress.

To sum up,

1) ever-ircreasing complexities of emigration procedures plus harrassment

2) major problems of separated families

3) drastic curtailment of Romanian emigration to Israel

4) accelerated deculturalization of ethnic minorities

5} international uncovering of psychiatric detention and forced labor
centers

6) oonstant reports of religious harrassment for most religious
denaminations, particularly for groups such as Pentacostals
and Witnesses

all oonstitute massive violation of the spirit and letter of the
“Freedom of Bnigration® legislation of the 1974 Trade Act and the
Helsinki acoords.

Mr. Chairman, without solid evidence from the Romanian goverrment
that it intends to take early steps to: -

a) simplify emigration procedures amd cease harrassment N
b) reunite lony separated farilies as immediate sign of good will -
¢c) revext to the 1973/4 rates of emigration to Israel of 3/400 monthly
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d) halt minority cultural deprivation and discrimination -

e) teminate the enforced psychiatric and labor centers

f) greater freedam of religious life

we would have grave difficulty in supporting further MFN extensions

this year or In future years.

Mr. Chairman, we believe that your camittee should consider and
reconsider these facts more closely than ever before and suggest

to the President and the Departmént of State that they reopen intensive
discussions with Bucharest on the "Hungarian model®, hopefully
resulting in equally satisfactory outoome. Before being granted

the waiver last year, Hungary not only gave assurances of campliance
but fair evidence of such. . .

.

. g
TED WEISS, MC /{owmuo , MC
L}
/,A,, v WM
DRINAN, MC

/Izsouz AMBRO, . ROBERT F.
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SEDELL 8. LEWS, LA, CUBRmAR
MRS L. TALMADER, G4 AGRERT 2. DILE, WA,
MBS NIRICRPY, Qi GBE PACKWOOD, ORES.
“l'-“-;: :I:'-l-u.n-.:u .
S SRR ETLL Wlnifed Hlates Henale
S PATRICN WOV LY. ae O . Mmer. COMMITTER ON FINANCE
:v.nm.ﬂ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510
GRL. ERADLEY, WL
MSKCHARL STRRR, ETAFF DIMECTER June 29, 1979

Dear Colleague:

We are writing to ask you to join us in a letter to the
President expressing concern over his recommendation that
Romania's most favored nation trade status be extended for an
additional year, pursuant to section 402 of the Trade Act of
1974, the Jackson-Vanik Amendment.

As the attached letter indicates, the President's recom-
mendation is particularly disturbing in light of decreased
Romanian emigration to Israel, increased bureaucratic obstacles
to such emigration imposed by the government, and the govern-
ment's continuing harassment of its Hungarian minority.

The Senate Finance Committee will soon consider the MFN
extension. We believe that the Administration should make a
determined effort before the Committee acts to obtain additional
assurances from Romania about its emigration and human rights
policies, and we are sending the attached letter to the President
to urge him to take such an initiative. If you are interested |
in signing it, please contact Bill Reinsch in Senator Heinz'
office (x46324) by Priday, July 13th.

Sincerely,

hef—

aco vits

R Al
trick J./Leahy /

TCch Bay
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Davio L mosew, ORLA, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310

UL BAADLEY, WA

EYm, €TAPY DInCCTOR
O, LIEHTINZER, ENIES MINORITY COUNSEL

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. President:

We are writing to express our concern about your recom-
mendation to continue the extension of most favored nation
treatment to Romania.

During the past four years, many of us have not opposed MFN
status in the hope of genuiin: rather than cosmetic improvement
in Romania’s emigration policies. Our attitude, however, is
sharply affected as evidence continues to accumulate of growing
obstacles to emigration. Nct content with a lengthy process
requiring a preliminary application form for the application
form itself, Romanian authorities during the past year have
further complicated matters by introducing a waiting list for
the preliminary form. This means there is now a three step
process which is also accompanied by the now familiar pressures,
intimidations, threats of job loss and demotion and even
occasional military conscription.

The result of these pressures has been an appreciable drop
in the number of Jews allowed to emigrate to Israel, declining
from 4,000 in 1973 to approximately 1200 in 1978. The total for
the first four months of 1979 was only 190, a substantially
lower annual rate than last year.

Complaints have also reached us of the Romanian government's
efforts to destroy the cultural identities of its minorities,
particularly the 2.5 million Hungarians. Through various repres-
sive measures, these people suffer major cultural deprivation as
well as political and social discrimination. These practices
have resulted in one of the courageous acts of civil dissent in
our times -~ the extraordinary series of protest letters by
Karoly Kiraly, a former high ranking Communist official. We
believe these actions constitute violations of the spirit and
letter of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment to the 1974 Trade Act
and the Helsinki Accords. It would be difficult for us to

50-437 O ~ 80 - §
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continue to support further extension of MFN status without
solid evidence from the Romanian government that it intends

to take early steps to simplify emigration procedures and
cease harrassment; reunite long separated families; return

to at least the 1973-4 rates of emigration to Israel of 3-400
monthly; halt minority cultural deprivation and discrimination;
and provide greater freedom of religious life.

Mr. President, we urge you promptly to reopen discussions
with the Romanian government to obtain some firm commitments to
take these actions and to establish more effective State
Department monitoring procedures both in Bucharest and here in
Washington.

Sincerely,

Jacdo avitsY
2~

A A oA
Patrick J/ Leahy 4

Daniel Patrick Moynihan

o/ Hoehavy

S. I. HayaKawa
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Senator RiBicorr. The Administration will return for some ques-
tions by Sene "or Heinz, and there are some written questions from
Senator Brac:y which we will submit to you for your response.

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record:]

QUESTIONS ASKED BY SENATOR BrapLEY DUuriNG MFN HEeARINGS IN JuLy 1979

ROMANIA

Question. On what basis does the State Department recommend that the waiver of
secté?on 402 with respect to any nonmarket economy will promote freedom of emigra-
tion'

Answer. There is little question that since the granting of MFN, emigration from
Romania to the United States had increased considerably (from 407 in 1974 to 1,706
in 1978). Nevertheless, Romania’s emigration policy remains restrictive. Prospective
emigrants still suffer a degree of harassment and encounter difficulties in gaining
permission to leave the country. Romanian leaders are aware of our serious con-
cerns, both with respect to the number of those allowed to emigrate and with the
cumbersome procedures. They have indicated their willingness to consider carefully
all cases involving divided families.

Question. Given that the Department’s own figures show a serious drop in Jewish
immigration to Israel since 1974 and that it is aware of greecreening practices over
the last yesr, how can it justify the waiver on the basis that it will promote freedom
of emigration? What specific reasons do you have to believe that extending MFN will
promote free emigration when the extension of MFN has not done so, at least with
respect to Jewish emigration to Israel, in the past?

Answer. It is true that Jewish emigration to Israel has declined since 1974. We
have discussed this at great length with Romanian officials. We have impressed
upon the Romanians the need not only for continuing to approve applications for
emigration to Israel but also for simplifying the application procedures in order to
insure that all Romanian Jews who wish to emigrate have the opportunity to do so. We
believe that since Romania values highly the improved trade and overall relations
which go with the granting of MFN, it is in this context that we can most effective-
ly present our humanitarian concern with respect to emigration. By extending MFN
we are in a better position to continue the dialogue which we initiated with
Romanian officials in 1975.

Question. On June 27, I wrote to the Romanian Ambassador to the U.S. (Ionescu)
expressing my concern at the complication of emigration procedures and the drop in
the level of emigration for Romanian Jews to Israel. I know that several of my
colleagues, including Senator Heinz and Packwood, have written to the President on
this subject. To date, I have received no reply from the Romanians, and I wonder
whether they have Eiven an{y formal assurances to the Administration. 1 would
certainly appreciate hearing from the Romanians on this matter, icularly since
I am pleased that there has been significantly growth in trade between our two
countries since 1975 and I hope that commercial relations will continue to grow to
our mutual benefit. My feeling generally is that Romania has demonstrated an
independence and willingness to expand relations with the U.S. that should be
reciprocated. Therefore, reports about obstacles to emigration are particularly dis-
couraging to me:

Answer. Romanian officials have repeatedly stated that the Romanian Govern-
ment will review all cases involving reunification of families including cases involv-
ing Romanian Jews who wish to join their families in Israel. They have indicated
their willingness to do so in the context of their commitment to the full implementa-
tion of as well as their desire to be responsive to Administration and Congres-
sional concerns. In addition, Romanian officials have exgsressed their willingness to
discuss the issue of Romanian Jewish emigration to Israe! with leaders of the
American~Jewish organizations.

Senator HEinz. Mr. Chairman, have you any questions for Mr.
Nimetz?
Senator Ribicoff nods negatively.]
nator HEINz. Mr. Nimetz, I will try to keep my questions brief.
There are really two questions, and hopefully you can keep your
answers brief, too. We have many more people from whom we
want to hear. ‘
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The first was: What specifics that you did not get into earlier can
ou give us about the understanding, the meeting between the
manian officials and the Jewish organizations?

The second question is: What kinds of government-to-government
assurances can we get? Mr. Birnbaum has suggested several con-
crete steps here, written assurances from the Romanians on inten-
tion to comply with the requirements of 402; recognition of a
simple letter of intent to emeigrate as the first step in simplifying
emigration procedures; immediate steps to release long-separated
families, at least 500 by the end of September; the granting of
amnesty to -several dozen former scapegoat prisoners that was
promised last summer and, except in one or two instances, is still
to be forthcoming. I mentioned that in my opening statement, as
you will recall.

Therefore, what kinds of assurances on the record can you get? .
Now, let me suggest that this is not only of importance with
resgect to Romania but it is going to be precedental, necessarililso,
with regard to any interest the Administration has in seeking
MFN treatment for the Soviet Union. I think there is a very strong
sentiment among many of my colleagues that they would want to
have some very definite assurances from the Soviet Union, and not
verbal assurances second hand, that they are going to be complying
much more positively with the Helsinki Agreement were the Ad-
ministration to seek MFN status from the Soviet Union.

So I hope you will be able to respond in the light of what I think
is an important beginning.

Mr. NiMETz. As I mentioned, I would like to answer for the
record some of the specific things that Mr. Birnbaum raised. In
general I think that, as you know, MFN for Romania was the first
approved under Jackson-Vanik and was accomplished in the prior
administration before I came to Washington. I was not involved in
it.

However, the Romanians have at meetings on high levels reiter-
ated their commitment that emigration cases would be resolved in
a humanitarian way, particularly when it involves divided families.
Our experience has been that in the cases of emigration to the
United States, when we come in with a name, a family, with very
few exceptions they eventually get passports. An exit permit is
issued for that person.

There are some security areas where there has not been that
much cooperation. As I mentioned, the procedures are cumber-
some. There are all sorts of problems. But we feel that they have
maintained that general commitment.

Now, the philosophy of Jackson-Vanik goes beyond emigration to
the United States, the generalized philosophy. Therefore, we feel
quite properly we can raise the general issue of emigration. Actual
emigration from Romania has gone up significantly in the last few
years, mostly due to large German emigration to the Federal Re-
public of Germany.

In the Hungarian case, which I personally was involved in, we
did get a letter. We just negotiated it differently and had an
exchange of letters. We gave them an assurance that we would
treat emigration cases under the Helsinki Final Act in that spirit,
and they gave us a similar letter. I think every country that would
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fall within Jackson-Vanik would have to be treated in its own
terms. It is a very sensitive issue with each country.

They feel it is their domestic policy, and therefore I cannot make
predictions about what other countries might do. I think we can
continue to work with the Romanians on specific cases. I think we
can continue to talk to them about procedures, and I think we can
continue to talk to them about the general problem of emigration.

I am not particularly confident of what, if anything, we could get
in writing. They are a very nationalistic country. They are very
sensitive to sovereignty, and mostly sensitive to infringements of
sovereignty from other countries, and not only from the United
States. But it is a general philosophy, and I am not sure that is the
most productive way to go.

Senator Heinz. What assurances did the Jewish groups get? And
were they or were they not in writing?

Mr. NiMETz. I don’t think there was any exchange of documents.
I am a bit reluctant to go into those discussions.

Senator HeiNz. Mr. Chairman, I can understand Mr. Nimetz’
problem. He may want us to discuss this in a closed session.

Mr. NiMerz. I would be glad to informally. The reason I am
reluctant, I tell you quite frankly, is there were intensive discus-
sions between the Jewish organizations and the Romanian Govern-
ment in which the organizations got assurances that they felt
would improve the situation on Jewish emigration to Israel. We
were aware of these, and both the Romanians and the organiza-
tions kept us well informed.

Senator Heinz. I guess the fundamental question I have, and we
will clear the room, I guess, if necessary to protect any confidential
information, is what kind of assurances were American Jewish
groups able to get that our U.S. Government was not able to get?

Mr. NiMeTz. The type of assurances that they were interested in
had to do with procedures that would make it easier for lists to be
developed. }

Senator HEINz. I understand in general they got beneficial
things. I also understand that for very good reasons you are reluc-
tant to discuss these in open session. If the chairman wants to, we
can go into a closed session and clear the room and find out what it
is you know so that we can protect the confidentiality.

ou are, in a sense, a third party here.

Mr. Nimerz. Right.

Senator HeiNz. And I appreciate that. I do not wish you to
divulge something in open session that you don’t want to divulge.
That is not my purpose. But it is the pleasure of the Chair.

Senator RiBicOFF. Senator Heinz, I would certainly do everything
to accommodate you on this. If you would like that to be done, it
will be done. We could ask Mr. Nimetz to submit this in writing so
that you could see it personally and any other member of the
committee could see it personally. :

Senator Heinz. I think that is a good suggestion.

Senator RiBicorr. And I would be more than pleased to suggest
to Mr. Spitzer that he arrange a mutually convenient appointment
to discuss this matter personally, if you would like that. ?ocould do
either one or the other. But I would accede to whatever your
preference is.
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Senator Heinz. Mr. Chairman, I would be satisfied with your
first suggestion.

Senator RiBicoFr. So would you submit in writing, on a confiden-
tial basis to the committee, to Mr. Cassidy, who will make it
available to whichever Senator might like to see it. And if Senator
Heinz would like to talk with Mr. Spitzer personally, Mr. Cassidy
would be pleased to arrange a mutually convenient appointment.

Se}rllator Heinz. That is more than adequate. Thank you very
much.

Senator MoyNIHAN. May I just take one moment here?

Senator RiBicoFr. You certainly can.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Since these exchanges will take place in
camera, the public does not have the opportunity to express its
thanks, and I would like, while you are still here in public, Mr.
Nimetz, to thank you for what you have done in these causes in
2% years. It has been exemplary. No one could have been more
personally devoted, more effective, and when necessary, more in-
conspicuous.

It has been said of Washington that it is a place where a commit-
ted man or woman can achieve almost anything if he or she is
willing to have other persons take the credit, and I think that is
part of the achievement of Matthew Nimetz.

Mr. Nimerz. I am very grateful for your statement, especially
now that report cards are being written on all of us. [General
laughter.)

Senator HEINz. Mr. Chairman, on that I have found it is fre-
quently very embarrassing to ask people if they have been asked to
resign or if they have gotten a report card. If they say no, it means
that they are somewhere below middle level. So I just urge the
committee members and my colleagues not to ask. It is embarrass-
ing either way.

Senator RiBicoFF. For the benefit of the witnesses, let me tell you
the schedule. We are running way behind schedule. This morning
we will finish with Mr. Jack Early and his group, and Mr. Milton
Rosenthal and his group. Then we will recess until 2 o’clock, at
which time Senator Moynihan has graciously agreed to chair the
remainder of the panels.

So those of you who want to leave are free to do so, to return at
2 o'clock.

Are there any more questions of the administration?

[No response.]

Senator‘RiBicorr. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

Mr. Jack Early and the group with him.

Mr. Early, you may proceed.
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STATEMENT OF JACK D. EARLY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL AGRI-
CULTURAL CHEMICALS ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY
NICHOLAS L. REDING, VICE PRESIDENT AND MANAGING DI-
RECTOR, MONSANTO AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS CO.; ROBERT
McLELLAN, VICE PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL AND GOVERN-
MENT AFFAIRS, FMC CORP.; JAMES JERSILD, PATENT ATTOR-
NEY, DuPONT; LLOYD L. MAHONE, DIRECTOR, PATENT DE-
PARTMENT, STAUFFER CHEMICAL CO.; AND JEREMIAH J.
KENNEY, JR.,, DIRECTOR OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT RELA-
TIONS, UNION CARBIDE CORP.

Dr. EArLy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee. I am Jack Early, president of the National Agricultural
Chemicals Association, which is an association of some 120 member
companies that produce, formulate and manufacture virtually all
of the agricultural chemicals sold in the United States. A signifi-
cant amount of these materials, of course, are shipped to satisfy
the needs of farmers throughout the world.

I have with me this morning representatives from five of our
member companies that I would like to quickly introduce to you,
Mr. Chairman. I have Mr. Nick Reding, the vice president with
Monsanto Co.; Mr. Bob McLellan, vice president with FMC Corp.;
Mr. James Jersild, patent counsel for DuPont Co.; Mr. Lloyd Ma-
hone, director of the patent department with Stauffer Chemical
Co.; Mr. Jerry Kenney, who is the Washington representative of
Union Carbide.

I have an abbreviated oral statement I would like to make, Mr.
Chairman. Following this oral statement, two of our member com-
panies, Monsanto and FMC, would like to add a brief oral state-
ment also to express some personal experiences these companies
have had relative to the situation we would like to discuss this
morning.

I also have a written statement we would like to submit for the
record, with your permission.

Senator Risicorr. All of your written statements will go in the
record as if read, and you proceed within your 10-minute allotted
time.

Dr. EarLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As indicated in your hearing notice, when your committee ap-
proved the Hungarian-American Trade Agreement 1 year ago, it
properly indicated its concern about certain Hungarian practices.
These included the practice of practically denying American agri-
cultural firms access to the Hungarian patent system equal to that
provided similar Hungarian firms.

At the same time, the Hungarian producers, safe in their local
enclave, duplicated high technology American agricultural chemi-
cals, protected around the world by patents. They were selling
these duplicate products in third countries in violation of American
industrial property rights and in a manner such that the American
{grms found it practically impossible to stop this unfair trade prac-

ice.

Your committee, noting the Trade Agreement requirements con-
cerning res({)ect for industrial property rights of firms of the other
country and the provision for national treatment regarding proper-
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ty right protection, stated that they expected this course of action
to cease under the new agreement.

We understand that as late as last fall, you, Mr. Chairman, with
other Members of Congress, including Speaker O’'Neill, raised this
issue with high Hungarian officials during a visit to Budapest and
were assured that the matter would be looked into and set right.

We appreciate the committee’s holding this hearing now to deter-
mine what progress has been made in ending unfair practices. A
few months ago, we would have had to have reported to you that
the situation had grown worse during the months following your
meetings with the Hungarians. However, with your expressed in-
terest and the diligent work of the Commerce and State Depart-
ments, especially Assistant Secretary Frank Weil and Deputy As-
sistant Secretary Kempton Jenkins, who were ably assisted by
Ambassador Philip Kaiser, events seemed to take a positive turn in
late May of this year.

Through these efforts, trade practices in this area were apparent-
ly focused on for the first time by those in high levels in the
Hungarian Government to be concerned about broader trade inter-
ests of that nation. The Hungarians quickly agreed to a meeting of
an ad hoc group of the Hungarian-American Joint Economic and
Commercial Committee to consider this matter. The Hungarian
delegation was led by Deputy Trade Minister Istvan Torok, who
evidenced a sincere desire to resolve the problem in a fair and
reasonable manner.

He indicated that Hungary has a broad trade interest which is
served by maintaining a reputation as a responsible trading nation
and that narrow trade problems should be resolved so as not to
color that reputation. His views on the importance of protecting
Hungary’s image were reiterated personally when Ambassador
Kaiser and Mr. Jenkins called on him during this particular visit.

The meeting of the ad hoc working group, which began on June
11, 1979, resulted in an Agreed Minute committing both govern-
ments to providing equal patent protection for local and foreign
nationals, and discouraging industrial property right violations,
including violations in third countries. All this was done in the
interest of maintaining and improving commercial relations of the
two countries. :

In the weeks following the June meeting, some NACA companies
have been holding private meetings with the Hungarian agricultur-
al chemicals industry concerning specific products where there
have been problems. These meetings have tested whether the Hun-
garian producers of agricultural chemicals will fully live up to the
standards apparently agreed to by their ministry of trade. While
some of these companies are here today and will report their
experiences, let me say for NACA that we are presently discour-

aged.

The Hungarian producers have failed to exhibit an adequate
appreciation for what is required by the letter and spirit of the
Trade Agreement and Agreed Minute of the respective govern-
ments. In several important instances, negotiations initially a
peared to edgo forward only to have fundamental points settled earli-
er reraised.
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Some of our members believe that the enterprises are stalling,
giving the appearance of negotiating while not agreeing to stop
their illicit activity, only to escape the scrutiny of this committee.

We are convinced that the continued attention of this committee
and the Congress will contribute importantly to a satisfactory reso-
lution of these problems. For these reasons NACA recommends
that this committee continue to express its concern about these
trade practices. We recommend that this committee direct the
Commerce Department and the Trade Executive to submit a de-
tailed written report on the status of this issue by November 15,
1979. This will enable Congress to be currently informed should it
conclude that additional action is appropriate.

Senator RiBicorr. You were here this morning when I talked to
the Commerce representatives.

Dr. EARLY. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Senator RiBICOFF. I requested that that be done. I pointed out the
route of section 301, the STR, can be taken. It is a matter of
concern to this committee, and this is another example of why we
desperately need a coordinated, reorganized Trade Department in
this government. And we hope that, beginning on Monday, we will
start hearings on that.

I undertstand two of you gentlemen want to make a comment.

Dr. EArLY. Yes, Mr. Chairman. We would like you to hear a
statement from a couple of our companies. First, Mr. McLellan.

‘Mr. McLELLAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am
Robert McLellan, vice president, international and government af-
fairs, FMC Corp. I am also a former U.S. Assistant Secretary of
Commerce. So I look at these things from both a business and
governmental point of view.

FMC is a Fortune 100 company, with annual revenues of ap-
proximately $3 billion. Twenty-nine percent of these revenues are
derived from our international activities, approximately two-thirds
of that generally comprised of exports. One of our most promising
products for export is a carbofuran, generic term, insecticide and
nematicide, which FMC sells under the trademark ‘“Furadan,”
which has a broad spectrum of application to vegetable and grain
crops.

Over the years the.market for carbofuran has grown steadily so
that it is a major agricultural insecticide for which FMC has devel-
oped markets in many countries at substantial investment of both
money and human resources.

In 1977 FMC became aware of the fact that the Hungarian
trading company Chemolimpex was engaged in sales of, or attempt-
ing to sell, carbofuran in a number of countries where FMC hoﬁis
patents. Among these were Brazil, Spain, Taiwan and India. Recog-
nizing that this represented an illegal challenge which had to be
met, representatives of our company held negotiations with the
Hungarians in late 1978 and in February and June of 1979 in
Budapest, and in Chicago on July 2.

The Hungarians, incidentally, promised us on July 2nd a reply to
an agreed draft to an agreement by July 16, but we have not heard
from them.

In these discussions, FMC called the attention of the Hungarian
companies not only to their infringing exports but also to certain
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instances of counterfeiting of FMC product. I would like to show
the committee and submit as part of the record a photograph of
Hungarian origin carbofuran purchased in Spain in a container
stenciled “Furadan,” but with the Hungarian trademark “Chinufur
5G” also attached on the side. This is a blatant attempt to trade on
the FMC trademark as well as our patented technology

Other efforts have been made to pass off the Hungarian product
as FMC’s product. In India, FMC obtained copies of an import
license filed with the Indian Government. This license contained a
false declaration of origin, stating that the product was made in
the United States when it was not. I would also like to submit
copies of this certificate of origin to the committee for its records.

Because of this pattern of conduct and because private discus-
sions have led nowhere, FMC joined in the formulation of the
NACA subcommittee Mr. Early referred to a few moments ago.
The subcommittee requested the assistance of the State and Com-
merce Departments in seeking a solution through government
channels to the unfair business practice.

As you know from Mr. Early’s statement, a goverment-level
agreement was worked out in Budapest in June. But despite the
language contained in paragraph 4 of the Agreed Minute, discus-
sions held by FMC representatives with representatives of the
Hungarian countries in Budapest and Chicago have not produced a
satisfactory result.

The Hungarians indicated they might cease their infringing ex-
ports if FMC purchased a large portion of the Hungarian capacity
to produce a product, namely, a minimum of 200 tons of technical
product per year. We have and we will continue to resist these
efforts to build a capability to produce Western proprietary prod-
ucts and then coerce Western firms into buying the capacity cre-
ated in this matter.

Accordingly, I must report to this committee today that as far as
FMC'’s product is concerned, the Hungarians are continuing their
deliberate, well-orchestrated efforts to produce our product and sell
it in foreign markets where we own patents. A serious issue of
principle is at stake here. Your committee has just concluded con-
sideration of the MTN negotiations which will hopefully create a
gore equitable basis on which world trade will expand in the years

come.

As we enter this new era, the United States must make it clear
that we expect non-market economy countries to play by these
same new rules and to observe fair business practices. The Hungar-
ian chemical industry should not be allowed to continue to profit
for another year from the unfair and illegal practices my col-
leagues and I have described. The United States should make it
clear now that the resulting continued loss of jobs and damage to
our trade position will not be tolerated and that a country which
engages in these practices will not receive most-favored-nation
treatment for its Products entering the United States.

This committee’s report of a year ago concluded with this state-
ment, and I am quoting:

The committee will carefully monitor this problem during the life of the agree-

ment and will again review it at the time for renewal and recommend further
action if necessary.
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I have reluctantly concluded in the light of my company’s experi-
ence that appropriate action at this time would be a suspension of
MFN treatment for Hungary until this important trade question is
resolved.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator RiBicorr. Do you have something new to add?

Mr. REpiNGg. Mr. Chairman, I am Nicholas L. Reding, group vice
president of Monsantp and managing director of Monsanto Agricul-
tural Products Co. I am here also to report on what we consider a
serious example of patent piracy and international trade extortion.
Mr. McLellan mentioned the Hungarian enterprises, including
their trade organization, Chemolimpex, which in the case of Mon-
santo, have also counterfeited one of our most promising new inno-
vations in agricultural chemicals, and they are demanding we hand
them essentially the Hungarian market as well as a share of
international markets. ‘

Simply stated, they are attempting to steal the fruits of our 1J.S.
innovation.

Senator RiBicorr. How much loss of export business do you feel
that they are pirating that your patents have involved?

Mr. REpING. I think it is likely, Mr. Chairman, that today we are
seeing the tip of the iceberg, so to speak. I think they have picked
promising products that add to their industrial base. Where there
is a high value and while there is a definite loss today, I think
what is at stake is probably all future technology of our industry if
the precedent continues.

Senator RIBICOFF. Are there any other countries pirating your
patents? I mean I am talking about the industry as a whole.

Mr. REpING. I would say not to this extent, Mr. Chairman. As an
example, with our particular case where we have a problem, this
new innovation, which is a herbicide called Roundup, we have the
broadest coverage in that product of any Monsanto product world-
wide. I would say today in only Hunrary do we feel under existing
country patent laws are we being treated unfairly today.

Senator RiBicoFr. Hungary is the single country?

Mr. ReDING. Yes. That doesn’t mean that there have not been
occasional minor encroachments in other areas, but I would say
this is clearly the most severe one. And I would like to say that,
having faced this problem, I think that last year this committee did
influence the Hungarian Government to focus on the problem as a
potential stumbling block.

Thanks to your involvement and also thanks to the direct per-
sonal involvement of Mr. Frank Weil, Mr. Kempton Jenkins of
Commerce, and Ambassador Phillip Kaiser, the government had a
meeting on the problem held in June, which I attended. It seemed
to be a great success. The Minute that was negotiated would have
clearly solved the problem if it were followed.

. széa question now is whether that Minute will, in fact, be fol-
owed.

Senator RiBicorF. I was assured you had come to an agreement.
What went wrong and when?

Mr. RepiNG. Of course, the meeting was held in June. I can tell

ou from our standpoint, while, in effect, if the Minute were fol-
owed, there was nothing to be negotiated. But in fact, recognizing
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that there were facilities producing in Hungary today, and recog-
nizing that it is rather difficult to shut down such facilities, in
Monsanto’s case we immediately, under the urging of our govern-
ment, began negotiations to solve the present problem.

As of July 6, we thought we had an agreement. In fact, the
Hungarians were in St. Louis. Essentially, we thought we had
negotiated an agreement. We submitted that agreement to the
Hungarians. A team of our people went to Budapest on July 11
expecting to sign the agreement. They were confronted with a
totally new agreement, and on the last day they were there, the
Hungarians immediately insisted that we now allow them to ex-
port and share in our international markets, which we had made a
condition precedent that we would not allow from the first day that
we met.

I would like to say that while that has been very frustrating for
us and we do not seem to be making any progress and it causes us
to question the validity of the Hungarians as trading partners, not
to speak of their reliability as negotiators, at the same time, I have
as a positive point been very impressed with what our government
and our industry have been able to try to do together.

Ambassador Phillip Kaiser is right now this morning talking
with our people and with the Hungarians to try to resolve this
issue. I think that the example of the Ad Hoc Committee in Buda-
pest was very positive. There was a good example of industry and
government working together.

I think your proposal about a foreign trade organization would
substantia lﬁ foster that sort of cooperation. I think it is very
important. But the fact is right now we have not solved our prob-
lem. We have to question whether we will be able to solve that
problem, whether we will be able to avoid future encroachments.

I support Dr. Early’s suggestion. I think our industry does. I
think this committee should actively monitor and pursue the con-
duct of the Hungarians, both within FMN and the Agreed Minute
in Budapest.

Senator RiBicoFr. I would say this committee takes a very dim
view of the Hungarian situation. I had been assured by the execu-
tive branch here, and Ambassador Kaiser in his trip home a month
or 8o ago visited with me and told me that he was very optimistic
that a definitive agreement was going to be reached satisfactory to
the American chemical industry. And certainly, on behalf of the
committee, I know we are deeply disappointed with the Hungar-
ians’ attitude.

Mr. McLeLLaN. I would like to make a comment there, Mr.
Chairman, which is that the agreed government-to-government
minute, as Mr. Reding said, was a perfectly good effort. It was a
very proper first step. The problem we have encountered is the
Hungarian companies, not the government. The companies have
taken the position, I believe, and this is my personal opinion, that
they are only going to have to accommodate this to the extent that
th,t;y are—I have to say—forced or caused to accommodate it.

he government officials have told us that they will certainly try
to cause their companies to be responsive but that they do not
control them. Therefore, it seems to me that we are only going to
get action from the Hungarian chemical companies in contrast to
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the government if, indeed, we lay down some conditions which
make it worth their while to accommodate the government agree-
ment. :

Senator RiBicoFF. Senator Danforth.

Senator DANFORTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think that the importance of what is involved here really is
very hard to overstate. We have been talking, concentrating in this
committee now for a long time on the whole problem of interna-
tional trade and what we can do to boost America’s position, and
certainly agricultural chemicals are a very important and will be
an increasingly more important and more promising aspect of our
American export policy.

Now, what is involved, though, is something more than just one
segment of our exports, in my opinion. I just returned from a trip
to the Middle East during the 4th of July recess, Israel, Jordan,
Egypt. And it is absolutely clear to me, just from that trip, that one
of the most meaningful things that the United States can do to
shore up the peace process is to try to put the economy of Egypt on
a more healthy basis.

In talking to President Sadat, his comment was that what we
need is American private sector involvement, especially in agricul-
ture. Now, how are you going to get American private sector in-
volvement, especially in agriculture, if Hungary is busily stealing
American ingenuity and selling it for itself?

If we are going to get private sector involvement in improving
the situation and the economy of the rest of the world, particularly
at a time when the population around the world is exploding and
there is difficulty figuring out how we are going to feed the people,
if American private sector ingenuity is going to be involved in this,
I don’t understand how we are going to do it unless we can offer
them some sense that there is going to be a return. That is the way
our system works. Yet, there can be no meaningful return if what-
ever you make is going to be stolen by somebody else.

Now, my understanding is, and correct me if I am wrong, that
recourse on a company-to-company basis, recourse against a Hun-
garian company, is futile. It is an empty pocket insofar as they are
concerned. Isn't that correct?

Mr. RepING. That is correct.

Senator DANFORTH. So the only chance that we have is for the
Hungarian Government to assume responsibility. It is a Socialist,
Communist country. It is not like America. Their government may
assume respongibility. Am I wrong?

Dr. Earvy. I think that is correct. And for the first time, a few
weeks ago we had this government and the Hungarian Govern-
ment on a government-to-government basis. That was not an easy
thing to resolve, to get to, but we got to that point because we
firmly believe that is the only way to resolve this issue, govern-
ment-to-government.

Senator DANFORTH. But we are back to square one, right?

Mr. McLELLAN. Exactly.

Dr. EARLY. Yes.

Senator DaNFORTH. When you come right down to it, we have
one ultimate weapon in our arsenal, and that is withdrawal of
most-favored-nation status. I don’t see any other remedy, do you?
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Mr. McLeLLAN. I would add we ought to take a careful look at
those export credits, the agreement initialed last Tuesday in Buda-
pest, because that is something we can do.

Senator DANFORTH. All right. But would America come crashing
down if we withdrew most-favored-nation status from Hungary?
Would people be selling apples in the street if we withdrew most-
favored-nation status? [General laughter.]

I mean we don’t want to do it, I am sure, but it certainly would
not be the end of the world. And if that is the only tool available to
us, is that an irresponsible suggestion?

Dr. Earvry. I think we could only comment on our own particular
interest's viewpoint here, and I don’t really think we want to get
into all of the other trading situations that might involve all U.S.
trade. It is certainly no big problem for our industry, and I can
only speak for our industry here this morning.

Mr. McLELLAN. I would just add, Senator Danforth, as I said in
my testimony, FMC would recommend it.

Senator DANFORTH. Would what?

Mr. McLeLLAN. Would recommend. In my prepared statement, I
came to the conclusion that I would reluctantly recommend that
the committee suspend MFN treatment.

Senator DANFORTH. Last year we had in our report language—
very strong language—on the situation in Hungary, and the result
of that has been nothing. Right?

{Mr. McLellan nods affirmatively.]

[Dr. Early nods affirmatively.]

[Mr. Mahone nods affirmatively.]

Dr. EArLy. The issues have not been resolved yet.

Senator DANFORTH. Do you have the feeling they are stringing
you along?

Mr. RebING. Absolutely.

Mr. McLELLAN. Clearly.

Mr. RepING. I think they are playing a time game. They may be
delaying until after this hearing is up, to think that perhaps the
pressure is off, or perhaps they did not have the intent of seriously
negotiating all the way along.

Senator DaNForTH. When a Communist country starts saying
there is a difference between this company and the government,
isn’i; that, to use the President’s word, “baloney”’? [General laugh-
ter.

Isn’t that true? I mean it is not like the United States.

Dr. EArLy. We agree with that, sir.

Senator DANFORTH. I would myself be willing to consider a possi-
bility of withdrawing most-favored-nation status from Hungary. I
would just not like to see us continuously have this matter as a
subject for report language. So all I am doing right now is express-
ing my concern. But I really am expressing my concern not only as
a Senator from a State which happens to be heavily into agribusi-
ness, particularly the world headquarters for Monsanto, but also I
do feel that the participation of the United States in trying to
improve the situation in the rest of the world, not only for the
humanitarian benefits but also for the benefit of stabilizing the
rest of the world, is going to depend upon our involvement. Maybe
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more seriously and importantly than any other industry, it will
depend upon your involvement.

Therefore, I think it is important to give you the sort of incentive
and the sort of insurance that is necessary for you to be able to do
business.

. Mr. RepING. Senator Danforth, I agree with precisely what you
are saying. I think this sort of activity has a cooling effect on our
innovative interests. Of course, that is our lifeblood and it is the
lifeblood of agricultural productivity. I would hope, personally, that
this matter would not have to go so far as to withdraw MFN,

Certainly our economy would not come crashing down, in my
personal view. I would hope it would not come to that, but certain-
ly that is perhaps the point where we are. I find it very difficult to
believe that for what appears to be an attractive sector of the
Hungarian economy because it generates the hard currency and
adds to their industrial base, that for that relatively minor sort of
business, that they would risk the benefits of MFN.

But perhaps we still have not clearly gotten the message across
to them, and that is why I feel that we have to continue to have a
strong government-to-government effort; that it could well come to
the point that MFN is at stake.

Senator DANFORTH. You know, when I returned from the Middle
East, I talked to a person who is said to be one of the leading
experts on increasing agricultural productivity in Egypt, and I said,
well, isn’t the way to do this is to expand irrigation? And he said
even without touching irrigation we can maybe double or triple
agricultural productivity in Egypt. Here is a country with a terri-
ble economic situation. We could maybe double or triple agricultur-
al productivity in Egypt just by making better use of what they
have now. That is what you do. That is the genius of American
agricultural productivity, what you do.

So I really think that it is a matter of serious concern not just
from the standpoint of your particular businesses but from the
standpoint of what is going on in this world.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator RiBicOFF. Senator Heinz?

Senator HEinz. No question, Mr. Chairman.

Senator RiBicorr. Thank you very much, gentlemen. We are
aware of your problem. I think you have a very sympathetic com-
mittee and I think you have an activist committee here, and we are
not going to let this thing slide.

Dr. Earry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. McLeLLAN. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statements of the preceding panel follow:]

STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee, I am Jack D. Earl, President of
the National Agricultural Chemicals Association, and association of some 120 com-
panies which produce, formulate and sell most of the agricultural chemicals used in
the United States and which export their products worldwide. Forty of these mem-
ber companies are engaged in extensive and costly research and development to
meet the needs of the world's farmers for safe and effective herbicides, insecticides,
fungicides and plant growth regulators.

I have an abbreviated oral statement and a more detailed written one which 1
would like to submit for the record. Following my testimony some of our member
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companies will have brief individual company statements to present to the Commit-
tee.

As indicated in your hearing notice, when your Committee approved the Hungar-
ian-American trade agreement a year ago, it properly indicated its concern about
certain Hungarian practices. These included the practice of practically denying the
American agricultural chemical firms access to the Hungarian patent system equal
to that provided similar Hungarian firms. At the same time the Hungarian produc-
ers, safe in their local enclave, duplicated high technology American agricultural
chemicals, protected around the world by patents. They were selling these duplicate
products in third countries in violation of American industrial property rights and
in a manner such that American firms found it practically impossible to stop this
unfair trade practice.

Your Committee, noting the trade agreement requirements concerning respect for
industrial property rights of firms of the other country and the provision for
national treatment regarding property right protection, stated that they expected
this course of conduct to cease under the then new agreement.

We understand that as late as last fall, Chairman Ribicoff and other members of
Congress including Speaker O’Neill raised this issue with high Hungarian officials
during a visit to Budapest and were assured that the matter would be looked into
and set right.

We appreciate the Committee’s holding this hearing now to determine what
progress has been made in ending unfair practices. A few months ago we would
have had to report to you that the situation had grown worse during the months
following your meetings with the Hungarians. However, with your expressed inter-
est and the diligent work of the Commerce and State Departments, especially
Assistant Secretary Frank Weil and Deputy Assistant Secretary Kempton Jenkins,
ably assisted by Ambassador Philip Kaiser, events appeared to take a positive turn
in late May of this year. Through these efforts trade practices in this area were
apparently focused on for the first time by those high enough in the Hungarian
government to be concerned about broader trade interests of that nation. The
Hungarians quickly agreed to a meeting of an Ad Hoc group of the Hungarian-
American Joint Economic and Commercial Committee to consider this matter.

The Hungarian delegation was led by Deputy Trade Minister Istvan Torok, who
evidenced a sincere desire to resolve the problem in a fair and reasonable manner.
He indicated that Hungary has broad trade interests which are served by maintain-
ing a reputation as a responsible trading nation and that narrow trade problems
should be resolved so as not to color that reputation. His views on the importance of
protecting Hungary's image were reiterated personally when Ambassador Kaiser
and Mr. Jenkins called on him during this visit.

The meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group, which began June 11, 1979, resulted
in an Agreed Minute committing both governments to providing equal patent pro-
tection for local and foreign nationals and discouraging industrial property right
violations, including violations in third countries. All this was done in the interest
of maintaining and improving commercial relations of the two countries.

In the weeks following the June meeting, some NACA companies have been
holding private meetings with the Hungarian agricultural chemicals industry con-
cerning specific products where there have been problems. These meetings have
tested whether the Hungarian producers of agricultural chemicals will fully live up
to the standards apparently agreed to by their ministry of trade. While some of
these companies are here today and will report their experiences, let me say for
NACA that we are presently discouraged. The Hungarian producers have failed to
exhibit an adequate appreciation for what is required by the letter and spirit of the
Trade Agreement and Agreed Minute of the respective governments. In several
important instances, negotiations initially appeared to go forward only to have
fundamental points settled earlier reraised. Some of our members believe that the
enterprises are stalling—giving the appearance of negotiating while not agreeing to
sto&t eir illicit activity—only to escape the scrutiny of this Committee.

e are convinced that the continued attention of this Committee and the Con-
gress will contribute importantly to a satisfactory resolution of these problems. For
these reasons NACA recommends that this Committee continue to express its
concern about these trade practices. We recommend that this Committee direct the
Commerce Department and the Trade Executive to submit a detailed written report
on the status of this issue by November 15, 1979, This will enable Congress to be
currently informed should it conclude that additional action is appropriate.
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STATEMENT

1. DEVELOPMENT OF AN UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICE

In recent years Hungary has mounted an increasing effort to improve its balance
of trade and produce hard currency to facilitate trade with the West. The Financial
Times reported on March 21, 1979, that:

“The Hungarian Government has decided . . . to undertake an all-out effort to
increase sales to hard currency markets by 10 to 11 percent on the 1978 figures.
Faced with a rapidly growing trade gap with the West, the Government has now
sinﬁled out the improvement of external trade balance as the single most important
task on the trade front this year.”

In an effort to find a shortcut to these objectives, a deliberate and conscious
detision has been taken to copy western technology and engage in production of
%ome of the most promising new products being produced in the U.S. and Western

urope.

In examining those industries with the most potential to generate substantial new
exports, the agricultural chemical industry has emerged as among the most promis-
ing for the Hungarians, who pride themselves in having perhaps the most sophisti-
cated chemical industry in tern Europe. A Hungarian research institute is
investing many man-hours in examining new Western patented technology in order
to select those products which appear to have the most promise for generating the
hard currency exports they desire. In order to keep open the possibility of produc-
tion of these new chemicals in Hungary, selecteJ patents in the pesticide/plant
growth regulator area have not been issued to Western companies who attempt to
register new patents in Hungary. Once production capacity on a promising new
chemical was achieved in Hungary, sales were made into areas where there is
relatively little protection available for patents, or through third party brokers in
third countries, allegedly for transshipment to LDC’s where no patent protection
exists, accompanied by a disclaimer as to any resulting patent infringements. The
counterfeit products often do not reach the LDC, but are sold in the broker’s
country in violation of local American owned patents. Frequently, these distributors
are “judgment proof’ in that they do not have sufficient assets to make a patent
infringement suit against them worthwhile.

The product catalogue published by Chemolimpex, the Hungarian export trading
organization for agricultural chemicals, is filled with U.S.-origin agricultural chemi-

technology. In many instances in the catalogue, the Hungarian products identify
the counterpart U.S. patented product which has been copied. While some of these
products are also consumed domesticall{} or sold into countries where there is no
conflicting patent held by the relevant U.S. firm, many of these new high-technol-
ogy products are sold, with patent disclaimers, into markets where there are exist-
ing patents. Sales are often in small quantities and are difficult to detect. Even
where detected, patent infringement litigation is at best lengthy, complex, and
expensive; at worst, patents of any kind are quite difficult to enforce in some
countries. Consequently, resolving this problem through patent litigation by each
company and in each country where there is an infringing sale, does not represent a
satisfactory solution to this Eractice. Knowing this, the Hungarians apparently
calculated that the U.S. firms have no satisfactory remedy.

II. EFFECTS ON THE UNITED STATES

Because United States producers have a clear, but declining, technological lead
over foreign producers of agricultural chemicals, the effects of systematic copying of
Wesbenbpabented inventions and infringing sales of products into the export market
impact U.S. chemical producers with particular severity. Export dollars and jobs are
at stake. The members of NACA estimate conservatively that about $150 million in
exports and several thousand jobs are threatened in connection with sales of prod-
ucts which the Hungarians are currently exporting in violation of existing U.S.-held
patents. Extension of this practice of new products under development by the
member companies and known to the Hungarians would produce figures man
times these which in any case are expected to increase 500 percent by 1983. Devel-
opment of a new pesticide, fungicide or herbicide requires not only a very large
investment but protracted development and registration time. It has geen estimated
that development of the average new agricultural chemical requires 8 to 10 years
and an investment of between $13 and $20 million. Our scientists must investigate
an average of 10,000 compounds to find one which is promising and environmentally
safe. Because these substances must go through a leng:el:iv testg‘xf and registration
procedure in virtually every country where it is offe for sale, the life of the
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relevant patent is frequently more than half over before the product reaches the
market place. Prolonged patent litigation can spin out a disfute over a patent up to
and beyond the end of the life of the patent. This is particularly disadvantageous to
the patentee where, as is frequently the case, there are no provisions for stopping
infringement during litigation. Clearly the loss of incentive to develop such products
is subtantial if foreign producers are allowed to copy this technology and profit from
it at the expense of U.S. companies which cannot then recapture their R. and D.
expenses. The result is not only a chilling effect on the development of new U.S.
technology needed for the domestic market but also a long-term deleterious effect on
the U.S. balance of trade.

[11. AMERICAN COMPANIES SEEK COMMERCIAL SOLUTIONS

Some American companies have individually tried to negotiate settlement of this
situation with the Hungarian chemical industry. Some have offered to license
Hungarian production on a reasonable basis and to give up any chance of selling
into the Hungarian market. However, the Hungarians demanded substantial pay-
ments—that their “excess” capacity be purchased at close to retail prices by the
American company and then marke as its own. These demands have been
refused. Any settlement which approves such payments, however small, invites
further demands in the future. Moreover, new demands concerning future products
are encouraged.

From an industry point of view, single company settlements involving existing
impacted products are unsatisfactory in combating this course of action which
amounts to an unfair trade practice. Companies can be threatened with being
singled out for a concentrated attack in order to extract the highest payment. They
can be played one against the other and whipsawed. Further, currently unaffected
companies must determine future R. & D. efforts with the knowledge that, if they
succeed, they may be next.

In order to find a remedy which would proluce relief from these illicit trade
practices for all members of the industry, a special committee of the National
Agricultural Chemicals Association has been formed. This issue no longer affects
only one or two companies but the U.S. agricultural chemical industry as a whole
and only a government-to-government agreement would provide a solution which
would respond to the needs of all members of the Committee.

IV. THE HUNGARJIAN-AMERICAN TRADE AGREEMENT

Some months ago the United States and Hungary began to take dramatic steps to
imgrove their relationships, especially in the commercial area. In March 1978, the
U.S. and Hungary entered into the Trade Agreement which extended most favored
nation (MFN) treatment to Hungary. The Agreement was sent to Congress where it
was considered and approved by the House Subcommittee on International Trade.
At about this time member companies of NACA began to discuss individual experi-
ences with certain Hungarian entities. The pattern of behavior described in Section
I of this Statement became clearly discernible. Not only were several member
companies of NACA directly and adversely affected, but other companies in NACA
realized the implications for them and, indeed, for our whole industry. However, our
companies were hopeful, first, because negotiations were going on seeking commer-
cial resolutions and because the then pending Trade Agreement was expected to
txs.her in a new era of mature, responsible commercial relations between our coun-

ries.

Industry was particularly hopeful because the Trade Agreement contained provi-
sions: (1) calling for national treatment in the protection of industrial propert
rights—meaning we could obtain the same patent protection in Hungary whic
Hungarian agricultural chemical companies were obtaining; (2) reaffirming commit-
ments made with respect to industrial property rights—which would preclude un-
fair trade practices involving a course of action designed to systematically violate
industrial property rights across a whole American industry; and (3) committing the
governments to take appropriate measures to secure favorable conditions for the
continuous, long-term development of trade relations between firms, enterprises and
companies of the two countries.

Notwithstanding our hope for a fair resolution of these problems, NACA felt it
was necessary to call this matter to the attention of the Senate Subcommittee on
International Trade which was then considering the Hungarian Trade Agreement
(the House having acted on the Trade Agreement prior to our recognition of this as
an industry-wide problem).
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The Senate International Trade Subcommittee saw in the course of conduct
NACA outlined to them unfair trade practices which were in their view contrary to
the Trade Agreement. In the Report (No. 95-949) on the extension of MFN treat-
ment to Hungary the Senate Committee on Finance Stated:

“Notwithstanding the committee’s favorable report of the resolution, the commit-
tee is particularly concerned about the full and faithful execution of that part of the
trade agreement relating to industrial Eropert rights. The committee has been
informed by the American agricultural chemicals industry of certain past practices
of firms and agencies in Hungary which will not be in accord with the spirit, if not
the letter, of the agreement. These include the granting of patents to Hungarian
firms while denying or failing to act on the applications of American firms. Further-
more, the committee understands Hungarian firms are selling agricultural chemi-
cals protected by American owned patents in third countries, countries where the
American chemical companies have patent protection, in a manner such that
American firms find it practically impossible to protect their industrial property
rights. The committee expects that such practices will no longer take place under
this new, mutual undertaking by the Government of Hungary and that of the
United States. The committee will carefully monitor this problem during the life of
the agreement and will again review it at the time for renewal and recommend
further action, if necessary.”

V. IMPROPER TRADE PRACTICES CONTINUE

In the months following the approval by Congess of the Trade Agreement the
improper trade practices of the Hungarian agricultural chemical industry-and their
export arm grew worse. In late 1978 and early 1979, new sales were discovered in
several countries violating American patent rights held in the respective countries.
Some sales occurred during a period when assurances had been given that they had
ceased. Increased demands for payments in order to stop market disruptions were
received. Commercial negotiations were stalled. During this period both Chairman
Ribicoff and a House de ?ation led by S er O'Neill raised this situation with
high Hungarian officials during trips to Budapest. They received assurances that
the matter would be looked into and set right. Our Embassy in Budapest and
Commerce officials also tried to resolve the matter fairly. This notwithstanding, the
situation had deteriorated to such a point in the spring of 1979 that NACA request-
ed the State and Commerce Departments to call a special meeting of the Hungar-
ian-American Joint Economic and Commercial Committee. This Committee, set up
under the Trade Agreement to improve trade relations, was uniquely suited to
confront this deteriorating trade problem on a gove.nment-to-government basis.

VI. MEETING OF THE HUNGARIAN-AMERICAN JOINT ECONOMIC AND COMMERCIAL
COMMITTEE—JUNE 11-13, 1979

A US. Delegation led by Frank Weil, Assistant Secretary of Commerce, and
Kempton Jenkins, his Deputy for East-West Trade, ably assisted by Ambassador
Kaiser, forcefully presented the Xroblems of the American agricultural chemical
industry to the Joint Committee. A large NACA delegation assisted in this presenta-
tion. Deputy Trade Minister Istvan Torok, leading a high level Hungarian Delega-
tion, evidenced a sincere desire'to resolve the problem in a fair and reasonable
manner. He indicated that Hungary has broad trade interests which are served by
maintaininﬁ a reg:tation as a responsible trading nation and that narrow trade
problems should resolved so as not to color that reputation. His views on the
importance of protecting Hunia 's image were reiterated by the Minister of For-
eign Trade personally when Am dor Kaiser and Mr. Jenkins called on him
during this visit.

The meeting of the Joint Committee resulted in the initiallinﬁl of an
Minute which should lead to a cessation of the trade practices which NACA has
objected to. The most relevant portions of the Agreed Minute are as follows:

th sides confirmed their commitment to Article V of the Trade Agreement and
to the Paris Convention for the Protection of Industrial Prggerty, as revised at
Stockholm on July 14, 1967. They reaffirmed their desire and objective to cooperate
in promoting the effective protection of and respect for intellectual property
throuihopt the world for their mutual benefit.

Each side that, in keeping with the spirit of the harmonious and cordial
relations signified by the Trade Aﬁreement, the companies of both sides are obliged
to res in their activities the relevant laws and regulations on industrial proper-
ty rights, held by the nationals or residents of the other side (including in third
countries) and not assist others to infringe those rights. The parties encourage the
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companies involved to resolve any disputes involving these issues through negotia-
tions and other normal internationally recognized procedures including arbitration
in the spirit of this Minute. ]

Each side reaffirmed its commitment to provide nationals of the other country all
the riglit.s as regards the protection of industrial property that it provides its own
nationals.

VII. FULL IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPERTY RIGHTS PROVISIONS8 OF THE TRADE
AGREEMENT AND THE AGREED MINUTE OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE

While NACA was encouraged by the agreements between the U.S. and Hungarian
governments, the Hungarian agricultural chemical industry and its export trading
arm have demonstrated a reluctance to conform to them and cease their unfair
trade practices. Following the government-to-government agreements, NACA mem-
ber companies conducted discussions with Hungarian industry representatives.
Early indications were that there was no real change in attitude, however later
negotiations appeared to be making progress. After a number of frustrating meet-
ings some N SZ companies have come to the conclusion that the Hungarian
producers are not negotiating in good faith. Important points that appeared to be
settled have been reraised at the 11th hour. For example, in one case a ve
comprehensive agreement was made contingent at the last minute on a ‘‘side letter”’
stating that infringing Hungarian export sales shall be permitted—one of two
fundamental illicit practices initially complained of. Some of our member companies
believe the Hungarian producers are merely trying to give the impression they are
working on agreements which will commit them to end their unfair trade practices
so that the Con, and our government will not take any action and will continue
to extend trade benefits to Hungary.

ViIl. RECOMMENDATIONS

For the reasons stated above and because of the Subcommittee's oversight respon-
sibilities over the operation of the Trade Agreement with Hungary, NACA recom-
mends, that the Subcommittee in its Report on this legislation:

Note the existence of a serious problem concerning industrial property rights
regarding agricultural chemicals;

ote the development of a new government-to-government relationship which

will monitor any progress in resolving the problem;

Declare its continuing interest in seeing this impediment to trade resolved in
a fair and reasonable manner;

Note the lack of intermediate remedies available to American companies in
dealing with non-market economies, especially in third countries;

State its desire to receive further information on resolution of the problem so
that it can undertake any further action which appears to be necessary; and

To facilitate this, that it request the Commerce Department and Trade%xecu-
iig'zegreport to it on the progress or lack thereof in this area by November 15,

StateMmENT BY N. L. REDING, VicE PRESIDENT AND MANAGING DIRECTOR,
MoNSANTO AGRICULTURAL Propucts Co., Sr. Louis, Mo.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am Nicholas L. Reding, a Grou
Vice President of Monsanto Company and Managing Director of Monsanto Agricul-
tural Products Company. I am here today to report on a serious example of patent
Ei;'acy_and international trade extortion. I believe this situation demands that the

mmittee, the Con, , and the Government understand what may be in store for
U.S. industries and our innovative capacity in the years ahead. What we are
witnessing on the part of the Hungarian chemical enterprises is an illicit effort to
obtain a share of our international markete in agricultural chemicals.

These enterprises and their trade organization, Chemolimpex, have combined in
Hungary to market products in disregard of international patent practices. They are
trying to do this by mantifmlating their patent system to deny us patent protection
in Hungary while extending it to their own enterprises. They are counterfeiting
Monsanto’s most important recent innovation in agricultural chemicals, and they
are demanding that we hand them the Hungarian market as well as a share of our
international business. Simply stated, they are attempting to steal the fruits of U.S.
innovation and they are threatening to continue this practice unless we accede to
their demands. Either way they profit unfairly and we lose.
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to go back for just a moment to explain how this
situation evolved and why we are asking this Committee to take a strong position
on the benefits that Most Favored Nation status confers upon the People’s Republic
of Hungary. Monsanto is a highly innovative and technologically based corporation
headquartered in St. Louis, Missouri with markets and plants located throughout
the world. The Monsanto Agricultural Products Company has been a world-wide
leader in the discovery, development, and marketing of agricultural chemicals
which have contributed to the increase in agricultural productivity around the
globe. It can take up to ten years of research and more than twenty million dollars
to develop a new agricultural chemical before the first sale. The Monsanto product I
am talking about today, Roundup herbicide, in fact represents the culmination of
more than twenty years of research and it alone was subjected to some two million
tests to determine its effectiveness, its safety, and its harmony with the environ-
ment.

In the early stages of the development of our international markets for this
unique and environmentally safe product, we discovered that certain chemical
companies in Hungary had copied the product and were attempting to obtain for
themselves a share of the market in violation of Monsanto patent rights. However,
this problem goes beyond discriminatory treatment of patent applications and in-
fringement of existing patents. It threatens all future technology of our industry,
and perhaps others. That technology is the life blood of our industry and of in-
creased agricultural productivity. In fact, our world-wide patent coverage with
Roundup is the most extensive of any Monsanto product. And today under existing
country patent laws only in Hungary do we feel we are being treated unfairly.

Last year this Committee influenced the Hungarian government to focus on this
problem as a potential major stumbling block to U.S.-Hungarian trade relations.

Thanks to you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to the direct and forceful involvement
of Mr. Frank Weil and Mr. Kempton Jenkins of the Commerce Department and
Ambassador Phillip Kaiser, the government-to-government meeting on this problem
held in Budapest in June, which I attended, seemed to be a success. The _}'oint
minutes of that meeting clearlg established a basis for eliminating present problems
and future threats to my industry. I want to commend the involvement of our
government on this issue. In fact, I want to emphasize this as an excellent example
of government and industry working together to protect our country’s interests and
make it clear that our government’s involvement was absolutely the key to creatin
a favorable atmosphere for ultimate solutions. In fact, Mr. Chairman, your pro
for the establishment of a foreign trade department could be very important in
assuring such ongoing cooperation.

At the urging of our government, Monsanto has made every effort to negotiate
amicably with the involved Hungarian parties. We had ind reached agreement
with the Hungarians which would allow them to manufacture their internal needs
for this product, something not required by the spirit of the agreed minute but
recognizing the existence of Hungarian facilities. This agreement seemed secure as
late as last Friday in Budapest. However, at the last minute, the Hungarian parties
came back to the bargaining table and demanded that Monsanto, as an additional
condition for signing that agreement, allow them access to our international mar-
kets for Roundup, thus trying to accomplish once again what they had been at-
tempting to gain all along, and a condition that we had clearly ruled out in ali
earlier negotiations. Unfortunately, this is the same kind of illicit trade practice
which Hungary has used successfully with other companies and with other prod-
ucts.

If we agree to buying our way out of this problem, we feel it would establish a
dangerous precedent, since this goes far beyond our lost sales of Roundup. In fact, it
could easily happen again—with future inventions. We can only assume that this
was a last minute effort in advance of this hearing or that negotiations had not
been conducted in good faith. In any case, we must now be skeptical of resolving our
problem and must question the viability of Hungary as a trading partner.

It is obvious that allowing the Hungarians to succeed in their course of action will
have a chilling effect on innovation generally. If Hungary can flout accepted prac-
tices of international trade and simultaneously enjoy the benefits of MFN, what is
to stop them—or any other country—from doing this repeatedly in the years ahead?
The end result for the United States will be the loss of American exports and jobs,
and worse, a decline in innovation itself. We cannot allow this to happen; our
agricultural technology is undoubtedly essential asset of our industry and our
country—and it must be protected. We are clearly back to the need for an ongoing
government-to-government effort.
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In closing, I think I represent industry when I endorse the proposal Jack Early
made to you. You will have our full co.peration in helping you to monitor the
performl:mce of Hungary under the Trade Agreement in the area of property rights.

Thank you.

TesTIMONY BY ROBERT McLELLAN, VICE PresipENT, FMC Corp.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am Robert McLellan, Vice
President International and Government affairs of FMC Corporation. I am also a
former U.S. Assistant Secretary of Commerce. FMC is a Fortune 100 company with
annual revenues of approximately $3 billion. Twenty-nine percent of these revenues
are derived from our international activities, approximately two-thirds of that gen-
erally are comprised of exports. One of our most promising products for export is a
carbofuran generic term insecticide and nematicide, which FMC sells under the
trademark “Furadan”, which has a broad spectrum of application to vegetable and
grain crops. Furadan was discovered by FMC at its research laboratories in 1963,
After a period of elaborate scientific and biological development in the United
States it was registered with the Federal Government for use on & number of
economically important crops. Over the years the market for carbofuran has grown
steadily so that it is a major agricultural insecticide for which FMC has developed
markets in many countries at substantial investment of both money and human

resources.

In 1977 FMC became aware of the fact that the Hungarian trading company
Chemolimpex was engged in sales of, or attempting to sell, carbofuran in a number
of countries where FMC holds patents. Among these were Brazil, Spain, Taiwan and
India. Recognizing that this represented an illegal challenge which had to be met,
Representatives of our compan{ held negotiations with the Hungarians in late 1978
and in February and June of 1979 in Budapest and in Chicago on July 2. In these
discussions FMC called the attention of the Hungarian companies not only to their
infringing exports but also to certain instances of counterfeiting of FMC product. I
would like to show the Committee and submit as part of the record a photograph of
Hungarian vrigin carbofuran purchased in Spain in a container stenciled “Fura-
dan”, but with the Hungarian trademark ‘“Chinufur 5G” also attached on the side.
This is a blatant attempt to trade on the FMC trademark as well as our patented
technology. Other efforts have been made to pass off the Hungarian product as
FMC’s product. In India FMC obtained copies of an import license filed with the
Indian government. This license contained a false declaration of origin, stating that
the product was made in the United States, when it was not. I would also like to
submit copies of this certificate of origin to the Committee for its records.

We have reached the conclusion that the Government of Huﬁary and its chemi-
cal companies have determined that a way to develop the Hungarian chemical
industry rapidly so as to maximize exports into hard currency countries is to study
the patents of western chemical companies, in particular U.S. companies, and copy
these products. Attempts by the western inventors of these products to register
patents in Hungary are opposed, giving the Hungarians a santuary at home in
which to manufacture the infringing products. These products are then shipped into
countries where the western producer is then put to the time-consuming burden of
attempting to secure patent enforcement in the local courts.

Because of this pattern of conduct and because private discussions had led no-
where, FMC joined in the formation of the NACA Subcommittee to which Dr. Early
referred a few moments ago. The Subcommittee requested the assistance of the
State and Commerce Departments in seekinq a solution through Government chan-
nels to this unfair business practice. We called the attention of those Departments
to the paragraph in the Report released by this Committee at the time the Commit-
}:.ezt c&nstndered the Hungarian Trade .\greement last year which took note of the

a at:

“. ... Hungarian firms are selling agricultural chemicals protected by American
owned patents in third countries, countries where the American chemical compa-
nies have patent %rotection, in a manner such that the American firms find it
practlcallﬁ impossible to protect their industrial property rights. The committee

expects that such E;acticea will no longer take place under this new, mutual
undertaking‘ by the Government of Hungary and that of the United States.”
It was NACA's position that these practices not only were continuing but in fact

were growing steadily worse and that accordingly there was a substantial question
under the Trade Agreement as to whether most-favored-nation treatment for Hun-
gary should be continued. The State and Commerce Departments agreed to create
an Ad Hoc Working Group on Trade Facilitation of the U.S.-Hungarian Joint
Economic and Commercial Committee to address the problem. This working group
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convened in Budapest on June 11 of this year with the participation of industry
representatives including myself. Assistant Secretary of Commerce Frank Weil and
Deputy Assistant Secretary Kempton Jenkins, as well as Ambassador Philip Kaiser,
were extremely helpful in working out a favorable general formulation contained in
an Agreed Minute. Despite the language contained in paragraph 4 of the Agreed
Minute, discussions held by FMC representatives with representatives of the Hun-
garian companies in Budapest and Chicago have not gone well. The Hungarians
indicated that they might cease their infringing exports if FMC purchased a large
portion of the Hungarian capacity to produce the product, namely a minimum of
200 tons of technical product per year. We have and will continue to resist these
efforts to build a capability to produce western pror‘rietary products and then coerce
western firms into buying the capacity created in this manner.

Accordingly, I must report to this Committee tod&:iy that, as far as FMC's product
is concerned, the Hungarians are continuing their deliberate and well-orchestrated
effort to produce our product and sell it into foreign markets where we hold patents,
A serious issue of principle is at stake here. Your Committee has just concluded
consideration of the Multilateral Trade Negotiations which will hopefully create a
more equitable basis on which world trade will expand in the years to come. As we
enter this new era, the United States must make it clear that we expect non-market
economy countries to play by these same new rules and to observe fair business
practices. The Hungarian chemical industry should not be allowed to continue to
ﬁroﬁt for another year from the unfair and illegal practices my colleagues and 1

ave described. The United States should make it clear now that the resultins
continued loss of jobs and damage to our trade position will not be tolerated an
that a country which engages in these practices will not receive most-favored-nation
treatment for its products entering the United States. The paragraph in the Com-
mittee Report I referred to earlier concluded with the following sentence:

“, .. The committee will carefully monitor this problem during the life of the
agreement and will again review it at the time for renewal and recommend further
action, if necessary.” '

I have reluctantly concluded in the light of my Company's experience that appro-

riate action at this time would be suspension of most-favored-nation treatment for
ungary until this important trade question is resolved.

Senator Risicorr. Mr. Rosenthal and his group.
You may proceed, Mr. Rosenthal.

STATEMENT OF MILTON F. ROSENTHAL, CHAIRMAN, ENGEL-
HARD MINERALS & CHEMICALS CORP., AND CHAIRMAN OF
THE U.S. SECTION OF THE ROMANIAN-UNITED STATES ECO-
NOMIC COUNCIL

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, as I think the committee is
aware, I am the Chairman of the Romanian-U.S. Economic Council
and the chairman of Engelhard Minerals & Chemicals Corp. I am
appearing here on the extension of MFN for Romanta.

have prepared a written statement, but it is filed with the
committee and there is no need for me to repeat its content. I
think I can be rather brief in my oral comments. This week there
was a series of meetings in Washington representing the sixth
plenum of the Romanian-United States Economic Council. It was
attended by ap%roximately 60-odd American businessmen and ap-
proximatelf' 40 Romanian business people.

I would like to report to you that the proceedings took place in
an_atmosphere which was completely cooperative. We also had
2)unte a number of Government representatives who were present.
On behalf of the American business community that is interested
in doing business with Romania, I think I can assure the commit-
tee that the Romanian market is available for American business
interests to penetrate and to market their services and products in.

As far as the pressing problem of emigration that has been
raised, I would say that I have personally been in contact with
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" leading Romanian authorities on this subject in recent days, as
well as with American Jewish leaders, to discuss these matters. I
have received assurances on both sides that these matters have
been amicably resolved between the two groups to their mutual
satisfaction, and that from now on the methodology that they will
follow should be in order.

Therefore, I feel comfortable with recommending strongly to this
committee that MFN again be extended to the Romanians.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Rosenthal follows:]

STATEMENT oF THE U.S. SECTION OF THE ROMANIAN-UNITED STATES ECONOMIC
CounciL By MiLtoN F. ROSENTHAL

I am Milton F. Rosenthal, chairman of Engelhard Minerals and Chemicals Corpo-
ration, and chairman of the U.S. Section of the Romanian-U.S. Economic Council.
With me today is Donald J. Hasfurther, executive secretary of the Council. It is a
privilege to appear before this subcommittee to support the President’s request for
an extension of the waiver authority under Section 402 of the Trade Act of 1974.

I am testifying today on behalf of the American membership of the Romanian-
U.S. Economic Council, a list of which I am submitting with this statement. They
are senior executives of firms and trade associations representing a broad cross
aecotion‘of American industry committed to improving commercial relatiors with

mania.

Nearly four years have passed since the Congress first aé)proved the Section 402
waiver for Romania. During this period, U.S.-Romanian trade has recorded substan-
tial yearly increases. Two-way trade for 1978 amounted to a record $664 million, a
figure more than double the amount of four years ago. Four-month figures for this
year suggest that 1979 shall witness a continuing expansion of bilateral trade. These
figures also suggest that the United States shall again have a surplus balance of
trade with Romania in 1979.

American business has realized substantive benefits from Romania in the period
since the Congress first approved the Section 402 waiver. American firms are
currently guaranteed treatment on no less favorable terms than are accorded to
firms of other foreign countries in establishing offices, including the obtaining of
office and housing accommodations and the hiring of personnel. American firms
have been granted increasing latitude in establishing contact with producers and
end-users. In addition, Romania has been increasingly forthcoming in providing the
information required to enable American firms to make informed and responsible
business decisions.

Moreover, Romania has conscientiously complied with the letter and the spirit of
U.S. fair trade measures. In cases where it has appeared that Romanian exports
might he oontributinf to market disruption in the United States, the Romanians
have prcmptly consulted with our Government, as required by the present trade
agreement. The Romanians, to their credit, have voluntarily [imited exports of a
n]umber of potentially disruptive commodities, most notably work shoes and sheet
glass.

This spirit of cooperation has also been evident during our Council activities. A
year ago at the Council’s fifth plenari: session in Romania, President Ceausescu
personall{ met with the members of the U.S. Section to review our bilateral eco-
nomic relations. During this meeting the President listened very intently to our
concerns, and, in turn, outlined those problems facing Romanian businessmen oper-
ating in the U.S. market.

Earlier this week, the Romanian-U.S. Economic Council held its sixth plenum
here in Washington. The session was a constructive one in terms of addressing the
issues which affect business representatives of our two countries. The U.S. Section
also used the occasion of the Council’s plenary session to impress on the Romanian
de{zgagee the depth of concern of the U.S. Congress in regard to the waiver renewal
extension.

We are aware that there has been a great deal of inquiry expressed this year over
the declining trend in Romanian emigration, particularly with regard to Jewish
emigration to Israel. I have personally been in contact with Romanian authorities,
as well as with American Jewish leaders, to discuss these concerns. I am of the
understandin%othat the reservations of the Jewish community have been satisfied,
and that the Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations has
ea:iorsed the extension of most-favored-nation tariff treatment to Romania for an-
other year.
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In light of this endorsement and the benefits that continue to accrue to the
American business community and the American people from the extension of most-
favored-nation tariff treatment to Romania, the U.S. Section of the Romanian-U.S.
Economic Council urges this subcommittee to approve the President’s waiver re-
quest.

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today. I will be happy to
answer any questions you may wish to address to me.

Senator RiBICOFF. Is there anything, gentlemen, you want to
add? I understand the situation. You have been before me a num-
ber of times.

Mr. DowNEy. Mr. Chairman, if you are prepared to shift from
the Romanian Council to the Hungarian Council, I am prepared to
speak to that.

Senator Risicorr. Yes; go ahead.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR T. DOWNEY, PARTNER, SUTHERLAND,
ASBILL & BRENNAN, ACCOMPANIED BY DONALD HAS-
FURTHER, DIRECTOR FOR EAST-WEST TRADE, CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. DownNEy. I am Arthur Downey and I am here today on
behalf of the Hungarian-United States Economic Council, the coun-
terpart organization to the one Mr. Rosenthal is representing. You
have a prepared statement for the record. I will be very brief also.

Senator RiBicOFF. Your statements will go into the record in
their entirety.

Mr. DownNEY. Your inquiry expresses a concern about the human
rights situation in Hungary as well as the operation under the
trade agreement. It is our view that the American business com-
munity operating with respect to Hungary feels very comfortable
about the human rights situation there.

We feel comfortable in assuring you that there seems to be no
serious problems there. With respect to the business climate and
the operation of trade under the trade agreement, I think it is our
conclusion on the basis of a broad spectrum of American companies
interested in this trade that the relationship is excellent.

The problem that you have been very much, and correctly, con-
cerned about concerning one sector is a serious problem. There are
a variety of ways in which this can be dealt with. You have
identified section 301 as one opportunity, an appropriate one. Hun-
gary is a member of GATT.

Also, the Hungarian-United States Economic Council has a
conciliation procedure available which has not been resorted to. We
would hope this would be solved. We share your concern but we do
not believe the trade agreement and MFN should be held in jeop-
ardy as a result of this issue.

We feel the trade agreement provides the basis on which Ameri-
can enterprise can involve itself in the Hungarian economy, which
is in our strong national interest as that economy continues to
move much closer to Adam Smith than to Karl Marx.

Senator Risicorr. I think the problem presented by the Ameri-
can chemical industry is a serious one, andp I would strongly recom-
mend that you talk to your Hungarian friends and point out that
they are in serious jeopardy of losing MFN by the continuing
infringement of patent rights and failing to live up to the normal
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understanding of the trade relationship between one nation and
the other.

Mr. DowNEY. I might note at this time last year when you were
first considering this agreement, there was another problem you
addressed with equal seriousness. It involved potential dumping in
this country of Hungarian lightbulbs. The matter is gone now. You
don’t hear about it because it was dealt with in the quasi-judicial
process through the Treasury Department, the ITC, and so on. It
has been resolved. It has been handled and adjudicated.

If this chemical issue is not resolved through diplomatic and
other channels, there are opportunities to have it similarly adjudi-
cated. But I think the Hungarian-United States Economic Council
is very much aware of the seriousness both on the part of our own
membership and your own concern. This has been communicated

to the Hungarians.
Senator RiBicorr. Gentlemen, thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Downey follows:]

STATEMENT OF THE U.S. SECTION OF THE HUNGARIAN-UNITED STATES EcoNoMIC
CounciL BY ARTHUR T. DowNEY

Mr. Chairman, I am Arthur T. Downey, partner in the Washington law firm of
Sutherland, Asbill and Brennan, and a member of the U.S. Section of the Hungar-
ian-U.S. Economic Council, on whose behalf I am testifying today. With me is
Donald Hasfurther, executive secretary of the Council. It is an honor to appear
before this subcommittee in support of the President’s recommendation to extend
the waiver authority under Section 402 of the Trade Act of 1974.

The Hungarian-U.S. Economic Council was established in March, 1975, by an
agreement signed by the chambers of commerce of the United States and Hungary.
The American membership of this bilateral council is comprised of executives of
business firms actively involved in trade with Hungary. While encompassing diverse
individual interests, the U.S. Section is united in the goal of improving commercial
relations between the United States and Hungary. To this end, we have consistently
supported the normalization of trade relations with Hungary, including the mutual
extension of most-favored-nation tariff treatment.

In the year since the finalization of the U.S.-Hungarian Trade Agreement we
have witnessed a positive growth in our commercial relations with the Hungarians.
Trade has increased in a modest yet stable fashion. More importantly, the climate
ip lwivhich business is conducted between our two countries has improved substan-
ially.

Within our Council activities we have observed an increased interest on the part
of the Hungarian and American business communities in expanding trade with one
another. At the joint plenum of the Economic Council held in Chicago last October,
we were host to the largest Hungarian commercial delegation to ever visit the
United States. Our discussions at that session were candid and constructive, and
further substantiated the Hungarians’ desire to strengthen their commercial ties
with the United States.

Since the conclusion of the trade agreement, the Dow Chemical Company and
National City Bank of Minneapolis have received accreditation to open representa-
tion offices in Budapest. We expect that other American companies will also be
opening offices in Budapest in the future. Hungary's visibility among the U.S.
business community will also increase with the establishment of a Hungarian
commercial office in Chicago.

Another positive development in U.S.-Hungarian commercial relations was the
recent establishment of the Joint U.S.-Hungarian Economic and Commercial Com-
mittee. This intergovernmental committee, together with our own Economic Coun-
cil, will provide important forums for the expansion of trade and the resolution of
commercial problems between our two countries.

In this regard, we are greatly encouraged by reports of substantial progress made
by the Economic and Commercial Committee toward the resolution of a patent
dispute between American and Hungarian icultural chemical producers. We
believe this development is illustrative of the sincere desire on the part of our two
governments to resolve all problems affecting our trade relations.



87

We are also encouraged by the recent Senate approval of an agreement for the
avoidance of double taxation between the United States and Hungary. This tax
convention should serve as a further stimulus for expanded commercial cooperation
between companies in the United States and Hungary.

Recently Hungary became the first industrialized country to sign within the
framework of the Multilateral Trade Negotiations an agreement with the United
States further reducing Hungarian tariff rates on American imports. Another en-
couraging development has been Hungary's agreement to drop the quotas on im-
ports of consumer goods from the United States.

Through these and other initiatives, the United States and Hungary have suc-
ceeded in establishing a firm foundation for the continued expansion of our bilateral
commercial relations. It is now up to American business to take advantage of this
ﬁoundation by exploiting the numerous trade opportunities in the Hungarian mar-

et.

The United States currently ranks only ninth among Hungary’s Western trade
partners. The Hungarians have stated on numerous occasions that they would like
to see a greater percentage of their trade fall to the United States. Such a develop-
ment, however, will require a lot of hard work and aggressive marketing on the
part of American firms. Moreover, it is dependent on the continuation of a normal-
ized trading relationship with Hungary.

Unlike many of the other Eastern European countries, Hungary has an effective
tariff system. The Hungarian tariff is far more than a bookkeeping mechanism;
Hungarian firms must absorb the duty on imports from abroad. Without most-
favored-nation tariff treatment, U.S. companies would be at a distinct disadvantage
in marketing their goods in Hungary. As such, denial of MFN to Hungary would
constitute a negative step in a period when our country is making a concerted effort
to expand its exports abroad.

I will be happy to answer any questions you may wish to address to me.

Thank you.

The committee will stand in recess until 2 o’clock this afternoon.
[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the hearing was recessed, to recon-
vene at 2 p.m. the same day.]

AFTER RECESS

[The committee reconvened at 2 p.m., Hon. Daniel Moynihan
presiding.]

Senator MoYNIHAN. A pleasant good afternoon to our guests.

We will resume now the testimony on extending for one more
year the President’s authority to waive the Freedom of Emigration
requirements under the Trade Act. This extension would continue
most-favored-nation treatment for Romania and Hungary until
July 2, 1989.

We have a long list of witnesses and, as you know, we only made
our way halfway through our panels this morning.

The first of these is Mr. Laszl6 Hamos, who is chairman of the
Committee for Human Rights in Romania.

Mr. HAmos, we welcome you to this committee. Am I correct in
thinking this is your first appearance?

Mr. HAMos. This is my fourth appearance.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I am not correct, but we nonetheless wel-
come you for that purpose, and your colleague, if you would have
the kindness to introduce him.
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STATEMENT OF LASZLO HAMOS, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE FOR
HUMAN RIGHTS IN ROMANIA, ACCOMPANIED BY BULCSU
VERESS, POLITICAL COORDINATOR OF THE COMMITTEE FOR
HUMAN RIGHTS IN ROMANIA )

Mr. HAmos. We have a prepared statement which we would like
to submit for the record, and I would only summarize a few of
those points.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes. But first, Mr. Hamos, would you be
good enough to introduce your associate?

Mr. HAmos. Yes. I am accompanied by Dr. Bulcst Veress, who
will assist in any questions you may have.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Doctor, good afternoon to you.

Mr. HAMo0s. Mr. Chairman, Senator Moynihan, I am testifying on
behalf of the Committee for Human Rights in Romania, which is a
nationwide organization of Hungarian Americans headquartered in
New York City—and it is therefore gratifying to testify under your
chairmanship. :

Mr. Chairman, this is the fourth time in so many years that we
are appearing before this subcommittee in defense of the human
rights of Romania’s national minorities. On each of those past four
occasions, we have submitted a detailed, well-documented, factual
body of evidence on the oppression of the 2.5 million Hungarians in
Romania.

If one examines, however, the actual impact of our efforts before
this subcommittee, it becomes clear that instead of the slightest
improvement, the plight of those minorities has steadily deteriorat-
ed. I would point out only some of the areas where this is the case.

The destruction of the Hungarian school system in Romania
continues unabated. After the forced merging of one of Europe’s
oldest universities, the Bolyai University of Cluj—Kolozsvar—into
a Romanian counterpart, Hungarian instruction has been cut back
to about 5 percent of its original level. The latest measure intro-
duced only this year prohibits students from majoring in a subject
related to Hungarian studies unless they can also pass an entrance
examination in' Romanian studies.

There is no improvement in other areas as well. Romanian, for
example, is the only language allowed to be used in any official
communication. Bilingual signs are absent even in the majority of
purely Hungarian areas. Archives and relics confiscated a number
of years ago from Hungarian churches continue to languish and rot
in warehouses inaccessible to scholars.

Thseesovernment’s monopoly over the labor and housing markets
is u to break up ethnic Hungarian communities. Minority
churches and clergymen are constantly harassed, especially if, as
happens in many villages where the Hungarian school has been
closed, they dare to educate children to read and write their own
native language.

Contacts with relatives from abroad are interfered with on a
wide scale. Books and periodicals from Hungary are confiscated at
border crossings even if their only content is Hungarian nursery
rhymes. The courageous dissident in Romania of Hungarian origin,
Karoly Kiraly, who sacrificed his high position in the party and
spoke out against the oppression of his fellow nationals, is being
held under constant police surveillance. There are signs that his
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health is deteriorating due to the campaign of intimidation against
him over the past 2 years.

All these and other measures violate not only the simplest stand-
ards of human decency but the Helsinki Final Act and numerous
other national agreements signed and ratified by Romania.

Mr. Chairman, we must conclude that the voice of reason, tact,
and sensitivity which have been employed in discussions with Ro-
manian officials is a voice they simpli o not understand. This may
be because these Romanian officials have grown and thrived in an
environment where deception and dishonesty aré¢ the prized quali-
ties, and straightforward sincerity leads only to self-destruction.

Ever{) year the Romanian Government tries to rescue its MFN
status by issuing empty promises it never intends to fulfill. It is
unfortunate that this year one of the most respected social organi-
zations in the United States has fallen prey to the same tactic. As
a result, that organization suddenly reversed its position on MFN
in total disregard of those groups which have labored hard and
long on this issue and helped create the pressure which led the
Romanian Government to offer the deal in the first place.

Senator MoyYNiHAN. Mr. Hamos, which is the organization?

Mr. HAmos. There was testimony earlier about this question
citing B’'nai B’rith and the Conference of Presidents of Major
American Jewish Organizations.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Mr. HAmos. In sum, Mr. Chairman, it is our considered opinion
that after 4 years of trampling on human rights, the Romanian
Government has earned a resolution of disapproval. Adoption of
such a resolution is the only action which ntl;g' force the Romanian
Government to begin dealing with the United States in a straight-
forward and reasonable manner.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I thank you, sir. Now, the Hungarian popu-
lation is about 10 percent, is it?

Mr. HAmos. It comprises approximately 10 percent. The Roma-
nian Government maintains it is less than that, and one of the
problems is it uses various methods to falsify census statistics. It
claims that there are only 1.7 million Hungarians, whereas the
true figure is closer to 2.5 million.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That was my understanding. What is the
history here? To what extent is the oppression of the Hungarians,
which clearly is a very standard sort of Stalinist insistence upon a
language, the one language—closing the universities to limit the
access to universities, changing the nature of universities, trying to
displace an intellectual class—to what extent does this carry over
from the prewar regime?

Mr. VeRress. The prewar regime certainly Ofpressed the minor-
ities, too, including the Hul}garian minority. 1 even concede that
when the area belonged to Hungary prior to World War I, there
was pressure on Romanians to assimilate. We would betray our
own convictions if we denied this. But I have to point out that
those governments never had the means.

Senator MovNIHAN. They were not totalitarian governments.

Mr. Veress. That is rigl(:t. And for instance, they did not have a
monopoly on education. So the Romanian churches, or before that
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riod the Hungarian churches, could maintain their own schools.

o one interfered with that. Of course, the subject and the lan-
guage of the education was Hungarian.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes, that is a difference. Those regimes were
monarchical in Romania. They were 19th century and they were
not very efficient. Their spiritual attainments might not have been
any higher than their successes. But their actual capacity to op-
press was also more circumscribed than the modern totalitarian
state. It is the difference between Batista’s Cuba and Castro’s Cuba.

Mr. HAMos. That is a very good example.

Senator MoyNIHAN. In Batista’s Cuba, you could go to jail for a
lot of things but not for writing poetry. It escaped the notice of the
regime; and the nature of chamber music really didn’t very much
bother them. But what you have in Romania is a minority under
totalitarianism, and I think that is a very important point for our
understanding of this phenomenon. It is a qualitative change.

What does the Government of Hunia do?

Mr. HAmos. It cannot do very much. As you are probably aware,
Hungarian foreign policy is made in Moscow, and the Soviet Union
has minority problems of its own. Therefore, it does not look kindly
on such issues being raised among its satellite countries. So the
Hungarian Government’s hands are tied in this whole matter.

Moreover, books and periodicals which could be imported into
Romania from Hungary are curtailed by the Romanian Govern-
ment.

Senator MoYNIHAN. So the Hungarian Government is passive on
political and ideological grounds? .

Mr. HAMos. The Hungarian Government. Yes, it is passive, and
the Romanian Government blocks any effort that the Hungarian
Government may attempt to assist in the situation.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Yes, this is a fundamental problem for
Marxism, as you gentlemen know, the assumption that the nation-
ality question was an epiphenomenon of late capitalist decline, a
subject which Rosa Luxembourg touched on. Yet, these Communist
and totalitarian nations continue to find that the most destabiliz-
ing phenomenon we have is ethnic, and they cannot explain it.

The Marxist doctrine does not allow it, so in many ways they
become more rigid. They become hysterical, almost, as people
whose very central [;)recious belief is being challenged. I don’t know
and I certainly don’t want to speak in any way unfriendly about
Mr. Kirély, but I should think as a student he probably thought it
was a pretty outmoded concept when he was a young Marxist.

I don’t know. I mean I wouldn’t be surprised.

Mr. VEeress. He certainly played according to the rules. He was,
of course, a member of the party leadership, and for a very lon
time he believed in those ideas. But when it constantly conﬂictes
with his everyday experiences, then his national feelings proved to
be stronger. But in the first period, he obeyed the rules of the
Communist Part]_'\:. He wrote letters to the top party officials, most
fimg)ortantly to the man who is now the Prime Minister, Mr. Ver-

et.

He, as one brother-in-law of Mr. Ceausescu replaced another
brother-in-law of his in leading the government. That was just last
May. When Mr. Kiraly wrote to him, he referred not to Western
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ideas, not to Western standards, not to those bourgeois documents
like the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which, of course,
reflects bourgeois conceptions, but to the Leninist principles.

Only after he got disappointed because he didn't get any answer
or what he got in answer was an interrogation by the y disci-
plinary committee did he consent to the sending out of his letters
:‘1)1 tl;leest. So that was the first time that he, so to speak, broke

e rules. . -

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Fascinating. Let me say that you have in the
Senator from New York someone who is deeply interested in that.
The Helsinki Accords were signed, and if we are not going to insist
upon them, what have we to look for in the SALT process or in any
other contractual endeavor with these governments. When these
%}'Jvemments commit themselves, they must understand that the

nited States will take the commitment as a bourgeois commit-
ment. That, at least, is the view of the Senator from New York.

I thank you for the clarity of your testimony and your answers.

Mr. HAMo08. We thank you, Senator Moynihan, for your interest
in the issue. We know that you have professional and academic
expertise on ethnicity and questions related to national minorities.
It is particularly a pleasure to hear that you are taking an interest
in this situation.
t‘)Sen_ator Moggg:m. g'ou can count on it. And I will look forward

seeing you een hearings.

Mr.L?Iglmos. Thank you very much.

Mr. Veress. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Doctor, thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hamos follows:]
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STATEMENT BY THE CoMMITTEE PFOR HUMAN RIGHTS IN ROMANIA SUPPLEMENTING THE
O=rAL TesTIMONY OF LASzLO HAMO8, ON BeHALF or THE COMMITTEE POR HUMAN
RiGHTS IN ROMANIA

FOREWORD

The state of Rumania contains an immense minority
population consisting of 2.5 million Hungarians, 400,000
Germans and sizeable numbers of Ukrainians, Jews, Serbs,
Greeks, Turks and others. The Hungarians alone comprise
the largest national minority in Burope. Most of these
peoples live in Transylvania which is one of Europe's most
significant multi-ethnic regions. Were enlightened 20th
Century standards applied, Transylvania could be a model for
the coexistence of diverse nationalities in an atmoaphere of
mutual tolerance and understanding. However, under the rule
of Rumania's current dictator Nicolae Ceausescu, nothing could
be further from the truth,

For the past two decades this enormous minority population
has been the object of a carefully planned, systematic and
aggressive campaign of forceful assimilation -- a campaign
which amounts to cultural genocide. This outrage must be borne
in addition to the usual intolerance and terror which affects
the life of every citizen of a Communist state, regardless of
ethnic origin.

Alarmed at the arrogant brutality of this campaign, young
Rungarian-Americans gathered in February 1976 to form the
Committee for Human Rights in Rumania, an organization which
soon won support by all major associations of the approximately
one million Hungarians in America. The Committee‘'s objective
is to alert the public opinion and political leadership of the
United States to the gross discrimination and human rights
violations against national minorities in Rumania.

This is the fourth occasion on which the Committee for Human
Rights in Rumania is submitting testimony to this Subcommittee
on the continuation of Rumania's most-favored-nation status.
Thus far, the Subcommittee has greeted our pleas on behalf of
Rumania's minorities with almost complete indifference. We are
encouraged, however, by the fact that since last year the world
press and public opinion have awakened to the severe plight of
these minorities. Month after month, dozens of articles and
news reports have appeared in the most respected newspapers,
providing ample evidence of the existence and gravity of this
problem. .

Grandiloguent or perfunctory lip service to the issue of
human rights, or even resolutions and pieces of legislation
prove ineffective if not put into practice -- when concrete
opportunities arise -- by holding the transgressors accountable
for their actions. If the reference in Section 402 to “the
continued dedication of the United States to fundamental human
rights” has any meaning at all, this Subcommittee should stop
giving encouragement to the Rumanian regime and ignoring the
issue here presented.



93

STATEMENT

The Committee for Human Rights in Rumania respectfully
requests that the United States Senate, .
using the authority gran:ed by section 402(d) (5) of the Trade
Act of 1974, adopt a resolution disapproving the extension of
the President's authority to waive the application of section
402(a) and (b) with respect to Rumania.

Our request is based on two grounds:

1. The President's message of June 1, 1979 recommending
extension of the ahbove waiver authority is seriously
deficient in fulfilling the regquirements of section
402(d) (5) of the Trade Act.

2. The Rumanian Government continuously and flagrantly
violates norms of international law in its treatment of
national minorities, which violations, according to the
proper interpretation of section 402 of the Trade Act,
mandate at least a temporary suspension of the Trade
benefits accorded to Rumania.

* * *

THE RELEVANCE OF THE MINORITY QUESTION TO THE JACKSON-VANIK
AMENDMENT

The chief obstacle facing us at the hearings conducted by
this Subcommittee during the past three years has been an effort
to restrict the human rights concerns of the Trade Act to as
narrow a field as possible. Some Members of Congress have
argued that the only right which the Jackson-Vanik Amendment
intends to promote is freedom of emigration. There are some
who have remained oblivious even to this right.

But the fact the the Amendment was intended to cover far
more than simply one particular human right is obvious from its
text. Section 402 of the Trade Act of 1974 clearly states its
objectives in the first half-sentence: "To assure the continued
dedication of the United States to fundamental human rights..."
The section then defines the means for achieving these objectives
as follows: nonmarket-economy countries are required to allow
free emigration as a condition for the extension of trade benefits.
The distinction between the means (requirement of free emigration)
and the ends (fundamental human rights) is unmistakable,

i
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This interpretation of the purpose of the Amendment is
supported by grammatical evidence as well. The authentic
language of the Trade Act uses the plural "objectives of this
gection” wherever such reference is made. Of the phrases
"fundamental human rights" and "freedom of emigration®, only
the former is plural. The expression "objectives of this
gsection" clearly refers back to the plural antecedent in the
section, which is "fundamental human rights".

Even if it rejects this interpretation, the Subcommittee
cannot validly defend its refusal to examine a broader range
of human rights with the claim that it is merely following the
letter of the law, which strictly limits its mandate. 1If that
claim were true, the only business of these Hearings would be
to determine whether the continuation of the waiver will
substantially promote the objectives of section 402. Nevertheless,
and perhaps with good reason, the Subcommitt.ee interprets its
mandate far more broadly, as any observer of these Hearings will
attest. It receives testimony on political, economic and financial
questions which fall completely outside the scope of section 402.
The Administration, business, trade union and private witnesses
who testify about such questions are given serious consideration,
and cross-examined in areas wholly irrelevant to section 402. The
Subcommittee, therefore, would be acting entirely within its
rights in examining a broader range of human rights, beyond the
right to emigrate -- especially since section 402 begins with
the words, quoted above: "To assure the continued dedication
of the United States to fundamental human rights..."

ON THE RIGHT OF FREE EMIGRATION

The United States is a nation of immigrants. The right of
free emigration is held in very high esteem here. There is even
a tendency to regard it as the most important of all human rights,
the one which can be substituted for all others. The latter view,
in our opinion, is severely distorted. We contend that the right
to emigrate is merely a right of last resort:; it is an escape
chute to be used when all other measures to uphold human rights
have failed. When people reach the point of clamoring to
emigrate en masse from their homeland, there is clear evidence
that deeper problems are to blame.

It ghould be noted here that the right of Jewish people
to emigrate to Israel is unique in character and rationale.
while they too are most often escaping persecution and undoubtedly
experience difficulties in adjusting to a new environment, they
;till leave with the joyful idea of returning to their ancient
omeland. :

The situation of the national minorities in Rumania is
entirely different. Hungarians have lived in this area of
Eastern Europe for eleven centuries; this region is their
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homeland. Instead of allowing or urging or forcing them to
leave, they should be aided in their struggle to use their own
language, maintain their own culture, practice their own religion
-- in short to gain some protection against discrimination and
gross violations against their human rights.

Certainly, Rumanja's burning human rights problem cannot
be successfully tackled through the simple device of easing
restrictions on emigration. Even for the remaining Jewish
population, estimated between 50,000 and 100,000, this measure
would provide only a partial solution. Those who wish to
might be permitted to leave for Israel, but those who elect to
stay are also entitled to protection of their cultural and
religious rights.

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE OF JUNE 1, 1979 DOES NOT FULFILL THE
REQUIREMENTS OF THE TRADE ACT.

In light of the above interpretation, the President's
recommendation of June 1, 1979 falls far short of satisfying
the requirements of section (d) (5) (C). Specifically, the
message nowhere shows the manner in which the proposed waiver
will substantially promote the objectives of section 402 with
respect to Rumania.

~ Even if the objectives of the section were restricted
solely to the right of free emigration, the message fails to
substantiate its claim. The rate of emigration from Rumania
has remained clearly unsatisfactory according to Jewish
organizations who monitor it closely. Moreover, Rumania's
capricious behavior in the field of human rights during the
past twelve months shows that the only lesson which the
Rumanians learned from last year's extension of the waiver
authority was that neither the Administration nor Congress
takes the objectives of section 402 very seriously.

- In sum we maintain that the shortcomings of the President's
recommendation in fulfilling the statutory requirements are
serious enough to warrant its disapproval by the Senate.

CONTINUED CAMPAIGN OF HARASSMENT AND INTIMIDATION AGAINST
KAROLY KIRALY

Since the Summer of 1978, instead of taking measures to
improve the country's human rights record, the Rumanian
government has waged a campaign of pressure and intimidation
against Karoly Kiraly, a former high-ranking Party member who
has become a fearless internal opponent of minority oppression.
The official reaction to Kiraly's moderate and reasonable
efforts is highly indicative of the government's overall
treatment of national minori:ies. Before turning to a point-
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by-poiné description of that treatment, a brief review of
the Kirdly case is in order.

During the Summer and Fall of 1977, Kdroly Kirély, a

prominent Hungarian in the Rumanian Communist Party and,

until 1972, an alternate member of its Politburo, wrote

three letters to top Party leaders, describing government

efforts to denationalize and forcefully assimilate the country's

Hungarian minority of 2.5 million. Kiraly cited a host of
--—digcriminatory and oppressive measures: the refusal to grant

national minorities a representative voice in government, the

implementation of "restrictive quotas" denying employment

opportunities to minority workers, the forced assimilation

_of schools and classes offering instruction in the minority

languages, the "naming of non~Hungarian speaking, Rumanian:

mayors” in cities "inhabited predominantly by Hungarians”,

the prohibition on use of minority languages in public institutions

and administrative offices, and a variety of restrictions on
minority cultural expression.

In one of his letters, Kiraly also assailed the "violence
and torture” used against minority inhabitants and recalled
that "the harassment of Jendé Szikszai, the eminent professor
from Brassd, drove him to commit suicide.”™ (Szikszai was one
of the scores who fell victim to a brutal and bloody government
effort carried out in the Spring of 1977; its aim was to silence
Hungarian intellectuals in Rumania by "exposing” them as members
of a nationalistic and chauvinist conspiracy detrimental to the
interests of the Rumanian state.)

Kiraly's only remaining position in the government bureaucracy
at the time he wrote his letters was that of Vice P-esident of
the Hungarian Nationality Workers Council. In Marc.a 1978 he was
deprived of that position as well. 1In the past, he had held
various positions as First Party Secretary in Covasna County and
head of the People's Council there, member of the Party Central
Committee and alternate member of the Politburo, member of the
Grand National Assembly (parliament) and member of the Council
of State, nominally the supreme body of state power in Rumania.
At one of the high points in his career, in 1970, he was a
member of the delegation which accompanied President Ceausescu
to the Lenin Centenary Celebrations held in Moscow. His last
post at the head of the Hungarian population's highest political
organ gave him an excellent vantage point from which to assess
the extent of minority oppression and the window-dressing nature
of his own organization, which is supposed to represent the
interésts of the Hungarian minority.

Kiraly wrote his first letter, dated June 2,.1977, to
Ilie Verdet, the Politburo member responsible for ideological
matters and, among others, for nationality policies. (Since
that time -- on March 29, 1979 -- Verdet has been elevated to
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the position of Prime Minister.) In the letter, he outlined
the shallowness of his organization's activities, charged

the government with hypocrisy in its official pronouncements
that "the nationality question has been solved" and presented
his own recommendations in 12 points,

Having failed to receive any response for several months,
Kiradly'followed up with letters to two top Party leaders. .The
first was sent in August to Janos Fazekas, another Politburo
member, and the second on September 10 to Jidnos Vincze, a member
of the Central Committee. The tone of these subsequent letters
was more bitter and the charges contained in them embraced the
government's entire policy toward national minorities.

In early October, Kiradly was summoned to Bucharest.
Instead of dealing seriously with the constructive proposals
he had included in his letters, the Party leaders subjected
him to intensive, police-style interrogations. He was accused
of having no faith in the Party leadership and was pressed to
reveal the names of his "collaborators". Finally realizing
the futility of his well-meaning and constructive criticism,
he consented to the publication of his letters in the Western
media.

During the last week of January 1978, reports of Kiraly's
protest appeared in major newspapers throughout the world. Never
in recent memory had this issue received such concentrated attention.
The reaction of the Rumanian regime was predictable and swift.
Instead of implementing long overdue reforms, it initiated a new
campaign of terror. For several weeks Kirdly's home town resembled
an armed camp, with plainclothesmen, armed militiamen and armored
cars stationed on every street. Kiraly himself was threatened
with death and with the killing of his infant child. He was -
pressured to disavow his letters and denounce them as "fabrications
of the CIA and Radio Free Europe®”. Kiraly held his ground with
great courage and refused to withdraw his protest. As a result,
he was exiled in February from his home town of Tirgu Mures
(Hungarian Marosvdsdrhely) to the small town of Caransebes (Hungarian
Karansebes). Despite strict instructions to the contrary, on
March 1, 1978 he granted an interview to three Western correspondents
during which he reiterated his prot.est, supplementing it with
further details about the reaction of the regime. In return, the
R:m;nian secret police prohibited Kirdly from receiving any further
visitors.

In October 1978, after threatening that he would apply to
emigrate, Kiraly was allowed to return to his home town. He has
lived there since then, under close police surveillance. According
to his own account, he is constantly harassed and intimidated by
the authorities. He has been isolated from his friends, who are
themselves subjected to severe interrogations about him and
threatened against trying to approach him. He is thus a virtual
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prisoner in hi{s own house. Once last Fall, the window of the
car ifn which he was riding was shattered by a gunshot. Though
probably not an assassination attempt (Western interest in

his case is still too intense) it was undoubtedly another effort
to further intimidate him.

Unfortunately, the isolation and harassment, but especially
his anxiety over the safety of his wife and small child, are
taking their toll: according to his latest medical reports,
Kiraly's health has deteriorated significantly. The Rumanian
government, not' feeling sufficiently secure to eliminate Kiraly
outright, is slowly nudging him toward a "natural death". Kiraly,
in the meantime, remains steadfast in refusing to compromise
or abandon his principles. "I don't care if they make salami
out of me, I still won't give up my thankless struggle," he
wrote in a letter three months ago. "But let them truly solve
the problems and then I will be ready to write even a hundred
articles withdrawing my protest"”, Realizing the seriousness
of his position, Kiraly ends his letter with the chilling comment
that if the authorities in Bucharest find it impossible to spare
his life, "all I ask is that they allow my family, my relatives
and my friends to go on living".

Karoly Kirdly, an individual of rare personal courage, has
sacrificed his career and risked his well-being and perhaps his
life, to express the plight of his 2.5 million fellow Hungarians
in Rumania. Having spent many years in positions which enabled
him to closely observe the Rumanian system, there can be no
doubt about the authenticity of his charges. The persistent
effort to ignore the issues he raised and to concentrate instead
on silencing the source of protest serve as further damning
evidence of the Rumanian government's callous and brutal disregard
for human rights.

(Attached to this testimony, in the Appendix, are translations
of KirAly's letters to Party leaders (pages A-1l to A-20) as well
as selected articles about him from the world press.)

Since the Kirdly protest, other rnowledgeable and high-
ranking sources within Rumania have also verified the existence
of severe minority oppression. On April 24, 1978, the existence
of three further protest documents written by prominent members
of the Hungarian minority was revealed to Western journalists.
First, a 7,000 word memorandum, including 18 separate demands for
improved minority rights, had been prepared by Lajos Takacs,
professor of international law, candidate member of the Party
Central Committee and -- as was Kiraly before his removal in
March -- Vice President of the Hungarian Nationality Workers
Council. (For a translation of the 18 demands by Professor
Takacs, see Appendix, page A-2l1.) Another protest, focusing
on curtailment of Hungarian-language opportunities, had been
sent by Andris SGtS, the best-known writer of the Hungarian
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minority and also a candidate member of the Central Committee.
Finally, it was reported that Janos Fazekas, who as Deputy
Prime Minister is the highest-ranking Hungarian minority
official in Rumania, had alsoc issued a personal appeal calling
for improvements in nationality policies.

THE TRUE NATURE OF THE CEAUSESCU REGIME VERSUS ITS "PUBLIC
RELATIONS" IMAGE

During Rumanian President Nicolae Ceausescu's state visit
in the United States (April 11-17, 1978) protest demonstrations
were numerous and often large in scale. Hungarian-Americans
by the thousands publicly expressed their anger at the cultural
genocide of their brethren in Rumania and Ceausescu had to
face the demonstrators wherever he went. Unaccustomed to such
freely permitted displays, the Rumanian dictator suffered
occasional fits of anger. It is characteristic of his personality
and style that in referring to the peaceful demonstrators, he
delclared to New York City Mayor Edward I. Koch: "If your
security can't take care of these crowds, then our security will"
Appendix, page A-30). Welcome, New York, to the concept of
human rights as enjoyed by citizens of Rumania!

Faced with mounting protests -- from both internal and
Western sources -- since returning home, Ceausescu has reverted
to his ‘standard cure-all: more propaganda. But, as Karoly
Kiraly has noted, the flowery verbiage is merely a device used
to cover up gross deficiencies {(Appendix, page A-14): "these
beautiful speeches, incorporating so many sound principles,
were not made for our sake, but to serve the purposes of
propaganda, especially propaganda directed abroad...the chasm
between theory and practice is vast and in reality while one
thing is said, entirely different things are done."

Why has Ceausescu chosen to generate massive, new doses of
propaganda instead of implementing even the most minimal reforms?
Though simple, the answer is saddening: thus far, such propaganda
has proved more effective. Until recently, the impact of sly
misinformation, designed to cover up vast deficiencies, has had
a remarkable effect in disarming the American media and many
Members of Congress. According to an American scholar of
Rumanian origin (Vladimir Socor, "The Limits of National Independence
in the Soviet Bloc: Rumania's Foreign Policy Reconsidered”, Orbis,
Fall 1976, p. 729):

The phraseology of independence has also been
ingeniously manipulated by Bucharest leaders
to modify the image of their regime abroad.
The endeavor has proven largely successful,
as the pretense has often been accepted at

" face value. In lieu of substantiation by
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actual policies, the nationalistic rhetoric,
along with leaks and "confidences" elaborately
disseminated by Bucharest to the Western press,
officials and ranking visitors, have been
accepted as evidence of an independent foreign
policy. Thus rhetoric and a sustained policy

of misinformation have combined to erase the
satellite image and build the new image of a
"national Communist” regime striving for
independence from Moscow. As a result the

West has afforded Bucharest, through exchanges

of official visits and favorable publicity, an
international respectability unprecedented for

a communist government, The regime has succeeded
in eliciting international and particularly
Western acceptance as a substitute for the internal
legitimacy eluding it.

Nicolae Ceausescu of course has not renounced a single tenet
from the worn-out and disgraceful book of Marxism-Leninism. He
operates an old-fashioned Stalinist dictatorship, maintaining all
the usual ‘paraphernalia, including an omnipresent secret police
and an insanely promoted personality cult. By placing his wife
on the ruling Politburo and at least a dozen other family members
in leading positions of politxcal power, Ceausescu has broken all
records for nepotism, even in the Communist wocld. {(See Appendix,
P. A-37.)

Ceausescu's most elaborate public relations myth -- his
"independent" foreign policy -- deserves further attention here.
Mr. Ceausescu is not independent, he simply has a longer leash
than the other East European puppets. As Rumania is "landlocked”
by other Communist countries, the Soviet Union could safely
withdraw its troops in the late 1950's with no danger of losing
Rumania to the West. The absence of Soviet troops gives Ceausescu .
some room to maneuver. But he knows how far he can go, and Leonid
Brezhnev knows that he knows. Rumania's "independence", therefore,
is due to geographic and political factors over which it has
little control, rather than to any real tendencies toward
liberalization. Continuously, and with remarkable success,
President Ceausescu has employed a scheme of making Rumania's
"independence" appear to be the result of his own valiant
efforts, rather than the given geo-political situation, thus
pulling the wool over Western eyes.

Together with all Hungarian-Americans, we are deeply
concerned for the restoration of freedom and independence for
all the peoples of Eastern Europe. We would most certainly
welcome genuine independence for any of these countries as a
development beneficial to the entire area. But we condemn
with equal force the notion of granting the Rumanian regime
license to trample on human.rights as a reward for propagating
the wholly unfounded myth of independence.
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MINORITY OPPRESSION IS A MATTER OF INTERNATIONAL CONCERN PER SE.

As a consequence of the rearrangement of East Central
Europe’s borders following World War I, there are now 2.5
million Hungarians and 400,000 Germans living in Rumania.

- Specifically these nationalities are concentrated in the region
known as Transylvania, of whose population they form about forty
percent. :

Rumania’'s national minorities are, of course, subjected to
the same general suppression of freedoms as all the other
inhabitants of that country. Thelir situation however is made
much more grave by the additional burden of a systematic and
increasingly aggressive campaign of forceful assimilation
amounting to cultural genocide.

Due %o the presence of sizeable indigenous minority
populations within its borders, Rumania is one of those
countries to which Article 27 of the United Nations Covenant
of Civil and Political Rights applies. Despite ratification
of this Covenant by Rumania, its minority policies stand in
clear violation of Article 27, which provides:

In those States in which ethnic, religious or
linguistic minorities exist, persons belonging

to such minorities shall not be denied the right

in community with the other members of their group,
to enjoy their own culture, to profess and practice
their own religion, or to use their own language.

Other international agreements which are regularly violated
by Rumania in its treatment of national minorities are the
International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of
Racial Discriminatiqn and the UNESCO Convention against
Discrimination in Education, both signed and ratified by Rumania.

Measures used to oppress nationalities in Rumania also
violate those provisions of the Helsinki Agreement which
prohibit discrimination on the basis of national origin and
provide for the positive support of regional cultures and
national minorities.

As a matter of course, human rights violations are a subject
of international concern; when the expression "human rights" is
uttered, it automatically falls within the framework of international
law. Moreover, through its own ratification of the agreements
mentioned above, Rumania has rendered itself further accountable
to international scrutiny.

Rumania's treatment of its national minorities, therefore,
can_in no way be construed as a matter of purely internal concern
to that count:y. The United States has every legal basis to insist
02 the ristoration of fundamental rights to the minority populations
of Rumania.
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Before turning to the individual elements of Rumania's
abusive minority policies, it must be pointed out that those
elements cannot be properly viewed as distinct or isolated
infractions. They form instead, the interrelated components
of a well~planned "and systematically executed campaign to
eliminate Rumania's national minorities through forcefully
assimilating them into the dominant nationality. The whole
then, is equal to far more than the sum of its parts. The
proper term for a program of this nature is cultural genocide.

This expression is by no means an exaggeration. In 1948,
the United Nations Ad Hoc Committee on Genocide formulated a
draft definition of the concept of cultural genocide (U.N.
Doc. E/447). Regardless of the fact that the final text of
the Convention of the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime
of Genocide did not incorporate this definition, the Rumanian
Government is not absolved of the fact that its behavior
exactly corresponds to several elements of the definition.
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GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE OPPRESSION
OF MINORITIES IN RUMANIA

With respect to a proper investigation of discriminaticn in
Rumania, lofty guarantees of minority rights in the Rumanian
Constitution serve to obscure more than they enlighten, since
they are not observed. Section 22 for instance prescribes that

In territorial-administrative units also
inhabited by population of non-Rumanian
nationality, all the bodies and institutions
shall use in speech and in writing the
language of the nationality concerned and
shall appoint officials from its ranks

or from among other citizens who know

the language and way of life of the

local population.

The sole difficulty with the above section is that it is
completely disregarded: the language used in public administration
and the courts is exclusively Rumanian.

*

The failure to observe constitutional and other legal
guarantees is one characteristic feature of minority oppression
in Rumania. Another major component is the absolute refusal
to allow the minorities any role even vaguely resembling the
conditions for self-determination, autonomy or independent
decision-making. Although there are officials of minority
extraction at every governmental level, they are permitted
no meaningful voice in representing their own ethnic groups.

The Hungarian Nationality Workers Council was established
in 1968 as the only body capable of serving the interests of
the Hungarian minority. But the very text creating this Council
exposes it as an instrument of the State, acting to undermine
minority interests. The Council's stated purpose is

"to assist the Party and the State, on both
the central and local levels, in mobilizing
the nationalities to assume their responsi-
bilities in the building of socialism, in
researching particular questions concerning
the respective populations and in implementing
the nationality policies of the Party.”

Kédroly Kir&ly, Vice President of the Council for 10 years
(until his removal in March 1978), furnished ample evidence of
the Council's abject ineffectiveness. In his letters to Party
leaders, Kir&ly charged that the Council's activities "have
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declined to zero" (Appendix, p. A-1l); repeatedly, but to no
avail, he called upon the government to “"guarantee the proper
organizational framework" (Appendix, pp. A5-A6) as a precondition
to treating minorities in a humane fashion.

But let us look further into this matter. We find that
Hungarians are proportionately represented, but only in those
State and Party organs which are not allowed to exercise any
real power, such as the showcase "Grand Assembly"” (Rumania's
excuse for a parliament) and the 500 member Party Central
Committee. Hungarians are virtually excluded from any body
which is granted an effective role in matters affecting their
own interests., Of the seven secretaries of the Party Central
Committee (the holders of real power aside from Ceausescu),
not one is of minority origin. The Secretary for Nationalities
in the Party Central Committee cannot speak any minorlty language,
only Rumanian. The entire Department o6f Culture contains only
a "Bureau" of Nationalities, which is expected to serve all the
cultural needs of all the minorities. Its chief activity is the
exercise of censorship over the cultural life of the minorities.

- on the county level, the ineffectual People's Councils and
Party Committees by and large do maintain proportional representation.
But where the real power lies, within respectively, the 7-11 member
Executive Committees and Party "Bureaus”, Hungarians are grossly
underrepresented. 1Indeed, in several heavily Hungarian populated
counties such as Banat, Arad and Maramures (Hungarian MAramaros),
they are completely excluded from the Party "Bureaus". "In the
same way", Rgxoly Kirdly pointed out, "it is nothing new that in
cities where the majority of the population is Hungarian =-- such

as Nagyvarad, Marosvésdrhely, Szovita, etc. -- Rumanians who speak
no Hungarian are being appointed as mayors" (Appendix, p. A-1l5).

*

Another ingenious method for compelling minorities to
assimilate can be found in the structure of cultural instimtions
in Rumania. 1Independent minority institutions even at the lowest
levels, have been viztuallg eliminated. The Hungarian university
in Cluj (Hungarian Kolozsvar), for example, was made a section
of its Rumanian counterpart; Hungarian schools have been merged
into Rumanian schools as sections; four out of the six formerly
independent Hunjarian theaters are now just sections of Rumanian
theaters; and so on. The purpose of such arrangements is to deny
the existence of a distinct Hungarian nationality, culture or
language. Even the expression "national minority"™ is not tolerated
in official publications. The minorities are referred to in -
official documents as "co-inhabiting nationalities™, thereby
implying their dependent status vis-a-vis the Rumanians who are,
by implication, the only legitimate inhabitants.
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A further characteristic of minority discrimination is
the official policy that this problem simply does not exist.
In Rumania, "there is continuous repetition of the proposition
that the nationality question in our country has been finally,
once and for all, solved" (Karoly KirAly, Appendix, p. A-9).
While some discussion, and even occasional concessions are
allowed concerning other social, economic and political questions,
the situation of the minorities is a forbidden subject {ibid.,
P. A-5). Still less is it permitted to propose any improvement
in this area. The only task is to combat "nationalism”™ (meaning,
of course, minority nationalism) and to neutralize the "trouble-
makers". According to Kiroly Kirdly, who has himself experienced
the dire consequences of such "troublemaking", “unpardonably
extreme methods of .intimidation are employed against those who
dare to ask for permission to speak in the interest of having
the nationality question handled legally and in accordance with
the Constitution” (ibid., p. A-11). In this way, any demand
ox complaint concerning minority conditions is wholly ignored,
or, in Kirdly's words, "killed by persistent silence" (Appendix,
p. A-27).

*

Coupled with this official disregard is another general
feature: the absence of any effective, legal remedy against
abuse. Section 247 of Rumania's Criminal Code which forbids
discrimination on the basis, inter alia, of national origin,
is never enforced in criminal trials.

This deficiency clearly violates the International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights which states (Article 2, Section 3):

Each State party to the present Covenant
undertakes:

(a) to ensure that any person whose rights
and freedoms as herein recognized are
violated shall have an effective remedy
notwithstanding that the violation has been
committed by persons acting in an official
capacity:;

(b) to ensure that any person claiming such

a remedy shall have his right thereto

determined by competent judicial, administrative
or legislative authorities, or by any other
competent authority provided for by the legal
system of the State, and to develop the
possibilities of judicial remedy;

(c) to ensure that the competent authorities
shall enforce such remedies when granted.
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It would, of course, constitute a patent contradiction
for the Rumanian regime to observe these provisions and to
prosecute officials under Section 247 of the Criminal Code;
such officials would have to be punished for faithfully
executing the policies of the Rumanian Party and State.

In turning now to the list of individual human rights
violations against minorities in Rumania, it is advisable
to ponder not only the substance of the given violation, but
also to examine the manner in which it fits into the comprehensive
pattern of minority oppression, interacting with and serving
to reinforce the other elements of this reprehensible campaign.

Three sources will be heavily cited in the discussion
which follows. The first is a 16,000 word document, containing
a wealth of data on the oppression of minorities, which was
smuggled from Rumania to a London Sunday Times correspondent
and reported in an article entitled "Rumania's Oppressed
Minority" (April 17, 1977, p. 8). Whenever information from
this docu.ent is used below, its origin will be noted as "London
Sunday 1 -ies Report”.

The second source consists of the three letters written by
Kéroly Kir&ly to top Party leaders (see pp. 3-7 above) whose
full texts are included in the Appendix to this testimohy (pp.
A-1 to A-20).

Finally, the 27 page memo:randum prepared by Lajos Takacs,
professor of international law, candidate member of the Party
Central Committee and Vice President of the Hungarian Nationality
Workers Council, represents a valuable new collection of evidence
on minority oppression. Included in the Appendix is a translation
of his 18 separate demands for improvements in minority conditions
{pp. A-21 to A-22) and one of the Western news reports describing
his protest (p. A-3l). The document itself will be cited below
as "Takacs Memorandum".
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SPECIFIC ELEMENTS OF THE OPPRESSION
OF MINORITIES IN RUMANIA

1. DISCRIMINATION IN ELEMENTARY AND HIGH SCHOOL EDUCATION

Official Rumanian statistics indicate that of all pupils
attending preschool institutions in Rumania, the proportion of
those allowed to be educated in Hungarian dropped by over 50
percent from 14.4% in 1956 to 6.3% in 1978, The same proportion
for primary and secondary school students fell from 9.5% to
5.4%, and for high school students from 8.0% to 3.5%. The
total decline in the above categories was from 10.0% to 5.3%.
The percentage of students attending Hungarian vocational
school dropped from 6.1% in 1956 to 1.5% by 1975. These percentages
and the figures used to compute them are shown in the table and
araph which follow. (The sources for both are Rumanian government
propaganda booklets: The Hungarian Nationality in Romania, Bucharest,
1976, pp. 15-17; and A Living Reality in Romania Today; Full Harmony
and Equality Between the Romanian People and the Colnhabiting
Nationalities, p. 15.)

] 1955/1956 ] 1974/1975 [ 1977/1978

Preschool Education

All Students 275,433 770,016 837,884
In Hungarian Clasues 39,669 52,765 52,580
% in Hungarian Classes 14.4% 6.8% 6.3%

Primary and Secondary

Education
All Students 1,603,025 2,882,109 3,145,046
In Hungarian Classes 152,234 160,939 170,945
% in Hungarian Classes 9.5% 5.6% 5.4%
High School of

General Culture
All Students 129,135 344,585 813,732
In Hungarian Classes 10,370 19,050 29,028
% in Hungarian Classes 8.0% 5.5% 3.5%

Vocational Education .

All Students 123,920 615,876
In Hungarian Classes 7,585 8,974 N/A
% in Hungarian Classes 6.1% 1.5%
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.OPPORTUNI TIES FOR HUNGARIAN - LANGUAGE EDUCATION
AT THE ELEMENTARY AND HIGH SCHOOL LEVELS

IN RUMANIA #
159%[
14%F PERCENT OF TOTAL STUDENTS
ATTENDING HUNGARIAN~-LANGUAGE ...
139
12%%[ Preschool Classes
11 %}
10°%
9
o b - OFFICIAL HUNGARIAN PERCENT OF
8°% =< TOTAL POPULATION OF RUMANIA
7 /s L
6% :
5 0, F Primary and Secondary Schools
-]
4t Vocational Schools
High Schools of General Culture
3%
2%
1%, -
L 1 1 1

1955-56 1966 1974-75
1977-78

# SOURCES. The Hungarian Nationafity in Rumania { Bucharest, Rumania: Meridtane Publishing
House ,1976), pp 8,15-17,

A Living Reahity «n Romania Joday: Full Harmony and Equality Between the
Romanian People and the Comhab.t-nq Nationalities (Bucharest, Rumania,
1978 ), p, 15.
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These official Rumanian statistics indicate that while 23
years ago the number of students allowed to attend Hungarian
classes was roughly proportionate to the size of the Hungarian
population, the above figures show an alarming decline. -
Attendance in Hungarian classes has fallen in each category
far below the levels which even the official population statistics
would warrant.

How has this drastic result come about? The process by
which the Rumanian government eliminates Hungarian schools
began in 1959. Since that year, independent Hungarian schools
have been systematically attached to Rumanian schooéls as mere
sections, which sections, in turn, have been gradually phased
out. The process of totally eliminating these Hungarian sections
was legitimized by enactment of the clearly discriminatory
Decree/Law 278 (May 11, 1973).

This unprecedented piece of legalized discrimination
required the presence of a minimum quota of 25 students at
the grade school level and 36 students at the high school
level in order to maintain or establish a class in one of the
minority languges. (Prior to the issuance of this Decree,
the quota had been 15 students.) If a given Hungarian community
contained, for example, 24 Hungarian students for a given
elementary school class, these children were forced to complete
their studies in the Rumanian language. As most villages in
Transylvania have only between 500 and 1000 inhabitants, the
number of Hungarian students very often fell short of the
required quota, and the Hungarian classes had to be terminated.
Once a school was thus forced to become Rumanian, use of
the Hungarian language was forbidden even during recess.

What made this Decree still more offensive was that the
provisions applicable to Hungarians and other minorities did not
apply to Rumanian sections or classes in areas inhabited
predominantly by Hungarians. In such towns or villages, a
Rumanian section had to be maintained regardless of demand (i.e.
even if a given Hungarian village contained only one Rumanian
student). The wording of Decree/Law 278 made this requirement
perfectly clear:

In those communities where schools function

in the language of the coinhabiting
nationalities, Rumanian language sections

or classes shall be organized regardless -
of the number of students.

In 1973, after the issuance of Decree/Law 278, Hungarian
sections and schools were eliminated in many villages. Parents
attempted to compensate for the loss by arranging at their
own expense for rented buses to take their children to the
nearest village which still had a Hungarian school. This
practice, especially widespread in the counties of Harghita

§0-437 O - 80 - 8
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(Hungarian Hargita) and Salaj (Hungarian Szilagy), was soon
recognized and summarily terminated by the State citing the
pretext of a "gas shortage"”.

As students were prevented from being bused to nearby
Hungarian schools, the sole remaining alternative would have been
to send them away to live at the nearest Hungarian boarding school.
The State, however, allowed boarding facilities for Rumanian .
schools only. This example illustrates the manner in which assorted
discriminatory techniques are cleverly intertwined. Their effect
is absolute: 1in the many heavily Hungarian populated, but small
communities where the number of Hungarian children fell short of
the required quota, those children were left with no other option
but to attend a Rumanian school. The school may have been located
within the community or, if the community was too small, it may
have been a boarding school in a larger town, but in either case
the State made certain that is was a Rumanian school.

On December 21, 1978, a new Law on Education and Instruction
was enacted (see Buletinul Oficial No. 113, December 26, 1978),
which technically supersedes Decree/lLaw 278 cited above. The
new law, however, not only fails to address or rectify the
discriminatory practices instituted under Decree/Law 278, but in
actuality facilitates a continued worsening of the situation.
Devoting less than 2% of its text to the education of minority
children, the law is confined to general and repetitive provisions
and does not detail the conditions under which children can study
in their native tongue. 1In practical terms, therefore, the prior
discriminatory rules of Decree/Law 278 have been allowed to remain
in full effect -- as modified perhaps by the cobweb of secret
administrative and Party directives which exist parallel to and
often supplant the published regulations. According to latest
reports, the elimination of Hungarian sections and classes continues
unabated up to the present time.

Even in the remaining Hungarian schools and sections, not
just the Rumanian language, but the subjects of literature,
geography and history must also be taught in Rumanian. 1In
many Hungarian sections, there are so many Rumanian-language
courses that the section is Hungarian in name only. This is
especially the case in Hungarian vocational and technical
school, where only Hungarian literature and physical education
are actually taught in Hungarian.

Moreover, even in Hungarian classes, textbooks are not
necessarily written in Hungarian, as revealed in a speech
by L&szl6 Ldrincz, Secretary of the Ministry of Education (see
transcripts of The Joint Plenary Session of the Hungarian and German
Nationality Workers Councils, Bucharest, March 13~14, 1978 (p.67).
According to this speech, textbooks are considered appropriate
for use in Hungarian classes even though they may contain only
a glossary in Hungarian, but are otherwise written completely
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in Rumanian. Under such circumstances, to what degree can a
nominally Hungarian class actually conduct studies in Hungarian?

The lack of Hungarian-language classes has been reported
by the respectable Swiss daily Neue Ziircher Zeitung (in that
newspaper's comprehensive survey: '"Rumania's Controversial
Minority Policy," April 8/9, 1977, p. 3):

In technical high schools, if & Hungarian
student is to advance, he must take mostly
those courses offered only in Rumanian.
There is no possibility whatsoever of
obtaining a higher education in the
technical fields in Hungarian.

In trade schools, only the simpler trades are taught in
Hungarian. Thus, studies in Rumanian are necessary for
advancement into the more highly developed technical fields
such as electronics, information technology, medical technology,
and industrial chemistry. 1In 1973-74, for example, of the
174 first year classes entering the trade schools in Cluj
(Kolozs) county, only two (!) were Hungarian, one in textile
manufacturing, and the other in the construction industry. Such
was the case in-a county where, as noted above, even according
to official Rumanian statistics 26.1% of the population is
Hungarian. (London Sunday Times Report.)

Matters have taken a sharp turn for the worse since the
Fall of 1976 when a drive was initiated to reorganize Rumania's
entire educational system, placing greater emphasis on technical
and vocational training, and reducing the number of high schools,
or lyceums, which provide instruction in the liberal arts. As
an outgrowth of this drive, Hungarian lyceums which had been in
continuous existence for the past 300-400 years in such cities
as Oradea (NagyvArad), Cluj (Kolozsvadr), Tirgu Mures (Marosvasir-
hely), Odorheiul-Secuiesc (Székelyudvarhely) and Tirgu Secuiesc
{Kézdivasirhely) have been summarily eliminated, while che language
of instruction is almost exclusively Rumanian.

The impact of. this drive was already felt during the 19%76-77
academic year: of the 34,738 total number of Hungarian secondary
school students, 15,591 were constrained to attend trade schools
in which the technical subjects were taught in Rumanian only
{(Tak&cs Memorandum, p. 11). And, as Kdroly Kirdly pointed out,
the situation has deteriorated despite official pledges to the
contrary (Appendix, p. A-15):

We were promised new secondary vocational and
technical schools in which studies were to be
conducted in the languages of the nationalities,
but in reality we have witnessed a decline in
the number of these schools. Each year there
are fewer and fewer of them. Children cannot
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study in their native tongue; compulsory
instruction in the Rumanian language has
been introduced even at the kindergarten
level. .

Finally, through discriminatory admissions policies, the
State makes it difficult for graduates of Hungarian schools or
sections to enter the next higher educational level. Naturally,
the Hungarian-language courses at these levels are rapidly
eliminated, their existence being predicated upon the number
of Hungarians who enter them. The Rumanian State, in the
meantime, alleges that it is due to lack of popular demand
that such courses are closed. Thus, as in the many illustrations
above, the vicious discriminatory cycle is complete and the
outcome for the Hungarian minority is devastating.

2. DISCRIMINATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Higher education has a great historic tradition in
Transylvania. The Bolyai University of Cluj (Kolozsvar),
for instance, can be traced to the Jesuit academy founded by
the Hungarian prince IstvAn Bathory in 1581.

On March 5, 1959, the Bolyai University was forced to
merge with the Rumanian Babes University. In his book
Minorities Under Communism, Robert R. King calls the elimination
of this Hungarian Institution "the most serious blow to
intellectuals among the Hungarian minority" (p. 153). Three
professors, including the celebrated writer Liszlo Szabédi,
committed suicide out of despair at this arbitrary act. Today,
many view it as the first major step in the current campa’gn
of cultural genocide, sanctioned at the outset by Moscow in
retaliation for the 1956 revolt in Hungary. 1Incidentally, both
Szabédi and Nicolae Ceausescu were present at the dinner where
the merger of the two universities was celebrated in the name
of brotherhood and equality. Ceausescu, secretary to the
then dictator Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, had been sent to head
the campaign to intimidate the Hungarian professors in
order to force them to accept the crippling of their university.
During the dinner, Szabédi questioned the motives of the
Government in ordering the merger. The result was an intensive
harassment of Szabédi by the secret police, which finally drove
him to commit suicide a few weeks later., It is characteristic
that the document of unification, which lists the existing
faculties of the two universities at the time of the merger,
has been concealed ever since, so as to hide any official
evidence of the extent to which the Hungarian faculties have
been eliminated. King further states that after the merger
"the 'Rumanianization' of the unified university was gradually
carried out" (p. 154). He cites numerous examples of this
ruthless process (ibid.}:
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Although at first there was an attempt to

give Hungarians adequate representation in

the administration of the merged university,
gradually Rumanians have come to play an
increasingly dominant administrative role.

When the merger was announced the rector was
Rumanian but two of the three prorectors were
Hungarian., By 1967 the number of prorectorships
had been increased to five, but three were
Rumanian. Also, seven of the eight deacons

of the university and 61 percent of the teaching
faculty were Rumanian.

Present conditions at this allegedly bilingual university
are dismal. In the 1976-77 academic year, of all the students
(approximately 6,000) only 8% (480 students) have the
opportunity to attend Hungarian classes. {London Sunday Times
Report.) Typical of the lack of Hungarian-language courses is
the situation in the University's Department of Chemistry. Only
6 of the 32 courses are taught in Hungarian, but 5 of those 6
are ideological courses (Marxism-Leninism, etc.) and the sixth
is Organic Chemistry. {London Sunday Times Report.)

The latest measure, introduced in 1979, makes it mandatory to
combine a major in any subject belonging in the field of Hungarian
studies with the appropriate subject in Rumanian studies. Henceforth,
appiicants who wish to study Hungarian history, literature or
linguistics will not be admitted unless they can also pass an
entrance examination in the Rumanian counterpart to those subjects.
The following list, taken from the Takacs Memorandum (pp.l15-16),
provides an indication of the fate of the Hungarian section at
this university since the merger two decades ago:

*In 1958-59, the year of the merger, there wem 45 Rumanian
and 36 Hungarian instructors on the faculty of Chemistry.
In the 1976-77 academic year, we find 63 Rumanian and only
14 Hungarian instructors. During the intervening 20 years,
37 young Rumanian instructors were hired, in contrast to
only one Hungarian.

"In 1958-59, there were 18 Rumanian and 15 Hungarian
instructors on the faculty of Law. In 1977-78, 23
Rumanians and 4 Hungarians remained. 1In the interinm,
8 Rumanian instructors and 1 Hungarian were hired.

*In contrast to the 23 Rumanian and 15 Hungarian instructors

on the faculty of Economics at the time of the merger,

today we find that the number of instructors has grown to

the unusually large number of 95, of whom only 19 are Hungarian.

«<In 1959, the entire staff of the Mathematics Department

numbered 50, of whom 19 were from the Bolyai University.
In this department today we find 65 instructors, of whom
14 are Hungarian. Of the 33 instructors hired since the
merger, only 3 had been Hungarian.
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*In the History department (at the faculty of History

and Philosophy), of the 43 instructors at the time of

the merger, 14 were from the Bolyai University. Currently,
27 instructors are left from the time of the merger, of
whom 7 are Hungarian. Since the merger, not one Hungarian
teacher has been hired. The youngest Hungarian instructor
is 49 years old. Of the 7 Bungarfans, not one has been
named full professor and not one has been given a full
pension.

+The situation is similar in the other departments of
the University.

There is no guarantee of course, that even the remaining
Hungarian faculty members indicated above actually teach
Hungarian-language classes. ~ But clearly, as their numbers
decline, even the possibility of such classes withers away.

A meaningful indicator of the total volume of Hungarian-
language education which occurs at the University can be
computed by multiplying the number of Hungarian courses by
the number of students attending those courses. In recent
semesters, the resulting figure has fluctuated between 5% and
10t of the comparable figure at the time of the merger. (London

Sunday Times Report.)

Why is the elimination of the Bolyai University considered
such an outrageous measure? The reason lies in the fact that
the Hungarian minority in Rumania forms an immense population,
the largest national minority in Europe. One third of all
the countries in the world have fewer inhabitants than there
are Hungarians in Rumania. It is grossly discriminatory that
this population of 2.5 million is not allowed to maintain a
single university of its own.

In addition to this University, all other Hungarian
institutions of higher education have been systematically
curtailed or eliminated. King writes that "at the time Babes
and Rolyai Universities were merged, the Dr. Petru Groza
Agricultural Institute in Cluj was ‘'reorganized', and separate
language instruction was dropped" (p. 154). -Actually, according
to Tak&cs (p. 16), "Hungarian-language instruction was completely
eliminated” at this Institute. T"Currently, of the 205 faculty
members employed there, only 16 are Hungarian -- all of them
left over from the old institute -- and during the past 20
years, not one Hungarian teacher has been appointed" (ibid.).

Of course, since studies can only be conducted in the Rumanian
language, even these remaining Hungarians cannot teach in their
native tongue.

According to King, "The Hungarian medical school in Tirgu
Mures has also undergone a process of 'Rumanianization'" (p. 154).
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The number of cases is endless. In 1976 a Rumanian rector was
appointed to head the Hungarian Teachers College in Tirgu Mures
(Marosvdsirhely) for the first time in the history of the school
{london Sunday Times Report). Based on past experience, there

can be no mistake as to the meaning of this measure for the

future of this prestigious college. 1Indeed, during the

time which has elapsed since this appointment, existing courses

of instruction in the Hungarian language and literature, Hungarian
music, and Rumanian-Hungarian literature have been completely
eliminated.

Kiroly Kirdly wrote about the fate of institutions of
higher educa;ion in the followirg manner (Appendix, p. A=15}:

In 1976 a decision was born to eliminate
Hungarian institutions of higher education.
After the "Bolyai” University in Kolozsvér
came the Institute of Medicine and Pharma-
cology at Marosvasirhely, and then, by special
order from above, a Rumanian section was
established at the IstvAn Szentgyérgyi

School for the Dramatic Arts, thereby
liguidating in effect the last "island” of
higher education in a nationality tongue.

Parallel to the disappearance of opportunities to study in
Hungarian, there has been a catastrophic drop over the past two
decades in the proportion of Hungarian students attending any
institution of higher education. This decline can only be
explained by discriminatory admissions policies. In the 1957-
58 academic year, at all institutions of higher education, there
were 4,082 Hungarian students studying in their native tongue,
and between 1,000 and 1,500 studying in Rumanian. At that time,
therefore, there were approximately 5,500 Hungarian students
out of a total student population of 51,094. Less than 20 years
later, during the 1974-75 academic year, the total number of
Hungarians attending institutions of higher education was 6,188,
while the total number of Rumanians had grown to 108,750. Thus,
while the number of all students in higher education more than
doubled during that period, the number of Hungarian students rose
by only about 600, or a mere 10%. (Tak&cs Memorandum, p. 17.)

One final comment on this topic seems appropriate. The
severe restriction on those subjects which can be taught in
Hungarian is not without serious impact on the lower levels
of education. As indicated earlier, the various elements of
discrimination in Rumania cannot be isolated, for they act
to reinforce one another. Thus, the fact that the number
of subjects which can be pursued in Hungarian beyond high
school is relentlessly declining undoubtedly serves to
pressure aspiring Hungarian students to begin studying those
subjects in Rumanian during their earlier years of schooling.
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3. DISSOLUTION OF COMPACT MINORITY COMMUNITIES AND DISPERSION
OF ETHNIC PROFESSIONALS

Ae a Communist dictatorship, the Rumanian Goveriment has
almost complete control over its labor and housing markets.
This control is used to break up homogeneous ethnic Hungarian
communities.

The systematic denationalization of Hungarinn cities
has been noted in the Financial Times of london (" Transylvania s
Ethnic Strains,” April 2, 1975). The case of Cluj, Rumania's
second largest city, is descrlbed as follows:

Over the past 15 years, Romanians have been
settled in this formerly almost entirely
Hungarian city whereas Hungarians from the
surrounding area have been banned with the
result that Romanians now make up 65 per cent
of the population.

In Rumania, citizens are not permitted to resettle into
another city without official approval. At the same time,
it is government policy to prevent the minority populations
of cities from growing. Accordingly, while Hungarians find
it almost impossible to move into the’ major cities of
Transylvania, the influx of Rumanians is not only permitted,
but encouraged through offers of favorable housing opportunities
and other benefits.

Industrialization, which as in all Communist states is
government-planned, is used as a tool to achieve the same
purpose. Earlier some of the most heavily Hungarian populated
counties were gmong the most industrially underdeveloped.
Hungarians seeking industrial employment were thus constrained
to move to Rumanian areas or to commute long distances.
Presently, with industrialization raaching into such counties
as Covasna (Kovdszna, 74.4% Hungarian) and Harghita (Hargita,
88.1% Hungarian), instead of employing the local population,
the new factories are staffed mostly by Rumanian settlers
imported by the government from outside areas.

It has been alleged that the reason for the decline in
the Hungarian percentage of some Transylvanian cities is that
their “hinterland” was much more Rumanian that Hungarian and
"that upward mobility has favored the lesser developed Rumanian
masses”. This hypothesis is disproved by such cities as
Miercurea Ciuc (Csikszereda) where in the past 10 years, as
a consequence of industrialization, the percentage of Hungarians
has fallen from 90% to 708. This city happens to lie in the
heart of a region which is purely Hungarian.
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Another example of this policy is the manner in which
workers have been hired at the new AZOMURES chemical factory
in Tirgu Mures (Marosvasirhely). This city lies at the
center of an area surrounded by a 60% majority of Hungarian
inhabitants. Despite this fact, 90% of the workers in the
AZOMURES plant are Rumanian. (london Sunday Times Report.)

A Decree issued in 1976 limits the opportunity for
workers to commute. Thus, Hungarian workers who had been
able to ljve in their native communities because they were
willing to commute long distances must now either move to
their place of employment (usually to Rumanian communities)
or face the loss of their jobs. (London Sunday Times Report.)

The breakup of Hungarian communities is further
accomplished through the routine assignment of Hungarian
graduates of universities and trade schools-to jobs outside
their native communities. Even though President Ceausescu
himself, speaking on March 14, 1978 before a joint plenary
session of the Hungarian and German Nationality Workers
Councils (Transcript, p. 14), cited this practice as a
"deficiency" in Rumania's nationality policies, it continues
unaltered to the present day.

The stated policy of the Rumanian Government, that graduates
with the highest grades are given first choice of where to work,
cannot account for the extent to which Hungarians are sent into
Rumanian areas and Rumanians into Hungarian districts. As a
result, these Hungarians are cut off from their ethnic roots,
and their children have no opportunity to attend Hungarian
schools. More importantly, however, the Hungarian minority
is deprived of doctors, lawyers, and other professionals who
speak their own language. A frequently heard complaint,
especially among the elderly In rural areas, is tEat they cannot
communicate with the local doctor. Obviously, the otherwise
sensible practice of rewarding top graduates with first choice
in place of employment could still be applied effectively with
the simple modification that Hungarian graduates be allowed to
choose from among Hungarian areas and Rumanian graduates from
among Rumanian regions.

The fact that Rumanian graduates are also sent into
Hungarian districts does not make this policy any less
discriminatory. On the contrary, although Hungarians are
required to speak Rumanian in the Rumanian areas to which
they have been sent, Rumanian professionals do not have to
speak Hungarian in Hungarian areas. Consequently, the local
population must either accomodate to the language of the
Rumanian professionals foisted on them, or suffer the
consequences. The discriminatory nature of this policy is
clear. It is also intimately tied to the Government's policy
on minority schools. The sending of Rumanians into Hungarian
areas paves the way for the elimination of Hungarian schools,
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since the children of these Rumanians are educated in newly
created Rumanian sections. The Hungarian sections are then
phased out as shown above.

Clearly, the Ceausescu regime, which appeals to nationalistic
chauvinism as a source of legitimacy and power, does not easily
tolerate compact masses of another nationality. Dissolution
of communities is an effective way to disrupt the life and
weaken the identity of ethnic groups.

4. LACX OF BILINGUALISM

The Rumanian Government's policy of referring to Rumania
as a "unitary national state" is well known. But while that
condition might be the desire or the aim of the Governmént,
it is also true that Rumania is currently multi-ethnic,
especially in the region of Transylvania. The presence
of several million inhabitants comprising large national
minority groups is an undeniable fact which has well-defined
consequences according to the rules of international law
applicable to such minorities.

In contravention of these rules and Article 22 of the
Rumanian Constitution quoted earlier, Rumanian is the official
language spoken everywhere in Rumania; it is the exclusive
language at all levels of government bureaucracy. Use of the
native tongue has been completely eliminated from all areas of
official activity. We challenge the Rumanian government, for
example, to produce evidence of a single statement made in
Hungarian during any meeting of a Party or local governmental
organ in such heavily Hungarian localities as Oradea (Nagyvarad),
Satu Mare (Szatmir), Bihorea (Bihar), Timisoara (Temesvar) or
Cluj (Kolozsvdr). As Karoly Kir&ly pointec out (Appendix, pp.
A-15 to A-16):

Use of the native tongue is severely
restricted at meetings of the Party,
the Young Communists League, the trade
unions, and in the various workers
Councils; indeed, use of the native
tongue is prohibited even at meetings
of the Nationality Workers Councils.
(Emphasis added.)

The lack of bilingualism is further evidenced by the fact
that traffic safety signs and bureaucratic forms are all in
Rumanian. Moreover, as Kirdly writes (Appendix, p. A-16):

Signs identifying institutions, localities
and so on in the native tongue of the local
inhabitants have almost completely disap-
peared. In 1971 when I was First Party
Secretary in Kovdszna County, we posted
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bilingual Rumanian and Hungarian signs
there, in accordance with a decree of
the County Peoples Council. But their
existence was shortlived. The signs
were simply removed, and by 1975, not
a single locality was identified in
Hungarian.

In addition, there is an increasing tendency to appoint
Rumanian personnel to all positions which involve contact
with the public in Mungarian areas. 1In Tirgu Mures (Maros-
vasarhely), for instance (which as already noted is still
70-75% Hungarian) the Rumanian mayor does not even speak
Hungarian and postal service personnel are almost exclusively
Rumanian., (See also Kiroly Kirdly's statement on this sub)ect
in Appendix, p. A-15.)

In this regard, the author of the Neue Ziircher Zeitung
article cited above made the following observation:
In Cluj whose population is still 45%
Hungarian-speaking, signs in that language
are clearly forbidden. Only Hungarian
theater billboards and announcements in

churches wisited by Hungarians are in
Hungarian.

According to Article 109 of the Rumanian Constitution,
judicial proceedings throughout the country must be conducted
in the Rumanian language. The only right a Hungarian
defendant or litigant has before the court of his own native
community is to be provided with an interpreter. This 'right",
however, is no more than the right granted to any foreigner
brought to trial in Rumania.

In the technical professions, due to the absence of
bilingual instruction noted above, use of the Hungarian
language is simply impossible. It is also impossible to
find a menu in Hungarian in the restaurants of Cluj (Kolozsvér)
where a large percentage of the population is Hungarian.
Postcards depicting Hungarian historical monuments bear
descriptive texts in four or five languages, none of them
Hungarian.

The lack of bilingualism is made all the more severe by
the overt and subtle forms of intimidation which are employed
to eliminate the use of the native tongue at all levels of
society. KAroly Kirdly pointed to this problem when he wrote
(Appendix, pp. A-7 and A-16):

In some cases, first secretaries, first
vice-presidents, county secretaries in
municipalities and cities and vice-
presidents in the Peoples Councils,

-
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though of nationality origin themselves,
uge only the Rumanian language in their
contacts with workers of nationality

origin, letting them know in this wa
that perhaps someone grohiBItea them
rom using the native tongque...

Nationalities cannot use their native
tongues even in State offices; after
all, most of the officials are Rumanians
who do not speak the nationality's
language, either because they do not

know it or because they refuse to use it.
(Emphases added.)

Due to this complete absence of any degree of bilingualism
and the chauvinism encouraged by governmental policies, members
of minorities are often forced to endure derision and threats
for using their mother tongue, even in private conversations
at public places. It seems fitting to conclude here with the
experience of a recent visitor, a well-known writer, tc
Transylvania. In the predominantly Hungarian village of Sic
(Szék), he found only one Hungarian sign. It hangs on the wall
of the village tavern and declares: "It is forbidden to sing
in Hungarian."

5. CURTAILMENT OF CULTURAL OPPORTUNITIES

In view of the already discussed decline in Hungarian
educational opportunities and the increasing denationalization
of Hungarian communities, it is hardly surprising that the
same policy of curtailment and elimination permeates every
aspect of minority cultural life as well. As noted last year
by The Times of london ("Party Officials Join Fight for Hungarians'
Rights, ™ April 25, 1978, p. 9):

The Hungarians, who hitherto had their

0ld cultural institutions have gradually
been losing them as the policy of enforced
assimilation by the Rumanian state gained
momentum over the past 10 years or so.

The following are only some examples of this discrimipatory
process:

*No independent Hungsarian writers, artists, or musicians
association may exist in Rumania today despite the rich, living
heritage of Transylvanian Hungarian creators in those areas.

Even in the field of literature, where language is obviously
of supreme importance, Hungarians can only belong to the Rumanian
Writers Association as individuals. They are not permitted to
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pass even resolutions of their own. Their only right is to make
proposals to the entire body. Their leaders are not elected,
but a inted by the Rumanians. Out of "courtesy" to the

. attensgng Rumanian officials, Hungarian writers are not able

to hold meetings or carry on discussions in their own mother
tongue. In this way, Hungarian poets and authors are forced

to discuss their literary work in another language: Rumanian.
Contacts -- even informal -- with literary associations in
Hungary are strictly forbidden. Though only a fraction of

their work is allowed to appear in Rumania, Hungarian writers
are prohibited from publishing any original material in Hungary.

*The volume of Hungarian-language books published in Rumania
is clearly insufficient. According to official government
statistics 2,423,000 copies were published in 1977, meaning only
one book per Hungarian for the entire year. And, of course,
this figure includes an inordinately heavy share of translations
from the Rumanian language, including such "gems" as the collected
worke of Nicolae Ceausescu. In the period from 1970 to 1977,
of the 19 publishers who published anything in Hungarian, 12
did not exceed 10 titles each. During that seven year period,
Akadémia Publishers issued only 1 work in Hungarian, Medicalia
published 4, Minerva published 1, and the Tourist and Sport
Publisher issued 1. Eight of these publishers do not employ
a single Hungarian editor, while the other four employ one each.
As a result of these conditions, there is a severe shortage of
Hungarian books of a technical nature and of Hungarian children's
books. (Takacs Memorandum, p. 19.)

*The number of Hungarian-language newspapers, frequency of
publication and number of pages have all been forciby curtailed
in the past years under the pretext of a "paper shortage". Rumanian
newspapers were also curtailed, but their allocations were soon
reinstated while those of the Hungarian newspapers were not. Six
Hungarian newspapers formerly published daily are now allowed to
appear only weekly. There is no journal on drama or music or the
other arts in Hungarian, even though the demand for these items is
high. Nor are there any technical, medical and other professional
journals in the minority languages. All Hungarian high school and
university student newspapers have been terminated. Even the
children's periodical Jobar&t has been forced to merge with its
Rumanian counterpart Cutezatorul and can publish only translations
of articles which appear in the latter. Those publications which
do exist are used by the State to further undermine the national
identity of the minorities. Newspapers, magazines and literary
publications in Hungarian do not serve the political, economic or
cultural/spiritual needs of the Hungarian minority. Literary
magazines, for example, are to a great extent devoted to the
translated works of Rumanian authors and to the activities of the
Communist Party.

To counter the charge of discrimination in this field, it
could be argued that all publications, including those in the
Rumanian language are filled with official propaganda. But of
all the Communist-ruled countries, Rumania appeals the most to
national chauvinism as a source of popular support. The
Ceausescu regime, intoxicated with delusions of its own grandeur,
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treats the mere existence of minorities as anathema. Official
Rumanian propaganda, therefore, is not only Communist, but
especially chauvinistic in nature. It serves the interests

of a chauvinistic dictatorship bent on robbing its minority
populations of their national identity. Thus even when applied
equally to both Hungarians and Rumanians, it is inevitably
discriminatory against the former.

*Book imports from Hungary are severely restricted by
Rumanian regulations which tie their number to the volume of
books Hungary imports from Rumania. Because obviously more
Hungarian literature is produced in Hungary than in Rumania,
and the publication of Hungarian-language books in Rumania
is kept at an artificially low level, this linkage works as
an effective obstacle to the importation of literary products
from Hungary. In this way, for example, the most widely known
novel by one of the greatest contemporary writers in Hungary,
Liszlo Németh, published in 1948, was not distributed in Rumania
until 1967. The restriction on literary imports from Hungary
applies equally to classical literature, specialized scientific
and technical texts, and phonograph records, even those
containing only folk and gypsy music. Subscriptions to
periodicals published in Hungary can be obtained only with
official permission and only if they do not exceed a numerical
quota {london Sunday Times Report). Eighty to ninety percent
of such requests are rejected, including those of schools,
libraries and institutions as well as individuals (ibid.).

The policy of restricting materials from Hungary also
applies to private individuals (Rumanian citizens as well as
foreign visitors) who enter Rumania with personal belongings.
The following typical border incident was recently reported by
an American news correspondent (Eric Bourne, "After 20 Years of
Silent Protests, - Transylvanians in Romania Are Calling loudly
for Their Rights," The Christian Science Monitor, May 25, 1978,
p. 15):

Scene: The border crossing on the main
highway from Hungary into northwestern
Romania.

Awaiting Customs clearance, a coachload
of Romanian citizens of Hungarian origin.

They are returning home to the Hungarian
minority region of Transylvania in Romania
after visiting relatives in Hungary.

On one side of the border the Hungarian
guard waves them on quickly. But on the
other side the Romanians take longer.

Passengers' suitcases and parcels are all
meticulously checked ~-- not for luxury

items, but for Hungarian books and news~
papers, which are invariably confiscated.
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A girl is relieved of several volumes
of a Hungarian encyclopedia. Near
tears, she explains they are for her
studies, but to no avail...

These arbitrary Romanian restrictions
on the import of Hungarian publications
are a major cause of increasing
resentment among the 2 million ethnic
Hungarians living in Romanian Transyl-
vania.

*Twenty years ago there were six independent Hungarian
theaters in Transylvania. Today only two of them exist, one
in Cluj (Kolozsvir)} and the other in Sfintul Gheorghe (Sepsi-
szentgyorgy). The remaining four have been merged into Rumanian
theaters (except that of Timisoara (Temesv8r) which was merged
with the German one) where the management and service personnel
are exclusively Rumanian.

The purpose of the mergers was to suffocate a flourishing
institution, the Hungarian theater. A good case in point is
the process which occurred in Tirgu Mures {(Marosvasarhely).

This predominantly Hungarian city (70-75%) is the cultural
center of a totally Hungarian rural hinterland (90-95%). Though
there appeared to be no need for a Rumanian theater, one was
created and forcefully merged with the Hungarian theater. A
Rumanian director who does not speak a word of Hungarian was
appointed to head the new theater (Karoly Kirdly, Appendix, p.
A-15). As expected, Rumanian performances played before

an almost completely empty house while Hungarian performances
were almost always sold out. The result is that season tickets
can now be bought only for the combination of Rumanian and
Hungarian performances. Hungarian theater-goers are thereby
forced to subsidize the Rumanian performances and, consequently,
the gradual suffocation of their own theater section.

Coincidentally, the city's Istvan Szentgyorgyi Hungarian
School for the Dramatic Arts was merged into a newly created
Rumanian counterpart. As Kir4ly writes (Appendix, p. A-15):

"just to eliminate any remaining doubt concerning the latter

move, of the six Hungarian graduates of the School for the

Dramatic Arts, only one was appointed to a Hungarian theater,

while the remaining five ~- whether they liked it or not --

were placed in Rumanian theaters." The locality in question,

Tirgu Mures (Marosvdsadrhely), has never had a Rumanian theatrical
tradition, and the Rumanian drama instructors who teach in the new
school commute regularly from Bucharest. Clearly, the only purpose
of this merger was to provide the means for gradually eliminating a
vital Hungarian institution. Even the Rumanian theatrical elite
was outraged at this measure.

For many years Hungarian theaters in Rumania fulfilled
an important mission by touring the Hungarian-inhabited
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countryside performing plays for the people in small towns

and villages. In recent years, however, the government has
begun to interfere with this practice as well. It has, for
instance, restricted the amount of gasoline allocated to the
Hungarian Theater of Cluj {(Kolozsv&r) and in 1975 it confiscated
the Theater's truck. Many outlying localities thus lost the
opportunity to benefit from the Theater's performances. (London

Sunday Times Report.)

* Twelve years ago the Hungarian Folk Institute of Cluj
(Kolozsvar) was closed without explanation. At about the
same time the Székely Folk Ensemble was also eliminated.
A so-called Maros Folk Ensemble was created in its place, which
performs considerably more Rumanian than Hungarian numbers.
Moreover, an internal (unofficial, but strictly enforced) Party
directive prohibits any further hiring of Hungarians by this
ensemble. The same directive applies to the Hungarian Philharmonic
Orchestra in Tirqu Mures (MarosvaAsirhely). These cases are
mentioned only as examples of the manner in which allegedly
Hungarian groups are forced to conduct their activities.

*Despite a potential audience numbering in the millions,
films in Rumania cannot be made in Hungarian. There are no
facilities for the training of theatrical directors,- drama
critics, art critics, or music critics in Hungarian. Regquests
for permission to study in these professions in Hungary are
routinely denied.

*Fortunately, the inadequacy of Hungarian-language broadcast
programming in Rumania is partly offset by the invaluable
services of Radio Free Europe and the Voice of America.
Nevertheless the situation falls far short of expectations:

The present 3 hours of television programming a week in a
language that is the mother tongue of 2.5 million people is
grossly inadequate. Adding to this insufficiency, television
program schedules were rearranged in January 1974 so that even
these scant 3 hours are now broadcast during a time period
(Monday, late afternoon) when the majority of potential viewers
are still at work. The situation with respect to radio
programming is no less deplorable. 1t is outrageous and highly
discriminatory for example, that Radio Tirgu Mures (Marosvisiarhely),
whose broadcast area has a Hungarian population of more than 90%,
transmits only 2 hours daily in Hungarian.

*Finally, it is revealing to examine the supply of books in
public libraries. According to recent data the volumes in
these libraries are predominantly in the Rumanian language
even in entirely Hungarian communities. Two examples are the
library located in the Kalotaszeg region (close to 100%
Hungarian populated) where out of 30,000 books only 5,471
(18.2%) were in Hungarian, and the library of Rimetea (Torocké,
93.1% Hungarian populated) where out of 7,531 books only
3,228 (42.9%) were in Hungarian. (London Sunday Times Report.)
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6. FALSIFICATION OF POPULATION STATISTICS

- Rumanian statistics consistently understate the size of
the Hungarian minority in Rumania. Based on a census taken
in 1910, the Hungarian population within the region which
later formed the Rumanian state was placed at 1.6 million.
According to the 1966 Rumanian census, despite the passage of
56 years, the number was still the same.

This strange result might be explained by internal
inconsistencies in those Rumanian statistics which deal with
the growth rate of the Hungarian minority. The last three
censi in Rumania have produced the following published statistics:

TOTAL POPULATION

EXCLUDING HUNGARIANS HUNGARIANS
1956 15,901,775 1,587,675
1966 17,483,571 1,619,592
Growth Rate, 1956-1966 9.9% 2.0%
1977 "19,852,542 1,706,874
Growth Rate, 1966~1977 13.5% 5.4%

According to these figures, between 1956 and 1966, the
non-Hungarian population of Rumania grew by 9.9%, at a rate
almost five times greater than the alleged Hungarian growth
rate of 2.0%. Similarly, between 1966 and 1377, the total
population of Rumania, excluding Hungarians, supposedly grew by
13.5%, while the growth rate of Hungarians was only 5.4%. 1In
reality, aside from statistical juggling, there is no circumstance
which can be cited to justify such vast differences in growth rates.

Furthermore, there are demographic statistics on Hungarians
which suggest a significantly larger Hungarian population than
that which is officially reported. According to official Rumanian
sources (e.g. The Hungarian Nationality in Romania, Bucharest,
1976, pp. 23-27), there are about 1.5 million active Hungarian
churchgoers in Rumania. This number represents 92.6% of the
Hungarian population shown in the same booklet. The magnitude
of this percentage, however, is clearly absurd given the well-
-known pressures in Communist countries against practicing one's
religion. The comparable percentage for the United States where
freedom of worship is fully protected, is only 62.9%. Taking
the given 1.5 million Hungarian churchgoers and applying 62.9%,
a figure probably still an exaggeration for a Communist country,
the 2ize of the Hungarian population would be approximately 2.4
million.

During his 1976 visit in the United States, a high-ranking
official from Rumania provided a still more astonishing example
of the internal inconsistencies in Rumanian statistics. Seeking
to prove the vast freedom of worship for minorities in Rumania,
he quoted the results of a new survey to determine the number
of Hungarians belonging to each of six religious denominations.

50-437 0 - 80 - 9
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wWhen added up, however, the six figures totaled 1,724,000 or
17,126 more Hungarian churchgoers than the entire Hungarian
populatIon according to the Rumanian census taken a year later!

The Rumanian regime uses several techniques to underrepresent
the size of the Hungarian minority. One method is to eliminate
two ancient Hungariar yroups from population data on Hungarians:
the Csiangbs and the Székelys. The Cs&ngds number about 250,000
and are the only major group of Hungarians who lived under Rumanian
sovereignty even before the Rumanian annexation of Transylvania.
They have comprised a minority amidst Rumanians for centuries,
living in Moldavia outside the ‘Carpathian basin. They are never
counted as Hungarians despite the fact that they have preserved
their distinctive Hungarian language, culture and Roman Catholic
faith. Their statistical annihilation as Hungarians is only part
of the Government's campaign against them. 1In 1958, for example,
they still had 72 schools. Today they have none (London Sunday
Times Report}. Further, not only Hungarians from Hungary but
Transylvanian Hungarians as well are discouraged through
intimidation from visiting the Csingd region. Recently, a
Transylvanian Hungarian ethno-musicologist, the widely respected
Zoltédn Kallds, was imprisoned on false charges of homosexuality
while he was engaged 'in researching the folk music of the Csangds.

The Székelys (sometimes called Szeklers in English) on
the other hand, are an autochthonous population of Transylvania.
They are often, though not always counted separately from
Hungarians In spite of their being proudly Hungarian and indeed,
the most resistant to the inroads of forceful Rumanianization.
In any case, the distinction between Székelys and other Hungarians
is of purely historic interest and is no more or no less significant
than, for example, the distinction between Normans and other
Frenchmen, Prussians and other Germans, or Highland and lowland
Scots. According to an English historian "they differ, in their
own eyes, from the other Magyars only in being more Magyar than
they" (C.A. Macartney, Hungary and Her Successors, Oxford
University Press, 1968, p. 255). The Rumanian policy of playing
up this distinction and completely excluding the 250,000 Cs&ngés,
can have no other end than to reduce the significance of the
Hungarian population to which all Hungarians, Székely, Csingd
or otherwise, equally belong.

Another sly tactic involves the demographic questionnaire
used to compile census data (most recently, in January 1977).
The form contains three spaces requiring identification as to
"citizenship®, "nationality" and "mother tongue", in that order.
The census taker is instructed not to complete the "nationality"
blank, as if he had forgotten to pose that question. As
"citizenship”" is obviously Rumanian, where "mother tongue” is
Hungarian, the blank is later filled in as follows: "Nationality:
Hungarjan-speaking Rumanian®. The result statisgtically, is one
less member of the Hungarian nationality and one more Rumanian.
This artificial distinction between nationality and mother tongue,
together with the "correction" of census returns, thus serves
the dual purposes of understating the size of the Hungarian
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population and increasing the number of Rumanians.

This practice

was uncovered by the International Commission of Jurists ("The
Hungarian Minority Problem in Rumania.” Bulletin of the Inter-

national Commission of Jurists, No. 17, Dece r 3, p.

The Rumanian National Statistical Office
carried out a census in 1956 and it was
emphasized that the civil servants carrying

out the census were obliged to call attention
in each case to the basic difference between
nationality, i.e., ethnic origin, and mother-
tongue. All persons registered had to state

to which national ethnic group they belonged.
The distinction between national group and
mother-tongue and the obligation to state before
officials one's national group drive a wedge
between a people and its culture and this
indeed is reflected in the figures given by

the census. For every thousand people of
declared Hungarian origin there were one
thousand and forty-two giving Hungarian as
their mother-tongue. It is difficult to
believe that Hungarian, difficult and almost
unrelated to other languages, is the mother-
tongue of any but Hungarians, and yet 4.2%

of the Hungarian minority group shrank from
stating that they were Hungarian. The reasonable
conclusion to be drawn from this is that in
their eyes it was better not to declare oneself
to be Hungarian.

)

7. CONFISCATION OF CHURCH ARCHIVES

In 1948 the United Nations Ad Hoc Committee on Genocide
accepted the following definition as one of the ways by which
the crime of cultural genocide may be committeed (United Nations

Document E/447):

...s8ystematic destruction of historical or
religious monuments or their diversion to

alien uses, destruction or dispersion of

documents and objects of historical, artistic,

or religious value and of objects used in

religious worship.

As noted earlier, regardless of the fact that the final
text of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of
the Crime of Genocide did not incorporate the above language,
Rumania‘'s recent behavior exactly corresponds with this

definition.

Act No. 63 of November 2, 1974 on the protection of the

national cultural Treasury and Decree/Law 207 (1974)

(amending
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Decree/lLaw 472 (1971) on the National Archives) are major

tools used to eradicate the history of the Hungarian cultural
institutions. Under the above laws, the government summarily
nationalized all "documents, official and private correspondence,
memoirs, manuscripts, maps, films, slides, photos, sound-
recordings, diaries, manifestos, posters, sketches, drawings,
engravings, imprints, seals and like material” over 30 years
old, from the possession of religious and cultural institutions
or private citizens. The pretext was the "protection” of

these documents but the real intent soon became obvious from
the crude and summary manner by which the regulations were
enforced.

The Swiss daily Neue ZzZiircher Zeitung ("Bureaucratic
Chicanery Against the Churches in Rumania", February 1/2,
1975, p. 6) reported this outrage in the following manner:

The intent behind the nationalization of the
ecclesiastical archives is to sever the religious
communities from their historical roots. A church
without a past /tradition/ has no future, especially
one which represents a religious and national minority.
The first victim of these warlike designs against

the religious and cultural minorities by the Rumanian
regime was the Hungarian Reformed Church in the north-
east districts of Oradea, Satumare, Baia-Mare and
Zalau. Here, in the mother country of the Reformation
in Transylvania, appeared officials from the State
Archive, assisted by an authorized agent from the
Department of Culture and a representative from

the episcopate, who seized the archives of
approximately two-hundred church communities and
deaneries. The material was =-- in many cases

without receipt --. loaded onto trucks and carted

away. The historical order of the archives has

become completely disrupted in the process =-- one
method of "reserving" and "protecting” historical
materials -- rendering scientific research for the
next decades impossible. The Rumanian government

has openly embarked on an escalated campaign

against the Reformed Church and the Hungarian
nationality /minority/...

It would be much easier and simpler, from a
scientific point of view, if the church archives
were to keep the originals and were to hand out
copies to the state. In this way the claimed
scientific concern by the state wb>uld be amply
maintained, and the articles would remain in

the archives, instead of being transported away
to distant, unknown and possibly inaccessible
locations.
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The Archive Decree affects the Roman-Catholic,
the Hungarian Reformed and the German Lutheran
churches considerably more than the Rumanian
Orthodox Church because the latter, as all
Eastern churches, primarily cultivates the
liturgy, and relies much less on a written,
firmly established historical tradition.

Especially the two "reformed" churches /i.e.,

the Reformed and Lutheran/ have been preserving

in their archives the tradition of their religious
and linguistic individuality, dating back to the
time of the Reformation.

These church archives had for centuries been inventoried
by the churches themselves. The archives were generally in
excellent order and condition but more importantly, they were -
accessible to researchers. The immense archive of the Roman
Catholic episcopate of Oradea (Nagyvirad), for example, was
housed in a building built in the 18th century and equipped
expressly for that purpose. The archive is now stored in a
warehouse of the castle in that city, inaccessible to scholars.
Similarly, as a consquence of neglect and outright mistreatment
by the authorities, the archive of the Roman Catholic episcopate
of Satu Mare (Szatmirnémeti) has been almost completely destroyed.
The archives of the Roman Catholic lyceum of Oradea (Nagyvirad),
and of the Reformed Church Colleges of Orastie (Sz&szviros),
Sighetul Marmatiei (Mdramarossziget), and Satu Mare (Szatmirnémeti) .
have also suffered severe deterioration. (Takdcs Memorandum, p. 20.)

For the past 26 years Rumania has maintained absolutely no
facilities for the professional training of archivists, not even
in Rumanian. (During the "legislative debate" surrounding the
passage of Act No. 63, Ceausescu himself was astonished to learn
this fact.) The few archivists extant in Rumania are not expert
in ancient Slavic, ancient Greek, Hungarian and Latin, the
languages in which the documents were written. The richest
Hungarian collection in the country, the Batthyaneum Library in
Alba Julia (Gyulafehérvdr), does not employ a ‘'single Hungarian
expert (Takacs Memorandum, p. 21).

The a%:ve-mentioned outrages form part of a systematic
effort to re-write Rumanian history in order to suppress the
significance of the indigenous Hungarian culture. Another
means for achieving the same objective was reported by the
Financial Times ("Transylvania's Ethnic Strains," April 2, 1975):

A favourite device is to 'facelift' the tombs
and crypts of famous Hungarian families in the
medieval Hidzsongard cemetery in Cluj by
allotting them to recently dead Rumanians., In
this way, the ethnic composition of the former
population, now dead, is restructured favourably.
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8. HARASSNENT OF CRURCHES

The multinational region of Transylvania has a long
heritage of religious freedom. It was in Transylvania that
freedom of religion was written into law for the first time
in history, in 1568 at the Diet of Torda. Significantly,
this momentous event occurred at a time when elsewhere in
Europe wars of religious intolerance were raging.

The Rumanian State, through its Ministry of Cults,
exercises a policy of total interference in ecclesiastical
matters regardless of their administrative, social, or
theological nature. No decision can be implemented by the
churches unless it is thoroughly reviewed and approved by
the Ministry of Cults. For instance, any social or religious
gathering, with the exception of Sunday worship, must be
approved by the State. The same condition applies to the
right of churches to use their material resources. State
approval of such use has been known to take years. Moreover,
Protestant congregations are denied the ancient and traditional
right to elect their own ministers and persbyters. They may
only propose candidates, since the State has reserved the right
of selection for itself. Religious instruction is also subject
to debilitating government intrusion. While the State does
approve religion classes to be held during certain prescribed
hours, school authorities are instructed to organize compulsory
school activities at precisely the same hours. Non-attendance
at such activities results in official reprimand of not only
the "delinquent" child but the parents as well.

It should be emphasized that these restrictions harm
especially the minority populations. Religious affiliation
generally corresponds with nationality in Rumania. The
Church then is the only remaining institution which could
ulfill the minorities' needs and permit them to nurture
thelr ethnic heritage. 1In this sense, therefore, "harassment
of churches® assumes a far greater meaning for minorities than
only the curtailment of religious freedoms. Hungarian ministers,
for instance, are subjected to severe interrogation, if -- as
frequently occurs in the many communities which have no Hungarian
school -- they teach children in their native tongue.

By paying one third of the salaries of clergymen, the
State claims the right to their complete and faithful
cooperation. If the situation calls for it, they can be
forced at any time to become part of the Communist propaganda
machinery -- both at home and abroad. It is no accident, for
example, that on June 4, 1976, a five-member delegation of
church leaders was herded on three days' notice to the United
States to promote the Rumanian Government at various educational
and theological institutions. Nor is it accidental that since
that time, several other church leaders have been sent on
similar public relations missions to American legislators and
politicians.
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Forced isolation harms minority churches which have
sister communities in the West and which are dependent to a
great extent on donations fxom abroad to support their
charitable work. Aside from limitations on their travel,
clergymen are forbidden to receive gifts from abroad and to
correspond with relatives, friends or institutions in non-
communist countries.

Freedom to publish theological books, periodicals, and
other religious material is extremely limited. The propaganda
booklet The Hungarian Nationality in Romania, distributed
in 1976 by the "Romanian Library" in New York is able to

.1ist only five theological books published in Hungarian in

the last quarter-century (p. 25). For the 700,000 members

of the Hungarian Reformed Church (p. 23), only one bimonthly
publication can be circulated in a mere 1000 copies (p. 43).
Furthermore, church libraries are forbidden to lend any books,
even though they were acquired through the donations of the
very same parishioners who might wish to borrow them.

The Hungarian Protestant Theological Institute of Cluj
(Kolozsvar) came into being in 1949 as a result of forced
unification of the independent Presbyterian and Unitarian
Theological Institutes. This institute is indeed, as the
above-mentioned propaganda booklet claims, "a unique
institute” (p. 24): Through this forced unification, both
the Presbyterian and Unitarian Churches were deprived of
their ancient tradition of self-determination which had
included the training of their own ministers. The curriculum
of the Protestant Theological Institute is now carefully
designed and supervised by the Ministry of Cults. Examinations,
which are all oral, are chaired by an Inspector from the
Ministry of Cults to insure that future clegymen of the
Hungarian minority keep in line with State policy.

Verification of «he statements above and further details
concerning the situation of minority churches in Rumania can
be provided by several high-ranking American Protestant
church leaders who have taken a direct interest in that situation.

9. BANS ON PRIVATE LODGING

Decree/Law 225 (1974) prohibits the accomodation of
non-Rumanian citizens in private homes with the exception
of closest relatives. The punishment for disobeying this
law is a draconic fine of 15,000 leis (about $1,200) which
is imposed on the unfortunate host. The law was ostensibly
created for the protection of the hotel industry and applied
to all visitors. The discriminatory character of the law
becomes obvious, however, in light of the fact that it is
the 2.5 million Hungarians who have the greatest number
of relatives and potential visjitors abroad -- among the 10.5
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million Hungarians in neighboring Hungary alone, not to mention
the several million Hungarians in the West who have escaped
Rumania's intolerant atmosphere since World War I. 1Indeed

it is difficult to find a Hungarian family in Rumania without
relatives or close friends living in either Hungary or the
West. Due to the extreme scarcity of hotel facilities in
rural Transylvania, the generally modest means of these
would~-be visitors, and especially the threat of harassment
and intimidation for even the most innocent failure to obey
the unreasonable and selectively enforced provisions of this
law, visits are often rendered a practical impossibility.

A Neue 2iircher Zeitung reporter (April 3/4, 1977, p. 4),
finding this law to be obviously discriminatory against
Hungarians, interpreted its existence as resulting -from a
fear inherent in Rumanian internal policy "which sees in any
visitor from Hungary, a country which by Communist standards
is less orthodox, a carrier of the dangerous bacteria of
freedom". One wonders at the true extent of oppression in
Rumania, where visits even by citizens of a "fellow socialist
country” are subject to official obstruction.

Claims concerning the alleged non~discriminatory nature
of Rumania's restrictions on foreign visitors have become
especially untenable since the issuance of Decree/Law 372
{November 8, 1976) amending Decree/Law 225. According to
its text, one of the express purposes of the new Decree
is to encourage and advance the enrichment of the "Rumanian
language and culture", unmistakably excluding a similar desire
for minority languages or cultures. Moreover, the lifting
of visiting restrictions and the elimination of currency
exchange regquirements apply only to visitors of "Rumanian
ori¢in"; there have been reports that at border crossings
this vague category is strictly interpreted to include only
those of Rumanian nationality as determined by the name and
birthplace appearing on travel documents or according to
similar unwritten and arbitrary criteria.

10. FALSIFICATION OF HISTORY

The Rumanian Government is obviously annoyed by the fact
that for many centuries before the first arrival of Rumanians
in the region of present-day Rumania, several other nationalities
(today's national minorities} had already inhabited that area.
Nevertheless, in order to prove the Rumanians' historical
“precedence" in the area, the government ~- through its
academic mercenarjes -- has utilized an unproven theory
based largely on pseudo-scientific speculation. According
to this theory the Rumanians are descendants of the ancient
Dacians, a people whose last proven presence in the area
predates the appearance of Rumanians there by nine centuries.
Although this theory has little credence in the eyes of any
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serious non-Rumanian scholar, according to a Neue Zircher
Zeitung reporter (April 3/4, 1977, p. 3), it has been elevated
to the level of State ideology.

At this point it should be noted that arguments concerning
the historical priority of peoples living many centuries ago
have no relevance whatsoever to the rules of international law
governing the treatment of national minorities; still less can
such arguments be used as un excuse for the oppression of
3.5 million minority individuals. The only reason for dealing
with this theory is to point out the sinister goal which its
promotion serves in Rumania today.

The theory does not stop at the assertion of Rumanian
priority. Rumania's historians today stigmatize minority
groups as "intruders” who upset the social and cultural
order of the "original inhabitants”, the Rumanians. In many
cases, textbooks, travel guides and other literature actually
re-christen Hungarian historical figures and make them into
Rumanian national heroes having no connection with the Hungarian
people. The same materials contain an almost absolute silence
on the centuries of Transylvania's Hungarian history.

In this way, the dynamism and superiority of the Rumanian
people becomes "historically proven®, while national minority
inhabitants, lacking historical or cultural roots of comparable
brilliance, are considered no more than second-class citizens.
One devastating practical effect of this process in Rumania
today is that minority children are taught that the cultural
richness of the area is solely the result of Rumanian creativity,
thereby making those children ashamed of their ethnic identity.
The remaining schools which still educate children in
Hungarian must use official textbooks which teach these children
that their nationality has no past in the area. Without a past,
by implication, this nationality can have no future =-- unless,
of course, it assimilates into the resplendent Rumanian people.

The notion of Rumanian superiority thus provides a
- convenient "scholarly" justification for implementing the
massive campaign of forced assimilation against minorities,
involving the vast array of discriminatory measures noted above.
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CONCLUSION

The Committee for Human Rights in Rumania was organized
in the simple belief that Congress intends to enforce section
402 of the Trade Act. Further hope has been evoked in us by
the new emphasis on the role of human rights in our foreign
policy and by the fact that Congress has repeatedly endorsed
this policy -- at least verbally.

Adherence to existing international law and full restoration
of minority institutions is all we demand of the Rumanian .
government. We believe these demands to be fair and reasonable.
The Rumanian Trade Agreement provides the United States with
strong leverage to promote such noble objectives. It should be
utilized to its full extent.

The indifferen:e with which our requests have been met by
the respective Congressional committées thus far has created
widespread feelings of disillusionment and frustration in the
Hungarian-American community. The survival of Hungarians in
Rumania is the single issue of deepest and most urgent concern
to Hungarians in America today. 1In light of the contemptuous
manner in which Congress has avoided any meaningful action on
this legitimate and real concern, Hungarian-Americans feel that
they have been treated as second-class citizens. Moreover,
every Hungarian knows that his small nation has made vast
contributions to the scientific and cultural achievements of the
United States. Their desire for our government's support is
thus wholly justified and meritorious, and should no longer be
ignored.
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APPENDIX

LETTER FROM KAROLY KIRALY TO ILIE VERDET, DATED JUNE 2, 1977

Honorable Comrade Ilie Verdet,

I turn to you as the individual in the Party leadership who
is responsible for supervising the Workers Councils of the
various nationalities living in our country.

The issue I wish to raise concerns the activity of those
Councils -~ specifically that of the Hungarian Nationality
Council.

In view of the fact that from the moment it came into being,
I have been Vice President of that Council and have participated
in its work, I am equipped with a thorough and complete knowledge
of the subject. For two years 1 have also been a member of the
Mures County Council and have therefore been witness to local
developments and to the manner in which a county council operates.

I am thus in & position to make some observations.

During the past few years, the work of the Councils has
become more sporadic and mostly formalistic in nature, and its
effect on the working people and contact with them has greatly
declined. To this very day, the national [Hungarian Nationality)
Council and most of the County Councils have no headquarters and
do not schedule office hours. The Council executive committees
["bureaus”] on both the national and county levels meet very
rarely -- once every year or every two years. At council meetings,
only subjects of a general nature are discussed relating to
submissions of various declarations of the kind expressing
solidarity with government positions, especially on international

questions. But even if —ertain questions of a concrete nature
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do arise, as for example education in the native tongue, cultural
activities and instruction, etc., the questions remain unresolved.

For the past three years, statements made during meetings
have been prefabricated and censored by comrades in the county
leadership and by Central Committee officials. This practice has
led to the passivity and lack of interest of the participants;
in this way, lively debate has been replaced by formalism. It is
characteristic that even at these Cdunty Council meetings, but
on the national level as well, the materials under discussion are
printed in the Rumanian language, and statements by the participants
are also in Rumanian.

Under such conditions, the prestige of these councils in the
eyes of the people has become practically nonexistent. This
situation, I feel, does not serve the interests of the Rumanian
Communist Party and that purpose for which these councils were
created.

In light of these remarks. careful analysis of the role and

effectiveness of the councils is necessary along the following

lines:

In my view, the council's program of activities must be

urgently revised:; it no longer meets the current demands, it is
overly narrow in scope and does not provide opportunities for
viable activity among workers of nationality origin.

The new program must have a charter defining a mass,
community organization of a broad and democratic nature, with
joining members receiving membership cards and paying membership

dues.
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1. In terms of structure, the principle of democratic

centralism should be utilized with local chapters in villages
and communities operating under the direction of committees and
executive bureaus in cities and municipalities, whose leaders
are all elected from the bottom up.

2. All of the governing bodies should be elected.

3. The Executive Committees should meet every month and the
Councils every four months. Elections for council seats should
be held every 4-5 years, and every 5 years a National Conference
should be held. The subjects to be discussed should be freely
selected by each local Council according to problems which arise
in the course of everyday life, and those subjects should also be
part of the schedule of activities issued every four months.

4. The councils should have a single charter approved by
the National Conference. The existence of the entire program
should be guaranteed by the Rumanian Communist Party leadership.

S. The councils should have offices operating in a

«———continuous fashion.

6. The councils should have newspapers and periodicals of
their own.

7. The councils should be allowed to organize public gatherings
and cultural and sports events.

8. In accordance with the ultimate objective of the Rumanian
Communist Party and in conformity with its program to build a
socialist and communist society, the National, County and local

Councils should consider it their responsibility to mobilize
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workers of the various nationalities to accomplish their duties
and objectives in the economic, social, cultural and athletic
areas. Authorized by the Party, they [the councils] should keep

constant watch to determine how the nationality policies of the

Rumanian Communist Party are practically applied in the fields

of culture, use of the native tonque in administrative offices

and public institutions, and in other areas. They should follow

the progress of education in the native tongue at all academic

levels. They should contribute in every possible way to the

development of the spiritual welfare of the coinhabiting nationalities
9. The councils should be given power to participate in

the selection and promotion of leaders ["cadres") at all levels

of the social and political structure.

10. The councils should participate, with their own candidates,
in elections of legislators to the Grand National Assembly and in
Peonple's Council elections. They should be allowed to form a
group from among their Representatives, which would have the power
to introduce legislation..

11. The creation of a Nationality Statute can no longer be
postponed (a Statute of this sort actually existed until 1948).

12. I believe that it would be desirable and practical for
the National Council to maintain international contacts as do
other public and patriotic organizations which are also part of

the National Unity Front.
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During the 10 years since these Councils came into being
profound changes have occurred in the political and social
life of the country. Every aspect of life has undergone
significant transformation in terms of both guality and quantity,
and accordingly, all of the basic documents of the State and
Party have been duly modified.

The organizational charter of the Party has changed.
Improvements have been made in certain provisions of the Constitution.

Some laws have $een supplemented, or repealed and in their
Place other, completely new ones have been enacted. Improvements
have been made in the program of the National Unity Front, its
organizational structure being revised to create the community
councils,

It is therefore all the more difficult to comprehend why it
was precisely the structure and program of the Nationality Councils
whose improvement was not justified. Personally, I am convinced
that the chief reason for this lies precisely in the passivity
of these Councils, because their activity has sorely lagged behind
the realistic demands of life and they have not kept pace during
the past decade with the great and profound transformations which
have occurred in the area of material and spiritual well-being.
This is the reason they were unable to truly serve the development
of unity and brotherhood between the Rumanian people and the
coinhabiting nationalities.

Naturally, other problems also exist which need to be solved,

but a prior solution of the above items would guarantee the proper
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organizational framework for viable, creative efforts and would
serve to increase the prestige of these organizations, deeven
confidence in the nationality policies of the Rumanian Communist
Party, strengthen the trust of the national minorities and
regenerate unity and brotherhood between all the workers
regardless of nationality differences, all along the lines of our
Party's Marxist-leninist practical solution of the nationality
question.

In recent times however, we have unfortunately been ever
more often witness to cases where workers of varied nationality
origin mistrust our Party's declarations of principle concerning
solution of the nationality questions in our country. The people
expect practical measures serving the advancement of material
welfare and above all the spiritual vitality of the coinhabiting
nationalities, in harmony with those great changes which occurred
in our socialist society in the material and spiritual welfare
of the Rumanian people.

Unfortunately, in the practical reality of everyday society
and politics, animosities abound and doubts are often expressed
over the sincerity of certain Party and State officials because
of the manner in which they solve the individual problems of the
nationalities especially with respect to their cultural and
educational affairs and use of the native tongue in Party offices,
at Party conferences and at gatherings of a patriotic or public
nature.

Unfortunately, certain Party and State officials of nationality
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origin also help to maintain this kind of unhealthy atmosphere.
It does not serve the cause of unity and brotherhood when some
of these officials deny or avoid the expression of these sensitive
questions which occupy the minds of workers of nationality origin.

In some cases, first secretaries, first vice-presidents,
county secretaries in municipalities and cities and vice-presidents
in the People's Councils, though of nationality origin themselves,
use only the Rumanian language in their contacts with workers
of nationality origin, letting them know in this way that perhaps
someone prohibited them from using the native tongue and thus
performing a disservice to the Party and the cause of unity and
brotherhood among workers of different nationalities.

The people are justified when they accuse such officials of
opportunism, insincerity, lack of courage and responsibility, and
vhen they distrust them. Personally, I doubt that an individual
who lacks the confidence of the nationality to which he belongs
can be an effective Party or State official. It cannot be permitted
for certain officials ["cadres"] of nationality origin not to
know their own native tongue and nationality culture.

Not one nationality will tolerate someone else to speak for

it simply because he declares himself to belong to that nationality

but at the same time does not even speak their language either

because he does not know it, or because he refuses to use it. As a

consequence, he cannot feel, he cannot think as they do, because
he shares no common spiritual bond with them.
Unfortunately, even at higher Party and State levels there

are such officials, who, when they are sent to completely Hungarian-

50-437 0 - 80 - 10
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inhabited regions to explidin certain aspects of Party or State
policy, cannot do so for the above reasons and are therefore
unable to complete their assignments.

It is my conviction that serious thought should be given
to this situation, because life has indeed been deeply enriched
with not only accomplishments but with unresolved problems as well.

It would be a grave error to believe that all problems of this

nature have solved themselves forever. Such a view would also
be inconsistent with the Marxist dialectic. 4

Just as in connection with other, economic and socio-political
problems of life, in solving the nationality question we must begin
with the fact that even in this field there is room for the "still
better"”, that grave deficiencies already exist and that solutions
must be sought, requiring much sensitivity, tactfulness, skill in
political judgment and good faith.

National sentiment is a sensitive question which must be

treated with special attention; it is a question which relates to

the quality of the nationality, and its solution cannot be measured
in percentages as can industrial progress and results. National

sentiment is equally powerful in all peoples, regardless of how

large or small, once they possess their own national identity.

Honorable Comrade Verdet, the raising of these questions and

the search for solutions is always difficult -- it calls for courage
and responsibility. One who articulates these problems can be

sure that his intentions will be misunderstood, especially under
currently prevailing circumstances. He can count on being accused,

indeed, on being called a variety of names, particularly at the
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time when these sensitive and specific questions are raised.

I am turning to you in the trust and belief that my intentions

will be understood, especially because these problems are real and

they are of concern to hundreds of thousands of people.

In light of the fact that the Hungarian nationality in Rumania
is the largest nationality in our country -- indeed, the largest
in Europe -- I believe that it should be treated with the care it
deserves, so that this nationality (along with the other nationalities)
will feel itself at home. Those principles must be consistently
implemented which Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu stated in his March 1971
speech before the joint plenary session of the Hungarian and
German nationalities and which, at that time, elicited widespread
reaction and approval.

Unfortunately, this speech is seldom remembered today. On
the contrary, there is continuous repetition of the proposition

that the nationality gquestion in our country has been finally, once

and for all, solved. This proposition, from a practical standpoint,

is not true and, from a theoretical standpoint, is anti-scientific

and anti-dialectical. To support this thesis, industrialization

and the guarantee of employment without regard to nationality
differences are constantly cited. I completely agree with this,
but only with this much, because the nationality question is a

spiritual, and not only a material one. The primary aspect is

the material, but it can only complement and enrich, not substitute

for, the spiritual.
To the extent that material well-being becomes increasingly
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enriched and more fully realized, social consciousness will grow
and prosper accordingly. This applies equally to the consciousness
of the coinhabiting nationalities in Rumania.
It is for this reason that I steadfastly adhere to a thorough,
attentive, comradely and responsible examination of the question;
in my opinion, we cannot do otherwise if we wish to avoid the
serious headaches it will cause later on.
I have addressed these few thoughts to you with full confidence
*in the Rumanian Communist Party and its wise leadership and without
the fear that their expression will result in undesirable

consequences for the person who expressed them.
June 2, 1977 Most respectfully yours,
Karoly Kirdly

National Vice President, Hungarian
Nationality Workers Council in Rumania
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LETTER FROM KI;ROLY KIR}{LY TO JI’\NOS FAZEKAS,
WRITTEN IN AUGUST 1977
Dear Comrade Fazekas,

I herewith enclose a copy of my letter to Comrade Ilie Verdet.
This letter contains my observations concerning the manner in
which the nationality question in our country has been handled,
together with my recommendations on the ways in which the activity
of the different nationality councils could be improved.

It is common knowledge that these councils were created at
the 1niti$tive of the First Secretary of the Rumanian Communist
Party, Comrade Nicolae Ceausescu for the purpose of serving the
brotherhood and uﬁity of the workers of various nationalities,
as well as the building of socialism.

It is an unfortunate fact that in recent times the activity
of these councils has declined to zero.

Many errors are committed in the practical handling of the
nationality gquestion.

a. This year again, opportunities are being constantly
restricted for children of national minorities to study in their
native tongue; this breeds anxiety and deep dissatisfaction; .

b. The concept of restrictive quotas {"valachus numericus")
is utilized with respect to personnel problems; in fact, employment
opportunities for nationalities are being restricted in certain
institutions;

¢. Unpardonably extreme methods of intimidation are employed
aéainst those who dare to ask for permission to speak in the interest
of having the nationality qﬁestion handled legally and in accordance

with the Constitution.
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As you know, there was also violence and torture; the
harassment of [Jen8) Szikszai, the eminent professor from
Brassd, drove him to commit suicide. It is unbelievable that
even after the plenary meeting of the Central Committee of the
Rumanian Communist Party in 1968, when £he state security organs
condemned the atrocities committed against Patrascanu and others,
the same kinds of negative incidents are allowed to reoccur, and
the offenders are allowed to walk about freely without so much
as being asked to account for their actions. ' I have mentioned
only one example, though unfortunately, many more could be cited.
I cannot believe that all this occurs with the knowledge of the
Party leadership.

I greatly regret having to do so, but I must state that
an entire series of incidents, facts and activities exists
which have nothing in common with Marxist-leninism, the principles
which form the basis of the Rumanian Communist Party's programs.

What is most distressing is the fact that local Party and State
organs try to cover up, to gloss over the facts, as if they were
completely lacking+in sansitivity toward such thorny problems as
the nationality question or the national sentiments of the
coinhabiting nationalities.

I am turning to you, because you are active in the highest
levels of Party and State leadership, and I ask that you be so
good as to call these problems to the attention of the Political

Executive Committee.
Respectfully,

X&roly Kiraly

Vice~President,

Hungarian Nationality Council of the
Socialist Republic of Romania
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LETTER FROM KAROLY KIRALY TO_JANOS VINCZE,
DATED SEPTEMBER 10, 1977

To Comrade J&nos Vincze,

Member of the Central Committee,

Rumanian Communist Party
Bucharest

My Dear Friend,
Anxiety and concern compel me to write to you about the
manner in which the nationality question has been handled in
our country of late, and how the Nationality Workers Councils
on both the national and county levels are performing their work.
More than three months ago, I wrote to Comrade Verdet
concerning various aspects of the nationality gquestion, and,
as you know, I raised the problem at the most recent meeting
of the Central Committee, as well as the Spring session of the
Maros County Council. 1In addition, several members of the
Central and County Councils have also voiced their observations,
criticisms and proposals. As for myself, it has been more than
a year since I asked to be heard by the Supreme Party leadership.
To my deep disappointment, neither have I been granted a
hearing, nor has my letter been answered in any manner whatsoever.
I ‘would like to share with you some of my thoughts and
concerns with regard to this subject.
First I would mention the problem in connection with these
Nationality Councils, which consists of the manner in which they

perform their activities. It is well known that the Party
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resolution adopted ten years ago to establish these Councils
was accepted and greeted enthusjiastically by millions of
workers of the various nationalities in our country. They
considered it a well thought out and responsible act which
would serve the preservation of their national identities,
provide an orqanizational framework through which they could
voice their various problems and complaints, and advance the
development of their social, material and intellectual well-
being.

Although from the very beginning the organizational structure
as well as the rules of operation of the Councils proved narrow
and inadequate, encouraging signs did appear in their activity:
at meetings it was permitted to speak freely and openly; of the
numerous proposals raised, a good many were considered; there
were also some plenary sessions which were attended by Comrades
Ceausescu and Maurer, and so on. The speech given by Comrade
Ceausescu at the Spring 1971 joint plenary session of the
Nationality Councils was met with lively enthusiasm and deep
satisfaction. Unfortunately the satisfaction and the hope were
shortlived.

In practice it became clear that these beautiful speeches,
incorporating so many sound principles, were not made for our sake,
but to serve the purposes of propaganda, especially propoganda
directed abroad.

It is commonly known that real truth becomes manifest in its
laging vitality, in the total harmony between words and deeds. We

are compelled to state that the chasm between theory and practice
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is vast and that in reality while one thing is said, entirely
different things are done.

We were promised new secondary vocational and technical
schools in which studies were to be conducted in the languages
of the nationalities, but in reality we have witnessed a decline
in the number of these schools. Each year there are fewer and
fewer of them. Children cannot study in their native tongue;
compulsory instruction in thé Rumanian language has been
introduced even at the kindergarten level. 'In 1976 a decision
was born to eliminate Hungarian institutions of higher education.
After the "BSlyai” [already largely denationalized] University
in Kolozsvir came the Institute of Medicine and Pharmacology at
Marosvisirhely, and then, by special order from above, a Rumanian
section was established at the Istvidn Szentgydrgyi School for the
Dramatic Arts, thereby liquidating in effect the last "island" of
higher education in a nationality tongue; and =-- just to eliminate
any remaining doubt concerning the latter move =-- of the six
[Hungarian]) graduates of the School for the Dramatic Arts, only
one was appointed to a Hungarian theater, while the remaining five
-~ whether they liked it or not -- were placed in Rumanian theaters.

It is no secret of coursg that the Hungarian State Theater
of Marosvdsdrhely has a Rumanian director who does not speak
Hungarian. 1In the same way, it is nothing new that in cities
where the majority of the population is Hungarian =-- such as
Nagyvdrad, Marosvadsirhely, Szovta, etc. -- Rumanians who speak
no Hungarian are being appointed as mayors.

Use of the native tongue is severely restricted at meetings
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of the Party, the Young Communists League, the trade unions,
and in the various workers Councils; indeed, use of the native
tongue is prohibited even at meetings of the Nationality Workers
Councils.

Signs identifying institutions, localities and so on in
the native tongue of the local inhabitants have almost completely
disappeared. In 1971 when I was First Party Secretary in Kovaszna
County, we posted bilingual Rumanian and Hungarian signs there,
in accordance with a decree o” the County People's Council. But
their existence was shortlived. The signs were simply removed,
and by 1975, not a single locality was identified in Hungarian.

Nationalities cannot use their native tongues even in State
offices; after all, most of the officials are Rumanians who do
not speak the nationality's language, either because they do
not know it or because they refuse to use it.

With regard to the question of personnel, the replacement
of Hungarian officials (where there still are any) with Rumanians
is being carried out with incredible persistence. This applies
egually to the politico-administrative apparatus and to the various
economic and industrial enterprises. 1In Marosvisirhely at the
"I.P.L. August 23" works, or at the Chemical Factory -- to mention
only two examples -- not a single director or deputy director is
Hungarian, in spite of the fact that measures had been initiated
"to improve the nationality composition of the personnel™. I don't
even wish to think of such cities as, for example Nagyvirad, where

there is not a single Party secretary of Hungarian nationality.
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It is clear from only this much that a multitude of factual
realities violate the Constitution, the founding Charter of the
Party and the fundamental principles set down and provided for
in Party documents. What is occurring in practice is not in
harmony with the principles in these documents -- indeed, what
is more, it completely contradicts them -- and has nothing in
common with Marxist-Leninism, fundamental human rights, humanism,
or ethical behavior and human dignity, that is, all that which
is trumpeted far and wide in the most varied kinds of éropaganda.

These facts give rise to many questions which are not at all
difticult to answer; what is difficult to understand however, is:
who benefits from all of this?

Will such measures truly contribute to the unity and brotherhood
of the peoples living in this homeland? 1Is this not a policy of
chauvinistic provocation? There can be but one reply: all of
this in no way benefits either the Rumanian people or the
coinhabiting nationalities.

Has the lesson of history been so soon forgotten that a
people which oppresses other peoples cannot itself be free?
Experience and history teach us that coercive measures do not
lead to the solution of problems.

The tendency to forcefully assimilate nationalities living
in Rumania is -~ this cannot be denied -- also revealed by the
press at times, and this creates total distrust in naéionality
policies; indeed, it casts doubt over the sincerity of all
policies in general, and for millions of citizens, it destroys

their confidence in Socialist Society. N
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What concerns me the most at this time is the obstinacy
with which this problem is ignored by our Party organs; from
the lowest level to the highest they act as if they were totally
unaware of it. My own personal efforts, as well as those of
others, to draw their attention to it, have thus far remained
fruitless. And the situation continues to deteriorate, to the
detriment of the prestige of our Party and Society.

I am writing to you with a deep sense of responsibility,
as I am one of those Communists who is convinced of the truth
of our ideals. I have fought for these ideals since my tender
youth, and later, as a member of the Supreme Party and State
Leadership as well.

The nationality question is a touchstone of democracy; it
is an intrinsic element of the democracy which exists in the
society as a whole. Without the just and real, not only verbal,
solution of the nationality question, democracy in general cannot
exist, and the new Society, the Socialism which we all want
cannot be built up.

Our Supreme leadership must analyze these problems very
seriously. Unless it does so, the lLeadership itself will make
the entire existence of democracy within our Party and our society,
questionable.

It is not society which is bad, nor is it the socialist system
which must be faulted, but the methods used by the Leadership.

It is necessary to illuminate the grave errors which are being
committed in the interpretation of Marxist-Leninism and in the

application of the fundamental principles established by the Party.
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We must renounce policies based on demagogy, the personality
cult and the capricious application of Marxism. Only in this
way can we achieve a proper, just and democratic solution of all
those questions which reality has created in our Socialist Society.

As it has been proven, at no time and in no place has the
personality cult ever led to any good. On the contrary, it has
been the source of great suffering and pain, as well as the cause
of political abuses, because the masses hive always rejected it,
regardless of the masks it wore or the excuses made for it.

My dear Comrade Vincze, I ask you to forward the enclosed
letter, which I had addressed to Comrade Ilie Verdet and intended
for the Supreme Leadership, to the members of the Politburo.

It would be very useful if the Politburo discussed the issues
raised in the letter, because, perhaps in this way, our Supreme
leadership would wake up to the truth and take the appropria}.e
actions.

We nationalities, -- Hungarians, Germans, Serbs, Jews,
Gypsies, and so on -- feel a deep respect for the Rumanian people
and wish to live in harmony with them.

1 personally have thousands of friends and relatives of the
Rumaniap nationality; my son-in-law is Rumanian, and I love him
just as much as my other relatives and friends with whom I have
worked, shoulder to shoulder, for the building of the new Society.
1 want our common home to develop, grow strong and prosper, and it
is for this reason that I am writing to you with such sincerity
and courage. It is my conviction that this matter is common to

us all, that it is the duty of every one of us to critically examine
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the negative phenom:na, and that such phenomena cannot be viewed
through rose-colored qlaslén, regardless of whether they are of
an economic or social nature, or even if they derive from the
co-existence of workers of the various nationalities. It would
be a pity if all that would collapse which we, Rumanians and

the other nationalities, built up with hard work in the decades
following the Liberation. After all, this country is the common
home of all of us, and we love her as a good mother. We must do
all we can to prevet her from becoming a cruel stepmother to any

one of her children, regardless of his nationality.

Most respect:fully,
Karoly Kirfly

Marosvisbrhely, September 10, 1977
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THE EIGHTEEN DEMANDS FOR IMPROVED MINORITY RIGHTS

LISTED BY LAJOS TAKACS

With respect to the Hungarian population, we recommend
the foliowing:

1. Restructuring of the Hungarian Nationality Workers
Council into a mass organization with chapters in all localities
where the number of Hungarian inhabitants warrants this. The
organization should have the right to nominate candidates to
represent the Hungarian population in every central and local
organ. It should designate candidates to fill certain key
positions which deal with the development of the cultural
life of the inhabitants.

2. Within the framework of the Grand National Assembly,
a permanent committee should be established to deal with
problems of the coinhabiting nationalities. The country's
nationality representatives, as well as a Rumanian representative
from counties with mixed populations, should participate in
this committee. (A committee such as this exists in the Slovak
National Assembly.)

3. A new Statute for nationalities should be created
which concretely spells out the responsibilities of the
authorities in implementing the Party's nationality policies.

4. Those state agencies which operate under the Ministry
of Education and the Council for Socialist Instruction should
be granted decision-making powers in all those questions which
bear directly on the actions of these central organs as they
affect the coinhabiting nationalities.

5. A network of native-language kindergartens and general
and secondary schools of all levels and specialties, which is
capable of handling all Hungarian students who wish to pursue
their studies in the native tongue, should be guaranteed.

6. The Babes-Bdlyai University, the Dr. Petru Groza
Agricultural Institute, the Ion Andreescu Art Institute, the
Gh. Dina Conservatory, the Istvin Szentgydrgyi School for the
Dramatic Arts, the Institute of Medicine and Pharmacology at
Marosvasirhely and the Technical School of Kolozsv&r should
be reorganized into two sections with independent curricula.

7. 1ldeological instruction should be provided in the
language of the nationalities as well, in all areas where
this is warranted by the number of workers, peasants or
intellectuals.
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8. The size of circulation of local newspapers should
be determined on the basis of actual demand.

9. The possibility of publishing a high quality, [Hungarianl
scientific journal should be investigated.

10. Cultural ensembles of the coinhabiting nationalities
should be guaranteed greater freedom of movement.

11. We should re-examine the possibility of creating a
radio station broadcasting in the languages of the coinhabiting
nationalities, and a television channel with continuous programming.

12. More publications -- especially technical-scientific
and children's literature -- should be allowed to appear in the
languages of the coinhabiting nationalities.

13. Access by Hungarians [in Rumanial to publications which
appear in the Hungarian People's Republic, and to Hungarian-
language publications which appear in Czechoslovakia and
Yugoslavia, should be improved.

14. The employment of Hungarian experts should be gquaranteed
in those libraries and archives which contain documents relating
to the past history of the Hungarian nationality.

15. In those counties and localities where the percentage
of inhabitants of nationality origin achieves 15%, in addition
to Rumanian, use of the language of the given nationality should
be instituted in the administrative apparatus of the state, in
publications, and on signs and billboards.

16. Textbooks, literature pertaining to the country's history,
propaganda materials, etc. should be revised to accurately reflect
the past and present of the coinhabiting nationalities, and their
contribution to the development of the area in which they live.

17. The composition of the apparatus of party, state and
mass organizations should be revised to insure that coinhabiting
nationalities are proportionally represented in the decision-
making bodies.

18. The policy of scattering cadres of nationality origin
to diverse areas of the country should be terminated. Those
cadres should be placed primarily in regions inhabited by
nationalities, where they can speak their native tongue with
those people from which they themselves derive.
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Letter Charges Romania
Represses Hungarians

By Michael Dobbs
$oecin! Lo The Waahiogwo Post

BELGRADE~-~In a document that
gives a rare insight into the problems
of national minorities in Romania, a
former highlevel Romanian Commu-
nist Party official has alleged official
repression against the country’s 2
mitlion Hungarians.

Thbe claim is made by Karoly Kir
aly, & member of the Romanian Com-
munist Party Central Committee un-
til resignation {n 1973, in an open let-
ter to the state and party L

large numder 1o emigrate to Wesl
Germany.

There s, however, still no evidence
that national unrest will have any ef-
fect on the policies pursued by Ceau-
sescu. In his appeal, Kirali says that
efforts to improve tbe lot of the Hun-
garian minoifyy have brought oo re-
sult.

Kiraly writes: “What mostly preoc-
cupies me is the dofgedness with
which the prodblem is fgnored by our
party organizations from the grass
roots to the highest level as some
thing which does not exist.”

A copy of the letter, which was wm-
ten last month and smuggled out of
Romania, has reached Belgrade
through usually reliable chanael.
Kiraly, who is himself of Hungarian
origin, alleges ‘job discrimination
sgainst ethnic Hungarians and sup-
pression of the H ian 1 in
violation of Romal's constitution.
Professing himself to be a loyal Marx-
ist, be lays the blame pot oa the Com-
munist system but on the Romanian
party leadership and in particular the
pemn-.uty cult which surrounds
dent Nicolae C
wmern diplomats in Bucharest
consider the widespread, if muted, dis-
content among Romanis’s mipority
nationalities more significant than
last year's shortlived human ri-
ghts movement led by the writer Paul
Goma, who is now in Paris. Support
for Goma was con! ned to a handful
of Intellectuals, but national griev-
ances run much deepar.
Lut year, considerable disquiet was
among ethnic Germans,
Rom s second largest minority after
the Hunrarians, who were spplying in

11

A d t hed to the Kiraly
appeal, apparently prepared by his
supporters abroad, states that he is
now facing party disciplinary sction

for repeatedly calling attention to mi- .

nority grievances.

In the letter, which is formally ad-
dressed to a Central Committee mem-
ber for circulation among the party
leadership, Kiraly alleges a wide gap
between theory and practice in the
treatment of the nationalities ques-
tion. He cites cases of discrimination
pgainst the Hmulrtn minority in the

‘w.tb & Hungarian majority go te Ro-

manlans, many of whom do not speak
8 word of Hungarian.

. Foreign observers famflliar with mi-
nority problems in Romania find Kirs-
1ly’s allegations plausible although it 1s
difficult to confirm them Western
correspondents who visited the Jiu
Valley last year, scene of Romania's

. worst post-war mining stnke. were

mountainous region of Transylvannia |

in central Romania.
After reull!u 8 promise Ior more
and t: with

lmtructlon in minority laguages, he
argues that the number of such
schools is acutally decreasing.

The use of the Hungarian language,
Kiraly claims, is officlally discour-
aged, even in the Nationality Council
that represents the Hungarian minor-
ity. He claims that bilingual sign-
boards put up during his term of of-
fice as first party secretary of Co-
vaina Couaty in 1971 have all been re-
nond.

Alleging job discrimination against
ethnic Hungarians, y writes that
nearly all inflysati€ posts io towns

told that discontent among the sizable
Hungarian minority there was an im-
portant factor in the unrest.

Miners explained that the area wac
once part of the AustroHungarian
empire tnd was used to relatively
higher 'i~'ng standards than the rest
of Romanis. They complained that
Hungarian schools in the area had
been closed down.

Romania's treatment of its largest
national minority poses a delicate
problem for its peighbor Hungary
The Hungarian government has ne
wish to pick a quarrel with a fellow
communist state, but feels responsidle
for Hungarians outside the country.

While carefully avoiding any public
protest, Hungarian officials fre-
quently raise the problems of national
minorities in Romania in private plls-

" teral contacts..
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The Hungarians of Transylvanla @ By PAUL LENDVAI

Achilles heel of
Romanian. nationalism

PRULENS that have become
public hatc drawn international
attention to the position of the
argen! national wnnorty In
Ecrope. the 1 7m. Hunganans in
Rumania  First, Mr.  Gyula
1lyes. 75, the greatest lLiving
Hungarisn poet in a Budapest
daily. Magyar Nemzet, made a
passion«ic  protest against the
vig'ation of what he called the
elementary  human  rights  of
Hungarrans Tivinz 1n neighhour.
ng countries Without mention-
2 any country by name. he
complained about “3a poliey of
apartheid ' pracused  against
Hungarians  The 'wo articles
were zencrally regarded by the
Hungzanan  public  as  being
dirccteg «painst Romania

The plight of Hungarians in
Romanie  neat  became  the
sutnect of an open letter sent
two moalhs ago br Mr_ Karoly
Kiraly. » former top officlal of
the Romanian Communist Party,
to the Romanian teadersnip. The
text was leahed 2 few days ago
10 foreign correspondents in
Belgrade Mr Firaly, who was
for several yearg Brit party
secretary in the Covasna region
in  Transylvama, where up-
garians are in ap overwhelming
majonty among the 199 1n-
habitants, between  1969-1972
helonged 1o the Central Com-
miltee ang even 10 the supreme
arty  body. the Execuuve
'oliical  Commitiee, a3 &
candidate-member

Mr  Wiraly complained that
Hunganians are discrimingled
sgainst 1o employment and
education  * What particularly
worries me 15 1he ohsunacy with
which party functionaries from
the bottom 1o the very 10p con-
tinge Lo ‘f“n the probles.” Mr.
Xiraly sald.

He was one of the handiui of
people of Hungarian extraction
in the Romanian leadership,
until be resigoed in April 1472
«from al) his positions and retired
from public Jife. At the time his
resignation  was  overshadowed

by a large-scale resbuffle at-the
top Now. bowever, it must be
supposed that a conflict adout the
nationalily gquestion was the
reason both for his disappearance
from the pohuical scene, and for
» simultaneous purge in Tirgu-
Mures, capita! of another region
i Transylvamia. also inhabited
primanly by Hungarians.

The enlire 1ssue has so far
been largely overiooked abroad,
1n contrast with the publichiy
surrounding the tborny prodlem
of the emigration from Romania

of ethnic Germans The pumber
of Germaas, rding to the
1atest census in January 1977, was

Just _under 380.000. which was
25,000 fewer than an 1936 Last
year some 10,000 Germans were
allowed to leave, and after the
recent visit of Herr Helmut
Schmidt, the West German

e

Oldalefel Alter IRC culiapse ot
the Austro-Hungarian monarchy,
one in tdree Hungarians feli
under foreign rule  According
to Mr, lliyes, there are now 15m.
Hungarians between the Alps
and 1he Carpathians, of whom
only some 10m. live in Hungary
proper. His esumate may well
exaggerated. But the fact
remains that even according to
official MBgures, some 000
Huogarians live {n Slovakia and
some 500.000 in Yugoslavia. A
wave of aggressine Hungarian
nationalism could. as in the
interwar period, again pose a
threat to stability 10 the Dagube
asn
Despite  growing  pressures
al home, Mr. Janes Kadar
has made no public allusion 1o
the Hungarians in Transylvania.
At 2 mnnn; last June,
‘):&nhr and .rwﬂem Nicolae

2

Cb 10 u
German side Tuded that the

of signed a

same rate of emigration could
be expected during the pext five
years. According to German
press reports, about 80 per cent.
of the Germans there wish o
jeave Romania.

Neighbour

The situation of the Hungarians
ts completely different To start
with, they sumber, according 1o
officia) statistics, 1 Tm.; acecording
to  conservative  Hungariag

estimates well over 2m. Further-efestrictions.

more, they are part of » natioo
whose state Is g direct peighbour
of Romania. Last but not least,
the Romanlans regard every
complaint a3 a prelude to terri-
torial ciaims. During World War
Two, Hungary temporarily
regained the northern part of
Transylvania which, in 1918, had

statin: that the
in  eath country
(20.000 Romanians in Hungary
and 17m. Hungarians in
Romania) should  *graduallv
became a bridge” bdetween the
two countries. However, at
Romapian ipsistence, it was
alsg clearly stated that the
pationality “question s withia
the jurisdiction of each of the
two countries.

Agreements were also aigned
10 onen consulates In Cluj, and
on the other side of the border.
in Debrecen, and to ease travel
But Romania in-
sisted that tbe tbree major
urban centres dn these areas
should not benefit fully from
the travel concessions,

Tbe visitor to Budapest hears
timg and again that these mea:
sures bave not yet been carried
oul because the Romanians are
dragging their feet. The treat-

minoriues

me part of Romania. Before mMent of the Hungarians 1o mulu-
that all of T vania dad beea vgoslavia, and ¢be
part of Hungary. full autonomy and freedom of
The of the y ebjoy is re
Hungarian Question {o Romania Peatedly  mention as a0
80 well beyond 1de purely the com-

rades shouid foilow

The Romanian< szy that the
“co-inbabiing nationahities.” and
thus also the Hungarians. are
represented accorting 1o Lbeir
proporuonal sirength at 3l
levels of the “elected” state
organs and the party bodies tha!
they bave Lheir own newspapers.
publishing houses and theatrex
‘This b ture s shrugied off by
Hupgarians as a0 “alib, ", Acvord
ing to Mr filyes. the Hurcarians
are deprived of university and
vocauon sehool educalion in
their pative tongue and 20 pe:
cent. of the schoot children do
not eves learn the alphadel In
Mungarian They are given his
tory books which describe their
ancestors as “inferior incu <ors’

The memorandum preseatcd
by Mr. Kiraly to the ‘Romanian
teadership s regarded by the
Hungarians as sinking proof of
the growinz ferment in Transvi
vania The mtuation is_closely
watched by the Soviets The atti
tudes of the Hungarans.
accounting officiallv for & per
cenl. of the total paputation has
always been goen an the Kremhn
as the potential Achilles Heel of
resurgent Romanian nationalism

Afler all, President Ceausescu
himself has duilt bhis poiiey of
independence on the prionty of
the nation as such Meanwhile,
the case of Mr Kiraly. who fs
already understood to be suh-
jected to disciplinary proceed.
ings. indicates that the argument
works both ways.

Tt i3 stressed in Budapest that
the artjcles of Mr. Jliyes were
published without any prior ap-
proval by the leadership  Ye!
the fact that tbe latest issue of
“Magyar Hirek.” a glossy weekly
with a eirculation of 100 000 pud-
lished for Hungarians abroad by
the world Federation of Hun-
garians in Budapest, devoted an
entire page 1o extracts from the
sensationa) articles by the great
poet can _hrdiy be rezarded as
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Ex-Official Charges Romania
Is Suppressing Ethnic Unrest

By Michael Dobbs
Special to The Washinglan Post

CARANSEBES. Romania—The Ro-
manian government has taken emer-
gency measures to suppress growing
discontent among the twomillion-
strong Hugarian community in Roma-
nis, according to a former close aide
of President Nikolai Ceausescu.

The charges by Karoly Kiraly, a for-
mer high Romanian Communist Party
official, reflect increased tensions In
Romania as well as what sppears to
be an unprecedented challenge (o
Ceausescu’s authority,

Kiraly also said in an interview that
18 pro:ninent Romanian Commun;st
officials bave associsted themseives
with an open letter in which Kiraly
denounced the Remanian government
for suppression of minority rights.

Among those backing the protest
Kiraly cited former prime minister
lon Gheoghe Maurer; the present dep-
uty prime minister, Janos Fazekas,
lnd uvenl other members of the

Central C jttee and par-
liament.

Kiraly said that the Romanlan gov-
ernment has responded by taking
emergency measures to supress grow-

kzesuosiovara
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ing discontent among Romania's eth-
nic minority. He spoke of the i

between the two Wnslw Pact neigh-
bors Puplicily, however, all Soviet
bloc coustries have contended that
such Issucs have been resolved.

The s 3den upsurge of protest
among Eomabia’s maipority and the
public ha. king of it by the Hungarian
Cotamuni<t government has posed a
serious domestic challenge to Ceau-
sescu.

Karoly spoke to three Western jour-
nalists in defiance of official wirnings
against contacts with the foreign
prese.

The interview took place in Caran-
sedes. a town of some 27,000 people
where Kiraly is in internal exile in an
attempt to isolate him from his sup-
porters in Transylvannia — the moun-
talnous region of central Romanis and
the setting for Bram Stoker's spine-
chilling povel Couat Dracula.

At obe point, Kitaly’s German wife
Helga switched off the lights in the
kitchen of their sparsely fur