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The Henry M. Jackson Foundation was established
in 1983 following the death of its namesake. A non-profit,
charitable organization, the Foundation supports
educational programs related to fields where Senator
Jackson played a major leadership role. These include
international affairs; public service; the environment,
natural resources and energy; and human rights.



The Henry M. Jackson Memorial Lectures are presented
periodically by the Henry M. Jackson Foundation to advance
public discussion of important national and international
concerns. The purpose of the Jackson Memorial Lectureship is to
provide a significant forum in which major issues of public policy
may be forthrightly addressed and critically examined.
Views expressed in the lecture series are those of the speakers.



Natan Sharansky, prisoner of conscience in the Soviet Union, was
released from captivity on February 11, 1986. To the end, he followed his
fixed rule: no compromise with the KGB. A last order from the KGB
was to walk straight from the airplane to the car waiting to take him to
freedom. Instead Sharansky zig-zagged.

As an exile and prisoncr, Anatoly (now Natan) Sharansky became
a symbol around the world of the hundreds of Soviet Jews, Christians,
and others denied their fundamental freedoms. As a leader of the
Helsinki Watch Movement in the Soviet Union, he helped open the eyes
of the West to the Kremlin’s abuse of basic rights. As a husband forcibly
separated from his wife for over twelve years, he and Avital endured the
cruelty visited by Soviet emigration policies on so many separated
families.

Now living in Israel, Natan Sharansky is a formidable spokesman
for the human rights cause and an informed interpreter of Soviet policy
and East-West relations.

In Avital’s unprecedented campaign on behalf of her husband,
Senator Jackson was a pillar of strength. He kept the spotlight on
Sharansky’s plight and repeatedly rallied American support for his
release. Helen Jackson supplemented her husband’s efforts in her leader-
ship role with the Congressional Wives for Soviet Jewry. A close bond of
friendship developed between the Jacksons and the Sharanskys.

The Henry M. Jackson Foundation is honored to have Natan
Sharansky deliver the inaugural Henry M. Jackson Memorial Lecture.



WELCOMING REMARKS

Helen H. Jackson

elcome to the inaugural Henry M. Jackson Memorial Lecture,

and a very special greeting to Natan Sharansky. I am delighted
to see so many close friends of the Jackson family and of the Jackson
Foundation. It is always wonderful to be here in the Senate, in this very
room where Scoop spent so many hours of his life.

In sponsoring this lectureship, the Jackson Foundation seeks to
provide a periodic forum in which major issues of public policy may be
critically examined. You can appreciate how much it means to me that
the inaugural Jackson Lecture is being delivered by Natan Sharansky,
now reunited with Awvital in Israel.

Natan, I can testify how, during your ordeal, my husband was
determined to keep the spotlight on you, to rally his sometimes wavering
colleagues, and to confront the Kremlin on your behalf. Scoop never lost
hope that someday you would gain your freedom.

Your leadership and courage have invigorated the struggle for
human rights and freedom throughout the world. Your commitment and
dedication, your persistence in the face of incredible hardship and
personal sacrifice, and your willingness to speak out have inspired all of
us who cherish justice and individual liberty.

We have asked James Schlesinger to introduce our lecturer. Jim’s
contribution to public policy and government have made him what in
Japan would be described as “a national treasure.” He is a long-time
personal friend of Scoop’s, and as a member of the Board of Governors
of the Jackson Foundation, he has given us invaluable counsel and sup-
port. Jim, we are so glad you could be with us today.

Helen H. Jackson is Chairman of the Jackson Foundation
and wife of the late Senator Henry M. Jackson.



INTRODUCTION

James R. Schlesinger

hank you, Helen, for your kind words and, above all, thank you

for your leadership in creating the Jackson Foundation which
preserves not only the memory of Scoop Jackson burt, of equal impor-
tance, highlights those public issues to which he dedicated his life.

Scoop Jackson was born in 1912, a child of Norwegian immigrants.
In 1929 when he was 17, the stock market crashed. I refer not to recent
unpleasantness but to the events of some 60 years ago. In 1938, Scoop
entered public life. He was the son of the “New Deal.” He was instilled
with the spirit of his Scandinavian forebears and with the progressive
spirit of the Northwest. And, ultimately, he was instilled by the cause of
World War II, which was for him, as for so many others, a great crusade,

At the close of World War I, Scoop Jackson, who had gone back
from the Army to the Congress, was with American troops when
Buchenwald was liberated. He was there. And for him, the cause of
human rights was not some merc abstraction. For him, it was a moral
imperative drawn from his own experience.

In 1974 the Jackson - Vanik Amendment was passed. Jackson
Vanik was designed to encourage the right of emigration from the Soviet
Union. It denied most-favored-nation trearment to the Soviet Union
until such time as emigration could occur with some degree of freedom.
As a member of the Nixon Administration at that time, | can recall some
slight annoyance with the attitude that the Senator from Washington
then took!

The issue of most-favored-nation treatment was one on which
Scoop wanted o deal with some consistency. And so, some vears later
when he found himself in China when they were pressing for most-
favored-nation treatment, he felt impelled to ask Deng Xiaoping whether
emigration would be allowed from China in order to overcome the
obstacle of Jackson - Vanik. What do you want, Senator, grumbled Deng
Xiaoping — would you like one million, five million, fifteen million, twenty-
five million? Scoop surrendered at that point. It was too much of a good
thing! Bue, in any event, China had passed the Jackson - Vanik hurdle.

For Scoop, human rights was something that was built into the
human constitution. And so in 1974, when Avital Sharansky left the
Soviet Union and her husband was retained inside of the Soviet Union,
he was impelled to make the freeing of Anatoly Sharansky his cause.
Anatoly had become the voice of the “refuseniks.” And then when the
Helsinki Accords were passed, he became the spokesman for the Helsinki
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Watch Movement within the Soviet Union, emphasizing deviations from
human rights by the Soviet government.

Scoop Jackson served as the conscience of several Administrations
in the attempt to free Anatoly Sharansky.

In 1977, some years later, Anatoly was, not to put too fine a point
on it, framed and was sent away. He was not the first to be framed
within the Soviet Union, nor, I may say regretfully, is he likely to be the
last. But he conducted himself throughour as a model of integrity and
courage. As he spoke to the court that sentenced him, he said:

I am told that if I agree to collaborate with the KGB in order to
destroy the Jewish emigration movement, then | will be given a
short sentence, quick release and even the possibility of joining
my wife. . . it might appear that I must have regrets about what
has happened, but this is not so. [ am happy. [ am happy that [
have lived honestly, in peace with my conscience, and have never
betrayed my soul, even when I was threatened with death.

Some nine years later, Anatoly Sharansky was freed and was per-
mitted to emigrate and to rejoin his wife. The statement that I have just
read suggests why it is most appropriate that, at the inaugural Henry M.
Jackson Memorial Lecture, Anatoly (now Natan) Sharansky be our speaker.

James R. Schlesinger is former Secretary of Defense and Energy
and farmer Director of the Central Intelligence Agency.
He currently serves as counselor to the Center for Strategic
and Interational Studies and is senior advisor to
Shearson Lehman Hutton Inc,



ADDRESS

Natan Sharansky

rs. Jackson, Mr. Schlesinger, ladies and gentlemen, dear friends
— “accomplices!”

Each time when [ hear the name of Henry Jackson I am inevitably
reminded of the 51 volumes of my criminal case — 51 volumes prepared
over sixteen months by seventeen investigators of the KGB which had to
prove that there exists a world Zionist plot against the Soviet Union, a
plot which involved Jews of the Soviet Union, Jews of Israel, Jews of
America, and, of course, so-called rcactionary forces of the West with
many American politicians taking an active part in this plot. Prior to my
trial, while reading all these volumes of my so-called case, I could find
there names of many of my “official accomplices,” Jewish fellows who
were my friends in the Jewish movement, my friends in our Helsinki
group, and politicians, journalists, tourists, coming from abroad, some
hundred names, mainly citizens of the United States of America. But
among those names there was one that was mentioned not just once, not
dozens, but hundreds of times, the name of the man who was singled out
as one standing at the head of this plot, as my closest and most impor-
tant comrade in crime. It was a man whom I never met, whom I never
spoke with on the telephone, but whaose very name symbolized for us all
the best that was in the West, and all those people in the West who came
to our support when we needed it in our struggle for our right to join our
people in Israel. It was the name of Senator Henry Jackson.

Since 1 was released, I have had many opportunities to speak and to
thank personally many of my so-called “accomplices.” And I'm very sad
that [ never had the opportunity to meet personally and to express my
gratitude personally to Senator Jackson. And now I want to set it right,
and what is a better place to express my gratitude, to give tribute to the
vision and courage of Senator Jackson, than here in this forum of the
Foundation established in his name.

How did it happen that the KGB chose this man as the one most
closely involved in my so-called “criminal activity” even though I never
met him? Why did the KGB hate him so much? 1 could see this hatred
very well during all my Jong interrogations when they were saying, “Do
you understand what an awful enemy of our country you were support-
ing and encouraging by your statements?” And all the statements by the
way — all my so-called “criminal activity” — were divided by the KGB into
two parts: high treason and anti-Soviet. High treason was mare serious, it
means the possibility to be sentenced to capital punishment. All the let-



ters supporting Senator Jackson, all the letters in which the name of
Senator Jackson was mentioned, were used as accusation of high treason.

Why did they hate him so much? I think because Senator Jackson
was a noble man, a very principled man who believed that our goals
stand for some very important moral principles. And on the other hand,
as a practical politician, he believed that it is not naive to insist on fulfill-
ment of these principles, but, on the contrary, by demanding that your
partner fulfill some fundamental principles on which our civilization is
based, you can make our world a better and more secure place in which
to live. He believed that it is not only a principled position but it is
practically the best position to deal with the Soviet Union and with
other countries of this world.

In October 1972 he proposed his Jackson - Vanik Amendment. [
want to remind you in what situation it took place. It was the period
when the Soviet Union on the one hand was facing an increasing Jewish
movement inside the Soviet Union, just when after many years it had
seemed that the official policy of false dissernination had destroyed all Jewish
feelings inside the Soviet Union. Suddenly after the Six-Day War there
was a new renaissance and many Jews understood that their place is not
in the Soviet Union, that they want to come back to their roots, to their
history and first of all to their people. On the other hand it was a time
when the Soviet Union hoped that finally after many years a way would
come to make the West involved in the recovery of the Soviet economy.

Soviet leaders have always believed that capitalists, as they called
them, international corporations, men of business, are ruling the Western
world. It is what we were studying in our schools, in our institutions. We
were studying the works of Lenin and the others who explain that for
the sake of big profit the West will do anything. And our leaders at the
same time were trying to teach the Western world — the free world —
the idea that human rights are only an internal affair of the Soviet
Union and that they will never permit anybody to be involved in this
issue. They will never give up to any pressure. And they hoped that even
if at some periods the West is very concerned with this, the time will
come, several years will pass, and the West will forget it, and the interests
of having some big profits will make them cooperate with the Soviet
Union on the conditions which the Soviets want.

Of course, when the pressure of our Jewish movement started
becoming bigger and bigger inside the Soviet Union and it was
immediately supported by many people in the West, they were annoyed,
politely speaking. But at the end of 1971 they had decided they had to
take an important step in order to stop this in the very beginning, when
emigration was still some thousand a year. Beginning in 1972 they made
a new law, taxes on education, which meant that those who have to
leave the Soviet Union have to pay for their education such sums which



nobody can even make in the Soviet Union for all their life. The reac-
tion of our friends in the West, of course, was very angry. And we felt
ourselves desperate. In order to be able to pay, people had to wait now
for 10, 15, 20 years to find some relatives abroad who could send them
money. They suddenly found themselves in a trap. At this moment, on
the wave of the protests which were all over the world, in the United
States Congress appeared an idea — the proposal of the Jackson Amend-
ment. And then we can see the results. Of course, the Soviet Union
never changes their laws under pressures. They didn’t change this law. This
law officially exists up to this day. But five months after this the Soviet
Union simply stopped using this law. Up to this present day a quarter
million of Jews and manv non-Jews have left the Soviet Union without
paying under this law these big sums. So I think it was the first and im-
mediate demonstration of the effectiveness of this Jackson Amendment.

In a word I can say that for many Jews in the Soviet Union Jackson
became the savior of their lives. Hundreds of thousands of Jews could
join their people in freedom. Thousands of non-Jews who wanted to live
in freedom and not in the Soviet Union could do it. And they attribute
it first of all to that noble position of Senator Jackson.

But 'm sure that Senator Jackson was doing it not simply because
for him the moral issue was so important, but because he understood
that you cannot deal with the Soviet Union by ignoring the question of
human rights. You cannot ignore the nature of the Soviet Union. You
have to understand that if you want serious, real agreements which are
based on trust, lasting agreements, you must demand from the Soviet
Union to change their behavior. We see that idea of linkage so clearly in
the Helsinki Act — there must be parallel progress in the first, second
and third baskets — in arms negotiations, in economic cooperation, and
in human rights. This idea could not have been so powerfully expressed
in the Helsinki Agreement had there not been all these discussions for
many years before about the Jackson Amendment, about legitimacy and
nonlegitimacy of such linkage.

It was interesting for me when | was reading all the long volumes of
my criminal case, how thoroughly the Soviet KGB was looking for every-
thing that was happening with the Jackson Amendment and Senator
Jackson's speeches and so on in the West in those years. All the hearings
which were in Congress on the Jackson Amendment were also in my
case. All remarks which were made against or for this were also in my
case. And so studying i, I could see how wrong were those impressions
which 1 had from those statements which we had learned in our school.
Who was in support of the Jackson Amendment? So-called class friends
of the Soviet Union, trade unions and human rights organizations. Who
were against the Jackson Amendment? Those whom we had becn taught
were the class enemies of the Soviet Union, big international corpora-
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tions. | am sure that the Soviets did hope that the word of people in
business would be the final word. But they didn’t understand who is
really ruling the Western world. The Western world is guided by prin-
ciples, by democracy and by noblc pcople like Senator Jackson.

When [ was studying this case I found there were some things for
which they couldn’t excuse Senator Jackson. One of the things was

" definitely that he wasn’t Jewish. For them it was very important that in
this so-called Zionist plot against them only Jews were taking part, and
then the plot is logical and in accordance with their theories. They were
so upset with the fact that there were many non-Jewish “accomplices” in
my case that they changed the nationality of a number of forcign
correspondents — some of whom I am happy to see here today — and in
special character references of the KGB they were all called Jewish. The
Soviets didn’t call Senator Jackson Jewish but they said all his ideas
about the Jackson Amendment and all his ideas in support of Jewish
emigration came to him from Senator Javits. I leave it to you to judge
how true it was! But that fixed my criminal case with all the special
character references assigned by the top experts of the KGB.

Another thing which [ think was very difficult for them to accept
was that Senator Jackson was a Democrat. Because again, traditionally,
we were taught in our schools that the Democratic Party was the party of
Franklin Roosevelt and John Kennedy who, as we studied in school,
wanted good relations with the Soviet Union. Now the time had come
when a Republican Administration finally wanted good trade relations
with the Soviet Union, and here comes a Democrat and makes problems
for them. To try to meet this problem, for example, they used as one of
the central episodes in the accusation of my high treason a statement
originating from a big group of Jewish activists, including myself, which
Senator Jackson read in Congress in 1975 in support of his amendment.
According to the script written by the KGB, Senator Jackson, in order to
become President, urgently needed the support of Jews so he allegedly
sent Senator Brooke, who was Republican by the way, to Moscow with
the draft of a letter in support of the amendment. I allegedly took it from
Senator Brooke, gathered signatures, and after this gave it back to
Brooke, who brought it to Jackson and Jackson read it. Again I leave to
you to judge whether it is truth or not! But when I said to them during
the investigaton: “it is difficult to discuss all this nonsense, but do you
really think that Senator Jackson who was running and was supposed to
become a candidate of the Democratic Party would send a Republican to
do it?” They said, “But do you think that he is really a Democrat?”

As I understand, Senator Jackson was also criticized in the West
from the other side. And this criticism was also collected in my case.
This criticism was that it’s not those principles in which he believed but
simply that Senator Jackson doesn’t want peace with the Soviet Union;
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that he doesn’t want a real agreement with the Soviet Union; that he is
even against the SALT Il Agreement. In fact, Senator Jackson’s position
was that real agreement must foresee mutual reduction of the number of
missiles. He was a Democrat, he was insisting on this, he believed it pos-
sible. His critics said that it was impossible to demand from the Soviet
Union reduction in weapons, the Soviet Union up until now never did
it; to freeze weapons cven at high levels would be good enough. Similarly,
on the question of emigration, he had been told that it is impossible to
demand from the Soviet Union freer emigration.

Now ten years after this and with a Republican Administration we
are standing on the eve of signing a very important INF agreement
between the Soviet Union and the United States of America which
foresees reduction, serious reduction, in a whole category of nuclear
missiles. [t is not exactly the type of agreemenr about which they were
speaking ten years ago. The situtation was different, and I am not the
expert to tell you whether it is good or bad — it’s really not my field. But
what [ really understand is that Senator Jackson was right when he was
insisting that real disarmament mecans reduction of forces and that we
must insist on this and that we must be very firm in negotiating these
rerms with the Soviet Union. During the last three vears, you saw how
all those people were saying that the Soviet Union will never do this and
will never accept those demands which were formulated some years ago
as the zero option — that it’s absolutely impossible. And now you see
that it became possible. I think that among those who contributed a lot
to this line there definitely is Senator Jackson. And just as he sets an ex-
ample of how you have to deal with the Soviet Union in arms nego-
tiations, I think he gives us a very important example of how one must
deal with the Soviet Union on other issues.

Senator Jackson was criticized by manv people, as I understand, for
allegedly being against peace. Ten years after | was arrested when coming
to the West [ have spoken about the same things which I was saying ten
years ago — about the importance of the linkage of human rights with
the other issues of relations with the Soviet Union, about trust of the
Soviet Union depending on the changing of their human rights record,
about the importance of the Helsinki ideas. While I was saying this ten
years ago | was characterized by many people as a liberal human rights
activist and so on and so on. [ was surprised to hear now, today, people
who are saying absolutely these same things calling me a right-wing war-
monger and so on and so on. So here I become again for the second time
“accomplice” of Senator Jackson.

And I want to say that I didn’t change. But something changed if
people say different things — a change in the armosphere in which dis-
cussion is taking place, a change for many people in the image of the Soviet
Union. So here we have to discuss briefly what is really happening in the
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Soviet Union today. Let’s speak in particular about Jewish emigration.

Yes, definitely, there are serious changes in the Soviet Union. And
these changes are first of all the result of that strong position which was
given the West by such leaders as Senator Jackson in demands to the
Soviet Union — in explaining to the Soviet Union that real changes in
our relations cannot be reached without changing the approach of the
Soviet Union, without changing their human rights record. Now today a
very realistic leader came to power in the Soviet Union, a leader who is
very concerned about his realisms, first of all, realism about the economic
situation inside the Soviet Union, who also recognizes the power of the
human rights equadon for the West, and who understands that it is not
big business corporations but people like Senator Jackson who are ruling
the Western world. So, he understands that he must change something.
He must change his image in the West. Of course, he also wants to
change the system inside the Soviet Union. He tries to make it work
much more effectively and economically. And he doesn’t succeed in it.
And he is reaching very quickly the limits of the changes which he can
make in the Soviet Union. So he knows that the only other way is to
open the gates of the West to the Soviet Union, to make the West again
involved in the recovery of the Soviet Union economy. So with such a
new type of leader, if we will continue the line shown us by Senator
Jackson, we can have today more chances for success than ever before.

But what’s happened? Gorbachev released a majority of names
known in the West from prisons and from among refuseniks. He in-
creases the level of emigration. In comparison with the previous two or
three years when he was decreasing it very substantially — five, six, seven
times more. But it’s still a little part in contrast to the 70’s and those
51,000 in a year in 1979. Now it is maybe 7,000, maybe 8,000. In com-
parison with those 400,000 Jews who have now made their first step to
emigrate — who have asked invitations from the West, from Israel — this
number is almost nothing. In comparison with the previous year, it is
quite a lot.

But while making much publicity from the emigration of every
known name, Gorbachev starts using a new law, which is definitely the
most dangerous since the introduction of the tax on emigration in 1972.
This new law in particular says that only those who have first-degree
relatives have the right to apply for a visa. Practically it means that from
those 400,000 whom I mentioned more than 90% of the people cannot
even apply for a visa. So that is the real danger. And now almost all of
the people who are permitted to leave there, except some known names,
are those who can apply under the terms of this new law. So all the
others are discouraged. This little increase which takes place now doesn’t
help the overwhelming majority.

In these conditions, where at this moment is the new Senator
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Jackson who will react in the same way in which Senator Jackson reacted
in 19727

The situation has really changed seriously if peaple are so happy
that they feel that all our struggles are coming to the happy end, that
they forget to look at the pure facts and don’t notice seriously, don’t take
seriously into account, what a danger these last steps of the Soviet
government are for all our movement.

Yesterday I was really encouraged to hear during the so-called
“bridge” between Congress and the so-called “elected” officials of the
Soviet Union when Congressman Hoyer, answering to the question as to
- whether the Congress will ratify the arms reduction agreement which will
be signed by Gorbachev and Reagan, said, “Well, you see it depends on
whether we can trust you and trust means fulfillment of the previous
obligations.” He metitioned health care and he mentioned the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, where it is said that everybody, not first-
degree relatives, not second-degree relatives, but everybody has a right to
leave the country and come back. What about this? Well, Congressman
Hoyer didn't get an answer, though the very fact that he made such a
clear connection between these two questions was maybe a good sign.

But when they really come to decide the question of ratification, or
even of development of new cultural exchanges or technological
exchanges, how many Senators or Congressmen will be really ready to
make such a direct connection between these questions and the human
rights record of the Soviet Union and freedom of emigration? I don’t
know the answer to this question.

But what I do know is that we are not alone in this struggle. I do
know that we still have the great support of the American people. And
many Jews from all over America, and many non-Jews for whom the
question of human rights and freedom of emigration is important and
who believe that demanding, insisting on these principles is the only way
to make our world more secure and agreements which are signed by the
Soviet Union reliable, will come to demonstrate on the 6th of December
at the Lincoln Memorial in Washington. And [ am happy to know that
Mrs. Helen Jackson will be there with us. )

All those people who come will definitely be inspired by the ideas
and vision of Senator Jackson, and it will be one more step on the way
to fulfillment of the ideal of Senator Jackson. And they are saying that
the best tribute which we can give to the memory and to the work of
this great man and great American is to continue struggling for the prin-
ciples which he proclaimed.
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