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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 7469 

November 10, 1986 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: JOHN M. POINDEXTER 

SUBJECT: VOA Coverage of Reykjavik 

Issue 

Voice of America's (VOA's) coverage of the Reykjavik meeting. 

Facts 

USIA Director Wick has sent you a report on how VOA covered 
the Reykjavik meeting and your Oval Office address to the 
nation (Tab A). In addition to the news coverage, VOA broad­
cast several editorials explaining your policy. 

Discussion 

Through VOA, audiences around the world, including over 23 million 
regular listeners in the USSR, learned about the Administration's 
position. The editorial at Tab B will give you an idea of how 
the world was told about the Reykjavik outcome. 

Recommendation 

Attachment 

Tab A 
Tab B 

No 

Wick Report 
Editorial 

That you read the editorial at Tab B. 

Prepared by: 
John Lenczowski 

cc: Vice President 

\ 



United States 
Information 
Agency 

Washington. 0 C 2054 7 

Dear Mr. President: 

Office of the Director 

7469 

October 14, 1986 

Listeners around the world heard your message from the oval 
Office Monday October 13. The Voice of America broadcast your 
speech live to East and South Asia and to Latin America. 
Translations of your entire address were broadcast in Russian, 
Spanish and Chinese the same evening you delivered it, and 
listeners in Europe and Africa were able to hear major excerpts 
from it when they awoke Tuesday morning. Immediately following 
your address, an editorial, •impasse in Iceland• was prepared 
for all VOA languages. 

This coverage was the highlight of VOA's intensive and 
extensive coverage of the Reykjavik Conference and its 
consequences. With more than eighty on-the-scene 
Correspondents' Reports in English, live reports from Iceland 
in Russian and Ukrainian, and extensive discussion of the 
issues behind the news--including an interview with Richard 
Perle--VOA provided timely comprehensive coverage for a 
world-wide audience. VOA also broadcast a series of five 
editorials on the main issues of the Reykjavik meeting last 
week. 

Our 23 million regular listeners in the Soviet Union, and the 
countless others who tuned in, heard live reports about 
developments at the conference only minutes after they 
happened. VOA stayed far ahead of Radio Moscow in bringing the 
news from Reykjavik to the 1eE populace. 

The President 
The White House 

USIA 



Editorial 0-2142 _(OUR01) October 14, 1986 

IMPASSE IN ICELAND 

Anncr : 

Next, a VOA Editorial, reflecting the views of the U.S. Government. 

Voice : 

When he left for Reykjavik last Thursday, President Reagan expressed hope that 

he and General Secretary Gorbachev would emerge with blueprints to narrow 

differences on arms control, regional conflicts, human rights and other major issues. 

Both the U.S. and Soviet delegations presented serious new proposals, and a 

breakthrough seemed imminent. But when the two leaders and their aides finally 

emerged, disappointment showed on every face . The constructive compromises of 

Sunday morning were stalled by an impasse that afternoon, and the potentially 

warm news from Iceland chilled in the cold climate of Soviet intransigence. 

The President had not expected to conclude permanent agreements in 

Reykjavik . He sought to identify points of accord for possible ratification at a 

formal summit later. He hoped to streamline future negotiations by eliminating 

issues on which both sides agreed to disagree. The President emphasized U.S. 

concerns about the USSR's human rights violations and expansionist policies in 

Afghanistan and other Third World countries. But he also went far in trying to 

reconcile U.S. proposals with those of the Soviet Union . The two delegations 

seemed ready to agree on substantial reductions in offensive nuclear weapons, 

including a total elimination of intermediate-range missiles in Europe, pnd a phased 

elimination of all long-range missiles within ten years. 

Sadly, it wasn't to be -- at least not this week-end . The Soviets wanted to turn 

Reykjavik into a one-issue meeting, focusing solely on arms control. Although they 

had indicated willingness to discuss Afghanistan and other non -arms control 



subjects, it became clear they had one primary objective : to force President Reagan 

to abandon SDI -- the Strategic Defense Initiative . The President was not and is not 

prepared to do this. 

Simply put, the Strategic Defense Initiative is too important to be sacrificed in a 

poker game with the Soviets. Its basic purpose is to change the nature of strategic 

deterrence from mutually assured destruction to mutually assured survival -- to 

develop a non-nuclear system that would not harm people, but would prevent 

nuclear warheads from reaching their targets on earth. As President Reagan said, 

SDI is our insurance policy -- insurance against Soviet violations of existing or future 

agreements, and against any other nuclear threat that might arise. 

The Soviets are determined to derail SDI, falsely accusing the U.S. of expanding 

the arms race into space. What they do not mention, of course, is their own 

strategic defense program. They proposed changing the 1972 ABM treaty to 

outlaw SDI development, knowing full well that their own research in many 

strategic defense technologies has been underway for twenty years. 

For a while in Reykjavik, great strides on reducing nuclear weapons and 

narrowing differences on regional and humanitarian problems seemed possible. 

But the Soviets stalled out, holding everything else hostage to their desire to kill 

SDI. President Reagan showed extraordinary flexibility, but he could not pay the 

price demanded by the USSR. Americans and our allies need SDI as a future shield 

of freedom . 

Nevertheless, there is still reason for hope. President Reagan's invitation to 

General Secretary Gorbachev for a summit in the U.S. remains open . And, as the 

President said Monday night, "Our (arms proposals) are out there on the table . 

They won't go away . We are ready to pick up where we left off." 

Anncr: 

That was a VOA Editorial, reflecting the views of the U.S. Government. 



Editorial 0-2134 (OUS23) 

NO SHORT-CUTS TO SAFETY 

Anncr: 

October 10, 1986 

Next, a VOA Editorial, reflecting the views of the U.S. Government. 

Voice : 

This weekend, President Reagan and Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev meet in 

Reykjavik, Iceland, to renew the dialogue they began a year ago in Geneva. In the 

past year, top-level U.S. and Soviet advisors have held a series of discussions on the 

agenda set at Geneva, including human rights, regional conflicts and arms control. 

In Iceland, discussion will once more center on the issues that divide us, in hopes 

that our differences can be narrowed . 

One of the most complicated issues is arms reduction. Two days is too short a 

time to reach quick answers to complex questions that have occupied expert arms 

negotiators in Geneva for almost two years. But it is time enough for President 

Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev to explore ways to move those 

negotiations forward . At Reykjavik, the President will underscore the goal that 

guides our approach to arms control: making the world a safer place, by making 

deep reductions in nuclear weapons. 

Reductions are all the more necessary after a decade-long Soviet nuclear build ­

up. As a result, our friends and allies in Europe and Asia now find themselves facing 

a new Soviet threat : the SS-20 mobile nuclear missile. When negotiations to 

remove the new missiles failed, NATO, the West's major military alliance, was forced 

to counter the Soviet weapons with a limited number of its own . But as President 

Reagan will make clear at Reykjavik, we remain convinced that Europe and Asia 

would be safer still if these missiles were completely eliminated world-wide -- and 

the possibility of interim reductions on the way to zero is a way to get there . 

s 



Reducing missiles is one way to reduce the nuclear threat; exploring 

technologies that might one day shield us against nuclear attack is another. That is 

the aim of SDI --the Strategic Defense Initiative research program . Defensive 

systems pose no threat to people : their mission is to destroy missiles launched 

against us. Despite this, the Soviet Union has launched a rhetorical attack against 

SDI, claiming it will spark a new arms race -- even as it hides from public view Soviet 

strateg ic defense programs that span two decades. 

We will continue to urge the Soviets to drop their campaign against SDI, and to 

join us in discussing how anti-missile defenses might help decrease the nuclear 

threat in the decades ahead . Strategic defenses, coupled with radical reductions in 

nuclear weapons, would -- as the President has said -- move us closer "to the 

ultimate elimination of nuclear weapons from the face of the Earth ." 

There is no shortcut to a safer future, and no simple solution to the serious 

challenge of reducing the nuclear threat. But thjs weekend in Reykjavik, President 

Reagan will have a chance to outline the initiatives we think might point the way. 

Anncr: 

That was a VOA Editorial, reflecting the views of the U.S. Government. 

-0-



///NOTE TO EDITORS/// 

THE FOLLOWING EDITORIAL CONTAINS THREE OPTIONAL PARAGRAPHS, BUT 

LANGUAGE SERVICES MUST USE THE GRAPH THAT PERTAINS TO THEIR OWN 

GEOGRAPHIC REGION. IN OTHER WORDS, LATIN AMERICAN SERVICES MUST USE 

OPT" A", AFRICAN SERVICES MUST USE OPT "B" AND ASIAN SERVICES MUST USE 

OPT "C". IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS CALL THE POLICY OFFICE OR DUTY 

OFFICER DON LANDERS, 892-4323. 

Editorial 0-2133 (0UR0 1) October 9, 1986 

REGIONAL ISSUES AT THE SUMMIT 

Anncr : 

Next, a VOA Editorial, reflecting the views of the U.S. Government. 

Voice : 

Several II regional II issues are expected to be discussed at the meeting this 

weekend between President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev. One of 

them is the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan . Ending the occupation is not only 

the right of the Afghan people, but is clearly in the interest of the Soviet people. 

The USSR's leaders claim to be interested in an Afghan settlement; yesterday, on 

the eve of the Reykjavik meeting, the Soviet government said that some Soviet 

troops would be withdrawn next week. But it is not clear that, if this withdrawal 
. . 

occurs, it will materially affect Soviet combat capacities -- or that departing troops 

will not be replaced with fresh forces, as they have in the past. Counter-insurgency 

forces in Afghanistan are estimated to have doubled in the past three years and 

four of the six regular army regiments slated for w ithdrawal -- largely anti -aircraft 

and tank units -- are not suited for warfare in Afghan istan in any case . At 

Reykjavik, President Reagan will rem ind Mr. Gorbachev that the only acceptab le 



settlement is one that ensures the complete withdrawal of all Soviet troops, and the 

restoration of the Afghan people's right of self determination. 

Afghanistan is the most blatant and bloody example of Soviet involvement in 

the politics and conflicts of the Third World, but it is not the only one . At Reykjavik, 

President Reagan will also bring up problems created by Soviet intervention in 

Africa , Southeast Asia and Central America . The Soviets support the Vietnamese 

occupation of Cambodia with arms and ammunition, opposing attempts by 

Cambodia's neighbors to work out a formula for Vietnamese withdrawal. The USSR 

is participating in Angola's civil war with military advisors and arms shipments, 

helping to maintain a proxy army of thirty six thousand Cubans in the field. In 

Central America, Moscow's massive military and security assistance to the 

Sandinistas has facilitated the betrayal of the anti-Somoza revolution -- helping to 

replace one dictatorship with an even more oppressive one. 

[OPT A -- Those who betrayed Nicaragua's 1979 revolution against dictator 

Anastasio Somoza have been aided by military advisors and hundreds of millions of 

dollars in arms from the USSR. Soviet support for the Sandinistas has not only 

permitted the Nicaraguan regime to replace one dictatorship with another, but to 

attempt to subvert neighboring Central American governments. Soviet backing is a 

primary reason the regional peace talks between Nicaragua and its neighbors are 

stalemated . The Sandinistas have been able to avoid making compromises 

necessary to bring peace to the region . Soviet backing has also made it possible for 

the Sandinistas to spurn repeated calls by their domestic opponents for a 

negotiated end to their civil war. END OPT] 

[OPT B -- In Africa, as President Reagan noted in his recent UN address, 

"thirteeen hundred Soviet military advisors and thirty-six thousand Cuban troops 

direct and participate in combat operations to prop-up an unpopular, repressive 

regime in Angola ." In 1985, the Soviets increased deliveries of advanced fighter 



aircraft and missile systems to the already-troubled region. Their involvement not 

only complicates a settlement of the dispute between Angolans, but is preventing 

South African withdrawal from Namibia. -- ENO OPT] 

[OPT C -- In Southeast Asia, the Vietnamese Army, supported and supplied by the 

Soviet Union, has illegally occupied Cambodia for almost eight years. Each year 

since Hanoi's invasion, the Vietnamese occupation has been condemned by 

overwhelming majorities in the United Nations. We think the Soviet leaders should 

use their considerable influence with Hanoi to seek an end to its Cambodian 

occupation . --END OPT] 

In Reykjavik, President Reagan is expected to discuss problems created by Soviet 

intervention in all of these areas. The U.S. believes that reductions in the levels of 

armaments around the world would be much easier if the Soviet Union would 

contribute to increasing the level of trust between nations by halting its 

interference in the affairs of other regions. 

Anncr : 

That was a VOA Editorial, reflecting the views of the U.S. Government. 
-0-



Editorial 0-2132 (0UR09) 

SOVIET-AMERICAN OPENNESS 
Anncr: 

October 8, 1986 

Next, a VOA Editorial, reflecting the views of the U.S. Government. 

Voice : 

When President Ronald Reagan and General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev met 

last November in Geneva, they agreed to expand academic, cultural and other 

exchanges between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. As President Reagan put it, 

"enduring peace requires openness, honest communications and opportunities for 

our peoples to get to know one another directly." Perhaps the most dramatic new 

exchange so far was the triumphant concert tour of the USSR by American pianist 

Vladimir Horowitz. The Soviets reciprocated by sending the magnificant Kirov 

Ballet to the U.S. 

On a quieter level, the new exchange initiative has resulted in programs for 

Soviet and American high school students to study at each others' schools, more 

exchanges of university students and professors, and cooperation in such vital fields 

as cancer research and environmental protection. Last month, two hundred 

seventy Americans traveled to Latvia for a five-day meeting with Soviet citizens. 

The expanding exchange of people and artists is a welcome development in 

relations between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. But it is simply not possible for 

enough Americans and Russians to visit each other's countries to contribute 

significantly to relaxing tensions and increasing mutual understanding. The 

exchanges must be complemented by a free flow of information . 

This flow exists from the Soviet Union to the U.S. Pravda is available in English 

on American newstands. Soviet spokesmen appear frequently on American 

television . Radio Moscow can be heard by any American who takes the trouble to 

tune in . But the Soviet government continues to deny its citizens access to 

information from the West by jamming the Voice of America, Radio Liberty, BBC 



and other foreign radio broadcasts. With the exception of the magazine America 

Illustrated, U.S. publications cannot be purchased in the USSR, nor are American 

spokesmen free to make their views known in the Soviet media, despite the spirit of 

the Geneva Summit, and the letter of the Helsinki Accords, and the fact that 

jamming is prohibited by the International Telecommunications Union. 

The free flow of information, then, remains one of the issues dividing the United 

States and the Soviet Union as we proceed to Reykjavik and to the subsequent 

summit in the U.S. Americans have done their part. We are now hoping for 

evidence of Soviet sincerity. 

Anncr: 

That was a VOA Editorial, reflecting the views of the U.S. Government. 

-0-



Editorial 0-2131 (0UR42) October 7, 1986 

REVIEWING RIGHTS IN REYKJAVIK 

Anncr : 

Next, a VOA Editorial, reflecting the views of the U.S. Government. 

Voice : 

At the formal signing of the Final Act of the 1975 Helsinki Accords, U.S. President 

Gerald Ford observed that" History will judge this conference not by ... the 

promises we make, but by the promises we keep ." On Sunday, Yuri Orlov arrived in 

New York to remind the world that the peoples of the Soviet Union are still waiting 

for their government to make good on promises made in Helsinki eleven years ago . 

In 1968, Orlov's experiments in physics won him a corresponding membership in 

the Soviet Armenian Academy of Sciences. Ten years later, Orlov's experiments 

with human rights won him a seven-year sentence to a Soviet forced labor camp . 

Soviet leaders promised at Helsinki to respect "human rights and fundamental 

freedoms, including the freedom of thought, conscience, religion or belief." Orlov 

and a courageous group of private Soviet citizens began at once to monitor their 

government's compliance with these fundamental principles. In a series of 

eighteen documents issued before his arrest in February, 1977, Orlov and his fellow 

monitors reported continued official persecution of all independent relig ious 

worship, pol it ical opin ion, artistic expression, ethnic and national culture . 

The Helsinki mon itors themselves were soon arrested : Anatoly Shcharansky, 

Alexander Podrabinek, Yuri Orlov, Tatyana Osipova and many others. Some of the 

monitors -- like Ukrainians Oleksiy Tykhy and Yuriy Lytvyn -- have d ied in captivity. 

Others -- such as Georgian activist Tengiz Gudava or Jewish refusenik Yul iy 

Edelshteyn -- are held in harsh confinement and denied adequate med ical care . 

The U.S. has not forgotten the fate of the monitors. We have rem inded the 

Soviet government -- t ime and t ime again -- of its obl igations under the accords. In 



the course of numerous summits and high level exchanges, we have stressed that 

the abridgment of basic human rights by the Soviet government poses a serious 

obstacle to improved relations with the U.S. The official Soviet response has been 

increased repression of its own citizens and unprecedented harassment of American 

visitors -- including arbitrary searches, detention and expulsion. Despite Soviet 

promises to facilitate people-to-people contacts between East and West, Soviet 

citizens are subject to prosecution merely for talking to or furnishing housing or 

transportation for foreign visitors. 

U.S. Ambassador Warren Zimmerman stated the issue at a recent session of the 

CSCE preparatory talks in Vienna this way : "The United States believes that on the 

part of certain states there is a wide gulf, particularly in the area of human rights 

and fundamental freedoms, between promise and performance. We see that gulf 

as a central problem in the CSCE process as a whole." 

Th is weekend in Iceland, President Reagan will be talking to General Secretary 

Gorbachev about ways and means of narrowing that gulf. The General Secretary'~ 

response w ill be an important test of his sincerity and leadership. 

Anncr : 

That was a VOA ed itorial reflecting the views of the U.S. government. 

-0-



/////////NOTE TO EDITORS/////////// 

THE FOLLOWING EDITORIAL, "SETTING THE SCENE FOR REKJAVIK", FOR USE ON 

MONDAY, OCTOBER 6TH, IS THE 1ST IN A SERIES ON THE ISSUES TO BE DISCUSSED 

DURING THE REAGAN-GORBACHEV MEETING. WE PLAN TO RELEASE ONE 

EDITORIAL EACH DAY NEXT WEEK ON HUMAN RIGHTS, ARMS CONTROL ETC ... . 

Editorial 0-2130 (OUR01) October 6, 1986 

SETTING THE SCENE FOR REYKJAVIK 

Anncr: 

Next, a VOA Editorial, reflecting the views of the U.S. Government. 

Voice : 

Most of the world was surprised when the U.S. and Soviet governments 

announced that President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev will meet 

October 11th in Reykjavik . Meetings between world leaders are usually announced 

months in advance, like last year's summit in Geneva. As agreed then, we st ill 

expect Mr. Gorbachev to come to the United States for another summit with the 

President. Meanwhile, the Reykjavik meeting will take place, but it is different in a 

variety of ways. In a personal letter to President Reagan, Mr. Gorbachev proposed a 

preparatory session in advance of the next summit. The President welcomed the 

idea, for he knows it would be wrong to pass up any chance to narrow U.S. -Soviet 

differences. A meeting in a more informal atmosphere may help isolate areas of 

understanding . And there is always the possibility that understand ings reached 

now could lead to more formal agreements in the future . 

The basic issues that concern the United States comprise a four-point agenda , in 

essence, the same over-all agenda the President took to Geneva last year . First, we 

. will continue to call upon the Soviets to respect human rights . We expect the 



Soviets and their allies to comply with the provisions of the Helsinki Accords, the UN 

Charter and other international human-rights covenants they have signed. Among 

many concerns, we urge the Soviets to permit freer emigration; to free prisoners of 

conscience like Andrei Sakharov from prison or exile; to honor the rights of 

believers to practice their religion; and to permit national minorities to observe the 

traditions of their fathers. 

Second, we hope to make progress on resolving regional conflicts. Most 

prominent is the case of Afghanistan, where nearly seven years after the USSR 

invaded that country, more than 100,000 Soviet soldiers still wage war against a 

majority of the people. It remains to be seen whether reports of a planned phased 

withdrawal of troops actually takes place or amounts to no more than token action. 

In addition, Soviet backing of Marxist expansionism in Ethiopia, Cambodia, Central 

America and the southern African region poses an equally dangerous threat to 

international security . 

Third, we look forward to expanding the cultural, scientific, educational and 

people-to-people contacts that have proved the most fruitful results to date of the 

first Reagan-Gorbachev summit. 

Finally, and most complicated, is the whole spectrum of arms-control issues: 

from reducing offensive nuclear arms to exploring the possibility of establishing 

defense systems against nuclear attack; from limiting conventional force 

deployments to forging a plan to ban chemical weapons -- all are elements of the 

U.S.-Soviet strategic balance that we eventually hope to reconcile. 

As Secretary of State George Shultz put it : "Let's go (to Reykjavik) and grapple . 

The name of the game is problem-solving, and that's what we're trying to do." 

Anncr: 

That was a VOA Editorial, reflecting the views of the U.S. Government. 
-0-



ACTION 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON. D.C . 20506 

MEMORANDUM FOR RODNEY B. McDANIEL 

FROM: JACK F. MATLOCT~J,~ 
SCOTT DEAN ~ 

SUBJECT: Thank you Letter to Gorbachev 

7790 

November 10, 1986 

At Tab I is a memo from you to John Hilboldt of the Gift Unit 
returning and clearing a draft thank-you letter for Gorbachev. 
We have made minor changes. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memo to Hilboldt at Tab I. 

Approve______ Disapprove _____ _ 
fl,st>~W\ Mo/.,'SS 

Judyt Mandel and Steve Sestanovicfi concur. 

Attachments 

Tab I McDaniel Memo to Hilboldt 
Tab A Draft Thank-You Letter to 

handwritten NSC changes. 
packet as received. 

Gorbachev with 
Attached is complete 



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506 

7790 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN HILBOLDT 

FROM: RODNEY B. McDANIEL 

SUBJECT: Clearance of Thank You Letter to Gorbachev 

The NSC has reviewed the draft thank-you letter at Tab A from the 
President to General Secretary Gorbachev. We concur on the 
letter with the changes noted. 

Attachment 

Tab A Draft Thank-You Letter to Gorbachev with 
handwritten NSC changes. Attached is complete 
packet as received. 

(\ 



October 27, 19B6 

Dear Mr. General Secretary: 

It was a pleasure to meet with you in 
Reykjavik to ad~s~pe important issues ca! ~!m!n rights ......,e'!'10Bal conflist&, and 
bi~atc al reias.~;: bf':een the Soviet 
U 1 nd the 0ft:.---d ~es-.:) To move 
forward to a world at peace will be of 
benefit not only to our peoples but also 
of all mankind. 

Nancy ~jtI want~thank you for the kind 
gifts-;jjj_b you presented for us. The 
samovar with serving pieces, the lacquered 
plaque, and the caviar are certainly 
appreciated as tokens of your 
thoughtfulness. 

With our best wishes to you and to Mrs. 
Gorbachev as we pursue the goal of a safer 
and more peaceful future, 

Sincerely, 
RR 

His Excellency Mikhail Gorbachev 
General Secretary of the -Central. Committee 
of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union 

Moscow 

RR:CMF:JEH:AVH 

DISPATCH THRU STATE. 

\~ 

-
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WHITE HOUSE 
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Received (YY/MM/DD) --~-~--
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ROUTE TO: 

Office/Agency (Staff Name) 
Action 
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ACTION 

Tracking 
Date 

YY/MM/DD 

(B) __ _ (C) __ _ 
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of 
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Code YY/MM/DD 
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fl_TE HOUSE GIFT UNIT 

- 'INITIALS CMF 
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October 14, 1986 -- , ·o ,..., 
j J0'J ~ .... 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN HILBOLDT 
FROM: KATHY OSBORNE 

SUBJECT: ICELAND GIFTS 

The following is a list of gifts received in Iceland which need 
acknow~~ g,.;, ... .-~,""""''•-- .... .., ... _ ...... .__,.,_ · 

,l•'"'.,..,.....,,,d ~---~,-.,.,.......,~ 

; l ·;--From S.G. Gorbachev -- you have the gi~ 

i,--2) Prime Minis ero t !celan'cr-- yo~ hive . the gifts 

v3) 

7) 

Big Book, Historic Documents in Nordic from the P.M. of Iceland -- you 
have. 

President of Iceland's gifts -- you have 

IDF Hat -- Keflavik Naval Air Station -- no thank you needed 

Johnathan Miller's father-in-law se1t IcelaJidic vodka -- 2 bottles. 
needs a thank you note. - ~ aJ_ ;.~,t~. 
Ambassador Nick Ruwe gave RR 2 books, one on the Soviet Union and 
one on Iceland -- Needs a thank you note but should be coordinated 
with a thank you letter with NSC for giving up his home to the 
President while in Iceland. 

.,J 

JO I t X I 'I- ,, 4 .. 



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506 

November 12, 1986 

8155 

MEMORANDUM FOR AMBASSADOR THEODORE R. BRITTON, JR. 
Assistant to the 'secretary for International 
Affairs 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 

SUBJECT: Clearance of Travel to the Soviet Union by 
Secretary Pierce 

On November 10 you requested NSC clearance under the President's 
Memorandum of February 22, 1982 on Foreign Travel by US Officials 
for the visit to the Soviet Union of the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development. You noted that Secretary Pierce is to lead 
the US delegation to the US-USSR Technical Seminar and Catalogue 
Exhibition on November 13-15. You noted this trip has been 
coordinated with the Department of State. 

Pursuant to the President's Directive of February 22, 1982, the 
President's National Security Advisor approves Secretary Pierce's 
trip to the Soviet Union, as described. 

~~;,~iel 
Executive Secretary 

Attachment: 

Tab A My Memorandum of November 7 on TOY Travel to the USSR 



ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506 

RODNEY B. McDANIEL 

JACK F. MATLOCK~ If:) "'~M 
R. SCOTT DEAN 

~ and 8156 

November 12, 1986 

Clearance for HUD Secretary Pierce and Assistant 
Secretary Koch to Travel to the USSR 

At Tabs I and II are memos from you to HUD approving the visits 
to the Soviet Union of HUD Secretary Pierce and the HUD Assistant 
Secretary for Policy Development and Research, Dr. June Q. Koch. 
These visits have both been coordinated with and approved by 
State. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memos at Tabs I and II to HUD approving the 
visits to the USSR. 

/) ('' )-

Approve /"':)I Disapprove 
-.s6,..,-:JW\ 7 ~o t... ~ ---

Judyt Mandel and Steve Sestanovicfi~ ~crncur. 

Attachments 

Tab I Memo 
Tab -A 

Tab II Memo 
Tab B 

to HUD Approving Sec. Pierce's Trip (8155) 
HUD Memo Asking Poindexter Approve Pierce Trip 
to HUD Approving Asst. Sec. Koch's Trip (8156) 
HUD Memo Asking Poindexter Approve Koch Trip 
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l:J .S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20410-0001 

November 10, 1986 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Executive Secretary, National 

FROM: Ambassador Jr., Assistant to the Secretary 
for International Affai 

SUBJECT: Notification of Foreign Travel by HUD Presidential Appointee 
Official, November 13-23, 1986 

REF: The President's Memorandum on Foreign Travel by U.S. Officials, 
February 22, 1982 

HUD Secretary, The Honorable Samuel R. Pierce, Jr., will be travelling 
to Moscow, USSR to lead a 32-member U.S. Delegation to the US-USSR 
Technical Seminar and Catalogue Exhibition under the US-USSR Agreement 
on Housing and Other Construction. This event is preparatory to U.S. 
participation in the International Construction Industry Exhibition in 
Moscow in late May 1987. This trip has been coordinated with the 
Department of State. 

Secretary Pierce's .itinerary follows: 

THURSDAY 11/13/86 

FRIDAY 11/14/86 

SATURDAY 11/15/86 

LV Washington-Dulles airport via 
Trans World Airlines flight 890 at 
5:45 PM 

AR Paris-DeGaulle airport at 7:25 
AM 

LV Paris-DeGaulle airport via Air 
France flight 720 at 9:00 AM 

AR Moscow-Sheremetyevo airport at 
2:40 PM 

i'-' 



SATURDAY 11/22/86 

SUNDAY 11/23/86 

LV Moscow-Sheremetyevo airport via 
Air France flight 721 at 3:55 PM 

AR Paris-DeGaulle airport at 5:45 PM 

LV Paris-DeGaulle airport via Pan Am 
flight 115 at 11:30 AM 

AR New York-JFK airport at 1:30 PM 

LV New York-LaGuardia airport via 
Eastern Shuttle (OPEN) 

AR Washington-National airport 

I will be grateful if you would expedite a clearance for this travel. 



EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT STAFFING DOCUMENT 

8155 : ,) .. SYSTEM LOG NUMBER: 
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DUE: 
12 NOV 

.. , ---------
Prepare Memo For President O ~pare MemQ McDaniel to Chew 
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D D Grimes 

CT D Hanley 
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D D Laux 
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O O Thompson .• 
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Secretariat 
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Return to Secretariat .. 



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506 

November· 12, 1986 

·7 9 35 

t1EMQRP..NDUM FOR MS. HELEN ROBBINS 

SUBJECT: 

Executive Assistant to the Secretary 
Department of Commerce 

Request for Clearance of Article by Secretary of 
Commerce on u.s.-soviet Trade Relations 

On October 30, Commerce requested NSC clearance for an article 
by Secretary Baldrige on US-Soviet trade for the Journal of 
Commerce and Economescheskaya Gazeta. The NSC has reviewed the 
text submitted and clears it with the changes shown at Tab A. 

We note that clearance from State was requested simultaneously 
with NSC clearance. When time permits, clearance from other 
agencies should be received before NSC clearance is sought. 

The NSC has not seen State's comments on this article. If State 
and Commerce are unable to agree on a text, the dispute should be 
referred to the NSC. 

Attachment 

Tab A 
Tab B 

d&//4~ 
Rodney B. McDaniel~­
Executive Secretary 

Article by Sec. Baldrige with NSC changes 
Commerce Memo to NSC 



SOVIET-AMERICAN TRADE 

CAN AND SHOULD GROW 

by Malcolm Baldrige 
Secretary of Commerce 

United States of America 

I am pleased to be part of the innovative project . in which the 

Journal of Commerce and the Soviet Economic Journal are 

publishing articles by government officials and business 

executives of each other's country. It should make a 

significant contribution toward better communication between 

the two countries. 

Let me stress that the United States wants an improved trade 

relationship with the USSR, just as it wants a better overall 

relationship with the Soviet Union. President Reagan believes 

that trade can be a significant part of a more constructive 

bilateral relationship, and he favors an increase in peaceful 

trade that would benefit both countries. 

I also must stress that trade relations with the Soviet Union 

cannot be viewed separately from our overall relations. The 

political and security aspects dominate the overall 

relationship between the two superpowers, and what happens to 

trade is heavily dependent on what else happens in our 

relations. Trade can be a leading element in our relationship, 

but it cannot get out too far ahead of the other elements. 
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Fundamental improvements in the trade r~lationship cannot take 

place apart from parallel improvements in other aspects of the 

relationship. A particularly important objective for the 

United States is human rights, including emigration. The 

United States is a nation of immigrants, and the rights of 

others to emigrate, as spelled out in the Helsinki agreements, 

are of fundamental concern to us. Our law does not allow us to 

grant "Most Favored Nation" trading status (MFN) to other 

countries unless this contributes to freer emigration. 

Additionally, trade in some products and technologies is simply 

not possible,from ettr pcr!pective. The United States, like the 
-~ . J-. ~ 

e~~,~~jer WestefrA Rations. takes care to avoid selling goods 
~ , _J 

and technologies that would directly improve ,i::g11iel military /J-i ~~ : ,_. i 
ef -ffu. e~ S' ,"&, 7t.:..... \IYl.t.~ -ft._.u.:;r('.s.~ · 

capabilitie~ In addition to weapol'\3, this includes sgme d 

sophist~c1ted _goo!;_and !echnologies, such as powerful 1jL'_fi' ., 
Tu~ t ..a:,1M ',/,..,. ~~ t . . J ~ L, ,1.J)· c-1.. \. ~-

computer c;..,.. tkat we1:1le be l1k~ to t~octe-t t?'- ;t- 0 ·.r 
. ~ ,/if~,(} ~~611"--r@'i~ l 

~p#n,s-~-rr &,'.;~l :,*w .... r I . ""-• -:- c, 

Since there cannot be a fundamental improvement in trade 

without major gains in other areas, some say that there is not 

much opportunity for expanded trade between the United States 

and the Soviet Union. I do not agree. While there are limits, 

I believe that trade can be expanded enough to make it more 

valuable to both sides. 
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National security export controls, for example, n~ed not, 
~ v\¼A~ 71[-c (Ju. Ct--,IJ ~ •. '. L ~ ( • ' 

prevent our bilateral tradeAfrom grow1-ng. Wl\ile ,•e are 
- , , .. 

),1.PJrilling to remeYe tbese co11trel9 1 /l4any U.S. products are not -1.LJ -L~ • 

c.overed ~Y aatioRal seeurity eontrel. and can be freely sold to 

the Soviet Union. 

Last year the Soviet Foreign Trade Ministry gave us a list of 

33 types of factories it was considering purchasing from the 

West. In 32 of those cases, U.S. companies could export 

complete factories to the USSR comparable to new factories 

~ would be built in the United States this year with all 

their equipment, including process controls. 

Within the scope of what is possible, we have actively sought 

an expansion of peaceful trade, and we have taken some positive 

steps -- as has the Soviet side • . I travelled to Moscow twice 

last year, once to conven?with former Minister of Foreign 

Trade Patolichev the first U.S.-U.S.S.R. Joint Commercial 
) 

Commission meeting in seven years, and once to participate in 

the annual meeting of the U.S.-Soviet Trade and Economic 

Council. On both occassions I met with General Secretary 

Gorbachev to discuss trade and other aspects of our bi lateral 

relationship. 

t 
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In all my meetings, both sides agreed to work for an improved 

trade relationship. The Soviet Trade Minister sent a letter to 

Soviet Foreign Trade organizations last year, urging them to 

welcome the business proposals of American firms and to 

consider those proposals on their economic merits. 

For our part, we have urged U.S. firms to do business with the 

USSR in nonstrategic areas, have introduced legislation to end 

an old embargo on Soviet furskins, have made it easier for the 

USSR to buy U.S. oil and gas technology, and have begun an 

official U.S. trade promotion program in the USSR. In 

September 1986, Under Secretary of Commerce Bruce Smart went to 

Moscow to open the first U.S.-Government sponsored trade 

promotion in the U.S.S.R. in seven years the U.S. pavilion 

at INPRODTORGMASH, the Soviet food industry show. 

Symbolizing the desire of both sides to increase trade, Soviet 

Light Machinery Minister Vasilyev joined Under Secretary Smart 

in cutting the ribbon to the U.S. pavilion. Sixty American 

firms took part, making the exhibit in Moscow our largest 

anywhere in the world this year. American firms will 

participate in a major Soviet chemical show next year, and U.S. 

companies also will offer technical seminars at the U.S. 

Commercial Office on Tchaikovskaya Street in Moscow. 
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While these steps by both sides have been small, they also have 

been positive. The trade climate has taken a slight, but 

discernible turn for the better as a result. 
h o..v ~ -Co\)" G 

American firms 

in Moscow •aperi~hat Soviet officials are considerably more 

receptive to their proposals. Soviet purchases of U.S. 

machinery and equipment have risen 56 percent this year. And a 

significant number of U.S. company proposals for cooperation 

are under discussion. 

/4JU~ ~-~ ~1.--,~ ~~~-~<-4t.., ;tLz__ 
Ibsr i • W that regardless of the political framework, 

there will never be much more opportunity for trade because the 

U.S. and the USSR are not natural trading partners-' .,Yast year 

U.S. exports to the USSR were $2.4 billion, 11 percent of 

Soviet imports from the industrial westJ while U.S. imports 

from the USSR were $440 million, 2 percent of Soviet exports to 

t_h_e ___ i_n_d_u_s_t_r_i_a_l_w_e_s_t_.--,_~ _____ J_) 
C~ot agree with,fit; pessimis:c assessment. 1 eelieve 

there are abundant opportunities for expanded U.S.-USSR trade, --within present trade policies and the present economic 

environment,q\-it is true ~hat trade now is highly 

concentrated. Grain accounts for 70 percent of U.S. exports to 

the USSR, and fertilizers and oil prod~cts are 70 percent of 

Soviet exports to ·the United States. I expect that this trade 

~ ~2_1 continue to be large -- and can grow beyond recent peaks. 

~re are~y new areas where U,S.-Soviet trade can and should 

grow. 

, 
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In agriculture, for example, U.S. fruits and vegetables could 

be produced and shipped to the Soviet eastern regions of 

Siberia cheaper and more efficiently than they can be produced 

in the fruit and vegetable-growing parts of the USSR and 

shipped to the Eastern parts of the country. There is also 

considerable potential in other agricultural areasJ~can 

fertilizer, irrigation, and other agricultural technologies are 

the best in the world. 

In the industrial area, the opportunities are even broader. 

The Soviet Union, for example, seeks to make its food 

processing industry considerably more efficient. The United 

States has the most efficient food production, processing, and 

distribution system in the world. The Soviet Union and the 

United States have remarkably similar food processing and 

distribution problems. We must both cope with the enormous 

logistical problems of economies that span an entire continent, 

and we both face the necessity of feeding many different _ethnic 

groups, whose food needs differ sharply from one another. 

American companies have the skill and know - how to handle these 

types of problems, 
r~-('.'\.. -: ' r\ ..... 

and there are no ,edtical or ce&H-eJRkj.a 

obst-acles tmpo5cd lYy the '4:Jnitcd 8-httAs preventing_ these 
. (. /J...l'ly'\OT 

companies~Mletl- sell Ml@- their food industry products or knowhow 

to the Soviet Union; 

' . l.frt_.:. . , /i ... 

, 
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I have looked carefully into the technologies that are used by 

our food processing industries, and could find few, if any, 

that would be re,tricted for national security reasons. The 

d a i ry industry~ t,~ t et=l;:%:;: ;;!;; f u; i r.d us Cly wile I C 

our controls prevent 1apert 1 bM-.,!..fter a careful search through --the records, I could not find a single instance during this 

Administration in which an e~po_rt 
I 

equipmentL G 

S-, .l.t .,, 
license was denied fo7'-,dairy 

Excellent American technology and equipment are also available 

in other areas of importance to the -Soviet Union, including 

earthmoving equipment, medical equipment, mining and forestry 

equipment, chemicals, housing and construction equipment, 

irrigation equipment, and many others. 

Additionally, American products increasingly are becoming 

bargains in world markets as a result of the appreciation of 

Japanese and European currencies against the dollar. 

L)
/ 
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Trade, of course, must be a two-way street. Even superpowers 

cannot go on for long buying more in world markets than they 

sell. The United States and the Soviet Union have a similar 

problem here. Neither country is selling enough. 

The U.S. will import about $170 billion dollars more than it 

will export this year. Our own market, as indicated by this , 
-tJ...q__ ~ ':::I✓ c:J / o:.-<..J-

1 a r g e trade deficit, is a very open one, and for e-tiP own ~ i·._ "-<· .1 

1N11efi t we need to keep it open for the products of other 

nations, including the Soviet Union. Consequently, the U.S. 

government has taken a broad range of actions to make us more 

competitive in world markets,-~ ~r--,1.~ tz:. ~ 

. -~ L,' t:.t I .,.,.,~>-;,_, 
Like the United States, the USSRAW8ft~~ sellfmote. 

agdition, the USSR has decided to change its emp sis from 

_., /nu,factured exporting mainly raw materials to 

goods. Currently oil and gas account 60 percent of 

most of the rest is other total Soviet exports to the 

raw materials. Only 12 the USSR's exports to the 

Industrial West are _gi.a· ufactured goods. With the SO percent 
/ 

drop in the ~~✓ of oil in world markets over the last two 

t 

ye a rs , tot a1~ So vi e t expo rt s to the We s t f e 11 . by ab o u t one - th i rd . J 

,. 
. 

( . 

' ' . . 
\ ·. 'I 

. . 
. ' 

; . .. ' 
I\ .. 
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W hi 1 e t hi ~prob 1 em , i t i s a 1 so an opp a t tan i t, . "Ne c e s s 1 t 5' -,.J.s. the roarbet ef i11vEHt1ofi 1 , a,rrl I am impressed with the 

determination of the Soviet leadership to se,lve tRi& trade 

prMlem aa& expand its foreign trade. The two major 

initiatives that have been announced are: !)looking to Western 

companies to enter into joint ventures in the USSR; and 2) 

reorganizing trade responsibilities so that more ministries and 

Foreign Trade Organizations can make their own trade decisions. 

In my view, these are the right steps even though implementing 

them will not be easy. They are major changes, and such 

changes are never simple. But if th_ey are carried out with • 
. &~ 

determination., they can succeed. ~ ~ . ~ / · 
~ t.,U-L( (_. p~ ~--1',..J ~~ "-4,.J lQ ~~ 

( .,_■ori~•n compauieR' .utu■8Jy interested in the changing 

foreign trade scene in the Soviet Union. They stand ready wi-th 

a broad range of the world's best products, technology, and 

management knowhow to expand peaceful trade with the USSR in a 

way that can benefit both countries in their economies and in 

their overall relations. 

This December, Boris Ivanovich Aristov, the Soviet Foreign 

Trade Minister, will come to Washington for the next meeting of 

our Joint Commercial Commission. This will be the first time 

in eight years that a Soviet Trade Minister has come to 

Washington. Both he and I will continue, within the framework 

of what is realistic, to look for ways in which the trade 

relationship -- and the overall relationship -- between the 

United States and the Soviet Union can be improved. 



October 30, 1986 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

7935 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
International Trade Administration 
Washington , D.C. 20230 

RODNEY B. McDANIEL JL 
Executive Secretary 
National Security Council / .~ 

Susanne S. Lotarski, Director~-
Office of East European and Soviet Affairs 

Request for Clearance of Article by Secretary 
of Commerce on U.S.-Soviet Trade Relations 

Clearance is requested for the enclosed article by Secretary 
Baldrige to appear in a joint editorial special of the Journal 
of Commerce and in the Economescheskaya Gazeta, a USSR 
publication. It would appear alongside an article by the 
Soviet Minister of Foreign Trade. The Journal of Commerce's 
request is enclosed. State Department clearance is being 
simultaneously requested. 

Comments and clearance can be directed to me on 377-3150. 
Expedited review and clearance would be greatly appreciated. 



----
• • 

~!tt jltttrnal llf {qltntmtrtt 

OF'F" ICE OF' Tl-4E 

PUl!SLISHER 

Mr. B. Jay Cooper 
Department of Commerce 
14th St. and Constitution Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20230 

Dear Mr. Cooper: 

NEW YORK 

October 10, 1986 

11 0 w,a.LL ST REET 

NEW YOR K . N. Y, 10005 

12 12 1 -4z5 · 1e1e 

Tom Connors infonns me that you will be approaching Mr. Baldridge 
with our request that he write an article for us to appear in the joint­
editorial special we are producing with the Soviet Union. Your article 
would appear both in The Journal of Cormierce and in the Economecheskaya 
Gazeta, a USSR publication that is read by more than 2,000,000 Russians. 

As Mr. Connors, I believe, has mentioned to you, Mr. Boris Aristov, 
Minister of Trade and Finance for the USSR, will be writing an article 
to appear in the same issue. Mr. Aristov, I'm told, will be writing about 
the need to expand trade between the USSR and the United States. He also 
will be somewhat critical, I believe, concerning the curr..ent problems 
the USSR has in selling goods and services here and the problems the U.S. 
governm&nt has imposed on companies selling to the -Soviets. 

We would appreciate Mr. Baldridge, among whatever else he would 
like to write, addressing those two areas. I think such an article would 
be of interest to our readers and it would be a good forum for Mr. Baldridge 
to discuss the Administration's policy on trade with the Soviet Union . 

Approximate length of the article should be 1,200 to 1,500 words 
or five to six type-written double-spaced pages. We would appreciate 
receiving the article by the last week of October, if possible. 

Thank you for all your help. 

DCB/sr 

cc: Tom Connors 
Sheldon Meyer 

. ' ' I I ! f'1 



ACTION 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20506 

MEMORANDUM FOR RODNEY B. McDANIEL 

FROM: JACK F. MATLocifl~M 
SCOTT DEAN I 

7935 

November 10, 1986 

SUBJECT: Baldrige Article for Journal of Commerce and 
Soviet Journal 

At Tab I is a memo from you to Commerce clearing an article 
by Secretary Baldrige for a joint edition by the US Journal of 
Commerce and the Soviet Economescheskaya Gazeta. 

Presumably for lack of time, Commerce sent the draft to State and 
to the NSC simultaneously rather than getting an interagency text 
before submitting it to us. Therefore we have not seen State's 
comments, but I understand they will be more of tone than 
substance. Your memo to Commerce reminds them that they should 
normally get interagency agreement before submitting texts to us. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memo at Tab I to Commerce, clearing Baldrige's 
article subject to interagency agreement. 

Approve lit{Jtf, Disapprove _____ _ 

sttee Danzansky, Ju~Man~el and Ste~
5
Sestanovich concur. 

Attachments 

Tab I Your memo to Commerce 
Tab A Baldrige Article with NSC changes 
Tab B Commerce Memo to NSC 

t,\ \ 



SOVIET-AMERICAN TRADE 

CAN AND SHOULD GROW 

by Malcolm Baldrige 
Secretary of Commerce 

United States of America 

I am pleased to be part of the innovative project . in which the 

Journal of Commerce and the Soviet Economic Journal are 

publishing articles by government officials and business 

executives of each other's country. It should make a 

significant contribution toward better communication between 

the two countries. 

Let me stress that the United S~ates wants an improved trade 

relationship with the USSR, just as it wants a better overa11 

relationship with the Soviet Union. President Reagan believes 

that trade can be a significant part of a more constructive 

bilateral relationship, and he favors an increase in peaceful 
~ 

trade that would benefit both countries. 

I also must stress that trade relations with the Soviet Union 

cannot be viewed separately from our overall relations. The 

political and security aspects dominate the overall 

relationship between the two superpowers, and what happens to 

trade is heavily dependent on what else happens in our 

relations. Trade can be a leading element in our relationship, 

but it cannot get out too far ahead of the other elements. 

, 
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Fundamental improvements in the trade relationship cannot take 

place apart from parallel improvements in other aspects of the 

relationship. A particularly important objective for the 

United States is human rights, including emigration. The 

United States is a nation of immigrants, and the rights of 

others to emigrate, as spelled out in the Helsinki agreements, 

are of fundamental concern to us. Our law does not allow us to 

grant "Most Favored Nation" trading status (MFN) to other 

countries unless this contributes to freer emigration. 

Additionally, trade in some products and technologies is simply 

not possible.from our perspeetive. The United States, like the 

t 

e~'{i~ ~efrn Rations .. takes care to avoid selling goods ! 
-tt.,_p__ ✓-l. 1 S 11.u.-n\· 

and technologies that would directly improve ~viet military~-
~f -tfu. c~ t ,"&' ~ W\L.~ -tt...t.d-~ 

capabilitie~ In addition to wea:r,,H'l!, this includes· sgme I 
. 11· ' 

sophistic.f:ted goods and technologies, such as -powerful 'l>:': -~ 
comput~~ -a;f;:~W~j'j• to i~o ,i et ~ ,AV f .)Y' 

. i~ it-,_ 1/R ,IJ w--<..~6-'•4r?z:Ab-- ' -~p:iftm,alffiii.8,.t~ =-ities, ¥ I - \., . ,; I c:v •· 

Since there cannot be a fundamental improvement in trade 

without major gains in other areas, some say that there is not 

much opportunity for expanded trade between the United State$ 

and the Soviet Union. I do not agree. While there are limits, 

I believe that trade can be expanded enough to make it more 

valuable to both sides. 
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National security export controls, for example, -n,ed not, , 
~ \'V-.4..A_.y 9tf~ CJ-.,1..1). 5:c-A 1~ ~ 

prevent our bilateral trade1 from growN1g. While ue a:re-
/'- - I 

..,uowill ing "to remeve these coRtFel3, /14any U.S. products are not "1,,LJ~ 

c.ewered l»y Rational see11Fity central, and can be freely sold to 

the Soviet Union. 

Last year the Soviet Foreign Trade Ministry gave us a list of 

33 types of factories it was considering purchasing from the 

West. In 32 of those cases, U.S. companies could export 

complete factories to the USSR comparable to new factories 

.thrt would be built in the United States this year -- with all • 

their equipment, including process controls. 

Within the scope of what is possible, we have actively sought 

an expans i on of peaceful trade, and we have taken some positive 

steps -- as has the Soviet side • . I travelled to Moscow twice 

last year, once to conven~with former Minister of Foreign 

Trade Patolichev the first U.S.-U.S.S.R. Joint Commercial 
) . 

Commission meeting in seven years, and once to participate in 

the annual meeting of the U.S.-Soviet Trade ~nd Economic 

Council. On both occassions I met with General Secretary 

Gorbachev to discuss trade and other aspects of our bilateral 

relationship. 
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In all my meetings, both sides agreed to work for an improved 

trade relationship. The Soviet Trade Minister sent a letter to 

Soviet Foreign Trade organizations last year, urging them to 

welcome the business proposals of American firms and to 

consider those proposals on their economic merits. 

For our part, we have urged U.S. firms to do business with the 

USSR in nonstrategic areas, have introduced legislation to end 

an old embargo on Soviet furskins, have made it easier for the 

USSR to buy U.S. oil and gas technology, and have begun an 

official U.S. trade promotion program in the USSR. In 

September 1986, Under Secretary of Commerce Bruce Smart went to 

Moscow to open the first U.S.-Government sponsored trade 

promotion in the U.S.S.R. in seven years the U.S. pavilion 

at INPRODTORGMASH, the Soviet food industry show. 

Symbolizing the desire of both sides to increase trade, Soviet 

Light Machinery Minister Vasilyev joined Under Secretary Smart 

in cutt.ing the ribbon to the U.S. pavilion. Sixty American 

firms took part, miking the exhibit in Moscow our largest 

anywhere in the world this year. American firms will 

participate in a major Soviet chemical show next year, and U.S. 

companies also will offer technical .seminars at the U.S. 

Commercial Office on Tchaikovskaya Street -in Moscow. 

, 
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While these steps by both sides have been small, they also have 

been positive. The trade climate has taken a slight, but 

discernible turn for the better as a result. 
h o..,J e. -Co"" o 

American firms 

in Moscow •apgr,~hat Soviet officials ~re considerably more 

receptive to their proposals. Soviet purchases ·of U.S. 

machinery and equipment have risen S6 percent this year~ And a 

significant number of U.S. company proposals for cooperation 

are under discussion. 

·1 ·4~~-~ ;:{ ~~r A)~ -4--,,._t_. ~ -,>-<- ~--'<-At.., ~ 
t•~;/._,· Iben: is ae ~ that regardless of the political framework, 

' 

there will never be much more opportunity for trade because the 

U.S. and the USSR are not natural trading partners) ;£.st year 

U.S. exports to the USSR were $2.4 billion, 11 percent of 

Soviet imports from the industrial westJ while U.S. imports 

from the USSR were $440 million, 2 percent of Soviet exports to 

the industrial west. ~J 

assessment. l hclieve 

there are abundant opportunities for expanded U.S.-USSR trade, ---within present trade policies and the present economic 

environment. q\-tt is true !hat trade now is highly 

concentrated. Grain accounts for 70 percent of U.S. exports to 

the USSR, and fertilizers and ~il products are 70 percent of 
. ~--

Soviet exports to .the United States. I expect that this trade 

~1
1 
cont~ to be large -- and can grow beyond recent pea_ks. 

·;ffie;e areimany new areas where U.S.-Soviet trade -can and should 

grow. 

.... 

, 
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In agriculture, for example, U.S. fruits and vegetables could 

be produced and shipped to the Soviet eastern regions of 

Siberia cheaper and more efficiently -than they can be produced 

in the fruit and vegetable-growing parts of the USSR and 

shipped to the Eastern parts of the country. There is also 

considerable potential in other agricultural areas)~can 
I I 

fertilizer, irrigation, and other agricultural technologies are Url~ 

the best in the world. 

In the industrial area, _ the opportunities are even broader. 

The Soviet Union, for example, seeks to make its food 

processing industry considerably more efficient. The United 

States has the most efficient food production, processing, and 

distr i bution system in the world. The Soviet Union and the 

United States have remarkably similar food processing and 

distribution problems. We must both cope with the enormous 

logistical problems of economies that span an entire continent, 

and -we both face the necessity of .feeding many different _ethnic 

groups, whose food needs differ sharply from one another. 

· American companies have the skill and know-how to handle these 

types of problems, 
[-e. A- c:. c f\ ..S 

and there are no ~e-itical oz cc&ftemi~ 

obstacles lmposce ½ t1,e l:fnit-ed St-e,t.es. pre·.·entins- these 
. (_ ILl't.'r'\,f) 1- . 

companiesAi~em sellNI@- their food industry products or knowhow 

to the Soviet Union. 

, 
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I have looked carefully into the technologies that are used by 

our food processing industries, and could find few, if any, 

that would be re~tricted for national security reasons. The 

dairy industry~ b~te~ ~eftt; industty Whtzc 

ou. ~ontroJs prevent a•pert, btK-_!.fter a careful search through --the records, I could not find a single instance during this 
~ ~ 

Administration in which an e~~~rt 
I :- - ~- \ ; 

equipmentL_ 1::r. ~ 0 ~ S ·, ( _.j 

license was denied fo~dairy U 

Excellent American technology and equipment are also available 

in other areas of importance to the -Soviet Union, including 

earthmoving equipment, medical equip~ent, mining and forestry 

equipment, chemicals, housing and construction equipm~nt, 

irrigation equipment, and many others. 

Additionally, American products increasingly .are becoming 

bargains in world markets as a result of the appreciation of 

Japanese and European currencies against ~he dollar • 

.... 

t 
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Trade, of course, must be a two-way street. Even superpowers 

cannot go on for long buying more in world markets than they 

sell. The United States and the Soviet Union have a similar 

problem here. Neither country is selling enough. 

The U.S. will import about $170 billion dollars more than it 

will export this year. Our own market, as indicated by thi,s 
71..L- µ ~ c7 { ~ 

large trade deficit, is a very open one, and for 9-1:!F own Zc::r:?L __,__. J 

keep it open for the products of other 

nations, including the Soviet Union. Consequently, the U.S. 

government has taken a broad range of actions to make us more 

competitive in world market~~ ~ ~.-v-t--·tZ"- ~ ~~ 
yt I 

_ · IJ.J~,~~ ~~K .. ., 
Like the United States, the USSRA~~ell~e. -r-
a~djt ;O Do the USSR has decided to change its emp ~ from ---
exporting mainly raw materials to 

goods. Currently oil and gas account percent of 

total Soviet exports to the most of the rest is other 

raw materials. Only 12 the USSR's exports to the 

Industrial West a/ ufactured goods. With the SO percent 

drop in the p~ of oil in world markets over the last two 

years, tota<5oviet exports to the West fell by about one-third.) 

.... 

""',ff~ 
' . 

r('. -t( ' 

\\' I 
,) 

; ,v~ r 
-u t~ri 

• 
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_!!iile tbi -5-T"S a probl em, it is al s o an oppo r t unit). ''1\ece s sl t) 

~s. !be :ma1ber ef i11vent1on ,, au"rl I am impressed with the 

determination of the Soviet leadership to sajve t~i, tra~e 

p~roeJem aae expand its foreign trade. The two major 

initiatives that have been announced are: !)looking to Western 

companies to enter into joint ventures in the USSR; and 2) 

reorganizing trade responsibilities so that more ministries and 

Foreign Trade Organizations can make their own trade decisions. 

In my view, these are the right steps even though implementing 

them will not be easy. They are major changes, and such 

changes are never ~imple. But if th.ey ·are carried out ~i th t 

d t . . h d h - .J .-l°h~ &~ e erm1nat10~, t ey can succee. ~ ~- . ~ /_ · 
~ ~1- ~~ ~ ~~ IQ ~ 

( ,\ouriQo,n compauiem,:_• extnm81!' interested in the changing 

foreign trade scene in the Soviet Union. They stand ready with 

a broad range of the world's best products, technology, and 

management knowhow to expand peaceful trade with the USSR in a 

way that can benefit both countries in their economies and in 

their overall relations. 

This December, Boris Ivanovich Aristov, the Soviet Foreign 

Trade Minister, will come to Washington for the next meeting of 

our Joint Commercial Commission. This will be the first time 

in eight years that a Soviet Trade Minister has come t6 

Washington. Both he and 1 will continue, within the framework 

of what is realistic, to looK for ways in which the trade 

relationship -- and the overall relationship -- between the 

United States and the Soviet Union can be improved. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
International Trade Administration 

October 30, 1986 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Washington , D .C. 20230 

RODNEY B. McDANIEL ;µ 
Executive Secretary 
National Security Council / _,,Jo, 

Susanne S. Lotarski, Director ~ -
Office of East European and Soviet Affairs 

Request for Clearance of Article by Secretary 
of Commerce on U.S.-Soviet Trade Relations 

Clearance is requested for the enclosed article by Secretary 
Baldrige to appear in a joint editorial special of the Journal 
of Commerce and in the Economescheskaya Gazeta, a USSR 
publication. It would appear alongside an article by the 
Soviet Minister of Foreign Trade. The Journal of Commerce's 
request is enclosed. State Department clearance is being 
simultaneously requested. 

Comments and clearance can be directed to me on 377-3150. 
Expedited review and clearance would be greatly appreciated. 



I 

'Qiqt jirnrnal uf <!}ttntnttrtt 
NEW YORK 

OF"F"ICE OF" THE 

PU!ILISHER 

110 WALL STREET 

NEW YORK . N . Y. 10005 

IZ I Z ) 425 -~8115 

Mr. B. Jay Cooper 
Department of Corrmerce 
14th St. and Constitution Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20230 

Dear Mr. Cooper: 

October 10, 1986 

Tom Connors informs me that you will be approaching Mr. Baldridge 
with our request that he write an article for us to appear in the joint­
editorial special we are producing with the Soviet Union. Your article 
would ap.pear both in The Journal of Commerce and in the Economecheskaya 
Gazeta, a USSR publication that is read by more than 2,000,000 Russians. 

As Mr. Connors, I believe, has mentioned to you, Mr. Boris Aristov, 
Minister of Trade and Finance for the USSR, will be writing an article 
to appear in the same issue. Mr. Aristov, I'm told, ~will be writing about 
the need to expand trade between the USSR and the United States. He ~lso 
will be somewhat critical, I believe, concerning the curr,,en t problems 
the USSR has in selling goods and services here and the problems the U.S. 
governm.,nt has imposed on companies selling to the -Sovi_ets. · 

. . 

. We would appreciate Mr. Baldridge, among whatever else he would 
like to write, addressing those two areas. I think such an article would 
be ~f interest to our readers and it would be a good forum for Mr. Baldridge 
to discuss the Administration's policy on trade -with the Soviet Union. 

Approximate length of the article should be 1,200 to 1,500 words 
or five to six type-written double-spaced pages. We would appreciate 
receiving the article by the last week of October, if possible. 

Thank you for all your help. 

DCB/sr 

cc: Tom Connors 
Sheldon Meyer 

v l: l l\l l Z i:JO 98. 

t 
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SOVIET-AMERICAN TRADE 

CAN AND SHOULD GROW 

by Malcolm Baldrige 
Secretary of Commerce 

United States of America 

I am pleased to be part of the innovative project . in · which the 

Journal of Commerce and the Soviet Economic Journal are 

publishing articles by government officials and business 

executives of each other's country. It should make a 

significant contribution toward better communication between 

the two countries. 

Let me stress that the United States wants an improved trade 

relationship with the USSR, just as it wants a better overall 

relationship with the Soviet Union. President Reagan believes 

that trade can be a significant part of a more constructive 

bilateral relationship, and he favors an increase in peaceful 
~ 

trade that would benefit both countries. 

d 

I also must stress that trade relations with the Soviet Union 

cannot be viewed separately from our overall relations. The 

political and security aspects dominate the overall 

relationship between the two superpowers, and what happe.ns to 

trade is heavily dependent on what else happens in our 

relations. Trade can be a leading element in our relationship, 

but it cannot get out too far ahead of the other elements. 

i 
I 
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Fundamental improvements in the trade relationship cannot take 

place apart from parallel improvements in other aspects of the 

relationship. A particularly important objective for the 

United States is human rights, including emigration. The 

United States is a nation of immigrants, and the rights of 

others to emigrate, as spelled out in the Helsinki agreements, 

are of fundamental concern to us. Our law does not allow us to 

grant "Most Favored Nation" trading status (MFN) to other 

countries unless this contributes to freer emigration. 

Since there cannot be a fundamental improvement in trade 

without major gains in other areas, some say that there is not 

much opportuni ty for expanded trade between the United Sta t e~ 

and the Soviet Union. I do not agree. While there are limits, 

I believe that trade can be expanded enough to make it more 

valuable to both sides. 

t 
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National security export controls, for example, need not , 

prevent our bilateral tra~ r~ wr g. ~ ~ 
.JJ.Pnilling to remeue these cgatFelsrJ\i1a.ny U.S. products are not ~ 

and can be freely sold to 

the Soviet Union. 

Last year the Soviet Foreign Trade Ministry gave us a list of 

33 types of factories it was considering purchasing from the 

West. In 32 of those cases, U.S. companies could export 

complete factories to the USSR comparable to new factories 

.th.rt would be built in the United States this year -- with all t 

their equipment, including process controls. 

Within the scope of what is possible, we have actively sought 

an expansion of peaceful trade, and we have taken some positive 

steps -- as has the Soviet side • . I travelled to Moscow twice 

last year, once to conven~ with former Minister of Foreign 

Trade Patoliche ) the first U.S.-U.S.S.R. Joint Commercial 

Commission meeting in seven years, and once to participate in 

the annual meeting of the U.S.-Soviet Trade and Economic 

Council. On both occassions I met with General Secretary 

Gorbachev to discuss trade and other aspects of our bilateral 

relationship. 
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In all my meetings, both sides agreed to work for an improved 

trade relationship. The Soviet Trade Minister sent a letter to 

Soviet Foreign Trade organizations last year, urging them to 

welcome the business proposals of American firms and to 

consider those proposals on their economic merits. 

For our part, we have urged U.S. firms to do business with the 

USSR in nonstrategic areas, have introduced legislation to end 

an old embargo on Soviet furskins, have made it easier for the 

USSR to buy U.S. oil and gas technology, and have begun an 

official U.S. trade promotion program in the USSR. In 

September 1986, Under Secretary of Commerce Bruce Smart went to 

Moscow to open the first U.S.-Government sponsored trade 

promotion in the U.S.S.R. in seven years the U.S. pavilion 

at INPRODTORGMASH, the Soviet food industry show. 

Symbolizing the desire of both sides to increase trade, Soviet 

Light Machinery Minister Vasilyev joined Under Secretary Smart 

in cutt)ng the ribbon to the U.S. pavilion. Sixty American 

firms took part, making the exhibit in Moscow our largest 

anywhere in the world this year. American firms will 

participate in a major Soviet chemical show next year, and U.S. 

companies also will offer technical seminars at the U.S. 
~ 

Commercial Office on Tchaikovskaya Street -in Moscow. 

t 
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While these steps by both sides have been small, they also have 

been positive. The trade climate has taken a slight, but 

discernible turn for the better as a result. 
h o.,.J e. -re"" t:\. 

American firms 

in Moscow • opor;~ hat Soviet officials are considerably more 

receptive to their proposals. Soviet purchases of U.S. 

machinery and equipment have risen 56 percent this year. And a 

significant number of U.S. company proposals for cooperation 

are under discussion. 

(~~ /4)~ 
~) . . 

~ ~ .. ~ ~ 1{.R-w that regardless of the political framework, 

there will never be much more opportunity 

U.S. and the USSR are not natural trading 

for trade because the 

partners J r-s t year 

U.S. exports to the USSR were $2.4 billion, 11 percent of 

Soviet i mports from the industrial westJ wh il e U.S. imports 

f rom the USSR were $440 million, 2 percent of Soviet exports to 

the industrial west. ~ J 

assessment. 1- ~c l i eve 

there are abundant opportunities for expanded U.S.-USSR trade, --within present trade policies and the present economic 

environment. 1 It is true : hat trade now is highly 

concentrated Grain accounts for 70 percent of U.S. exports to 

the USSR, and fertilizers and ~il products are 70 percent of . -~ 

Soviet exports to ·the United States. I expect that this trade 

wi 1 continue to be large -- and can grow beyond recent peaks. 
' t LJ.p 

ere arei many new areas where U.S.-Soviet trade can and should 

grow. 

t 
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In agriculture, for example, U.S. fruits and vegetables could 

be produced and shipped to the Soviet eastern regions of 

Siberia cheaper and more efficiently . than they can be produced 

in the fruit and vegetable-growing parts of the USSR and 

shipped to the Eastern parts of the country. There is also 

considerable potential in other agricultural areasJ~can 

fertilizer, irrigation, and other agricultural technologies are 

the best in the world. 

In the industrial area, the opportunities are even broader. 

The Soviet Union, for example, seeks to make its food 

processing industry considerably more efficient. The United 

States has the most efficient food production, processing, and 

distribution system in the world. The Soviet Union and the 

United States have remarkably similar food processing and 

distribution problems. We must both cope with the enormous 

logistical problems of economies that span an entire continent, 

and we both face the necessity of feeding many different ethnic 
' 

groups, whose food needs differ sharply from one another. 

· American companies have the skill and know-how to handle these 

types of problems, and there are no 
c~A--i Ot\..S 

pedtical at CC&fl8Ali6 

ob-'S''t"3n"e"!!:--1t'm'lffl"!~!li-h¥-1!m~fffl~m--Bo,~t,8,e,-1'1."-e-v'e-f~~L these 
<.. 0-"' 1/\- o r 

companiesA~ sell~ their food industry products or knowhow 

to the Soviet Union. 

t 
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I have looked carefully into the technologies that are used by 

our food processing industries, and could find few, if any, 

that would be re~tricted for national security reasons. The 
-J..4,.-~ ---:~~.,,,.,.~-- ' 

dairy industry lw~tmm,~~-~,,t-~:-r""~'Jle,fMlif~iM-""4-iiwiail'Pll:'"T'T",,..nP."l'"fl!la"--

ow .... ...c.1.QJ;..i..l.:a..i12.t.~U.ti-a8iiliip!(!~~-t,,i1!1'4!t.!f ter a careful search through 
-""' 

the records, I could not find a single instance during this · 

license was denied fo ~ ~ Administration in which an ex ort 
~ 

equipment 

Excellent American technology and equipment are also available 

in other areas of importance to the - Soviet Union, including 

earthmoving equipment, medical equip~ent, mining and forestry 

equipment, chemicals, housing and construction equipment, 

i rrigation equipment, and many others. 

Additionally, American products increasingly are becoming 

bargains in world markets as a result of the appreciation of 

Japanese and European currencies against the dollar. 

t 
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Trade, of course, must be a two-way street. Even superpowers 

cannot go on for long buying more in world markets than they 

sell. The United States and the Soviet Union have a similar 

problem here. Neither country is selling enough. 

The U.S. will import about $170 billion dollars more than it 

will export this . year. Our own market, as indicated by thi,s • 

large trade deficit, is a very open one, and for~ ~ ~ 

keep it open for the products of other 

nations, including the Soviet Union. Consequently, the U.S. 

government has taken a broad range of actions to make us more , 

competitive in world marketst ~~' 

1~ 
addi tioob !.,_he USSR has decided to change its -exporting mainly raw materials to 

goods. Currently oil and gas account percent of 

total Soviet exports to the most of the rest is other 

Only 12 exports to the 

With the SO percent 

raw materials. 

Industrial West 

drop · in the oil in world markets over the last two 

to the West fell by about one-third. , 

~ 
~ . 

M 
~ 
~ 
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While tb L&--i s a problem, it is also an opportunity. "Necessity -?--s. the motber ef i11veil l 1oij L'' •a,rd I am impressed with the 

deter~ination of the Soviet leadership to s~ve t~i& ira~e 

expand its foreign trade. The two major 

initiatives that have been announced are: l)looking to Western 

companies to enter into joint ventures in the USSR; and 2) 

reorganizing trade responsibilities so that more ministries and 

Foreign Trade Organizations can make their own trade decisions. 

In my view, these are the right steps even though implementing 

them wi 11 not. be easy. They are maJ or changes, and such 

changes are never simple. But if th_ey are carried out with 
' -~~ determination, they can succeed. ...,_ ~ 

~ ~ u.. er~ U-,l6,.I.J'I .......... ~-~ ~ ~ • 

(~~~~~~ interested in the changing 

foreign trade scene in the Soviet Union. They stand ready with 

a broad range of the world's best products, technology, and 

management knowhow to expand peaceful trade with the USSR in a 

way that can benefit both countries in their economies and in 

their overall relations. 

This December, Boris Ivanovich Aristov, the Soviet Foreign 

Trade Minister, will come to Washington for the next meeting of 

our Joint Commercial Commission. This will be the first time 

in eight years that a Soviet Trade Minister has come to 

Washington. Both he and I will continue, within the framework 

of what is realistic -, to look for ways in which the trade 

relationship -- and the overall relationship -- between the 

d h SAv1·et Union can be improved. United States an t e ~ 


