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PRESIDENT, Fro1;11 Al . ·' _than just by"_the 1National , Security U!;~t most of it destined for livestock ·lower the~ as part of the aqministra- ' 
give. the .Soviej:s , th~ :·concession !they ·coi:ncil. However, his ar~ept at, t\lef . . f~~Q,,.'.' ·~•-· :.\ · . . · . • ., . . .· 1 :, . ; l :. ,:., tion's .effort to make subl!tantial c;ut.s . 
want most by lifting the embargo. Cabinet meeting appears to have been ),Cartel s ·support from farm ' c:>rgEµti .. J i11 the federal .budg~t. .. .-i•,1 w,tt:·:,;11~ .: .~:,f-~{ 

1'his is particularly true, the presi- · tmdercut py this year's reduced crop~. , za~lo~ dec~ed, .'alqng with farm . .itb · :. Well aw~e .qf ·t}lQ 1>8ruJitivity. of the:/ 
dent has been 'told, ~ .'vie~ of,-~h~_ sii- . for which most farmers appeal'. . !O ; come;:~hicq ~op~ bY: 22 per~nf ~ : l fu_sue, , ~~~ administration ·imp6sed. ~ 1 · 

nlll, he sent , the SoVlets ,m fas_ ,n~.,~s , have aqequate ex~rt' marke1?. lf:-.us m . l~&~· ¼'!'qere ~ . ~ dispute ~ol!g agl'l;: 1 virtual ,gag .qrder _yesterday ;on :wiute r( 
conferenye lac;t · week when _he said effect left a--• ~!\t10nal I security ar~ .. , · •ci.tltural e~nom1Sts about the embar, ·_. · House press ·secre~ 1,James Brady, ::'.) 
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tli~t they ~e bent on ·world do~a1

~ '.' ment ba!Lµlc~ ,.agQ.inst , a · campai~ 1• go'~ ,rplq) n, _this decline, ,with _'~me', . .- instructing him' to say; Qnly . that . the ;,:? 
tio~ ancf' co'nsider ,'jt ' "pioral',' to '' ije, .· pledge. ,,,, i' ', . ,.- · .,,. ), . ,-' ·, • 1 '. ' . , . placirig,Ill0te. of.the b!aTTie on th~ glµt embargo issue :was !itill under .discus-, (; 
cpeat and~_ COlµfUit, crimes ·to~yard' 4w,. l' The issue is _ hig~y sensitive for , C!J.USeq_ BY '. 1979 bumper crops • . :.,:' ... ::~:;£,: .sio~ and :that , the pres~dent ·~~-~ot.:,) \ 
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1 -Reagan because of his repeated prom- ' Even tlipugh far:ine~ want"the em,; ... dec1ded ,whetl).er to retaip or. lift; 1t::\ ~, ·:~1,l 
· ~Any dealing ' ' -i.vith 1

' 'the .' Soviets, ' ises 'to lift~ th~ : embargo\ if he, .wer~ \' '. bargo'.liftep, there 'are 'some signs that'.11 . "Brady did . as ·he. was 1told1,adding·· 
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eagan a~qed, ~lio~d ¥ce) his . in~'. el~ctedh ~ut some of ~ ai~e~ r argue.., ' this is a µ~goti~ble demand t~t" could_ only that. he expected '_tjie, ~u~ .,to ;- ' 
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1
_· . ; · :· '. • . \ ., '·, / .. , / , privately .that th~ s1tl.u}ti_911 has \_ be ,tr11d~1 for o~hers, ' ~af':'lll Mee~, ., come ~p1at aJuture ,ya\>metm~~g;1. / 

. The case for ·liftmg the embargo , change_d $i,nce . 4e .. macle the pledie,. _ the president of the, American Agn-'.: • ,.While -declining. t.o ~wer questions ~: 
M. made µ1 _·_1ye,sterday's ·cabinet ' both be9'll,&~ of _th~ Soviet threats ·. ~ \' cultll.fe -t,,Jovement, even ;while calling, .; about the grain embargo at:the daily-~;; 

\; j , l'11eeti.ng 'by_· Secretary <?f Agr~c~ture_.__ Polanq , ~ .d: hecfi~~ · t~er~ has ,beett ·. fo~ a liffin~ of ~he embargo yesterday, \Yhite ·J:I?use bri'cfmg; Brady did pro-.r· 
;rJ , ~q~ ,'Bl9,Ck, ~~~ 8!gu~? t~~t r if !he,, some acc~ula~1~m. of. evidence t~t ,, said t~t 1~ l!"gh~ be poss1blr to _go . yide the •informat!on 1that, Reagan had. r· 

SoVJets_, were go~l~ t?, . be spending ' tl1e e~~.!lfgQ _'. ~~ .ma~e ·_th~.; Sov1~ts ' . along with It if pnce supports ·are. Ul- . 1J11plored his Cab111efyes_terd_ar .w 14f:0 ,1, 
m'o,ney abroad 'for . grlilll 'they should , pay · ~~t·

1
m9re .. of 1ih~ir ; llimted luir~ : creased . . , . ; ., . . • ,Ye ·. forth .and ••seek . mmor1~1es , ,ands), 

be' ' sperlding .it" in 'th'e · United States: , ctu:rency, .perhaps' as 'hluch ·as ~1 bµ:.) , · "It· still bo~ ~own to what we said , women for your, appointml)rtts.?,·:· ,·111,,. ; , 
Meeting wit}1 reporters earlier ' in tl1e: lion more; than thl!;i'Would _have with: l!)St November," the·· Associated Press Vice President ·Bush made a similar · 
,ve_ek, BlC>C~. ~e~cri~ d the,_ein~arg6 
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"tije most rid1c\tlowi1 ':thmg : l '. ev~i: ' C~r unposed . the embargo on to . go . along -. Wtth 1t ' as long as · _1t • .Orgamzat10ns ,::,• representmg .,,HIS,. '1 

. hq!ll'd of." . ·. ·,:•··: .· ·: . ;; , ._ .. . , ,'_.: · Jfl-'1_. 4, 1~80, with t~e !l~lppott;?f most doesn't destroy· o~ mar~ets." . c .. ; .. • p~cs, bii.ck$ _and W?men· have ·com- ·,: 
· · •Last week Block was· successful m national -farm orgamzat10ns. HIS ·order· , However,. there is· no sign that price . plamed I that · msuffic1ent 'nwnbers of · · 

··,\... pers1;1ading' Re'agan 'to '.pav~ ~he' issu~'1 blocked , delivery o~, 17 _·millicrn ·.~ et,ric '. supp<>rts, wilL be . increased., On the " . their constituenc~e~ are _getting job~ in · , i\l .. ":i .·. <;?ns1dered b/ the full ' Cabmef rather _ :t:ons. of wheat, .cor_~ and other ~r~- 1 <:o~tr~, ~ a~tempt may be made to · the Reagan_. a~nimstrati_o~. ,J11·1 ,1_ t ·· :.·. ; ,/ 
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' .•. Presid~nt . ~eagan !1as_ ni - ~~~i~i~d ..•. : / ·. Sen. 
1 'B~b D~I~ ' (R-Kan.), ·~ a.· 'st~o11g :)) -;;: ·r o~;~i\ ·:~r~\dei\( C~'r'' ~f t~.e·/:/ w il\"hit.e J~CJUS~: Pf~S~ secretary James 

~hether to lift the S0V1et gram em~ . · opponent of ~h«; embargo, said yestcr~ i l ;?o~~t mvas1~n ?f Afghanistan. •' ·. <V:•,~i tlf~1Y· · · •· , · '.", . , . 
: bargo or . to seek decontrol of, natural . day that lle thmks the prdsident will ~ :>. Se:niite MaJor1ty µ311der Howard I-{;-,; :• 1,.; On • decontrol . of natural · gas, · 
.: gas by Sept. 30; White H()ttSe"depuo/ : ,lift)t. '1In',1_ny yi<~w. he n:ad~ a_ caui~ ;.; ;~~er., ,Jr, (R-T~nn),( ~e,ru~while, sajd :: Spe~es told reporters that "no fma! : 
• pre~ secre~, L~Ft:; Sp~ak~~ : ·~d ; PlllITTl proµnse .to i;emove 1t, t;o lift the··~)tha~&turnar~l).ll:? P~ :'.~he,_:,!S$\lt;l ;~?W.~ / d~W~1~11;9: h11v~. be~1~ m11de,, !V't~o~'t • 
. yesterday: · /., · · .::, · .. ,., , ;\ .'.: • ·•: · : . . , embargo;I) Dole said. ' · ·,, · •· : : •,. :1, :µqt,·t ~mbarrass · B,eagaq: ). Conditiops'.'~ii!?.f fot

1 
a q1.1p1ber of, day&.~.-, '.1,_;;;)lf<J1: 

. ! As 'h~-: Jeff-' 'a ; pr~~1de~ti~ prayer. \ . : The 'presi~~nt has '· pro~ D<;>l~ ,:1 f ~hange, Bake~'.arud)' ':!~ ,Yf.Oµ}d )~e f~Hi~,itl;Ij~,, ~~l~te~.:;ho~ever/ thil(~{:e~ci- . 
., akf t · Re' ·· ' · k. d 1.. ..' t ' und other ai1ti-embargo senators fro= , , : har,;1y to say .. , -pos1t1ons you take m •,, sioµ . on d~ontrol of natun).l gas woul,., .,,re as agan was as e auuu a •·• · Y • · , . • •. . . · ,• r· · . • • • • • · • . ~ 

. ·. - . . .' · · farm states that he will not make :~ ·' the campaign must never be varied." · ·. be made in the near future. ' / · 1 
··1 

Washington Post article saymg · that decision on the embargo at least unt·,t I The grain embargo' was discussed I Bak .. 'd h f l ' I b t . . , • . J . · . er sai e avors c econtro , u 
the embargo w.ould be contmued for after Feb. 17, when 'he will meet witl't durmg a Wednesday Cabmet meetmg would; also favor imposition of a wind-
the foreseeable future. "No decisio!1 them and lis_ten to their ar~ei:its in . and 'will ~ discussed f~her at ~- fall profits· tax, "at least a temporEµ)' 

. has been made," he replied. , ' favor of endmg the embargo, imposed : other,Cabmet-lev~l mel)tmg; accord~g _· Qne "·to· accompany decontrol.. · · 
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The president's decision. to ke~p t~e So~~#~
1

the _aut½ority~to· ·qe~i~J[o/\;et&er to, seU ~~~e;f.l:¼(,; f:tJii'.f :{ ~-, ·. \ 
grain embargq in place for ,a "'.11.il? ,give~ h1mttl1 exp~res, m th~ fall. 1;:Jus g1vet'i the ?1e".'I admm1s•t ~r- ',;{i:i'tl".••, ' . ' , ·,.,, . ,• '. 
the bureaucrncy nnd other poht1cmns time ~ 'l· trn~101\ ~he 1mp~h~s-:, arld occas10n . to make ' 1; ,.' =r ,.., :' ·. ·' ·. ,' '' ,• 
come to grips with the unnoted fnct that '. gram pohcy for years to come. i · · '·:, ~ 
events have handed the United St.ates a major , In brief, we have got the · Soviet Union.' ,''• ~~~ 

,. i;trategic opportunity in dealing with Soviet . , caught, between ?ur di~inishi~g ~eed for their ~~~ :i#Jl, 
· power. , . , . . , , :)·:~ market ai:d t~etr' large, ,c?ntmumg ~~edJ or _ , ._,,,., ?£"··~1""~-~ , 

. ,,·. For the issue 1s not simply whether Pres~:- 1~t-~urs,and1t'sourdeal. ', ,, _.,\ , ,.. ·· ,.,/' ·,,,. "·',., "•I!. ,,' : ✓-?~~ . ...- ~ 

,'.', to hft the erh~argo President. Carter 1tnp<?s~d;!P.rfould and did_ bu}'. eight m1lhon tons m, 19~: •,'l ,r, \:' '; ,;. · ¼:• gJ · ,1 

I 

this is not the right time ~ . lift ~he e~ba'rgo. \ ~7 million additional tons. Most Soviet grain ; · ' , I J ,,1 , Ill I 

,, 

.·/¼~. ~ .. ·.: ,.: ,···, . ~;;~/j,Jrl '. •'' . ' . ' ' . -~x,·::;~..J.t .;::~·::' ,' ·.; \ ;, > ·,;;,::::::::::ti .,,\ ' 'i 1 

I - - ~ • ,> -_:;,..,..,J.-,/';-4 ' 

, I 

, . P.a 

~ I 

~ . \" ' I J; 
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" · 

,A 'Js 

1: 

.- den~ Reagan will .respec~,his campaigi_i ple?ge·¾t( Under ,tl)~t ,.1976. agree~~nt,'1~he ':Soviets ,);i, ·:\-. t"~ h7~,/4_, ~ -
, after Moscow mvaded Afghanistan, or whether,},:, The Carter, embargo kept them from buying '. · , (I' , /I~ ~ 

· It's whether the new admm,stration Will real- , 1111ports are used~ feed cattle, so the embargo · · 1,, ~~'· ·., V j) 
ize that a potent new combination of ·circum- 1• , _, did not cause hunger by affecting the basic 11 { ~ ~ · . , , 

, stances exists, ready for American ,exploita', ;;;•bread ,ration. But notwithstanding Soviet spot ". , .. · . > , 1/J'f~ . ' · . ,- there is no meat will lie with ) hose in the • 
. tion. , .· ,, , >:: , ·, . ·, .: );;~:r.;;p~c~ases elsew~ere,JM ~~bargo, di4 ~fe<t::· ,),"i_;. ,{ · Q1//jff , .,, '., , .·:\·. ~~viet leadership who were k~e~est to deal · 
. , These circumstances are: ;r . . ·, · , . f..1.¥.ifau, :'. ,if; -; .,, ,;i/1', :· •. .,;.,,

1
•, *:;,.~,•, t,<N,, · ;'. : 1 , , , , 1, ~"; \ :- ' ':,, , /. .: : , 1,. · . . · · , • ( l ,!Jr,:''!I ,, , : \·, ," '. ; ??:· 1 With Afghan unrest by tanks. It 1s the stuff of a • , ,, ) W ld ' h . S ' li •'cl'"'•l-• i ~•,t, , , , ., , , .,.,. ,, , ,, ,,, . .. , , I' '/'l_,r,·•,:. ' ••/ · d d t· . 'tealK l' :·• 1 or grampatternsarecangmg. uc t, '.0 <'.·--' ·<,-,,,•,, . ,., 1•:•.t ·.',.' >,• •'", ,. .., , 1 " ·' ·· '· · ' , • , . ' ·,", .. ,•· goo an conmumgm rn remmargu-

is the increase in domestic ahd non•Soviet for- \ "Every tim~ a' Soviet f amilj 'sits doivn lo dinner," the . . , . ' \ ment. Now, with a succession struggle impend­
eign de111and, and such are the rising costs of, , . , . · , , · . , •. ' . , . , - ,\ ' ,. '1 ; • · ' ing, is a particularly good time to nourish that 
growing more food a~ home, that no longer do .. _:;'. evidence of the.Krem(in.'s failure is on the table. Call it. ' . .. argument. But if the American grain market is 

i;AmericanfarmersrequiretheSovietmarketto5\ ,s" ,i·· ,; . .. ·, . :·. •<,, ;," . , ,,•.:. •,/. · · , , · · · . , 1 , againopenedwide;themessagetheUnited 
B?ak up surpluses and _keep dome~tic ;pric~~,Jl the Afrhiinistan ied plate special. !' ;·' , . ' ' I " : .". States would ,b~ inserting into, that arg~ment ' 
high.T~Anewpattern1sai:alyzedmacom(:;,tl;", ,·.,_ <;:,.,.,,:-.,:, ... ·

1
, · ·: ' \ -'.,': .:. ; ,1 ••. _ ·• ·-, t , ' , _ wouldb~:.anythmggoes . . · . 

: prehens1ve. report that Agr1cul.ture Secretary ):. :- '-: , , · •. , :I , , · • '· ,, i , , ' - · ~:dec1s10n to ma½e gram a_n mte~al and ex-
\ John Block lnhorited from h1a prodoco!!Bor, } , the supply of mtiilt in the fitat yc!lr (1980) and ' hngo or potuto, and 110 meat, washed down phc1t 'part of Amencart foreign policy sets up 
, Block,. in an intervie\\'., showed himself defi-J ,t will effect meat. even more from this point •·. with vodka. . · , . . · ', . certain tasks. Policymakers . must determine 
, i nitely unsympathetic to this part of the report. ~/; ,on as slaughtered he~cls are not r:epll!nished. ; . , ;; 1 , Public opinion as such may not exist in the 1 ,: how to distribute exports among commercial, 

'. ;:~. l · gathered;, how~v¢~, ~8., ,~ ;,,n.?t,~t3-t ~~~ dk ;~·;. yv e, ~ust_keep_ ~n, -~ _d •. t~~~- ~h~, s~dard oC J !Soviet. Union. The ' Soviet. ~eople! 'co~par~?~b/~,politic~ .. an,d . h~anitarian/developmep!hl ' . { 
f; gested the .~at;e~1al m 1t.. :·· ,/;.f,if4,,\l•' 'f( ';i,(ft!\f l~vmg m ,1.h~,,S.o".,Iet.Y,n~qp.}~· ~,till_ S!) . ~bys!11~Y 4~!' say, with f oles, ~e c?ws!·' little given to pro~ i£;t uses. ; D1pl_omats Will h11;ve to _head off. Soviet 
:/.'". 2_) '.fhe miseries of SoVI~t agriculture .Imgei', 1~ l~w ~hat;~e xceptJor,, the elite! the ·qu_al~ty <If J ,;' test. Ce_rtai~ly the SoVJet mternal ~pparatus of : 1 

•. e?d runs m the f~w other gram:exporbr~g na- . 
" This 1s Im old story. Nor 1s there the shgq.test : diet 1s the most important thmg. · Meat 1s the repress1011 · 1s stronger. But there 1s reason . to t1ons. Propagandists must remmd foreigners 

' glimmer that the Kremlin will do the ·ona principal item with which the Soviet leader- believe that events in Poland over the last dee- . thnt Soviet adventurism was the cause of it all. · 
thii1g- unleash , market forces_:__that could shiJ:! has undertnken to improve the diet. ade have sensitized Sbviet leaders to the im• The agricultural sector must accept a require• 

·, ease its farm problem. That means depending ' . The removal of meat from the dinner table pact that changes in the supply and price of ment to institutionalize a new government role 
_. , ind~fmitely on American farme1:5 ~ ~ake.up "\ i~, then,.a,blow at the dipt, a blow at ~he stand- . , 1food can have on.d?mestic ~tability, They can--,,; ·.· in,the gr~n ~rade:_Difficult tasks ~11, but possi~ . 
/ , SoVIet shortfalls, as. the .Kremlin has. for 20 1,r;;,,erdof hvmg and a blow at.the SoVIet leader"l ,f.: not he, happy lookmg forward tofurther er~.;'/:i'.ble to do. i- t) t -., '', . ;'. :' / ,,. ,,,r·, · ... ,, th : , V-. 

~}::':'~etsTh~ Sovi~J1~lifjlfif~'J~;:
1f!ttii,~ !hWc;J;! t:i~:~~1~: t Jfn~et8iie i:~~i :::ci!!J~t!t~h:~~r; :it:e. f~r' i~:· ~ff~110i}~~~rw !e:~~li~~z~!~~~~~~~~tih~t{~~~~~ :" : 

1976, obligating the Soviet Union to buy eight .· dence of the Kremlin's failure is oh the table. ·, 1 There is another angle. If a limit is kept on . . · nienthas no business interfering in the market . 
million tons a year and giving the president Call it the Afghanistan red_ plate special: cab• Soviet purchases, the onus• of explaining why · and if he can, instead, think strategically. 

r 
________________ ..., __ .., ______________________________________ ..,. ____________________________________ ---~--~~=~ ... ~~---' 
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THE GRAIN EMBARGO 

The post-Afghanistan grains embargo against the USSR announced 

on January 4, 1980, whatever its effectiveness, has been overtaken by 

a series of events which are 1 ikely to dominate U.S. pol icy toward grain 

trade with the USSR in 1981: 

1. The evolution of the Reagan administration's 

policies toward the USSR , including trade relations 

and the question of 1 inkage; 

2. The possibility of extensive economic sanc­

tions against the USSR if Poland is invaded, etc . ; 

3. The expiration of the US-USSR grains agreement 

on September 30, 1981, covering 8 mill ion tons of 

grain not affected by the embargo; 

4. World grains production, supply and prices and 

USSR import requirements. 

Background 

The grain embargo against the USSR of January 4, 1980 was part 

of a program of economic and other sanctions announced by President 

Carter fol lowing the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan a-nd · 1nc tm:i-e-d-­

l imitations of exports of hi gh technology or other strategic items 



and limitations on fishing privileges in U.S. waters. The grain em­

bargo did not affect the base amount of 8 million tons of grain which 

was contracted for and applied only to the 17 mi 11 ion tons discre­

tionary purchases by the USSR permitted by the US-USSR grain agree-

ment. 

The embargo decision had all the earmarks of a hasty action: 

the affected U.S. industries were not consulted as required by the 

Export Administration Act of 1979 nor was there prior consultation 

with U.S. allies. The Carter administration never adequately explained 

why the embargo did not affect the base amount of 6-8 mill ion tons 

of grain provided for in the US-USSR agreement of October 20, 1975 

which were to be supplied annually for a five-year period starting 

October 1, 1976. The Carter administration was confident that the em­

bargo would not be circumvented by other grain suppliers. The 17 mil­

lion tons of embargoed grain (value= $2.3 billion) was supposed to 

result in the loss to the USSR of about half of its projected grain 

imports with a consequent reduction in livestock feed, herd slaughter, 

and, over the longer term, a substantial reduction in meat production. 

Attempts were made to secure the cooperation of. other grains-exporting 

countries such as Canada, Australia, the European Community and Argen­

tina. Argentina never agreed to participate in the embargo, Canada 

accepted to limit grain sales to the USSR to ''normal and traditional 

levels 11
• In the event, there was substantial circumvention of the 

embargo notably in Argentina, the EC and Canada. 
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The USSR has been able to import a record amount of grain in 

the marketing year 1979-80 (July-June) . and estimates indicate a con­

tinuation of the trend for 1980-81 . The total amount of grain imported 

by the USSR in 1979-80 was 31.5 mill ion tons, about 20 percent above 

previous record year of 1975-76 and accounting for 16 percent of total 

world grain imports. Total grain imports in the 1978-79 year were 

15.6 million metric tons . 

Estimated total grain imports in 1980-81 are 33. 1 mi 11 ion metric 

tons. The geographic composition of these imports has, however, 

changed. Comparing July-December 1979 with January-June 1980, one sees 

a marked reduction of imports from the United States from 12.2 mil 1 ion 

metric tons (MMT) in the first period to 3.1 MMT in the second period. 

While the United States accounted for 72% of the Soviet Union's grain 

imports in 1978-79, the US accounted for only 48% of such imports in 

1979-80. Estimates for 1980-81 show dramatically the change in the 

composition of imports into the USSR: compared with a year earlier, US 

expor ts are expected to decline from 15.3 MMT to 8 . 0 MMT; Canada would 

increase exports from 3.8 MMT to 5. l; Argentina from 5.5 to 10.0; the 

European Community from 0. 7 to 3. 5. Exporting countries have c i rcum­

vented the embargo shifting sa-les from traditional markets to the 

USSR (at premium prices) while leaving traditional markets to US grain 

exporters. Argentina has been the greatest beneficiary of this diversion 

and has , in addition, signed on July 10, 1980 a long-term supply agree­

ment with the USSR for 22.5 million tons of grains (corn, sorghum and 

soy beans) over the next five-year period. 
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SE IT 
Effect on the USSR 

The effect of the embargo on the USSR is difficult to assess. 

The USSR had anticipated a total consumption of grain in 1979-80, prior 

to 'the embargo, of 228 MMT of which about 35 MMT was to be imported. 

Of these imports, 25 MMT was to come from the United States. The em­

bargo was designed to reduce these 25 MMT to 8, a reduction of 17 MMT 

part of which would be offset by imports from other sources with a 

net loss of imports to the USSR of about 7 MMT; actual net reduction 

in imports has been less: to the extent the USSR is experiencing a re­

duction in grain consumption below anticipated levels, the principal 

cause has been her bad grain harvests in both 1979 and 1980 with pro­

duction off in each year by about 30 million metric tons. The USSR 

was able to offset these losses in part by drawing down of stocks of 

grain and in part by increasing imports ~f meat. 

The diversion of imports from the U.S. to other sources has 

resulted in higher prices for grain imports into the USSR. With chronic 

difficulties in agriculture, bad grain harvests in the USSR and a strin ­

gent supply situation in the world, the USSR (as other consumers) wil 1 

be faced with higher grain import prices. In these circumstances, there 

is at least an appearance that the grain embargo is working in terms 

of the availability of grain supplies to the USSR and there may in 

fact be some reduction in shipments to the USSR as a result. Under 

present circumstances, a curtailment in the 8 million metric 

tons of grain currently authorized for exportation to the USSR (of which 
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5.5 MMT have already been contracted for and, as yet, not shipped), a 

significant impact on grain supply to the USSR could result. The 

longer the bad supply situation in the USSR and the world obtains, the 

greater the prospect that the USSR would have to curtail consumption of 

meat by its population. In the short term, unavailability of grain 

as a feedstock would result in the slaughtering of herds resulting in 

an increase in the availability of meat; over the longer term, the 

cut-back in herds would result in a substantial dee! ine in meat pro­

duction and consumption in the USSR. 

Effect on u.s; Farmers 

The opposition of the U.S. agricultural conmunity to the em­

bargo -- which persists -- was based initially on the expectation that 

the embargo would result in a substantial depression of grain prices. 

In fact, grain prices did drop initially but regained their pre-embargo 

level within a month's time. In recent months, grain prices have 

heen rising smartly. Current stock situations for corn and wheat sug­

gest that U.S. prices will remain relatively strong. The recently 

concluded four-year grain agreement with the PRC indicates that ship­

ments from the U.S. to the PRC wi 11 rise substantially by about 6 MMTs 

in 1980-81 over 1979-80. 

The world has experienced two years of bad agricultural har­

vests back to back. With world demand rising this has resulted in a 

run-down in stocks, higher prices and, if U.S. production stands up, 
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rising U.S. exports. A world that is increasingly dependent on U.S. 

agricultural supplies is one in which the U.S. can more effectively 

than otherwise prosecute an export denial pol icy. But it should be 

emphasized that any such pol icy pursued essentially unilaterally by 

the United States is bound to have limited effects. The fact that 

grains are fungible and internationally traded means that substitute 

supplies can be found if producing countries are not willing to par­

ticipate in supply restraint arrangements for either political reasons 

or reasons of economic gain. To assure compliance by other countries, 

it is necessary that they accept the objectives which the sanctions 

are designed to serve and this in turn requires, at a minimum, prior 

consultation with them. Under the best of circumstances, given the 

nature of the world grains market, compliance will be effective if 

the objective world supply and demand situation is conducive to com­

pliance. 

Options 

The options outlined below are applicable in the current 

situation absent any event, such as an invasion of Poland by the USSR 

or related action of sufficient gravity to warrant the application of 

new sanctions. If such an event takes place, clearly the lifting of 

the embargo by the Unit e d Stat e s is rul e d out and the pros pe ct for 

the application of new economic sanctions against the USSR in concert 

with allied countries is substantially enhanced. 
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1. Lifting of embargo without preconditions in comp! iance with 

President-elect Reagan 1 s campaign statements. 

Comment: Under present str i ngent supply conditions at least 

for the short term, the 1 ifting of the embargo is not likely to result 

in any significant increase in U.S. grain exports to the USSR; by the 

same token, it is not 1 ikely to result in any major durable impact on 

U. S. grain prices which in any case have been rising. This decision 

appears to come down to the question of accommodating the sentiments of 

American farmers who are opposed to export controls on agricultural 

goods as a matter of principle vs. the somewhat ambiguous signal that it 

would emit to the USSR and our allies under the present strained cir­

cumstances of relations with the USSR. 

2. Link the lifting of the embargo with some specific action 

or assurance by the USSR. 

Comment: Given the principle of linkage enunciated by President ­

e lect Reagan, suspe nsion of the emba rgo could be sol d for some action 

by the USSR of fairly modes t dimension. Even in this connection, it 

would carry the implication of regularization of grain trade with the 

USSR and hence imply that the US-USSR grain agreement would be renegotiated. 

3. Remove soy beans only f rom th~ embargo 1·ist while retaining 

the embargo with regard to corn and wheat. 

Comment : U.S. production of soy beans has dropped and the carry­

over reduced so that the amount of additional soy bean exports imp! ied 
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by such an action is doubtful. Such a decision would constitute a com­

promise although its value in terms of bringing the farm community around 

is probably very limited. 

4. Defer decision on the grains embargo pending a renegotia-

tion of the US-USSR grains agreement which expires on September 30, 1981. 

Comment: The Reagan administration could open negotiations with 

the Russians on renewal of the agreement this spring, depending on 

broader political questions. This would at least serve the purpose 

of subsuming the grain embargo issue under the larger more important 

rubric of what kind of arrangements we should enter into with the USSR 

governing grains trade for the longer term. 

5. Defer the renegotiation of the grains agreement and, after 

it lapses, rely on unilateral U.S. controls to govern grain exports to 

the USSR. 

Comment: The US-USSR grain agreement was designed to intro­

duce a measure of stabili t y into the grain s market after the experience 

of the "great grain robberies. " This need persists and may require 

USSR cooperation in order to be satisfied. However, as an alternative 

to an agreement, the U.S. government could seek to enforce unilateral 

controls on shipments of grain to the USSR directly or indire ctly. 

It is unlikely , however , that the u.s. · farm community would look kindly 

on such controls. 

M. R. 
December 16, 1980 
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WORLD GRAIN PRODUCTION , CONSUMPTION AND STOCKS 

(July-June year) 

(in mill ion metric tons) 

1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 (Est.) 

Production .................. . .. 1,579 1,521 1,520 

Consumption .................... 1,549 1,550 1,560 

Change in Stocks .............. . +30 -29 -40 

Year-end stocks ........ : ....... 231 202 162 



11/ 

USSR GRAIN IMPORTS 

(July-June year) 

(in million metric tons) 

1979-80 1980-81 (est.) 

United States ........ 15.3 8.0 

Canada ............... 3.8 5 . l 

Australia ............ 3.9 3.5 

Argentina ............ 5.5 10.0 

European Community . . . 0.7 3.5 

Spain ................ 0.0 1.0 

Others ............... 1.3 2.0 

30.5 33 . . 1 



THE WA.LL STREET JOURNAL 

Soviets See 'PlUses in Grain 
- February 26, ~9 1 

· ... ~ 

Embargo 
By DAVID BRAND positive impact on the Soviet economy, But he comes closer to a major reason 

sra/J Rt"Portero/THEWAu..STREETJooRNAL helping to mobilize its resources and po!en- for the animal-feed shortage when he be-
MOSCOW . - When President Carter tials." moans the "lack of initiative" shown by 

slapped an embargo on U.S. grain exports But many in the west disagree with tltis · state-farm managers. "State farms must · 
· to the Soviet Union 13 months ago, there . assessment. " Yes. the Soviets are poten- become self-sufficient instead of relying on 
was -• .. i despread optimism that the Soviets ~ tially capable of becoming self-sufficient, subsidies," he says. 
would be mad_~ .to pay for thei~ ady_enture .0 • but at great cost." says Everett-Jacobs. an . Western experts doubt that the cun:iber· 
in Afghanistan. Adv~cing tanks would be .- American expert on Soviet agriculture who some Soviet agricultural bureaucracy can 
coun~red by retreattng foodstuffs. . teaches at Sheffield University in England. be inspired to become more efficient Nor i 

Thirteen months later, th~ ~vie~ are · .:. "It would be so costly that it would be irra· do they believe that the Soviets .will be able- • 
asking: Who has hll!! wh9m?, ~- : -~ ·: . · ?=; ... _:;, tional to.attempt it" He adds that the ca~ · to boostl)roduction of alfalfa, soybeans and 

The U.S. goyernm.e~t~ spent .~-~ blllio~ _r'. , prtcioas ;:.soviet climate makes harvest rapeseed .for many years; Thus the Soviets: 
buying up 14.5 milliori'metrinorui'of So* " goals difficult to meet, as was the case in must step up efforts . to bring more land 
et-round grain and S!JYbe~. which it l:Jlen-1' >__1979 .and 1-oao/ ·,-.:- .. , ·: ~~:,t{it~~S:~:, · - . into production; ::-.: . ·; '. . • ,·,; .. ,:. :~-; ·_,: ·,.;:.a 

. sold at a loss of $460 million. (A metric-ton-· , .. The . Soviets were hit from two ··direc.- · · In the harsh . landscape of· the Soviet 
is equivalent tn .36.7 .bushels of wh~ -~~:;/ 'tfons:iast year. First came the-grain em- Union. this largely means -reclaiming.land 
soybeans or 39.4 bushels of corn;) · . ' ....... ,, ~ -: -baigo;·-wbich meant the loss_ of 17 mlllion from forest ,and swamp, 1treating ·u with 

Although the Soviets have been forced - : metric tons of U.S. !?Tain tfiat ·were planned large amounts of fertilizer ·and . minerals; 

t
to spend heavily on grain supplies from : to be imported be~een October 1979 and and bullding •irrigation systems. Even so; 
other countries, they claim _the embargo : September 1980. (The U.S. government such areas have. the least·productive ·soi.4• 
has provided them the resolve to become · bought up 14.5 million metric tons of this deficient in humus and lime; and the capt-: 
self-sufficient in agricultural production. · 1' ·- ' · · ta! investment needed to bring it Into pro-· 

out
1 :i~:.~. ~!~!;~U:S Li~~o:.i~-: l ·- .- · They ~laim . the ~-··: ~~:0~f ~:~. ~~~ ~~~b= ~o: 

agribusin~ expe~ a~ _the Inst;!tute of_ U.8::- .. ooro-o '.' . has ..... provided:. hav~ been · brought into production- in the. 
and Canadian Studies m Moscow. He calls· , e · · · - ·· · • . . ,,· · . - past five :years, the• total still" constitutes. 
agricultural self-sufficiency '. 'a. v.ery .realis, ,.: .. them . the · resolve-do;; be.:-: only' 3% of Soviet arabfe !_an~ ,,, _:.; :i. ,,,, , -,; . 
ticDespgoali'~ s~c~ --~vi:t.:~n~~o~:· -~d~;.;·· .come: · self-sufficient. · . -~, ~s~-~ -.Than'_Inipo~•:·· - ~~ -~/ -·,~:; 

• • • . r • • • ' • •• • •• _.,-•• -: • . , · •' • • • ... -But the cost can be fustified;. says. Mr.~ 
strong opposition from U~S. farmers, most,,_. . .. ,.- . . .• - · · · ,., · · ·N ... - nk ·· 1n· ,... - · ·•t· · tbs. ·••·th So. · ts , ·· . · · · · · , ·-· .•· ~r:r · · · • . azare o. - recen mon , . e vie . 
observers don t expect President Reagan . ·tor resale The embargo exempted eight · ha bee . · · · · · ch $226 f ·· 
to. lift th b t1m ,. · · ... .. · • ve . n paying as mu as or, a 

e em argo any e soon. · · - '.~, t.-; million.,. tons a· year;: which the Soviets '" to · f ·· ted · · ·· · rei:f 
That the embargo. has stung. the Soviets.-, . bo,,·,..,t in the 1980 contract ear and have 1n:etrtc n o .unpor . ~ -- compa • 

--=-- ==-inur -action=--is: ·supported· by-:-Zhores--Meet:~;,.. ~ --· .- . - Y · _- - -·. -. -:-with_ the_-di:>m!!SUc_produ_ctipn.~! of. ruo ¾· - ..... - _ - ---= 
... - - vedev a·So-netemt::!re scientist-who works~ _.,.,,_contracted for agam this _year.)__Then.ba.4, ·- ton. ·Even-though -grain-f+:om th~ nonblackc:~ --- ... 
~ · ,at th~ National -~tttiite _tor Medical;~ ·.:~~;_a;!fi"io~~~~/:i~ ~~\ 1!1;fi~:;.~ ·. lands~~ hi~ ~ szo~t,a ~ton.:J ~~ti}l_ ~~; _ _ 

·search 1·n Londo"'~Tbe·Sovie+~ he wn·•--'z:.. ,.~ ·~ ·,~ ·· .:.--~rta·· · - · ' ·1y-· aff· ~-. ·5o·v1~ ' less tlian .the unports. . .. , .. ,.-,,, · · v -• - ~ 1" · . . ... . · . . ~. -=-~ ... • .. - J.uesuo ge-1sacute ecting· et · . ·· .. , .. • ': 
a ~1dely ~~ arttc_le m The Ne~ Sci· . meat supplies because the principal grain The Soviet rese~ mstitute tor non-
_eJltisC a Bntish. magazine: U8 making a ~ UllPOrts are.for aoimal feed. These Imports blaclt lands~locat,d m Minsk. capitu .of, 
major effort to ·prov~·- th~ir mdepende~ce··: are now comlng 1n at" a rate of about 3.5 the_republic of By:lorussia-:is suddenly_of 
fro~ U.S. im~~~:..:-;-· . ., ~ _ . •: •• . , ~ millioir qietric tons·a year frl?m-~Azienttna. . ma)Or ~P?rtanc~ m the ~~.:~-~~rt.to: ~-! . 
, In general. ·· ~- Medvedev wn~ I. · • Canada and a·number of other countries. • crease gram _production.. ,<>··•--,· - · ::. '•"!"~ 

_ ._!!nd that tl!e U.S: embargo, whic.h_~ _de- -;, ~--.~toe:..So.vieLrte.W'.=laced...:.w:it!L:eonsider,, .. Michail .Sevemy9u,.J!t~-~gtute,'~ qi~~--­
, -- ---si~ed to-: expose-_the vul.neraoility·-o~;.uie- _,. ab~~}'iyperbole...:~---flla ·a -h~ro'1e'"effoft:-is ,~-tor;· sayg-,48o/o"'to:-~· o~e-arable- Iand· ~ : ... 

~,met.U~on, has m_ TI:~ty ~ade a !'3.ther:. • .,·bemr·made_ to· raise -productton·ot animal nonbla<;k: -~~-IS p,anted ~ cereal crops. , -- - ---· -
!;feed}f,:p1anners ,· are ·. ccinsidenrig • higher His-~on; he says, is to exp_and that· to 
i .. ·e1ds 0C evecythi1r fronCalfalfa to ra 60%. But _this ~ .make only a minor den~ 
-:: ~''Even. wtat~ and beets "are an/:. in the Sovie( Union's . feed-gr.!,in needs re:' 

. 0 • • - ~--~ t 'resource ·for•-- feeciing. '-:amma!s;' . cause the I]Onl}Jaclc ,l:m<i;s:provide_ only 6%: 
. · , •·· - • .::.1. - · · • of the nation'.s . · ~ . ---.-: .... . --~· :- ~1,,. 

- - --- - - - - - · · - --- -· - -- - -- - -- :-::=:!~~~f:-~~~7e=~~ -:Tlie- prtorl~n~ to · Mi.~~~~you-·~---:--·-
·. when be· tells a reporter: "The grain ·em· mstitute can be seen m· the facilities at its 
'. ba.rgo'was a pleasure for cxir' country.' Be- co~d:_ It controls· 31 _laborato~ ~th 
,- i:,ause we. had come to rely on 1mported 680 se1e~tiflc : ~orkers ~d _ 280 ~entists 
,· feed and:coarse grain· from the,u.s: we and· engineers. )t has an expenmental 
,. weren't :fori:ed to do _anytli.irig~'about in· _plant to test Pt?to_types ·_~ faI_:Til machines: 

creasing the production of high-protein for- and a· factory_ wtth•_-roo_ -y,'Or~ e,rs -~ _b~~ the 
: age arurcoarse grain in our owti colDltry." machines:. · · • :- -~: .. _:.~. · •'-' -' · -:~• -1 · --•, 1~ :.; 

. · · ·· . -: · · · · · ·; .· · . · - Mt. · Sevemyou ls : convinced · that feed 
Relymg Is Dangeroas . . . · production can be increased on nonblack 
. .Durlng, the years of detente.,. he says, it lands with new technology and with miner--
was CQ!lSidered more rational to·import ad· als and_ organic· fertilizers: "With fertili7.er 

· ditional feed grain than to produce it, thus alone," he says.-'··"we-can-triple- our hay· 
freeing resources for use elsewhere in the production. " The problem ?S that the Sovi· 
economy. But, as relations between the ets have a. chronic shortage of fertili7.er. 
U.S. and the Soviets have deteriorated, he In his article, Mr. Medvedev, the -Soviet .1 

says, ''we now realize that it's very dan· emigre scientist, says such efforts are par( ; 
gerous to rely on international partners." of the " battle attitude" adopted by the So-

i Exactly how the Soviets could make up viets after the U.S. embargo. He writes:-· 
their deficiencies In animal-feed production "Full self-sufficiency,in production clearly 
isn't clear. Yictor Nazarenko, who directs motivated several high-level agricultural· 
a Moscow institute of economic research in planning decisions taken at the beginning 
a.,"liculture, talks somewhat vaguely about of 1980. And the effect of these decisions 
improving efficiency through increased in- will be long lasting, far beyond tl:e iim.its , 
vestments in irrigation and storage. of 1980." 



~ 
------- p . --. 

ost , 
-.---,,- . -~ -'"' y.:•~·.:v ~-.._,~;~;-;~)~-;~~~•" ~. j - -- . 

, . • . '--" . . . ., \. . , , .. ,i· . . ;J ... , 7. ,... . .... i .,,1, .... ~, ... ~·:-r-, t '- . i., , .,.,·t ".;.1~,t~v ... J •; .,.l , .• · . ; -.. : ,., , 
'il . I' . .. ', : •. \~ \ . . . I • ·,. . ' .,t.f ' :.,·, ~?.'f; _.· ': ,\ •':- -ii ,L~t •~1).-m/_\i.y~'~i l :.~'<-<i • \ .. I • . iul'".lt:: l l,' '·::~f: r 'ii .. ' } .,_ ,, :d; ,) ,•. i~-~-l' ti, ".'~! 1~ "f;;•qf 1,'.l;h·tt :f A-Y~/ ' ?-1 ,:rt.~~ ~-:;t, .• ih,T t i t' '! 

:. ~ • • ·., ' By(Ward Sinclair · •, 1j 1i . •~ '. ,' ~ffiQaj,t I to, think' we ican '·'Jiav~.' ;an ~:IP,r!~}.-we 8"-"1~ thear}n~:e~bargo . atea Y:P~ure for ~~~µ1qa,t1~p, Ql ~~ :,~~®JW0uld ,. li4, the'?embargo oo.:' 
i 1, i./ , · ""'ll!!lfi°n PO&tf~, w.,,~~ . .~.1 

\ ·~ment with .the t!l!lbargo .•tll[on.~ , \. , \q~, ~d d~p,~ 1;111,.Jw,Abb,n;, u.s. ,min · tb4rg°' •A . ~luvon , in~qced by .'.J;,1glus,t h't".; baa ·~f f4U'bl \ conatituency 
d , {~There ~ y; ~ times when rertain · · Afterw~~. B~ock · ·srua . th~ -,Uni~ .. / ~xpo~ last:, .. ~~~ · ~~~b\~.1~-_fig~ ,,d ', p., ~~~.: ,r.~~-l~1?~~~¥,;>.zwj~1~2§ f~t V!_.~ to';:f ?,~~ .. 'f!~-~ His 
J • '.:.1 Renubli~ I~ ' tl!ey'~ ~~ver h~,: SSotat;eat iu~' ~d J~O t!:O~~~.: ~~f .th~ .. -.J-m· {~~1~~-cit~:.s. ·,g,~ 4/i~-~\~~)-1 ~~tJm!!9~~~~t-,~~rth·•-· .:flf>~ II<•~~ - ' ~~f;~,{H;\Pli!l ¼'P.~t~ Y.!{ yus I 

· ·· - ,. • i . .. . ,{, vte : m n·· : n o ti ' "'o f e" -.' · e ~ . · ·. 1.·"= ""' l!ir:-: . . a 'lS~~ ~~JfJf.., .. ,· · . """'-' " , r ~ ~~q,~_M,~~) es&~ ~ ! ;,.IJ: 1"9'75··~- ~- ' \l .. ~~ ··"-hiegh,}la@., ·&11-_j -••~}h.r/,.Jtt ~~ti9¥? .fR,~~re~l~l ~J~7~ 1,~~!l;l"~JSm'!-:U-- . ,.i.:r.-v. . Jl '•-A .... , . < ' ffl~~~-•i '!PY:~~-~ .... 1~ 1 -· "<>mnnat• 1t. '1 l"!, ,· '" ➔ h t ••i•• ·.t• ., •. , ' ·~ment ,w C ,r, OwtlUI-~•.-9$-'I~ ~ ,. ~n 'J~tli ~ entJiiioiaa....-,r w ~~H ' num f, " >81,' ,,· -~-:""'f_,, ·r ~t· .il- ~..,. tf..~- ~~- ,··· -· .. ;! . ·10·•' ~ i-J. '~,,if: \ ,•,1" .. ·: \• . ... ,!f-,''i: l( t\."tlc }· 't~eimtr' -+~ . .,n,J(~t-- -~ ~ :.t. ,,iJie: ".r. ;"- ,'\! ~~' • • ~-~;,"' \,if- •~~· 
11~ .~~~8 ~th_._ .Soe~oarguQ .. P~ l ~w'! , r.~~~-~~~~; -~~i:~;~s.!vi ·lt~~eaJi.,tlii rr~·JL~~ .. :im,·1:!l~~~ ~~ P.~o~"f•S,,,,'\1 .,, . ..:· ~ i -~ .i;;::., \.:.:.: (l~t.;.: 

shi ·men~ to e viet mon, ·1 mi'b er~ ·u1:uuon·to·prevent·tn1f \l-!P•''.f PQ \nef1J ~~ •on · -; .~ .. ,_.,.l'lie?g,;r,~~ ,1, "-s9 1, ~ ;µs:, . 1)88\ll•~ 
~funerit for the Russia.na' -'inva-'~il . ~1_bf y~. dQm~tic mar~et&~~ r11 'tl ~ ":th'-.-po~';fi 'f,l ~-~ ,:~00\\1'mW~i, ... ,~~♦W2.. tl>fil!i~~~':!I , --~ 1M~1-,.:..::~>:~t::. .. ~!i'i.C..li,'li;'\].",,,•"' ·' • 

e ·A~ l,,n-ln~ft. • · qw' kly beooin '' ./J.r R_. ,y' ''\ r •j'. ,' ·, .. >,):• .j "t dlo • · · ~' ,7il:C.:, Y':'i Vt..1ioi".":t .. "1timi',1'1'M.i -',; '(. ' ,.. ... !? .; ' U:\laat •WE 
0.1 J'Uguw.w,~1,·¥1 C , . f ·,"' Sen.,iWalt:er '(Dee),~Hu dleston· (D~-~~,f~ ,--~r f ;',;; TP'~ ~ kl eB!-J ) ~·~ 'l"\ j'<'v,• •.f 

If n ,;Mft'd J),,..,,.an•s•grain 'embargo.'•· 1~1;.:•,r. ) .i~ nltina,~' ....... ·1· ,C'n:.n •~1'~~ ~,ut eismeat . ·. ~.. :•(' '( J, i .uti~ P ... ""'ft'!. f "'i"6 , . . • • •.". ~r1£~Y•, ~~ mocrat ,en-~~t~~~~ . . -~Jr ,1~;r~ ~ ,. i' t [A' ·· 
~pite campaign _pr9mises;td~pite_)J( ~culture;& '. . 'row.\~: 1~ recentl'{ ~ ~ 1t '6tji • • ·. w· :-u • -~&j-7,i'"t ~ -~• 
e opposition of proµ,inent GOP "":;' :' toudted ·iil(J!~ tiiefi:'PQiil. l'lhilt•/~ • ~•.wm~<t~M, -~ ~-~'~ 
· ,rs, · despite a Gabinet-level . review,~~ \been lo/Ji 'µi~~ ~~;gi:&itpdebate'ove~'rt)ii/~4gljii"'nie~ 1~m~;;Jiiv.t~~ tt1~~i1J·""l97- ~. tbe-i m 
d 8 White House mee~ last week, , me 'ts qi uui,em~~ :_' \ 'd'.• "' h th~r,lt~;iw fhin''~ila·'•11 ,~•1:" ·'1''-~,,• ,· • TJ \ ~ , •. ' 

' • D s' fan thaf e· eml.n-'n1\..::1n ; '1."ph. ' ·♦i .• ·c:1~·d'~ S> ~ '- ,f f'~ .. , 1.,tH ·.• .~:. ~;m ... d ~ r~,~ i}~ ~,~~1a' ~ ~ 
lS O 't)·· 1 . ~6:r, ,".'."'f. , - •.~ e . .,,.,,. V. · 0 ,mycu as . e , ve . • e1 it b 
..-.1 . •t· .... . ~ ~1})."M-i.Y!".£1'\I . p .. -~ i·:,· -· , . .i~ ffl\1.U,P.1, _ fll ~ ~'.t · . . ; -~ ~ -ii,i~~!l■· ~ !~:-~w.J. r,-,i'. 
a1 any ,ut1~ soog..J," l'i , c1:1 1 . n:sJw:n1 ....-.-:::,., -..~Ji.,,t:.il,.,, •t w~ if"fi.r. 'invu ,, i niwe· salQ, · 

.. ..,,1 ,,._ji'•;e'f•d ~.►- ; ~h" ~ . . d \14"1it1t ~ - .. r~,11~·:.- . . .,. -~ . i ~\! -!5]\:9,li ' a·•, ·~ ·~·,1<....-:1k ,,,1,,. ~'TI. ,re. "" ore,-it•a ~• 1;. ... · ;ne . 'W msmc· · i , }~\J s • e ~~o eu 
· I, {I.P ~ ) .,P . 'Bl ' ;A'@: ., ft .. , .l;.~ J.tiffE1 • --~· ~ . ~~ .fli . ,;! ruf ) t~ ' .,~ --1' .JJ,i;Jji...,.ttl 
~ lasSecrctafykl ~~, .. ~ •!! .• ~ .barg·~ug: ) ~Th '.~~.~~.2••ll4~~•-~,r.1,e~11-~'\, .~,tr i9-i~~!J~"'".i~~9~JW~.~~-~,M)·· 

t wee ., w'f't w1~ em o I ey ~111ve. Y'f"Cn w.11e1to·. ~•up~JD,ost'".t~ ~ J\~$!:;.r.~ .'1 f1.Q,, ~~1P~¥~,:f \' 
continue at least until. the. So~et .: t of , their:· sh~a}li ,f#,o~) <>!h~r J, \YO~~~~l~ll'h.at~ &~i\l.Ca{ about ~·1t:-J]lilli 
n offer.3 some gesture ,of (10ncilia- - sourc.est il1'i ~~;--~~{hq,~i\Jth,-·~. 1-'.Jt~,; t _) .... "''bf."'· · :~· ~ 'y.,ithbeld,fro· •' shi :owar~ the u 'te,:l s· ies;· .. ~ i'- ·, :; ~ -~ .. ,, ;,1>' ;r~<,t"' ~ ! lt~ i.-li;-·1h'k;~J -t;~~v;~~v~:' . -~:( ,' "', .. ~ ii , , Im ,~"{, ~ ' . 

• • , • 1/1: , 1• • •• , , • e fense te ,'<t ..,~ ~e 11o~ • ,. . • ~ 
I -~ .• ;,i ,,. .,.r .• .., .. .. ".~ J,,, 1

,1• -.. . . ., l ••J~ • ./~tn:'~ ... _-j -: t .,. ~ ... ~.1:.:.~~w.~t1-..•i "' II· Y 
1

~ ,. -~k ., . . -
>Ck,""~'strenuous-mt,c·or the sales··h,1:has-,esti)nawu:that~Hie,! 11ca1w~ •lliid·1·;\'~• .\ . -P.•~yeni ··~ 8,1! 1,,,I: / .. 'd u1· t I·. •t"• T'.;,"h .· ' 1 ,•. B lt 11'W+;,, _,_ .[.;_j ••. " \ : • .Jdi'ti •·•TTr~ "~ illi-• ... ,,,.a.:.. ... , ·~ ,. I t, ' , ' ·"e'· · "" ·•0'1 ,/ .. ~! 'o~'m' r llSl ive "'· -arm · e .',? ,..,,. 1i.!WIU · au o -• on· - ·, · · a · .. " · . ,IW , I. ~th ' 'd 'i , ~:;;J,~1 ',· t'b "' i~)'. ., ·~ 'iA.!;;\t,'.• b'!!.~1 ·th·~.- ~ ~1~r~tr~ r-. __x;,.1_._. utiJ'fe~~~iA'''ff~1~t~;~::i;p'' ~p1easure wt 1.,. 11~- ~o. ~' u, ~rea(r\3/:,.~ ~ ;, .e gr~,.~ ~~wY., r: : -.~ . ..., l l :->:c:--,,J .... t .l"'>' '7.:~-' . 

mt ~t may Curqi~r .!JY •tbe polit1-. .:J\m~J,~·_,1 livP3¥k: C~~cs-nol:e, _h~r~~--i· .:1 ~ ~ f)u.id .¥.lc:>wedta·~ntinu,{~(t.en, 
~tience of.farpi~ mtent 0~ ~l::';\:~r~--~u~~;J4~· ~m~~ ~t _the,, -µis s~;~!HOD; P,.f g~~ ~ of !1~~~~ f/cle#. 

ring U.S . .. expo~(i_ the J>al:'ll~ility ~- ~qy· ,'.};l:en~ _about :~?:~ billion; ~tlt,r,~~{j::Ji/!~· [Jif~i \~f.{;,{.t L-\,l'~e~ .. 
it . the undeJ'~Yl,tlg-;- 1~7p bilateral L .w~ : -1~ pnoe of t.aki,pg. ove! .1he gram: , .~ W,lie~b!lQ; ,nost o~rveis .11~ ~ . ~If:. lliler 

·ai.ri '' agreet]lellt ' witli ':the , R~!~, ... i~~ 'wotild. oth~ 'have 1beeQ· sold ' V ,, · ' r~ ...... J I r f. tJie 11.:., , ,,0'· 1;"~- '· • 'ji~etf 
hich the ·~ir)~c:(' nly';:inierrupted~l -'t9 the"R~i(U]S/ '· . 1t1··,·~1:, \ :~ :,!_,•J♦-' fti ; . -~ •;:<km::,t,,f .. ,;.~,hiw~,ql ~~~~;~~tl: 

not'be ,.;;81•,~•l,l! '{i:'i,i if" ; >."1},, ~ '11' -, 1 , -, ' ;;-,-.~,\'~~- ~ " · f)i!ijl ~~·•f'-
. f 0• .,c t~f ,,._r ·-~·:\·!el.~.\ .'(~-~ '.;'j,, t, _,tU~; -~~f:<>_r -~~-~ !l,.},'t&lfdicliltl i ~J?"~'iin~t•~ Sas ... ~~~~ 

':There · JS· , grelit .. concel'!l · on . myi•:r alys~ . ~y the, , epiJ;>arg~, • elopg .., flltli\.Wo~")/• ~i)i~j;f-· ~ ,,;IJ.' .. )Y.-~~-~.tfQllov,. 
,,;, Block' told a' House Approprial",'1't' .noot-harv~.~hed SQvi~t m~'t ·.~. \, b 1 ~, ., •. ,., -~- ~ro/1:·-

( ... " . , , • . •~ •. ,,- - ~ ... • ' ·' · '11· • · • •p. ••em o ·on 1 e 
1 ,~b.comnp~ .\.}'W!t~pu~ '."~ ~e1~1J~~Qduct\oJh ~1 :~?\YOO,, -,igncul~al;~'t ··~u' . t .i,~11~; 
i • in the i el,lllwgo 1-s1tl¥/ition, -t ·tt ,~~· growtltt',• 9.s; , .~&1JletB·i· stiffer¢ ~l°:e ~ ~ .. W~.. ,.~0~ 1(i ~,i·~,)~. 

d. ~ _. difficult''to·•negotiate .a}n1wt~~ short-.t,erm·:.1()88e$ :' after'- the·.',ern~- ~ . ; it. • 't!wnrke_ 
· t ~ 1 .. At .., ' • · ;, .. -1t,· i·h ;ili'!<-· b. ·t ·•'I.,,, · ... ~ .. ...&.• ·- ·d ~ • .{.:~-:. ·· - '111 ' ,l'tu ·-u::._.,~ ·· k~~t:::,,1.l;-.. ··"r men . ~ ,. . h spme ·:-. .., • e ; fi1 u ,, ~"i' ..... ""6 .. ,,- an a gro ...... '6 WQr ~ 1 i'!./ ~ : , ,p ~o. 1!. o , 

"" · 1. • \ · . .. ,.-.. ,. J>?1P., ~ , • "" L1\.,,.0'11 ·"' ,., , \ _ _ • ._~ • •• __ _ ...1 e 1•h.._....1 ~-~~t~! .:t..1'l~i,·",,f,. ...._ .. . fl ~ ,v,~. •· , ~-,k ep, ; 



.. --..,.,,. 

THE tvHITE HOUSE -
Office of the Press Secretary 

INTERVIEW tvITH THE PRESIDENT 
BY FRANK REYNOLDS 

ABC NEtvS 

The Oval Office 

March 9, 198 L 

10:00 A.M. EST 

MR. REYNOLDS: Mr. President, I'm very grateful to you, 
sir, for giving this interview today because it's a particularly 
i mportant day with your message to the Congress, spelling out in 
detail all of your budget cuts. The Reagan resolution is really goin g 
to become quite clear and distinct now. Do you feel, sir, that the 
honeymoon is perhaps about to come to an end? 

TrIB PRESIDENT: Well, if there has been a honeymoon so far. 
T•his could mark a change in it, but Frank, let me just say in addition 
to answering that, it's great to see you again. It's been too long. 

,Oe missed you out on the campaign trail. 

MR. REYN OLDS: Yes, well I watched you all the time. Watched 
y ou all the time. I understand, Mr. President, you've got the budget 
down now to $695.3 for Fiscal '82 and $655.2 for fiscal '81. You've got 
a $55 billiibn deficit for this year of '81 and a $45 billion deficit 
for next year, Fiscal' 82. Are those the correct figures? 

THE PRE SIDE NT: Yes, if the 
wo r ks out, we believe it would though. 
bil l i on ne~x t year is less th e.n half of 
t he cuts because our total cuts amount 

entire program is accepted and 
I have to point out that $45 

what the deficit \,oul/i m without 
to $48.6 billion. 

this phrase , 
I' c. like to 
admi •rii stration 

n 

MR. REYNOLDS: Mr. President, you've coined 
"the safety net" to define those who really need help. 
explore that with you, if I may, and one □ember of your 
de f i ned the truly needy as those who without government 
not survive. How do you define the truly needy? 

help would p r o bab:~y 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I think that is a kind of succinct 
way tha t someone put it, but I thi nk it's easy to define. It is tho se 
pe op l e wh o v,JOUld have no other me ans of s u bsist ance woul d s i mply be 
p op lari zed without the s e government programs and it is true tha t wher2 
\\Te are ma king cuts, it is up i n the area where over time the program s 
have broa de ne d and begun to include people tha t don't have that r ea l 
need cla ssi f ication. As in Cali f orn i a whe n we r e formed we lfare , wh en 
we. fi n a lly we re able to actually che ck, particularly on those peo p le 
'.-.~o had some outside income in addition to we lfa re, in the first 10,0 0 0 
n2 ~es we che cke d, we foun d ove r 40 pe r c ent o f them had unde rsta t e d t heir 
ou t s ide income for purposes of establ i shi ng a better welfa r e che ck. 

MR. RE YN OLDS: vel 1, Mr. Pr e s ident, I think everybo dy 's 
in tere sted in the proc ess that you ha ve f ollov.e d at arri v i ,1g at t he 
size o f the se cuts. Let's take the Food St amp Program w-i i ch is surel .f 
u ;1 ~ o f those most prominent . Everybody agrees the program has ,_,:-: i) l o c1c· d . 

It now se rve s, I l::e lie ve , l ike 22 mil l i on pe ople . It would cost more 
t han $1 2 b i l lion next ye ar without you r re duc tions, but how , sir , <lil1 
y o c determine tha t a fa mi l y o f f our with a n i ncome o f $11,000 a year 
c o uld ge t by wi tho ut the ex t ra $1400 in Food Sta mp s? 

THE PRESIDENT : Y'Jcl l, t he o nly t h ing I c a n say , F rank , in 
l: r:.·~ ¼ho l e consideration wa s you s tarted from the e n cl where you t houg ht 
,·.''.lr; r-e expansions o f tl'E p rogram t ha t had be gun t o i nc lude pe opl0. who 

c1 i c.l not have t ha t real need that we were mc nt i onin g before . tvhe n we 
fo und , f o r exampl e , that c ollege s tuden t s without , s i mply on th~ b asj s 
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MR. REYNOLDS: Mr. President, you're not going to lift 
the grain embargo, are you? 

THE PRESIDENT: There again, no decision. I was against 
it. I thought and still think that if we ever use sanctions of that 
kind, you don't just make one segment of our society pay the price as 
we did with the farmers. You go across the board and make it really 
painful. 

I don't think we were successful as we should have been 
in persuading nations friendly to us not td take over that market and 
supply the Soviets with grain. We hurt the farmers, I think, worse 
than we hurt them. But now, having inherited that, in view of the 
international situation and what has happened, the stepped-up offense 
in Afghanistan, the threat to Poland and all, we -- this has to be 
a decision that's based on-the whole international situation that we 
now have found. 

MR. REYNOLDS: The Secretary df Defense has indicated, 
at least so I read him sir, that if the rebels in Afghanistan requested 
help from the United States, arms from the United States, that we would 
be quite willing to supply that. What is your view on that? If they 
ask for aid, are wi going to give it to them? 

MORE 
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THE PRESIDENT: I didn't hear that show. I didn't 
know he-- the context in which he made the remarks. I think 
certainly this would be very definitely considered by us. 

MR. REYNOLDS: You would consider aiding the Afghan 
rebels? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, with weapons. 

MR. REYNOLDS: And what do you think would be the 
Soviet reaction to that? 

THE PRESIDENT: 
have an objection to that. 
to be considered. And I'm 

MR. REYNOLDS: 

I don't know that they could really 
But I think it is something, as I say, 

answering this now without --

Yes, sir. 

THE PRESIDENT: -- having sat down with the Secretary 
and others and looked at all the ramifications of that. 

MR. REYNOLDS: But you would be inclined to supply the 
Afghan rebels fighting the Soviets with American military assistance? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, the --

~1R. REYNOLDS: Advisers or training teams? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, but we've used the term· "Afghan 
rebels." And, sometimes, 1 think the Soviet Union has been 
successful in their propoganda with getting us to use terms that 
semantically are incorrect. Those are freedom fighters. Those are 
people fighting for their own country and not wanting to become a 
satellite state of the Soviet Union which came in and established 
a government of its chosing there without regard to the feelings 
of the Afghans. And so I think they're freedom fighters, not 
rebels. 

MR. REYNOLDS: Well, they're certainly rebels against 
the Soviet Union, aren't they? 

· THE PRESIDENT: Yes. 

MR. REYNOLDS: Mr. President, the first major response 
to what I guess has been termed your tough talk since you've come 
into office, I mea~, you've been pretty firm in discussing your 
views of the Soviet Union and so forth, the first major response 
has been an invitation from Brezhnev to come and sit down to talk 
things over. Why don't you take him up on it? 

THE PRESIDENT: We might. We're considering it. I 
haven't said no to th~t. I have many ~imes said that I would sit 
down with him to discuss reduction of strategic nuclear weapons 
to lower the threshhold of danger. Up 'til now, they've always 
opposed that. They want to talk what they call "arms limitation" 
t h at us ually winds ~P wi th them somehow being able to continue 
their military buildup. And the previous acfulinistration, if you'll 
recall, sent someone over to propose the actual discussion of arms 
reductions and he was on his way home in 24 hours. 

rm. REYNOLDS: Yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: And, so, no,I haven't ruled any of 
that out an~ I do think it's very interesting that in spite of 
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March 13, 1981 

Dear Larry : 

The President has asked me to thank you for your January 
correspondence regarding the Soviet grain embargo. 

We understand and share your concern about the economic impact 
of the embargo on the American farmer. We must, however, view 
this issue in its broadest context, taking into account foreign 
as well as domestic policy considerations. Therefore, a review 
has been initiated within the Administration to assess many 
diverse factors including: the costs of the embargo to American 
farmers and domestic economy; the impact on the USSR; the effect 
on cooperative efforts by our allies and other grain producers; 
the situation in Afghanistan; and the continuing t hreat to Poland. 
Also, any action taken with respect to t h e embargo will be 
interpreted at home and abroad as a possible signal of the 
future course of United · States-Soviet relations. A decision 
by the United States, either to lift or to continue the embargo, 
must logically await completion of this policy review. 

The President has not forgotten the commitments on the embargo 
that he made during the campaign . Secretary of Agriculture 
John Block has repeatedly pointed out to all of us that, as 
we approach the 1981 harvest seijson with a potentially record 
wheat crop, and as the time is at hand for corn and soybean 
planting, it is increasingly important that farmers know 
whether sales will continue in the future. During the past 
crop year the U.S. sold eight million tons of grain to the 
Soviets. For these reasons the policy review on this impor­
tant issue is being given a very high priority. 

We appreciate knowing your views on this matter. You may be 
assured that we will give them our most careful const~eration 
during the review process. 

With cordial regards, I am 

The Honorable Larr y Pressler 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Sincerely, 

Max L. Friedersdorf 
Ass i s ta nt to the Pres i dent 

MLF:Jff: JC: e~~ 

cc: Janet Colson __::...,...r YI, Dave Wrigh t - FYI, John Block, Sec' y . 
of Agricuiture - FYI 



March 13, 1981 
..... .. , 

Dear Hal: 

The President has asked me to thank you for your February 17 
correspondence regarding the Soviet grain embargo. 

We understand and share your concern about the economic impact 
of the embargo on the American farmer. We must, however, view 
this issue in its broadest context, taking into account foreign 
as well as domestic policy considerations. Therefore, a review 
has been initiated within the Administration to assess many 
diverse factors including: the costs of the embargo to American 
farmers and domestic economy; the impact on the USSR; the effect 
on cooperative efforts by our allies and other grain producers; 
the situation in Afghanistan; and the continuing threat to Poland. 
Also, any action taken with respect to the embargo will be 
interpreted at home and abroad as a possible signal of the 
future course of United States-Soviet relations. A decision 
by the United States, either to lift or to continue the embargo, 
must logically await completion of this policy review. 

The President has not forgotten the commitments on the embargo 
that he made during the campaign. Secretary of Agriculture 
John Block has repeatedly pointed out to all of us that, as 
we approach the 1981 harvest season with a potentially record 
wheat crop, and as the time is at hand for corn and soybean 
planting, it is increasingly important that farmers know 
whether sales will continue in the future. During the past 
crop year the U.S. sold eight million tons of grain to the 
Soviets. For these reasons the policy review on this impor­
tant issue is being given a very high priority. 

We appreciate knowing your views on this matter. You may be 
assured that we will give them our most careful consideration 
during the review process. 

With cordial regards, I am 

The Honorable Hal Daub 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

MLF:JB:JC:CMP:KIR:asr 

Sincerely, 

Max L. Friedersdorf 
Assistant to the President 

cc: J~- FYI, Dave Wright - FYI, John Block, Sec'y. 
of Agriculture - FYI 



; .,_ ... 

March 13, 1981 

Dear Steve: 

The President has asked me to thank you for your March 5 
letter, cosigned by 12 of your colleagues on the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee, urging him to continue the 
Soviet grain embargo. 

We appreciate knowing your position on this important and 
sensitive issue. As you well know, the President must take 
into account foreign as well as domestic policy considerations 
in deciding whether to lift or continue the embargo. Therefore, 
a review has been initiated within the Administration to assess 
many diverse factors including: the costs of the embargo to 
American farmers and the domestic economy; the impact on the USSR; 
the effect on cooperative efforts by our allies and other grain 
producers; the situation in Afghanistan; and the continuing 
threat to Poland. We also recognize that any action taken with 
respect to the embargo will be interpreted at home and abroad as 
a possible signal of the future course of United States-Soviet 
relations. 

The President has not forgotten the commitments on the embargo 
that he made during the campaign. Secretary of Agriculture John 
Block has repeatedly pointed out to all of us that, as we approach 
the 1981 harvest season with~ potentially record wheat crop, 
and as the time is at hand for corn and soybean planting, it is 
increasingly important that farmers know whether sales will 
continue in the future. During the past crop year the U.S. sold 
eight million tons of grain to the Soviets. For these reasons 
the policy review on this important issue is being given a very 
high priority. We appreciate knowing your views on this matter. 

You may be assured that we will give them our most careful con­
sideration during the review process. 

With cordial regards, I am 

The Honorable Stephen J. Solarz 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

MLF:JB:JC:CMP: KIR:asr 

Sincerely, 

Max L. Friedersdorf 
Assistant to the President 

cc: John Block, Sec'y. of Agriculture 
FYI; Dave Wright - FYI 



l~nrch 13, 1931 

Dear Ben: 

The ?rqsident has asked me to thank you for your March 5 
letter, cosiqncd by 12 of ']Our colleague!i on the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee, urginry hira to continue the 
Soviet grain embargo. 

We ap9reciate knowing your position on this important and 
sensitive issue. As you well knbw, tho President must take 
into account foreign as well as domestic policy considerations 
in deciding whether to lift or continue the emhargo. Therefore, 
a review has been initiated within the Aaministration to assess 
many diverse factors including: the costs of the enbargo to 

,, American farmers and the domestic economy: the ir:tpact on the USSR; 
the effect on cooperative efforts by our allies and other grain 
producers; the situation in Afghanistan7 snd th e continuing 
threat to ?olan<l. We aloo recognize that any ~ction taken with 
respect to th~ embargo will be interpreted at hone and abroad as 
a possible signal of the future course of United States-Soviet 
relations. 

The President has not forgotten · the commitmentn on the · embargo 
that he made during the campaign. Secretary of A~riculture John 
Block has repeatedly pointed out to all of us that, as we approach 
the 1981 harvest season with a potentially record wheat crop, 
and as the time is at hand for corn and soybean plantinq, _it is 
increasingly important that far~ers know whether sales will 
continue in the future. During the past crop y~ar the u.s. sold 
eight million tons of grain to the Soviets. For these reasons 
the policy review on this important issue is being -given a very· 
high ?riority • . We appreciate knowing your viewa on this matter. 

You may be nssured that we will give the m our most careful con­
sideration during the review process. 

With cordial regards, I am 

Sincerely, 

Max L. Friedersdorf 
Assistant to the President 

The Honorable Benjn~in s. Rosenthal 
House of Representativaa 
Washington, o.c. 20515 

MLF:JB:JC:CMP:KIR:asr 

cc: John Block, Sec'y. of Agriculture - FYI; Janet Colson -
FYI; Dave Wright - FYI 



March 13, 1981 

Dear Mr. Lantos: 

The President has asked ~e to thank you for your March 5 
letter, cosigned by 12 of your colleag ues on the House 
Foreign Aff<lirs CoI!lmittee, urging hL-t1 to continue the 
Soviet grain c~bargo. 

We appreciate knowing your position on this important and 
sensitive issue. As you well know, the President Dust take 
into account foreign as well as domestic policy considerations 
in deciding whether to lift or continue the embargo. Therefore, 
a review hao been initiated within the Adriinistration to assess 
many diverse factors including: the costs of the embargo to 
American farmers and the domestic economy: the i!:lpact on the USSR: 
the effect on cooperative efforts by our allies and other grain 
producers; the situation in Afghanistan: and the continuing 
threat to ?eland. We also recognize that any action taken with 
respect to the enbargo will be inter~roted at home and nbroaa as 
a possible signal of the future course of United Stntes-Soviet 
relations. 

The President has not forgotten tho commitments on tho embargo 
that he made during the campaign. Secretary of Agriculture John 
Bleck has repeatedly pointed out to all of us that, as we approach 
the 1981 harvest season with a potentially record wheat crop, 
and as the time is at hund for corn and soybean planting, it is 
increasingly important that farners know whether sales will 
continue in the future. During the past crop year the u.s. sold 
eight million tons of grain to the Soviets. For these reasons 
the policy review on this important issue is being ~ivcn a very 
high priori~y. We uppreciatc knowing your views on this matter. 

You may be assured that we will giva them our most careful con­
sideration during the review process. 

With cordial regards, I am 

The Honorable Torn Lantos 
House of Reprcsentativ~s 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

MLF:JB:JC:CMP:I<IR:asr 

Sincerely, 

Max L. Fricdersdorf 
Assistant to the President 

cc: John Block, Sec'y. of Agriculture - FYI; Janet Colson -
FYI; Dave Wright - FYI 



!-larch 13, 1901 

Dear Olyt::1pia: 

The President has asked me to thank you for your Harch 5 
letter, cosigned by 12 of your colleagues on the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee, urginq him to continue the 
Soviet grain embargo. 

We ap?reciate knowing your position on this important and 
sensitive issue. As you well know, the President must take 
into account forei~n as well as domestic policy considcrationn 
in deciding whether to lift or continue the embargo. Therefore, 
a review has been initiated within the Administration to assess 
many diverse factors incluLling: the costn of the e~bargo to 
American farmers and the do~estic economy: the impact on the USSR; 
the effect on cooperative efforts by our allies and other grain 
producers; the situation in Afghanistan; and the continuing 
threat to Poland. He also recognize that any action taken with 
res~ect to tha ernb~rgo will be interpreted at ho~e and abroad as 
a possible signal of the future course of United States-Soviet 
relations. 

The President has not forgotten the commitments on the embargo 
that he made during the campaign. Secretary of Agriculture John 
Bloc}:. has repeatedly pointed out to all of us that, as we approach 
the 1981 harvest season with a potenti~lly record wheat ~rop, 
and as the time is at hand for corn and soybean planting, it is 
increasingly important that farm8rs know whether sales will 
continue in the future. During the past crop year the u.s. sold 
eight million tons of grain to the Soviets. For these reasons 
the policy review on this i~portant issue is being given a very 
high priority. We appreciate k..n<Y~ing your views on thi~ matter. 

You ~ay be assured that we will qive the~ our most careful con­
sideration during the review process. 

With cordial regards, I nm 

The Honorable Olym~ia Snowe 
House of Representatives 
Washington, o.c. 20515 

MLF:JB~JC:CMP:KIR:asr 

Sincerely, 

Max L. Friedersdorf 
· Assistant to the President 

cc: JQhn Block~ Sec'y. of Agriculture - FYI; Janet Colson -
FYI; Dave Wright - FYI 



Hclrch 13, 1981 

Dear Ed: 

The P.:esidcnt has asked r.:e to t ha nk you for your March 5 
letter, cosigned by 12 of your colle3gucs on the House 
Foreign Affairs Comrni t te~, urg inc_; h iJ:"t to continue the 
Soviet grain embargo. 

~e appreciate knowing your ?osition on this i mportant and 
sensitive issue. As you well know, the President must take 
into account foreign as well as domestic policy considerations 
in deciding whether to lift or continue the embargo. Therefore, 
a review has been initiated within the Administration to assess 
rnany diverse factors inclu~ing: the costs of the embargo to 
Anerican farmers and the domestic economy; the ir.19act on the USSR; 
the effect on cooperative efforts by our allies and other grain 
producers; the situation in Afghanistan; and the continuing 
threat to Poland. We also recognize that any action taken with 
respect to the eobargo will be interpreto<l at home and abroad as 
a possible signal of the future courne of United States-Soviet 
relations. 

The President has not forgotten the commitments on the er.1barqo 
that he made during the camµaign. Secretary of Agriculture John 
Block has repeatedly pointed out to all of us that, as we approach 
the 1981 harvest season with a potentially record wheat crop, 
and as the time is at hand for corn and soybenn planting, it is 
increasingly important that farmers know whether sales will 
continue in the future. During the past crop year the u.s. sold 
eight million tons of grain to the Soviets. For these reasons 
the policy review on this important issue is being given a very 
high priority. We appreciate knowing your views on this matter. 

You may be assured that we will give them _our most careful con­
sideration during the review procesg. 

With cordial regard~, I am 

Sincerely, 

Max L. Friedersdorf 
Assistant to the President 

The Honorable Edv&rd J. Derwinski 
House of Representative!:. 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

MLF:JB:JC:CMP:KIR:asr 

cc: John Block, Sec'y. of Agriculture - FYI; Janet Colson -
FYI; Dave Wright - FYI 



.. . 

13, 1981 

Dear Ben: 

The President hns asked me to thank you for your March 5 
letter, cosigned by 12 of your colleagues on the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee, urging hin to continue the 
Soviet grain embargo. 

We appreciate knowing your position on this important and 
sensitive issue. As you well know, tho President must take 
into account foreign as well as dome!ltic policy considerations 
in deciding whethor to lift or continue the embargo~ Therefore, 
~ review has been initiated within the Administration to assess 
many diverse factors including: the costs of the embargo to 
American farncrn and the dorn~stic economy; the i~~act on the USSR: 
the effect on cooperative efforts by our allies and other grain 
producersi the situntion in Afghanistani and the continuing 
threat to Poland. We also rccoqnize that any oction taken with 
respect to · th~ embargo will be interpreted at ho~e and abroad as 
a possible signal of the future course of United States-Soviet 

. relations. 

The · President has not forgotten tlle cor.,nitrnents on the embargo 
that he maae <luring the campaign. Secretary of Agriculture John 
Block has repeatedly pointed out to all of us that, as we approach 
tfie 1981 harvest season with a potentially record wheat crop, 
and as the time is at hand for corn and soybean planting, it i~ 
increasingly important that farners know whether salcs •will 
continue in the future. During the paGt crop year the u.s. sold 
eight million tons of grain to the Soviets. For these reasons 
the policy review on this inportant is5ue is being given a very 
high priority. We appreciate knowing your views on this matter. 

You nay be assured that we will give them our oost careful con­
sideration during the review process. 

~ith cordiol regards, I am 

Sincerely, 

Max L. Friecer~dorf 
Assistunt to tho President 

The Honorable Renjamin A. Gil~an 
House of Representatives 
Washington, o.c. 20515 

MLF:JB:JC:CMP:KIR:asr 

cc: John Block, Sec'y. of Agriculture - FYI; Janet Colson -
FYI; Dave Wright - FYI 



~:arch 13, 1981 

Dear Joh11: 

The President has asked ~e to thnnk you for your ~arch 5 
letter, cor;igned by 12 of your colleagues on the House 
Foreign Affairs Co~mittee, urging hi~ to continue the 
Soviet grain embargo. 

We appreciate knowing your position on this important and 
sensitive issue. As you well know, the ~~esident must take 
into account foreign as well as donestic policy considerations 
in deciding whether to lift or continue the embargo. Therefore, 
a review has been initiated within the Administration to assess 
many diverse factors including: th~ costs of the embargo to 
American farmers and the domestic economy; the impact on the USSR; 
the effect on cooperative efforts by our allies and other grain 
producers: the situation in Afghanistan; and the continuing 
·threat to Poland. We also recognize that any action taken with 
respect to the embargo will be interpreted at home and abroad as 
a possible signal of the future course of United States-Soviet 
~elations. 

The President has not forgotten the comni tments on the embargo 
that he made during the campaign. Secretary of Agriculture John 
Olock has repeatedly pointed out to all of us that, as we approach 
the 1981 harvest season with n potentially record wheat crop, 
and as the time is at hand for corn and soybean planting, it is 
increasingly i~~ortant that farmers know whether sales will 
continue in the future. During the past crop year the U.S. sold 
eight million tons of grain to the Soviets. For these reasons 
the policy review on this important issue is being given a very 
high priority. We appreciate knowing your views on this matter. 

You may be assured that we will ryive them our most careful con­
sideration during the review process. 

With cordial regards, I am 

The Honorable John Leboutillier 
House of Representatives 
Washington, o.c. 20515 

MLF:JB:JC:CMP:KIR:asr 

Sincerely, 

Max L. Friedersdorf 
Assistant to the President 

cc: John Block, Sec'y. of Agriculture - FYI; Janet Colson -
FYI; Dave Wright - FYI 



r~~rch 13, 19 31 

Dear Jack: 

The President has asked ne to thank you for your Xarch 5 
letter, cosigned by 12 of your colleagues on the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee, urgin9 him to continue the 
Soviet grain embargo. 

We appreciate knowing your position on this i~portant and 
sensitive issue. As you well know, the President must take , 
into account foreign as well as do~estic policy considerations 
in deciding whether to lift or continue the embargo. Therefore, 
a review has been initiated within the Administration to asse~s 
~any diverse factors including: the costs of the embargo to 
American farmers and the domestic economy; the i8pact on the USSR; 
the effect on cooperative efforts by our allies and other grain 
producers: the situation in Afghanistan; and the continuing 
threat to Poland. We also recognize that any action taken with 
respect to the embargo will be interpreted at home and abroad as 
a possible signal of the future course of United States-Soviet 
relations. 

The President has noi forgotten ' the commitments on the embargo 
that he made during the canpaign. Secretary of Agriculture John 
Block has repeatedly pointed out to all of us that, as we approach 
the 1981 harvest scaoon with a potentially record wheat crop, 
and as the time is at hand for corn and soybean. planting, it is 
increasingly iI:'lportant that farmers know whether sales will 
continue in the future. Durin'] the past crop yenr the u.s. sold 
eight million tons of ryrain to the Soviets. For these reasons 
the policy review on this important issue is being given a very 
high priority. We appreciate knowing your views on this matter. 

You ~ay be assurad that 1e will give them our most careful con­
sideration during the review procesa. 

With cordial regards, I am 

The Honorable Jonathon Binqha~ 
nouse of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

MLF:JB:JC:CMP:KIR:asr 

Sincerely, 

Hax L. Friedersdorf 
Assistant to the President 

cc: John Block, Sec'v! _of Agriculture - FYI; ~nnet Colson -



!-larch 13, 1981 

Denr Mr~ Fascell: 

The Pr eside nt ha s asked ~c to t ha nk you for you r March 5 
letter, cos ig ned h::,~ 12 of your colle a9 ucs o n t he House 
Foreign Af f airs Committee, urg ing him to cont i nue the 
Soviet grain embargo. 

..... ..... .. 

, We appreciate knowing your position on this important and 
sensitive issue. As you well know, the Prcsinent must tnke 
into account foreiryn as well as domestic policy considerations 
in deciding whether to lift or continue the emburgo. · Therefore, 
a review has been initiated within the Administration to assess 
many diverse factors including: the costs of tho · embargo to 
American farr.1ers and the domestic economy7 the impact on the USSR; 
the effect on cooperative efforts by our allies and other grain 
producers; the situation in Afghanistan1 and the continuing 
threat to Polan<l . We a l so recogni ze that any action taken with 
respect to the embargo will be interpreted a t home and abroad a~ 
a possible signal of the future course of United States-Soviet 
relations. · 

The President ha s not forgotten the commitments on the embargo 
that he made durinq the car.1paig.n. Secretary of Agriculture John 
Block has repeatedly pointed out to all of us thfft, as we approac~ 
the 1931 harvest season with a ?Otentially record wheat crop, 
and as the time is at hand for corn and soybean planting, it is 
increasingly important that farmers know whether sales will · 
continue in the future. Durinq the pa s t crop year the U.S. sold 
eight million tons of grain to the -Soviets. For these reasons 
the policy review on this important issue is being given a very 
high priority. We appreciate knowing your views on this matter. 

You may be assured that we will g ive them our most careful con­
sideration during the review process. 

With cordial regards, I arn 

The Honorable Dante Fasccll 
House of Represent3tives 
Washington, n.c. 20515 

MLF:JB:JC:CMP:KIR:asr 

Sincerely , 

Max L. Friedersdorf 
Assistant to the President 

cc: John Block, Sec'y. of Agriculture - FYI; ~Janet Colson -
FYI; Dave Wright - FYI 



March 13, 1981 

Dear Joel: 

The President has ankcd f'.' e to t ha nk you for your t-·;nrch 5 
letter, cosi0ned by 12 of your colleague s on the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee, urqing him to continue the 
Soviet grain emburgo. 

We appreciate knowing your position on this i mportant and 
sensitive issue. As you well know, the President must take 
into account foreign as well as domestic policy considerations 
in deciding whether to lift or continue the embarqo. Therefore, 
a. review, has been initiated within the Administration to assess 
~any diverse factors including: the costs of the c~bargo to 
American farmers and the domestic economy; the impact on the OSSR; 
the effect on cooperative efforts by our allie5 and other grain 
~roducers1 the situation in ~fghunistan; and the continuing 

· threat to Poland. We al5o recogni ze that any action taken with 
respect to the embargo will he interpreted at horac and abroad as 
a possible signal of the futur~ course o( United State3-Soviet 
relations. 

The President has not forgotten the commit~cnts on the embargo 
that he made during the campaign. Secretary of ~griculture John 
Block has repeatedly pointed out to all of us that, as we appronch 
the 1981 harvest season with a potentially record wheat crop, · 
and as the time is at hand for .corn and soybean planting, it in 
increasinqly important that farmers know whether sales will 
continue in the future. During the past crop year the u.s; sold 
eight million tons of grain to the Soviets. For these reasons 
the policy review on this important issue is being given a very 
high priority. We appreciate knowing your views on this matter. 

You may be assured that we will give them our most careful con­
sideration during the review ~rocess. 

With cordial regards, I an 

The HonorablA Joel Pritchard 
House of Representatives 
Washington, o.c. 20515 

MLF:JB:JC:CMP:KIR:asr 

Sincerely, 

Max L. Fricdersdorf 
Assistant to the President 



Mnrch 13, 1981 

Dear Bob: L 

The President }las .:lsl:cd r:1e to th;ink you for your March 5 
letter, cosigned by 12 of your colleagues on the House 
Foreign Affairs Cornmit~ec, urging him to continue the 
Soviet grain c~bargo. 

We appreciate knowing your position on this important and 
sensitive issue. As you well know, the President must take 
into. account foreign as well as domestic policy considerations 
in deciding whether to lift or continue the embargo. Therefore, 
a review has been initiated within the Administration to assess 
many diverse factors including: the costs of the embargo to 
American farmers and the domestic economy; the impact on the USSR~ 
the effect on cooperative efforts by our allies and other grain 
producers; the situation in Afgh~nistan; and the continuing 
threat to Poland. We also recognize that any action taken with 
respect to the embargo will be inte~reted at home and abroad as 
a possible signal of the future course of United States-Soviet 
relations. 

The President has not forgotten the co~mit~ents on the embargo 
that he made during the ca~paign. Secretary of Agriculture John 
Block has repeatedly pointed out to all of us that, as we approach 
the 1981 harvest season with a potentially record wheat crop, 
and as the time is at hand for .corn and soybP.an planting, it is 
increasingly important .that farmers know whether sales will 
continue in the future. During the past crop year the o.s. so1a· 
eight million tons of grain to the Soviets. For these reasons 
the policy review on this important issue is being given a very 
high priority. We appreciate knowing your views on this ~atter. 

You may be assured that we will give them our most careful con­
sideration during the review process. 

With cordial regards, I am 

The Honorable Robert K. Dornan 
Douse of Representatives 
Washington, n.c. 20515 

MLF:JB:JC:CMP:KIR:asr 

Sincerely, 

Max L. Friedersdorf 
Assistant to the President 

cc: John Block, Sec'y. of Agriculture - FYI; Janet Colson -
FYI; Dave Wright - FYI 



Harch 13, 1981 

Dear Mill iccn t: 

~he President has askeJ ~e to thank you for your March 5 
letter, cosigned by 12 of your colleagues on the Hounc 
roreign Affai=s Committee, urging him to continue the 
Soviet grain embargo • . 

We oppreciata knowing your position on this important and 
sennitive issue. As you well know, the President rnust take 
into account foreign as well ns domestic policy considerations 
in deciding. whether to lift or continue the embargo. Therefore, 
a review has been initiated within the Administration to assess 
many diverse factors including: the costs of the embargo to 
American farmers and the domestic economy; the i~puct on the USSR; 
the effect on cooperative efforts by our allies and other grain 
producers; the situation in Afghanistan; and the continuing 
threat to Poland. We also recognize that ~ny action taken with 
respect to the embarqo will be interpreted at home and abroad as 
a possible signal of the future course of United States-Soviet 
relations. 

The President haa not forgotten the commitments on the embargo 
that he made during the campaign. Secret3ry of Agriculture John 
BlocJ::: has repeatedly pointe<l out to all of us th.:1t, as we approilch 
the 1981 harvest season with a potentially record wheat crop, 
and as the time is at hund for corn and soybean planting, it is 
increasingly important that farmers know whether sales will 
continue in the future. During the past crop year the u.s. sold 
eight million tons of grain to the Soviets. For these reasons 
the policy review on this important issue is being given. a very 
high priority. We appreciate knowing your views on this matter. 

You may be assured that we will give them our most careful con­
sideration during the review process. 

With cordial regards, I am 

The Honorable Millicent Fenwick 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

- · 
MLF:JB:JC:CMP:KIR:asr 

Sincerely, 

Max L. Friedersdorf 
Assistant to the President 

cc: John Block, Sec'y. of Agriculture - FYI; Janet Colson -
FYI; Dave Wright - FYI 



. . 
.iarch 13, 1981 

Dear Bob: 

The President has asked ce to t hank you for your March 5 
letter, cosigned by 12 of your colleagues on t he Hous e 
Foreign Af fairs Corn~ittce, urging him to continue t he 
Soviet grain emba~go. 

We appreciate knowing your position on t h is important and 
sensitive issue. As you well know, t he President must take 
into account forei1n as well as domestic policy considerations 
in deciding whether to li f t or continue the embargo. Therefore, 
a review has been initiated within the Ad~inistration to as3ess 
many diverse factors including: the costs of the emburgo to 
American farmers and the domestic econo~y; the impact on the USSR; 
the effect on cooperutive efforts by our allies and other grnin 
producerz; the situation in Afghanistan: and the continuing 
t hreat to Poland . We also recognize t hat any action taken with 
respect to the emba rgo will be inte r pr e ted at home and abroad as 
a possible signal of the future course of United States-Soviet 
relations. 

The President has not forgotten the commitments on the embargo 
that he made during the campaign. Secretary of Agriculture John 
Block has repeatedly pointed out to all of us that, as we approach 
the 1981 harvest season with a potentially record wheat crop, 
and as the time is at hand for corn and soybea n planting, it is 
increasingly important that farmers know i-ihether sales will 
continue in the future. During the past crop year the u.s. sold 
eight million tons of grain to the Soviets~ For these reasons 
the policy review on this i mportant issue is being given a very 
high pr~o~ity. We appreciate knowing your views on this matter. 

You may be assured that we will give the~ our most careful con­
sideration during the review process. 

With cordial regards, I am , ·. 

Sincerely, 

~ax L. Friedcrsdorf 
Assistant to the President 

The Honor~ble Robert J. Lagomarsi no 
ilouse of Represent~tives 
Washington, n.c. 20515 

MLF:JB:JC:CMP:KIR:asr 

cc: ~ohn Block, Sec'y. of Agriculture - FYI ~ Janet Colson -
FYI; Dave Wright - FYI 
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