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MEI'IORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Comments on tho Grain Embargo

(U) - Congressnan PauI Findley has wrttten a thoughtful,
provocative papor, rrThe Case for Ending the Embargo.,,- He
raises several legitimate lssues which nrust bo consid.ered.
fully as we revi_ew our options regarding the enbargo ofgrain sales to the Soviet Union.

(U) Bsscntially thero are four najor criticisms con-
tainerl in this paper:

. There las I canpaign promise to end the enbargo
f-aiI-ing to fulfill this cornnitnent, the enbargo will Ee
the fiReagan Enbargort' and a Republican liability.

.By
come

o The cnbargo has hurt the United States nore than the
Soviet Union.

. The cnbargo contra4icts the basic philosophy of the
Reagan Aduinlstratlon In that it opposes fiee trade- and pro-
Botes govcru,[e-nt luterventton. It also could lead Republi-
catrs to urge further prlce supports.

. It ls not effcctive. The Sovlet Union has not andw!1f not respond, end the enbargo actually wcakens the pres-
ldentrs ablllty to negotiate.

Each of these criticisns has elenents of validity, but each
descrvcs soue conment.

tl[ While you clearly urged repeal of the enbargo
during ttre canpaign, a final declsion should be based on thecurrent sltuation. fn the intervening months, the Pol.lshcrisis has worscned and attendent Soviet threats have
increased; moreover, now evltlence has emergetl regarding
Soviet involvenent in subversive and terrotist movenen-s,
particularly in Gentral America. If the situation has
changed, then e flnal decislon on the enbargo should depend
on thc relcvancy and efficacy of that policy.
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N Paul Findleyrs next criticism, that we have "hurt
ourselvils greatly in oriler to hurt thern a littlern is not an
indisputable conclusion. We would have preferred greater
allied cooperation anil an even greater impact, but nost
observers bolieve that the enbargo has hurt the Soviet
Union. There was sone distress slaughtering of livestock,
milk and buttor production fe11, meat protlucts declined in
1980, and their oconony renrains in a precarious state.
Those shortfalls reflect on Soviet economic planning and,
therefore, govornnent legitinacy. A conplete Western grain
embargo, perhaps as a result of Soviet intervention in
Poland, could reduco Soviot meat production by as much as
seven porcent. llhlle the inpact of the embargo on the U.S.
farmers was severe at first, it becarne less of a factor
during 1980 due to lower U.S. crop yields coubinetl with
export .increases to the Free World.

(\) It is further alleged that the enbargo contradlcts
the baslc philosophy of the Reagan Administration and
inpecles inplemcntation of donestic policy. To equate the
degree of government involvenent in the econornic life of lts
people to a staters use of its econonic capacity in inter-
national affairs is to nisunderstanil the nationrs role in
the internatloDal systeu. States use a variety of tools,
dlplonatic, political, econonic and nilitary, in their
relations wlth other states. It nakes no sense to eschew
use of tho econonic tool if it serves the national intcrest
nor does use of aD ocononlc sanction for a specific purpose
against a particular stetc indicate that we have abaniloned,
free narket principles. Again, tho approprlateness of the
policy depends on lts effcctiyeness.

(l\) That, of course, is Paul Findleyrs final argument,
i.o., the graln embargo has not achieved its purpose and, in
fact, has reduced the Prosfulentrs ability to influence the
Soviots. The enbargo nas instituted after the Soviet Unlon
invaded Afghanistan and, though thc Red Arny obviously
intends to renain, it woukl be sinplistic to conclude that
the cubargo had failed. Ue rlid not assune that the enbargo
rould cause the Soviet Union to disengage in Afghanistan;
honever, it aliil signal both to aalversaries and allies that
we would not accept the-Tfg-han inyasion es a "nornalr' inter-
national act. We nust consider the iurpact of any deciston
on the Poland sltuatlon, on Southrest Asia end on genoral
US-USSR rclations. Relaxing the enbargo could unravel the
whole fabric of post-Afghanistan sanctions, send the wrong
signal to the Soviet Union and unglue Allietl contingency
planning over the Polish situation. Thls Administration's
decisions to onhancs our nilitary capabillty and to oPPose
subvorsion in El Satvador bulld on thc tentative step taken
by the onbargo; to renove it now could adversely lrnpact on
the ovolution of US-USSR relations. DECUSSI;IED I FU[t
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N Ii does not fo1low that the embargo should not be
Iifted Lt sona future tine, but the relaxation of sanctions'
could be a subJcct of negotiations. In fact, consultation
and negotlations with the Soviets should precede romoval of
the embargo.

(a In our vierr thes€ concorns outwelgh the tlonresti.c
political and phllosophlc argunents advanced, by Congressman
Findley. The enbergo presently serves our national interest.

Hon Edyin Mocse III, Counsellor to the President
Hon Richerd V. Allcn, Assistant to the Presidcnt

for Natlonel Security Affairs
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The Case for tindintt. thc limbargo

by

Paul FindlcY

In the back looms of Capitol llill, ancl in lobbying offices

throughout the city, one of the linchpins of President P.eaganrs

economic program is slowly being worked loose. Surprisinglyr presi-

dential indecision is the instrument of its undoing-

The which is exPected Eo caII for

nrassive cuts in Federal iarm subsidies and a greater emphasis on

lrarl:et economlcs and self reliance, ..5,if.-SgTq?.I.; Instead of cuts

in farm program spending, ure could see incrcoses. Instead of Less

Fcderal involvenent in tbe farm sector, we could see lrc,re. Making

nratters worse, the effort could be spearheaded by farn state

congressmeri from the Presidentts ordn party

rnirii-:.lltii rt isEic ttri piisi.tgn€; s apparenu roretei;
r, r-iJ.-E a ---'.-z\ 

r -r.l . -. :_.1- '' _-, - .... -. 
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'pollcy-.d -p"fi."yj 
And, while some 

'embers
of his cabinet fail to see the contradictlon, lt ls abundantly clear

Co the many farmers rrho supported Republicans in 1980.

..A -tEiffit"-yd; gbe p-I;riel.:.uee:Eil"J

9-f srCin.A-iEi' e'l - E.e !Eb"rsg:, rn an ;Sl-"Egg-of
interview published ln Parn Journal rnagazine, Reaibir ;ii9_!lret_i upon

taking office, oni tac !!llo help the ailing farrn economy
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