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CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION
WASHINGTON OFFICE
525 School Street, SW. @ Suite 303 ® Washington, D.C. 20024 ® (202) 479-2666 ’

March 28, 1988 ' m M,
The Honorable Ronald Reagan

President of the United States
The White House =
Washington, D. C. 20500 Lz

Dear Mr. President:

We were pleased to learn you will be meeting with Soviet leader
Mikhail Gorbachev in Moscow at the end of May and early June. We are
confident your meetings will be helpful to the Free World.

Starting on May 25 and lasting through June 3, 1988, "STROYDORMASH '88"
will be going on in Moscow. This is billed by the Soviets as the Third
International Exhibition for Construction and Road Building Equipment and
there will be an American pavillion under the sponsorship of the U. S.
Department of Commerce. A number of our member companies will be exhibiting
their products including Caterpillar Inc., the world's largest manufacturer
of construction equipment. As you know, Lee Morgan, the retired Chairman
and CEO of Caterpillar is currently serving as Co-Chairman of your 'EXPORT
NOW" program.

Another company, GOMACO CORP., will actually have the largest display
in the U. S. Pavillion and therein lies an interesting story. GOMACO is
a relatively small company located in Ida Grove, Iowa, a community of
2400 people. For years they succeeded in marketing their highly competitive
concrete paving equipment all over the world. On May 23, 1984, you awarded
their President and CEO your "E" Award in the Rose Garden. I believe this
growing company might be one of the finest examples of the international
entrepreneurship you wish to promote with "EXPORT NOW".

If your schedule in Moscow permits, your visit to the American
pavillion at "STROYDORMASH '88" would emphasize the positive messages
of your negotiations with the Soviets. Your hosts might also appreciate
your recognition of their efforts to join in commercial exchange with
the world community to our mutual benefit.

Respectfully,

P 7 T

J. Wm. Peterson
Director of Govermnment Affairs

CIMA HEADQUARTERS: 111 €. WISCONSIN AVENUE ® MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 53202 @ (414) 272-0943



As I See Gorbachev

Natan Sharansky

THREE days before the Reagan-Gorba-
chev summit last December, I was in-
vited to a briefing at the National Press Club in
Washington, D.C. in which four Soviet officials—
in the new spirit of glasnost—spent 90 minutes
answering journalists’ questions. It did not take
long to realize that while now smiles were allowed
to crack the grim visages of the actors, and sweet
courtesy was replacing rude and clumsy stonewall-
ing, the script of the show was the same: the same
tired catechisms, the same doubletalk, and the
same fear of making “mistakes.”

“What about wviolations of
cords?” asked a reporter.

“You have a suit on and [ have a suit on. Your
suit wouldn't suit me and my suit wouldn’t suit
you. We shouldn't tryv to switch suits,” answered
Albert V]asov, Communist party spokesman.

“Why have you not tried to publish the October
21 speech of Boris Yeltsin?” asked another.

“We thought it incorrect to publish a speech
delivered at the party plenum,” said Yegor Yakov-
Iev, editor of the Moscow News. And Vitaly Koro-
tich, editor of Ogonyok magazine, the flagship of
glasnost, chimed in: “As a member of the party
I would not dream of permitting myvsell to violate
party discipline and disobey its instructions.”

“When are you going to have a free press?
yelled an impatient questioner.

“We have a free press!” answered Yakovlev.

I was experiencing déja wvu, as if 1 were back at
the Moscow headquarters of the KGB in the 70's.
I said to a reporter, “You see, at the lower levels,
the KGB is rude and rough, but at the top thev
are rather intellectual and smooth. The wav they
answer questions now is a lot like that. They ac-
knowledge almost every problem in the distant
past, but they really won’t confront problems that
are sull going on now. Glasnost is not a form of
freedom. It’s just a new set of instructions on what
is and isn't permitted.”

the Helsinki ac-

*

Nartax (formerly Anatolv) SHARANSKY. the Jewish leader and
human-rights activist who spent nine years in Sovict prisons
and labor camps. was refeased in 1986 and now makes his
home in Isracl. Fear No Evil, Mr. Sharansky's memoir of
his life as a dissident in the Soviet Union, will be published
by Random House in June.
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To my surprise, my remarks and my picture got
almost as much space as the Soviets did in the fol-
lowing morning’s Washington Post. To my even
greater surprise, the day the story appeared a
brick was tossed into my host’s car—in which he
had driven me from the briefing—while it was
parked in front of his home. It smashed the rear
window and reached the steering wheel, leading
the police to believe that it had heen thrown from
a passing vehicle. In Moscow, correspondents who
drove spokesmen of dissidents around would find
their cars with punctured tres in the morning.
The déja vu was complete.

MIKH,\IL GORBACHEYV is a huge success
in the West. Viewed as more hon-
est, more talented, and more courageous than his
predecessors, he has induced a euphoria in the
media, in the public, and among politicians. He
regularly bests Western leaders in public-opinion
polls. He, not Ronald Reagan, is the hero of the
arms-control agrecment and his glasnost and pere-
strotka, now securely ensconced in our language,
are viewed as harbingers of even better things to
conte. The conventional wisdom is that he is
on the right track, that while he cannot change
everything at once (“he has opposition in the
Kremlin and in the burcaucracy, you know™) he
will, given time and Western support, bring de-
mocracy and renewed vigor to the Soviet Union
and peace to the world. Concomitantly, most
seem to believe that the Soviet pcople, like a
sleeping princess now awakening to the kiss of
glasnost, are pining for Western-style democracy
and ecstatically relish the daily broadening of
their horizons.

There is something verv winning in this opti-
mistic view. But it fails to consider the genesis,
purpose, and depth of Gorbachev's reforms, and it
underestimates what generations of coercion, neg-
ligence, tyranny, and brutality have done to the
soul of the Russian people.

Not that the reforms have been insignificant.
Some have been dramatic and, in the context of
Soviet society, even revolutionary, But a conipari-
son with the upheaval which led to Nikita Khru-
shchev’s rise to power in the 50’s is instructive.
Then, the KGB chief was executed, and the KGB's
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iron grip on the government and the populace
was noticeably weakened. Hundreds of thousands
were released from the gulag, exonerated, and re-
habilitated.

Under Gorbachev the KGB may be more subtle
and sophisticated, and careful to keep a low pro-
file. But there is no sign that its powers have been
curtailed. With its blessing, and using glasnost as
a license, Nazi-like anti-Semitic gangs have been
allowed to organize and grow, to distribute The
Protocols of the Elders of Zion freely, and to assault
Jewsin the streets, thus doing the KGB’s dirty work
without reflecting directly on the regime. Jailed
refuseniks, known as “prisoners of Zion,” and a
few score of dissidents, mostly ‘‘celebrities” fa-
mous in the West, have been released, but there
have been no admissions of error by the regime,
and none of the falsely convicted has been reha-
bilitated. (The privilege of rehabilitation is now
reserved for figures from the 20’s and 30’s who
were murdered by Stalin and have been non-per-
sons ever since.)

The less publicized victims have been less for-
tunate, however. Anatoli Marchenko and Alex-
sei Niktin, proponents of free trade unions, have
died in prison, and Vladimir Klebanov, another
labor activist, is lost somehere in the psvchiatric
gulag. Vazif Meilanoff, who spent seven years in
an isolation cell for the crime of protesting Andrei
Sakharov's exile, is himself still in exile, and Leo-
nid Lubman, who was arrested on trumped-up
charges very similar to those used against me, and
sentenced to the same term—thirteen years—is
still in prison. The number of such prisoners is
estimated at anywhere between 2,000 and 15,000,
but only 500 of their names are known to Amnesty
International. When Robert Bernstein, chairman
of Helsinki Watch in America, asked Gorbachev
why, after two-and-a-half years in power, he did
not simply release all political prisoners, he re-
plied, furiously, with a harangue about Americans
shooting at Mexican “wetbacks.”

Khrushchev, as it turned out, did indeed have
strong opposition in the Kremlin—the KGB and
other elements whose wings he clipped never for-
gave him. But until he was finally toppled, rumors
of rifts in the leadership were vehemently denied
by the Kremlin. Now news of opposition to Gor-
bachev, a KGB protégé, usually originates in the
Kremlin and is disseminated with great fanfare.
The purpose, it seems, is not only to aver that un-
less he is supported abroad he will be overthrown
at home, but to impart the impression that the
Kremlin is just like any other government, with
hawks and doves vying for influence.

NOTHER useful comparison can be

drawn in the area of emigration—
this time between Gorbachev the “reformer” and
Brezhnev the “ruthless dictator.” Under Gorba-
chev the number of Jewish applicants granted
exit visas jumped from 1,000 in 1986 to 8,000 in

—-

1987. Under glasnost-less Brezhnev, almost 300,000
Jews left the Soviet Union in the 1970's, 51,000 of
them in the peak year of 1979.

It is testimony to Gorbachev’s skill that the sud-
den but far from impressive increase in exit per-
mits, accompanied by hints, winks, and veiled
promises by Soviet officials to visiting Jewish lead-
ers, gave rise to hopes of massive Jewish emigra-
tion. In the general euphoria, many failed to real-
ize that the new Soviet emigration law enacted
under Gorbachev is not designed to facilitate emi-
gration but to terminate it. It limits eligibility for
emigration to those who can receive invitations
from blood relatives of the first degree living
abroad-—parents, children, or siblings, It thus ex-
cludes over 90 percent of the 400,000 Jews who
have indicated their desire to leave.

The Soviet authorities, now in a post-summit
mode and flush with Gorbachev's popular success,
are stringently enforcing these draconian restric-
tions. The new regulations also stipulate that of
the 10 percent eligible to apply, those who possess
“state secrets” would automatically be turned
down. (The Soviets have applied this restriction
to, among others, a seventy-four-year-old widow
whose mathematician husband died seventeen
years ago, under the pretext that he might have
left her “‘state secrets.”)

Not surprisingly, the number of would-be emi-
grants now refused visas on these grounds has dras-
tically increased, and some old-time refuseniks
lhave been notified that previous reasons for re-
jecting their applications have been canceled only
to be replaced by ‘“security considerations.” Even
relatives of such refuseniks, known in the dark
humor of Jewish activists as ‘‘genetic security
risks,” are thus excluded. And since applying un-
der these conditions courts being branded a traitor
willing to compromise state secrets, a potential ap-
plicant would have to contemplate the possibility
not only of being fired and harassed and of living

in limbo for many years but of imprisonment for

treason. The few who succeed in getting through
this sieve are required to provide an affidavit from
all relatives, including in-laws and ex in-laws, that
there are no financial claims against them. A
brand-new regulation stipulates that they must
pass a psychiatric examination to ascertain their
sanity before they can exit.

Lest it be forgotten, the Universal Declaration
on Human Rights, reaffirmed in the Helsinki ac-
cords, to which the USSR is a signatory, clearly
states that the right to leave any country, includ-
ing one's own, is a basic human right. Contracts
obviously mean different things to different peo-
ple. Or, as the Communist party spokesman put it
in Washington, “Your suit wouldn’t suit me and
my suit wouldn’t suit you.”

The one area in which glasnost has had to “give”
more is the field of communications and the arts.
Even seventy years of primitive conformism have
not completely destroyed the Russian genius in




literature, music, and dance, or suppressed the fer-
ment among the intelligentsia and artistic com-
munity. To assuage the envy with which the Soviet
intelligentsia view the freedom their colleagues in
other Communist countries have been enjoying
5 for decades, creative editors have been appointed
at newspapers and magazines, and such subjects as
crime, drug addiction, corruption, the Afghan war,
~and even—though rarely—anti-Semitism, all hith-
erto virtually taboo, are now discussed. Some
banned dead writers, including Boris Pasternak,
| Mikhail Bulgakov, and Vladimir Nabokov can
|\ now be read, and even a live émigré, Nobel-prize-
; winner Joseph Brodsky, is being published. Marc
Chagall’s paintings, previously considered prime
' examples of “bourgeois decadence,” were exhibit-
ed in Moscow last year, albeit without mentioning
his Jewishness, and the movie Repentance, a po-
1 tent denunciation of Stalinist terror, though still
cautious enough never to mention him by name,
is a big hit. The restless energies of Soviet youth,
for whom anything Western is a seductive symbol
of liberty, have been placated by the legitimizing
- of rock, jazz, and jeans.

Other foreign influences, however, have not
fared so well. At last year’s Moscow book fair, forty
English-language books and twenty Russian books
published outside the USSR were confiscated, and
foreign artists of whose affiliations and sympathies
the Soviet Union does not approve, including such
luminaries as Leonard Bernstein, Zubin Mechta,
Itzhak Perlman, and Daniel Barenboim, cannot
perform there.

The traditional fear of foreign influence is
matched by the traditional horror of demonstra-
tions and rallies, and of the uncontrollable mo-

entum they might create. When a large group of
Tatars, a people exiled by the Soviet authorities
from their land during World War II and never
allowed to return, tried to demonstrate in front of
the Kremlin, they were forcibly packed into buses
and driven away. When a hundred refuseniks
gathered in Moscow on the day a quarter of a mil-

| lion Jews marched in Washington to demand free
emigration for Soviet Jews, they were roughed up

}\ by 200 agents of the KGB and dispersed. Peaceful
' protests of Jewish women in Moscow and Lenin-
grad, by Latvians in Riga, and by Kazakhs in Alma
Ata, were also forcibly put down.

WHAT is discouraging about these inci-
dents is not that they were suppressed,
but that the grabbings at the crumbs of freedom
have been so few. Almost all have been expressions
(of national and ethnic aspirations by minorities,
Ynot a surge for liberty by the majority. This tends
to confirm the pessimistic view that the apathy,
fatalism, and cynicism that permeate the Soviet
Union make a groundswell for greater liberty—
something like the momentum for liberalization
which occurred in Poland during the heyday of
Solidarity—quite unlikely. Alexander Zinoviev de-

|
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scribes the new Soviet man as an empty vessel un-
able to think or revolt, ignorant of the world and
his own history, and conditioned to believe not
that what the authorities tell him is true but that
it must be accepted as an inevitable part of life,
the way one accepts rain. And, indeed, not only the
authorities consider citizens cogs in the wheel of the
(“state, the people so consider themselves too. The
Western notion that the government is subject to
the constraints of law is alien to the Soviet citizen.
he government is the law. It can grant rights to
ts subjects and it can take them away. It can be
enevolent and it can be cruel. But, by definition,
It cannot violate the law. Gorbachev has not
hanged this principle, nor can he do so within
the framework of the system. All he has done is to
lincrease the number of gifts the government is
currently willing to bestow.

The “credit” for creating such passivity and
conformity should perhaps not be given exclusive-
ly to the Communist regime. The czars, although
far more liberal in allowing foreign contacts and
emigration, deserve at least part of it. A decade
before the Bolshevik takeover, the Stolypin re
forms encouraged peasants to emerge from feudal
“collectivism” and adopt free-enterprise methods.
{The reforms were an abysmal failure because,
among other reasons, those who established suc-
|cessful independent farms were assaulted by fel-
.low peasants who considered the communal ten-
ure of the feudal village the only just and egali-
tarian system.

This kind of attitude puts the prospects of Gor-
bachev's perestroika into question. Gorbachev
wants to introduce a modicum of free enterprise,
create new incentives to prod people of talent and
intelligence, and allow efficiency and productivity,
rather than bureaucratic inertia, to determine the
survival of plants and factories. He wants to do
i this without giving up the power to dictate, with-
I out a real decentralization of economic planning,
and, needless to say, without allowing market
(forces of supply and demand into play. His re-
forms, at least initially, will mean more work and
less vodka, higher prices and lower wages, and the
dislocation of workers and unemployment. They
will require enthusiasm, enterprise, and a lot of
| popular trust in the party-created ruling class,
which is just as remote from the masses and just
as privileged as the czars and noblemen who pre-

| ceded them. It is a tall order.

-

The generalizations about the Soviet populace
do not usually apply to Jews. Perhaps because they
have always been considered outsiders, or because
their own cultural heritage served as a powerful
counterinfluence, the Jews never quite accepted
enforced conformity and the obliteration of indi-
vidualism. Ever since emerging from the ghetto
they have tended to push for change, and the
number of Jews who participated in revolution
and upheaval was always grossly disproportionate
to their percentage in the population. But in times
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of retrenchment, their effervescence was deemed
dangerous, and they have never been considered
loyal Soviet citizens. Much is being said about the
possibility, the logic of which is seemingly unas-
sailable, that Gorbachev will attempt to make
life in the USSR so attractive for Jews that they
will not want to leave. For most, the freedom
to study Hebrew and worship in a synagogue is
less important than the prospect of attending a
good university and attaining a high professional
position. But it is doubtful that they will be given
these opportunities.

GORBACHEV'S reforms are not, then, in-
tended to lead to the democratization
of Soviet society or to any true pluralism. As he
himself told the French-USSR Friendship Society
last year, “We openly say that nobody will be al-
lowed to act against socialism.”

The reforms are dictated, rather, by the need
to invigorate the Soviet economy, now in one of its
worst slumps since the 1920’s, and to reverse its
decline. International factors, like the crash in oil
prices, which has caused Soviet indebtedness to the
West to rise to 340 billion (it may reach $60 billion
by 1990), as well as industrial inefficiency, corrup-
tion, backwardness and sloth, and a lopsided de-
fense and space-exploration budget, threaten to
make the economic gap between the USSR and the
West unbridgeable. Even if perestroika succeeds
beyond expectations, the modernization of the
economy cannot be achicved without Western
help. The official bluster about the inevitability of
socialist victory over capitalism notwithstanding,
the Soviet leaders know that the limitations inher-
ent in the Soviet system preclude successful com-
petition with the West. But the West, wary of dark
dictatorships, must be assured of Soviet benignity.
As Gorbachev put it on the 70th anniversary of the
October Revolution, “[Qur reforms] are eliminat-
ing the fear of the ‘Soviet threat.””

The formula for this was found not in Marx or
Lenin, but on Madison Avenue, or, rather, through
Soviet officials familiar with the American public-
relations-conditioned psyche. Shapers of Soviet
thinking of the old school like Boris Ponomarev
were replaced by Ambassadors Anatoly Dobrvnin
and Aleksandr Yakovlev, who had served many
years in North America. English-speaking “jour-
nalists” versed in the ways of the West, like Gen-
nadi Gerasimov, who used to be minor apparat-
chiks and anonymous lackeys, are now official
spokesmen. It finally dawned on the Soviet lead-
ership that in the day of television a smile, a mod-
ulated voice, and an amicable appearance are far
more effective than bullying and threats, and im-
measurably more important than substance in
shaping public opinion.

In the substance of Soviet foreign policy it is
difficult to discern change. Despite the dire eco-
nomic conditions, the Soviet Union has reduced
neither its military budget nor the military aid it

extends to its client states. Last summer, in a ma-
jor speech in Warsaw, Gorbachev reiterated his
commitment to the Brezhnev Doctrine, which
sanctions Soviet intervention to defend socialist
regimes from foreign attack as well as internal up-
heaval. He has also made it clear that while eco-
nomic liberalization in Eastern Europe is welcome,
there will be no loosening of either the political
or the economic leash with which the USSR holds
these countries.

As if to stress that arms agreements and closer
ties with the West must not be allowed to change
traditional Communist attitudes toward the cap-
sitalist world, there has been no letup in anti-Amer-

pican propaganda. Soviet papers still allege that
\AIDS was invented at Fort Detrick, Maryland, as
a biological-warfare weapon, and that the CIA
. murdered the 918 members of the Jim Jones Peo-
ple’s Temple who committed suicide in Guyana
in 1978 to prevent their emigration to the USSR.
But this is either unknown or ignored in the West,
where the preoccupation with nuclear disarma-
ment overshadows all else, and it has not dimin-
ished the popularity Gorbachev enjoys for signing .
an intermediate-range nuclear-arms agreement.
There would have been no treaty had the U.S.
not introduced Pershing missiles in Europe despite
the four-year Soviet walkout from the arms talks
and the massive demonstrations throughout the
continent, And it is a measure of Gorbachev's
public-relations adroitness that he successfully
transformed a move dictated by strategic consid-
erations into what is perceived as a gesture of mag-
nanimity and peace.

At the summit he also succeeded in setting the
/agenda. Subjects the USSR preferred not to discuss
—regional conflicts and human rights—were
pushed aside. The principle of linkage, intrinsic
to the Jackson-Vanik amendmeunt, which ties “fa-
vored-nation” status in trade relations to Soviet
performance on human rights, and the Helsinki
accords, which tie political boundaries and secu-
rity arrangements to human rights, had disap-
peared. A State Department official told me just
before the summit that the U.S. was no longer
committed to linkage per se. “Now,” he said, “‘we
conduct talks on the four main topics—arms,
trade, regional conflicts, and human rights—in
parallel fashion.”

“How, then, do you expect them to make con-
cessions in such areas as human rights or regional
conflicts?’ I asked.

“We count on the atmosphere to do it, and on
the fact that we clearly attach similar importance
to all four subjects,” he replied.

To count on “atmosphere” to reverse Soviet pol-
icy is, to put it charitably, pollyannish. The Soviets
encourage regional conflicts not only because they
extend Soviet influence and power and serve as a
trump card in dealing with the West, but because
they inspire xenophobic ideological fervor in the
Soviet population and a willingness to sacrifice
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and conform. That is why throughout its seventy
years of existence, the Soviet Union has indis-
criminately supported violent movements and re-
gimes. Turmoil serves the Soviets well: violent
conflict is the only area in which they can success-
fully compete with the West.

A withdrawal from Afghanistan is therefore a
crucial test of Soviet intentions. For in addition
to the moral, geopolitical, and strategic issues in-
volved, it would constitute a precedent: the first
time the Soviets have been willing to give up on a
conflict and voluntarily relinquish a conquered
piece of land. (When they joined the war against
Japan in the last days of World War II, hardly
engaging in the fighting with the Japanese, the
Soviets captured four tiny islands near the north-
ern coast of Japan, the largest of which, Shikotan,
is barely noticeable on the map. Strategically, po-
litically, and economically, these occupied terri-
tories are meaningless. The Japanese, who would
like to have them back for reasons of national
pride, have made extravagant offers, including
substantial assistance in developing projects in
Siberia which the Soviets cannot accomplish by
themselves. But the thought of relinquishing a
possession is such an anathema to the Soviets that
even though they need the help, and are eager to
improve relations with Japan, they have not been
able to bring themselves to give up the islands.)

NOTHER regional conflict in which the
Soviets have been involved, albeit not
with the Red Army but through proxics and ad-
visers, is the Middle East. Recent Soviet moves
hinting at the resumption of diplomatic relations
with Israel, and the resumption of such relations
at a low level by Poland, have been perceived as
a change of heart, as an inevitable and welcome
part of the general superpower thaw. In fact they
signify only a change of tactics. Soviet policy has
been consistent. Even when its anti-Israel propa-
ganda was at its most virulent, it did not want to
destroy Israel. Unlike the Nazis, the Soviet rulers
do not let their anti-Semitism determine foreign
policy. What they want is an Israel weak enough
to tantalize Arab radicals with hopes of destroving
it, thus making Israel dependent on Soviet good
will to squelch these hopes; and they want Arab
regimes radical enough to nurse such hopes even
at the price of total dependence on the Soviet
Union. What they do not want is a strong, inde-
pendent Israel capable of drawing Egypt away
from the family of Soviet clients, able to frustrate
Soviet-abetted terrorism by Libya, Syria, and the
PLO, and ready to stabilize the region further by
making its own peace with Jordan. When Gro-
myko says, “Zionist Israel is not what we voted
for in the UN,” he means an independent, West-
ern-oriented, strong Israel.
To return to a position of arbiter after the de-
feat of its clients in the 1967 war, the Soviets
floated the idea of an international peace confer-
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ence on the Middle East whose participants would
include the permanent members of the UN Secu-
rity Council and the parties to the conflict. Except
for a short-lived stab at it following the 1973 war,
aborted after the opening sessions, Israel rejected
the idea. But, under Gorbachev, the Soviets began
to drop hints that, in return for Israeli participa-
tion in such a conference, they would resume dip-
lomatic relations and allow free Jewish emigra-
tion.

Some Israeli leaders saw these hints as forerun-
ners of a commitment, and agreed to an interna-
tional conference, provided the PLO was excluded,
and the role of the big powers was limited to the
ceremonial. But for the Soviets to refrain from an
active role at such a conference would contradict
basic Soviet strategic and political dogma. The
temptation to appear as the Arabs’ active cham-
pion in forcing an Israeli withdrawal would be
irresistible, as would the opportunity to pressure
the U.S. to make concessions at Israel’s expense.

If, say, the Soviets were to promise concessions,
real or imagined, on the popular issue of arms con-
trol in return for American pressure on Israel,
there is little doubt that not only the State Depart-
ment but American public opinion would support
the deal. And the Soviets would have a field day
with Israel’s eagerness to reach its two main goals
—peace and the emigration of Soviet Jews. If Is-
rael refused to yield, the Soviets might threaten
that Soviet Jews would suffer from Israel’s “in-
transigence.” Activists for Soviet Jewry would then
fcel compelled to beg Israel to make sacrifices for
the sake of Soviet Jews. Conversely, if internation-
al pressure to release Soviet Jews were to increase,
the Soviets could get tougher at the conference,
until the [sraeli government was forced to ask for
the easing of such pressure so that the Soviets
would be more amenable on Middle East issues.
Free of pressure from press and parliament clamor-
ing for settlement, the Soviets enjoy an advantage
at such “peace” conferences that is unbeatable.

To believe that the advent of glasnost justifies
giving the Soviets a role in determining the fate of
Israel or, for that matter, in anything at all, is to
ignore the fact that neither domestic reforms nor
diplomatic thaws have ever heralded a moderation

f Soviet ambition. Khrushchev, the Soviet leader
Z;ost committed to reform, conducted an excep-
ttionally adventurous foreign policy. And during
the détente of the 1970’s, the Soviets exploited the
improved international ambience, and the result-

nt public pressure for disarmament and disen-

gement in the West, to launch the biggest arms
l;uuild-up in their history, foment wars in Ethiopia,
Angola, the Middle East, and Nicaragua, and to
invade Afghanistan.

MANY conclude from this recent history
that the Western response to Soviet
reforms and gestures of rapprochement should not
be one of conciliation and assistance, but of rejec-
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tion and boycott, and that the troubled Soviet
economy should not be rescued again the way it
was salvaged in the 20's, 40’s, and 70’s by Western
assistance, but allowed to collapse. Only thus, the
reasoning goes, can today’s totalitarian threat to
the democracies be removed.

But to expect the West to launch a successful
boycott of the Soviet Union in today’s world is not
. realistic. The Soviets have managed to circumvent
even so watertight a constraint as the Stevenson
amendment, which prohibits the U.S. Export-Im-
port bank from granting Moscow taxpayer-subsi-
dized trade credits. By going directly to major
banks, they have received billions of dollars at
ridiculously low interest rates in untied loans, not
linked to any specific trade deal or project. The
question is not whether or not there will be deals
with the Soviets but under what conditions, and
with what results.

Gorbacheyv is the most pragmatic and most real-

istic of all Soviet dictators. As his reversal of the
Soviet attitude to arms negotiations following the

. positioning of American Pershing missiles in Eu-

rope showed, he has more respect for facts than for
doctrine, and if an initial idea fails, he will cast
about for others. Skillful in gauging and manipu-
lating the public mood in the West, he can become
more dangerous than his predecessors. But his
realism also gives room for hope, for it should en-
able him correctly to assess his regime’s weaknesses
and the real power of his adversaries. That is why
it is vitally important to expose his deceptions and
demonstrate massive opposition to his policies.
The march of 250,000 Jews in Washington before
last December’s summit, decrying Soviet violations
of human-rights treaties and the ongoing refusal
to allow Jewish emigration, aimed at doing just
that. It also showed that the gut reaction of peo-
ple is sometimes healthier than that of poli-
ticians.




Not a comprehensive policy statement
Bureau of Public Affairs @ Department of State

g‘s t A quick reference aid on U.S. foreign relations

The World Bank March 1988

Background: The World Bank is the preeminent source of 1long-term
official finance and policy advice for developing countries. It
consists of three institutions, with a fourth expected to begin
operations in 1988:

- International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD).
Founded at the end of 1945, the IBRD lends at market-related rates
of interest to countries at more advanced stages of development. In
its 1987 fiscal year, the IBRD made loan commitments valued at $14.2
billion to 39 countries. Since its founding, it has approved $133
billion in loans.

- International Development Association (IDA). The IDA was
established in 1960 to provide credits on concessional terms to the
poorest countries--those that cannot afford alternative financing.
It committed $3.5 billion to 45 countries in fiscal year 1987.
Cumulative total lending is $43 billion.

- International Finance Corporation (IFC). Since 1956, the IFC has
sought to mobilize resources for private sector development. In
fiscal year 1987, the IFC channeled $920 million in loans and equity
capital directly to private businesses in 41 developing countries.

-~ Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA). In June 1986 the
US signed the <convention forming the MIGA. The Administration
received congressional authority and funding for the US contribution
in its fiscal year 1988 budget request. The MIGA, which should
begin operation in 1988, will insure private foreign investment 1in
developing countries against political risk, mobilizing private
capital for development.

World Bank's role: The World Bank promotes economic dgrowth 1in
~_ developing countries. It works to raise living standards by -investing———
in productive projects and by promoting the adoption of sustainable
economic and financial policies. The Bank traditionally has financed
infrastructure such as roads and power facilities. It also invests 1in
people; by expanding opportunities for education, health care, and
housing, it helps the poor to help themselves. Agriculture and rural
development also receive emphasis, particularly by the 1IDA. More
recently, the Bank has provided structural adjustment loans to help
countries grow out of their financial problems through market-oriented
policy and institutional reforms. The Bank's multilateral character
and professional expertise put it 1in a strong position to advise

countries undertaking these programs,

Funding: The IBRD obtains most of 1its resources from borrowing in
private capital markets, backed by its member governments'
guaranteesg. Despite the economic difficulties facing many IBRD
herrowers, most maintaln  excellent repayment records. Th=2  IBRD's
supsrior financial reputation keeps the cost of porrowing lor. I



reqgularly earns a profit, which is used to improve its financial
position and to finance new loans. The IDA finances most of its
lending operations from direct contributions from developed country
members. A new 3-year replenishment of $12.5 billion was agreed to in
December 1986. Funding for the IFC comes from member government
subscriptions and from borrowings.

Burdensharing: The US 1is the largest contributor to the World Bank
but shares the cost widely. For each dollar the US contributes to the
IDA, other countries contribute more than three. The US share of
total payments to the IFC is 24%. The IBRD has the added advantage of
leveraging the funds actually paid in by borrowing in private capital
markets., Only 3% of the current US capital subscription requires a
direct budgetary outlay. For example, in fiscal year 1986 the IBRD
lent more than $100 for each dollar of capital paid in by the US
Government.

US interest: The US position as a world leader depends on an open and
growing world economy based on economic and political freedom. The
World Bank has proved to be a cost-effective instrument for promoting
US interest in integrating the developing countries into such a trade
and financial system. Furthermore, the Bank bolsters our bilateral
aid programs by providing substantial assistance in many countries
where the US has important political and security interests. The Bank
also meets our humanitarian concerns by assisting in alleviating
poverty and rebuilding the economies of countries affected by natural
disasters. In addition, the Bank serves our commercial interests by
expanding markets for US exports and financing the purchase of US
goods and services.

The future: While building on its traditional strengths in the design
and financing of sound investment projects, the World Bank also must
remain flexible to respond to the <changing needs of borrowers.
Measures to support economic growth will be at the center of its
lending program, The Bank will be called upon to promote private
sector development, to ensure that other capital flows are encouraged
and that all resources are used effectively.

In 1985, the Bank launched a Special Facility for Africa to support
policy changes and institutional reforms during 1985-87.
Contributions to this facility reached $1.9 billion, with the US
contributing $137 million. Up to 50% of the IDA replenishment funds
are earmarked for Africa.

In the major debtor countries, the Bank is designing programs to help
make their economies more efficient and productive. The US has asked
the Bank and private lenders to support countries undertaking serious
growth-oriented, self-help efforts.

For the private sectors of developing countries, the Bank is working
to mobilize new investment funds. A doubling of the capital base of
the International Finance Corporation is now underway, and funding is
being sought for the MIGA.

Harriet Culley, Editor (202) 647-1208
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April 6, 1988

Max Green

Associate Director, Office of Public Liaison
01d Executive Office Building, Room 196
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Max:

On May 29th, Ronald Reagan and Mikhail Gorbachev will meet
again.

And again, the Soviet Jewry movement must focus its resources
and energy to make certain that our issue is prominently raised
at the summit and that steps are taken toward normalizing the
emigration process.

In the past three years, there has been a shift in Soviet policy
and tactics. The USSR is waging a subtle yet unmistakable
campaign designed to squelch the Soviet Jewry issue, and
persuade the West that the issue no longer exists.

But thousands of Soviet Jews still eager to emigrate to Israel
and the failure of the Soviets to grant Jews religious and
cultural rights tell us otherwise.

December 6th was an historic day for the Soviet Jewry
movement... as 200,000 people sent a resounding message to the
leaders of our nation and the Kremlin.

Now, we must build on that momentum. We must reinforce and give
new scope to the message that was so dramatically expressed on
December 6th.

The Gorbachev campaign presents us with both an ominous
challenge and a unique opportunity. After considerable
discussions with our officers, board members and other leaders
active in the Soviet Jewry movement, the decision has been made
to launch a major new campaign -- one that will amplify our
recent efforts, and culminate with a Solidarity Sunday at a time
when its impact will be the greatest. As a result, the May 1st
"Solidarity Sunday" march and rally has been put "on hold."

We believe we have adapted our strategy to the needs of the
movement and changes in U.S.-Soviet relations. 1In order to
advance our goals, we have outlined several key events. Among
them:
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* A "Community Action Day" in Washington in May that will feature
meetings with key Congressional and Administration officials to
gain their full support for the goals of freer emigration and
human rights for Soviet Jews;

* A public meeting will be sought with the Presidential candidates
at which they would take a forthright stand on the issue of
Soviet Jewry;

* Just prior to the summit, President Reagan is scheduled to
deliver a statement on human rights in Helsinki. A delegation
of leadership will be in Helsinki to publicly convey a message
that the Soviet Union must adhere to the Helsinki Accords and
the International Declaration of Human Rights;

* A special effort to reach into Moscow itself with a plea for
freedom for Soviet Jews;

* A series of ads in major publications, and other public
pronouncements highlighting the nature of the Coalition's
campaign;

* A major event in New York that coincides with the start of the
summit itself;

* The distribution of buttons and other paraphernalia to
organizations and to tens of thousands of concerned citizens for
use prior to, during and after the summit meeting.

Of course, all our efforts will involve many of our organizations
and community groups. We also are working closely with the
National Conference on Soviet Jewry.

We do not intend to allow Gorbachev to shove the Soviet Jewry issue
under the political rug. In both pre- and post-summit events -- in
New York, in Washington, in Helsinki and in Moscow -- we will bring
a new resolve and a renewed sense of purpose to the struggle on
behaif of Soviet Jews.

As in the past, flexibility and action will be the watchwords of

our campaign, and we know we can rely on your continued involvement
and enthusiastic support.

We will contact you shortly so that we can work together on these
programs. Be assured that we will keep you fully informed as our
campaign unfolds.

y AV Gt

Alan D. Pesky Zeesy Schnur
Chairman Executive Director




FROM: THE COALITION TO FREE SOVIET JEWS
8 West 40th Street
New York, NY 10018
Howard J. Rubenstein Associates, Inc.

Public Relations - Tel: (212) 489-6900
Contact: Sy Schwartz

A "global campaign," keyed to the Reagan-Gorbachev summit
and designed to heighten and sustain public awareness of the

continuing plight of Soviet Jewry was announced today by the New

York-based Coalition to Free Soviet Jews.

On May 29th, President Reagan and Soviet leader Gorbachev
will meet again. "And again," said Alan D. Pesky, Coalition
chairman, "the Soviet Jewry movement must focus its resources
and energies to make certain our issue is prominently raised at
the summit, and that steps are taken toward normalizing the

emigration process."

Mr. Pesky noted that each spring for the past 16 years the
Coalition has sponsored a "Solidarity Sunday" march and rally --
a massive outpouring of support for emigration to Israel and

human rights for Soviet Jews.

This year's event, however, originally scheduled for May lst,
has been put "on hold," Mr. Pesky said. "Instead, we are
launching a major campaign, one of global proportions, that
will amplify our recent efforts and culminate with a Solidarity

Sunday at a time when its impact will be the greatest."

Mr. Pesky said the Coalition has mapped a series of pre- and
post-summit events that "will bring a new resolve and a renewed

sense of purpose to our struggle on behalf of Soviet Jews.

= more -
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The activities include:

A "Community Action Day" in Washington in May that will feature
meetings with key Congressional and Administration officials
to gain their full support for the goals of freer emigration

and human rights for Soviet Jews.

* A public meeting will be sought with the Presidential
candidates at which they would be urged to take a forthright

stand on the issue of Soviet Jewry.

* Just prior to the summit, President Reagan may deliver
a statement on human rights in Helsinki. A delegation of
leadership will be in Helsinki to publicly convey a message
that the Soviet Union must adhere to the Helsinki Accords and

the International Declaration of Human Rights.

* A special effort to reach into Moscow itself with a plea for

freedom for Soviet Jews.

* A series of ads in major publications, and other public
pronouncements highlighting the nature of the Coalition's
campaign.

* A major event in New York that coincides with the start of
the summit itself.

* The distribution of buttons and other paraphernalia to
organizations and to tens of thousands of concerned citizens

for use prior to, during and after the summit meeting.

- more -




COALITION TO FREE SOVIET JEWS/3

All of our efforts, Mr. Pesky said, "will involve many area
organizations and community groups. We also will be working

closely with the National conference on Soviet Jewry."

In the past three years, there has been a shift in Soviet
policy and tactics. The USSR is waging a subtle yet unmistakable
campaign designed to squelch the Soviet Jewry issue, and persuade

the West that the issue no longer exists.

"But thousands of Soviet Jews still eager to emigrate to
Israel and the failure of the Soviets to grant Jews religious and

cultural rights tell us otherwise."

"December 6th was a historic day for the Soviet Jewry
movement ... as 200,000 people rallied in Washington, D.C. to
send a resounding message to the leaders of our nation and the

Kremlin."“

"We must build on that momentum. We must reinforce and
give new scope to the message that was expressed so dramatically
on December 6th," Mr. Pesky added.

#
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NEAR EAST REPORT
NOVEMBER 30. 1987

New Challenge to Jackson-Vanik

o nce again, prominent voices are call-
ing for the rescinding of the Jackson-
Vanik amendment, which links trade bene-
fits to the removal of emigration restric-
tions. A recentreport by a high-level group
from the business, government and aca-
demic communities proposes the repeal of
Jackson-Vanik if the Soviet Union under
Mikhail Gorbachev continues to make
human rights progress.

Inspired by the late Sen. Henry M. Jack-
son 15 years ago, the amendment is a key-
stone of the strategy on behalf of Soviet
Jews and all those in Communist countries
who seek to emigrate. Its leverage has been
of considerable importance in removing
harriers to emigration in the Soviet Union,
and in Romania as well.

Jackson-Vanik permits Communist
countries which ease emigration proce-
dures to receive most-favored-nation tariff
treatment from the United States—tariff
rates of only 3% instead of 39%—and
cheaper government credits, along with in-
vestment and credit guarantees. A waiver
provision in the legislation allows the Presi-
dent, if he is “assured” that a Communist
regime is moving in a positive direction in
its emigration policy, to grant the specified
trade benefits.

The waiver requires annual renewal.
And, significantly, it also requires Congres-
sional acceptance of the President’s deci-
sion. Either house of Congress can veto the

waiver if it finds that the emigration pattern
is not moving toward the Jackson-Vanik ob-
jectives. The annual review provision
serves to keep the pressure on govern-
ments whose record on behalf of free emi-
gration has been notoriously inadequate.
To repeal the legislation, especially at the
point when the U.S.S.R. finally accedes to
international standards, is to jeopardize
both the leverage and the hopes of future
emigrants.

Holding firm to Jackson-Vanik must re-
main a central element in the struggle for
Soviet Jewry. When it was introduced in
the Senate in March 1973, Sen. Jackson
emphasized that he was basing his amend-
ment upon Article 13(b) of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights—*“Everyone
has the right to leave any country, including
his own, and to return to his country.”

Once introduced, Jackson-Vanik com-
pelled Moscow in late March 1973 to haltan
infamous “diploma” tax that had obliged
Soviet Jewish emigrants to pay exorbitant
sums. It was the first time in Soviet history
that a Kremlin edict was declared null and
void. How many were prevented from emi-
grating during the eight months the tax was
in force will never be known. Nor can we
know how many of the 200,000 Jews who
emigrated after 1973 could do so only be-
cause they were no longer required to pay
the equivalent of a huge ransom.

A decade later, President Nicolae
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Ceausescu of Romania also tried to impose
a large education tax upon Jews who
sought to emigrate. As Romania was bene-
fiting from most-favored-nation tariff treat-
ment under Jackson-Vanik, Washington of-
ficials warned that the benefits would come
to aquick end unless the tax was rescinded.
Bucharest responded by dropping the levy.
And if thousands of Romanian Jews have
left for Israel since 1975, a key factor was
the lever provided annually by Jackson-
Vanik.

If Jackson-Vanik remains on the statute
books, this does not mean that it cannot be
applied flexibly—through the waiver
clause—when the Soviet Union shows
good faith by moving to the emigration lev-
els of the 1970’s, especially the late seven-
ties. The current level is still comparatively
limited, less than one-half the average of
the previous decade.

The departure of high profile refuseniks
like Ida Nude] and Yosef Begun is no indi-
cation of a willingness to comply with the
Helsinki accords and international stan-
dards. Recently enacted Soviet regulations
limiting exit visas to those with close rela-
tives abroad severely restrict the number
who can apply to leave.

Retention of Jackson-Vanik, therefore, is
vital. William Korey

Korey is director of International Policy
Research for B'nai B’rith. (]
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Gorbachev Can’t Defy Human-Rights Tide

By Mogris B. ABRAM

Now that the much celebrated summit
between President Reagan and General
Secretary Gorbachev has ended, it is ap-
propriate to evaluate the meeting in light
of its own agenda. On Oct. 30, in a joint
statement convening the summit, Mr. Gor-
bachev promised to make substantial
headway on human rights. The cryptic
statements made at the conclusion of the
summit may not tell the full story of the
achievements in that area; President Rea-
gan’'s assurance of “‘future, more substan-
tial movement” on the issue of human
rights is certainly encouraging. However,
some of Mr. Gorbachev's statements on
the subject are deeply troubling.

In a discussion of the right of emigra-
tion, Mr. Gorbachev said of the U.S.:
“What right does it have to be the
teacher—who gave it the moral right?”
This challenge invites the simple answer
that the right comes from pledges made by
the Soviet Union. In three separate inter-
national documents—the Universal Decla-
ration of Human Rights, the International
Covenant on Civil and Politic Rights and
the 1975 Helsinki accords the Soviet Union
guaranteed that “*Everyone shall have the
right to leave any country, including his
own.

When Mr. Gorbachev went on to say to
the president, **You are not the prosecutor
and I am not the accused,” he was mis-
taken. The Soviet Union, having given the
international community its pledge, also
gave the community the right and duty to
judge its compliance with the international
human-rights agreements. It bestowed

upon mankind the right to judge the Soviet
Union’s performance. When President
Reagan advocated the cause of human
rights, he spoke for all mankind.

Mr. Gorbachev compared the human-
rights situation in his country with unem-
ployment in the West. Although the pov-
erty we see in our country merits serious
concern, only a cynic would equate such
problems with the denial of basic human
rights: freedom of speech, freedom to as-
semble and petition one’s government, and
the right to leave one's country.

Mr. Gorbachev excused and explained

Soviet refusal to grant emigration visas by
referring to *‘state secrecy concerns.”’ This
is an absurd position that contradicts the
statement he made in Paris in 1975 that
even if a person possessed secrets, the se-
crets’ usefulness would expire in five (and
at most 10) years. Some refuseniks who
have never held any significant posts or
any positions sensitive to national security
have been held in the Soviet Union for
more than 17 years on the grounds of
‘‘state secrecy concerns.”

Furthermore, two new Soviet laws are
designed to further constrict Jewish emi-
gration. The first requires any Soviet Jew
who applies for a visa to produce an invita-
tion from an immediate family member in
Israel. Thousands do not qualify. The sec-
ond, the so-called “‘family law,” requires
that every applicant have permission to
emigrate from family members in the So-
viet Union. This device permits the Soviet
Union to manipulate reasons for refusal
while disguising its role.

There never can be a normal relation-
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ship between the Soviet Union and the
West until the Soviets normalize their con-
duct of human rights, Similarly, trade re-
lations never will be normal until the con-
ditions that gave rise to the Jackson-Vanik
and Stevenson amendments are redressed.
The next move is up to Mr. Gorbachev.

Based on the actions taken by his gov-
ernment while Mr. Gorbachev was in
Washington, there is every reason to be
skeptical of his intentions. When Amert-
cans were marching in Washington last
week in support of basic human rights in
the Soviet Union, a similar demonstration
in Moscow by Soviet Jews and others who
have been denied visas was roughly broken
up by police. That action speaks much
louder and clearer than any of Mr. Gorba-
chev’s rhetoric about glasnost.

It is to be hoped that the treaty on inter-
mediate-range nuclear missiles will be a
major step toward peace. But as John F.
Kennedy said a few weeks before he was
slain: *‘Is not peace, in the final analysis, a
matter of human rights?'’ Last week more
than 200,000 Americans joined in a freedom
rally in Washington to insist that the Soviet
Union comply with the human-rights stan-
dards that it has pledged to mankind. They
represented the entire spectrum of Ameri-
can political, religious, ethnic, labor and
cultural life. Mr. Gorbachev cannot defy
the tides of history no inore than legend
says King Canute attempted to defy the
ocean's tides.

Mr. Abram is chairman of the National
Tonference on Soviet Jewry.
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December 18, 1987

Dear Friend:

In the best of all worlds, we would send an individual expression of appreciation
to you for a very special day, Freedom Sunday for Soviet Jews, when nearly a quarter
million people from the United States and Canada, Jews and non-Jews, gathered
in Washington, D.C. on the eve of the summit. Whether in person, or through the
media, we witnessed the most impressive outpouring this country has ever seen
on behalf of a Jewish issue. And, remarkably, the people came to proclaim their
support for the rights of a minority, in a distant land, struggling for freedom and
their basic rights.

Newspaper headlines the next day said it all, and the images on television left an
indelibtle mark and an impressive visual record of this exciting day. Within hours,
of course, we were swept up in the events which marked the third Summit meeting
between President Ronald Reagan and Communist Party General Secretary Mikhail
Gorbachev.

Did the march and the rally on the mall, in Washington, have any impact on the
Summit? For one thing, the official Soviet news agency, Tass, mounted a virulent
attack, the next day, on the human rights record of the United States and Israel.
One person in Moscow was quoted as saying that the Soviet authorities were "very
upset about these Jews demonstrating in Moscow and Washington, D.C., on the
eve of the summit. This is their way of putting things right or getting even."

The rally also had a tremendous impact on several groups. These included: a)
refuseniks in the USSR who were able to hear the demonstration broadcast live
on VOA; b) people who attended the rally and have not previously been involved
in Jewish concerns; c¢) U.S. officials whose commitment to the issue was reinforced
by the showing of popular support; d) Soviet officials who both privately and publicly
noted that the American people have "made their views known."

Gennadi Gerasimov, the chief Soviet press spokesman, conceded that the massive
rally in Washington had made its point. It was our expectation that Freedom Sunday
would be seen as a positive force and Gerasimov, in response to a question, answered
that "I don't think it was an anti-Soviet demonstration . . . . it was a demonstration
on an issue, the issue of Jewish migration. And as I understood, those who took
part in the demonstration wanted to make a point, and I think they did ....."

The rally, from all accounts, was a spectacular display of communal solidarity
with and commitment to Soviet Jews, a message not lost on the discussants.
According to reports, the President began his opening session with Gorbachev by
discussing human rights, especially the cases of Jews not permitted to leave. He
also cited the rally and the very impressive figure of 200,000 people. Gorbachev
later told the President that "I am not on trial and you are not a judge to judge
me," and compared his country's emigration restrictions to this nation's limitations
on immigration. Apparently the General Secretary drew no distinction between
restrictions on letting people in, a matter of law in nearly every country, and people
who wish to leave. This is an issue enshrined in various international documents
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which the Soviet Union has signed, such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
and the Helsinki Final Act.

More importantly, given that the Jewish community is perceived as having spoken in
a loud and unified voice, we are in a very strong position to move forward with our
message. Indeed a debriefing with Secretary of State Shultz will take place in early
January, and there will be meetings with top U.S. trade officials.

It is vital to recall that the President and Secretary of State were both briefed exten-
sively, prior to Gorbachev's visit, and that the theme of the discussion was the same
as in 1985 -- that the test of the Soviets' credibility would be judged by their performance
on human rights; that theme must continue to be pressed, publicly and privately.

Summit Outcome

. 1

It is still too early to judge the final outcome of the Summit. While Mikhail Gorbachev
was obdurate on the possibility of any major changes in the overall human rights issue,
some modest, but positive shifts affecting emigration can be discerned as a result of
the Summit. There is some easing of the first-degree family restriction as a requirement
for invitations to leave. Indeed, in some cities, from 25% to 30% of new applicants
receiving permission did not have such invitations. There is also a possibility of flexibility
in the application of regime considerations or "state secrets" for many applicants, even
though hundreds of long-term refusenik families are still in that category. One U.S.
official expressed his expectation that the Russians will continue to cut back on the
use of "state secrets" as a barrier to emigration in the future. Finally, there is
speculation that the barrier of so-called "family obligations" might be subject to review.
One thought is that persons could sue their own family if permission has not been granted
to an applicant because of so-called family obligations. While we are aware that lawyers
might not be willing to engage in such a lawsuit, and the burden would fall on the
shoulders of the applicant, such a shift should encourage us to press demands for more
substantive changes.

Any modifications in Soviet practice, as a result of the Summit, are important. They

also show why we must continue an accelerated campaign and use the glow of the Free-
dom Sunday rally to encourage us.

Jackson-Vanik

During the discussions, the matter of trade and the Jackson-Vanik Amendment did
surface. We have been asked whether the U.S. Congress understands our views. In
case you missed it on the December 13, 1987, THIS WEEK WITH DAVID BRINKLEY
show, the following exchange occurred between Mr. George Will and Senator Sam Nunn:

MR. WILL (to Senator Nunn): The Jackson-Vanik legislation denies
the Soviet Union certain significant trade advantages with the
United States, contingent upon a substantial liberalization of the
right to leave the Soviet Union.

Do you think there will be such a liberalization? And can you give
some quantity? What would it -- we're going to get into a bidding
war pretty clearly. What would it require on the part of the Soviet
Union to build support in Congress to repeal Jackson-Vanik?
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SENATOR NUNN: Well, 1 think we'd listen to people like Morris
Abram, who is very much involved in the heart of that negotiation
with the Soviets. And when Morris says that the Soviets have eased
up quite a bit, and that we need to consider, for instance, some
restructuring, perhaps we will, But I do not think we have arrived
at that point yet., 1 do not think we are close to it.

How about that!

Program For Action

At a special post-Summit assessment meeting, held on December 17, the following
proposals for future action were developed. Where these represent new policy, they
will be submitted to our Board of Governors.

e A high quality videc tape and audio cassette of the event will
be produced, as well as a permanent written record which
would include articles, photographs, and other memorabilia
from "Freedom Sunday." Funding for these projects will be
sought.

e A strategy planning meeting will be held on January 10, prior
to NCSJ's Board of Governors meeting.

® Meetings will be arranged with corporate leaders who are
planning to undertake business with the Soviets, and an ad
campaign directed to such corporations will be considered.

e Communities should make use of political campaigns by com-
municating with candidates on the issue of Soviet Jews.

® Communities should also utilize the media to make use of
and/or call attention to those who traveled to Washington
for the rally.

e An international conference will be considered, perhaps in

Brussels or Helsinki, in May or June 1988, to bring together
world Jewry and its supporters on new strategies and programs.

Thanks To All

We would like to take this opportunity, on behalf of the Summit III Task Force, to
commend the tremendous efforts made by local CRCs, Federations, and synagogues,
as well as national agencies. A superb job was done in bringing people to Washington
and providing the financial resources for the rally. The enormous amount of team work,
and the dedication of thousands of volunteers and professionals from across the country,
ensured that "Freedom Sunday" became a moment when the Jewish people came forward
to tell Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev that neither age, nor distance, nor physical
condition would deter us from the struggle which we know all too well -- the struggle
for freedom.

We especially recognize the impressive response by the Washington Jewish community
in producing an estimated 50,000 people, as well as the many thousands of people and
the professional support from New York, through the Coalition to Free Soviet Jews,
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and the large attendance from Baltimore and Philadelphia. The National Jewish
Community Relations Advisory Council, of course, was the vital instrument in mobilizing
and coordinating local communities, from Los Angeles to Birmingham to Boston, while
the Council of Jewish Federations ensured that funds would be available to the Summit
Task Force to do its work, in addition to the help from Federations for their own local
efforts.

As we celebrate Hanukkah, the Festival of Freedom, we wish you a good holiday, filled

with peace and happiness. With our combined and continued efforts, perhaps Hanukkah
5748 will herald a year of redemption for those Jews still in the Soviet Union.

Sincerely,
9//7%—/_—

Morris B. Abram
Chairman

JeNy Googman
Exegutivg/ Director

MBA/JG:ag

STATEMENT APPROVED DECEMBER 17, 1987

A quarter of a million Americans, representative of all classes, creeds and parties,
have said they are determined that US/Soviet relations depend on a satisfactory
outcome of all four agreed upon agenda items. These include arms reduction, regional

conflicts, bilateral issues, and human rights.

We know the results of the arms reduction negotiations. The results of the discussions
on human rights and Jewish emigration will be demonstrated by Soviet progress

in these areas in the next few weeks and months.

We will judge the results of the Summit on the basis of actual movements on all
of the agenda items on which the Soviet Union gave its word. If, as was promised,
there is not significant headway on human rights, we shall consider this another

Soviet breach of promise.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

December 4, 1987

I am pleased to acknowledge and applaud the efforts of
the "Campaign to the Summit" on behalf of Soviet
Jewry.

Peacefully yet forcefully, in true democratic spirit,

you are making your cause known not only to the Soviet
leadership but to the world at large. Your cause has
always had our undivided support -- the struggle of
Soviet Jews for freedom of emigration and the right to
practice their religion without fear of persecution.

Their valiant quest for freedom exemplifies the cause

of liberty for all mankind.

The Soviet leadership has taken some limited, but
positive, steps on the issue of human rights. We
welcome these actions, but they are far from enough.
There are more recent signs of stagnation, but I have
high hopes for new, forward steps by the Soviets. 1
shall press for them in my talks with General Secretary
Gorbachev in the coming days -- for the release of all
refuseniks, for full freedom of emigration, and for
complete freedom of religion and cultural expression.
We shall not be satisfied with less,

We -- you and I -- cannot relax our vigil. Let me
say to all of you and to those who wait in the Soviet
Union -- if freedom is won through faith, dedication,
and perseverance, I have no doubt that your efforts
will ultimately prevail. God bless you all.

ot Qg



Allan Wendt

Current
Policy
No. 1031

Export Control
Policy and COCOM

Following are a statement by Allan
Wendt, Senior Representative for Stra-
tegic Technology Policy, before the Sub-
committee on International Economic
Policy and Trade of the House Foreign
Affairs Committee, Washington, D.C.,
on November 3, 1987, and an address
by Mr. Wendt before the Conference on
Strategic Export Controls sponsored
by the Royal Institute of International
Affairs at Chatham House, London,
England, November 19, 1987.

NOVEMBER 3, 1987

Thank you for the opportunity to ap-
pear before this subcommittee to dis-
cuss the status of the multilateral effort
to control exports of strategically sig-
nificant commodities and technologies
in international trade.

Strengthening
Multilateral Export Controls

For several years, the United States
has sought to strengthen COCOM
[Coordinating Committee for Multi-
lateral Security Export Controls]—the
multilateral system that safeguards the
transfer of strategic technology. We
have been working to clarify and prune
the embargo lists, particularly the one
that controls items with both civil and
military applications. At the same time,
we have worked to strengthen the pro-
cedures by which these items are con-
trolled. We have pursued both activities
on a multilateral basis, and progress
has been made.

e

United States Department of State

Bureau of Public Affairs
Washington, D.C.

A process is now underway both to
review the entire control list for those
items that no longer need to be con-
trolled and to ensure that the control
list, once purged of such items, con-
tinues to focus only on those items that
are most critical militarily. This is not
an “Instant” decontrol activity, but
rather, an accelerated review of all
items on the control list in cooperation
with our partners in COCOM, whereby
the strategic concerns that warranted
the inclusion of an item on the list are
carefully reviewed and evaluated.

We have also been engaged in a
parallel effort to improve the admin-
istration and enforcement of the con-
trols. The United States and many of
its allies have made significant progress
in improving our national control sys-
tems and multilateral coordination of
export controls. But, clearly, more
needs to be done.

The illegal sale of multi-axis milling
machines by Toshiba Machine Company
and Kongsberg Trading Company clear-
ly demonstrates that there are gaps.
The United States and its COCOM
partners face a determined Soviet
effort to acquire militarily significant
technologies and goods. This effort has
sought to exploit the various differ-
ences in national export control sys-
tems, many of which were, unfortu-
nately, based on outdated legislation or
informal administrative arrangements.
Resources needed to administer the
export licensing system and enforce

laws and regulations were also lacking
in many places. Acknowledging the
gaps, the Governments of Japan and
Norway have taken major steps to
strengthen their national export control
and enforcement systems, including in-
creases in penalties for violations and
in the statutes of limitations governing
prosecution. We welcome these
measures.

Just as the Governments of Japan
and Norway have moved quickly to
remedy shortcomings in their control
systems, we believe that all members of
COCOM, including the United States,
need to review their systems and meet
certain minimum control standards.
Building on the July special COCOM
meeting, we have consulted with our
allies in recent weeks on how COCOM
can be strengthened further. These
consultations are continuing this week
and beyond.

New U.S. Initiative

Last month, the United States outlined
a new initiative in export control pol-
icies and practices to a number of our
COCOM partners. The initiative calls
for a major revitalization of COCOM,
based on improved public understand-
ing of its objectives and on a common,
standard level of effective protection
for all exports of controlled strategic
commodities, with a view to eventual
elimination of licensing of dual-use com-
modities among COCOM countries once
all have reached an adequate level of
export control outside the COCOM
community.
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Interview

PAUL FREEDENBERG

Paul Freedenberg is Acting Undersecretary of Commerce for
Export Administration. In this position he oversees the admini-
stration and enforcement of U.S. national security and foreign
policy export controls. Prior to his 1985 appointment to the
Commerce Department, Freedenberg worked for 10 years on
the staff of the Senate Banking Committee and the Subcommit-
tee on International Finance, where he was Staff Director from
1980 t01985.

Multinational Monitor: What do you think of our export
control policy?

Paul Freedenberg: I think our export control policy for
East-West trade is highly successful. The Soviet Union
has been deprived of a substantial part of technology that
it needs to run its military machine, in terms of acquiring
that technology from the West. There is obviously a lot of
room for improvement. Over the last year, the U.S. has
been spearheading an effort to increase COCOM coop-
eration so that it would havea moreeffective net of export
controls around the Soviet Union. We have also had
success in getting the neutral countries of Europeand the
Pacific Rim to cooperate with the United States in that
effort. So overall, during the two years that [ have been
involved there has been a substantial increase in overall
national security from the point of view of technology
transfer. Obviously, we could improve. The Toshiba
transfer affair showed that Japan’s system is not effective.
The Japanese have taken a number of measures to im-
proveit. Thereis still more to dobut [ think their response
is very encouraging. It shows thereis a genuine beliefthat

the US. effort is a legitimate one, be-
cause otherwisethey would tellusthat
it is none of our business to ask them
for these changes. Instead of doing
that, they’ve moved with almost light-
ening speed, enacting national legisla-
tion to satisfy a number of our re-
quests.

Monitor: Does the administration
oppose sanctions on Toshiba?

Freedenberg: Yes, we still do, very
firmly.

Monitor: Is that because of the great
reliance of sqme large U.S. corpora-
tions on Toshiba parts and products?

Freedenberg: No, absolutely not, It's a

very bad way to do foreign policy. You
don’t punisha company ina foreign country for violating
that country’s laws. You let that country enact and prose-
cute under its own laws. We have never had a policy from
the beginning of our nation of enforcing other country’s
laws on their citizens or on their corporations. It is not a
good time to start now. That would be the height of extra-
territoriality.
Monitor: Isn't Congress intent on implementing some

- kind of sanction?
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Freedenberg: That is exactly why we have been lobbying
so hard with them not to do it, because it is a bad
precedent. In fact, what happens is that you have the
opposite effect. If you are going to enforce their laws for
them they might, in fact, either pull back from coopera-
tion with COCOM or pull backon the penalties they have
in their own legal system. In fact they are pursuing the
wrong-doers and those wrong-doers are on trial right
now, and the investigation is ongoing.

Monitor: Do you support reducing controls to fewer
items and increasing the penalty forindividual abuses?

Freedenberg:What you want to have is the most extensive

net, meaning if you have 16 countries within COCOM

and you add another 20 countries outside of COCOM,

then the net is more extensive. So, a more effective net

means that much less technology transfer. The simple
_ point is there has been no effort either in Congress or in
I the administration to loosen controls on East-West trade
ingeneral. There has been an effort within theadministra-
tion and COCOM to get items off the list that no longer
belongthere. Weare about to take personal computers off
the list because they’re so widely available in the free
market. There is also other lower level technology that
will go off the list. It would be chasing things that are
widelyavailableand generally madenotonly in the West,
but also in the East.

Monitor: Officials at the Defense Department have
called foreign availability an excuse to decontrol tech-
nology. How do you respond to this statement?

Freedenberg: The Department of Defense can say what it
likes, but it is the law, like it or not. This is a government
of laws, not some cabal of industry executives. The for-
eign availability clause is being used, and should be more
widely used. Only a few important itemns have been de-
controlled, but there is a list of thousands of items that
need to be reviewed on the grounds of foreign availabil-

f\ ‘ity. I believe the Office of Foreign Availability (OFA) does
work effectively.We’ve been trying to have a shorter list
because technology just marches on, and some of the
things that are on have been on foradecadeand arebeing
made all over the world, and there is simply no point in
controlling them.

Monitor: What sectors of the U.S. economy are hit hard-
est by export controls?

Freedenberg: Obviously, the high technology sectors.

Monitor: Has therebeen astrengthening of the lobbyon
the part of those sectors to loosen controls?

Freedenberg: Except for one amendment that would cut
the list by 40 percent, there has been no great effort to cut
the export control list itself. They’ve been trying more to
cut the constraints on West-West trade. That’s been the
big emphasis. One amendment supported by Mr. Bonker
deals with the whole list with the belief that the list is
really toolong. We think that it ought to be done in detail,
go item by item and decide whether it is relevant or not
relevant, rather than doing it in a meat-axe fashion.

Monitor: Won't loosening controls on West-West trade
allow forgreater flow of U.S.-origin products to the East
as well?

Freedenberg: That's if you don’t get trade partners to

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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increase their own enforcement and licensing. However,
we havebeen doing that. We've just gotten agreements in
a number of areas. The Japanese and the Norwegians,
whodid have weak systems, are strengthening them. The
other thing to point out is that if you cut off U.S. products
to Western Europe because they don’t have a strong
enough system, almost all of the things that you cut off are
made by the Japanese, Germans, or French. So you don’t
cut off the flow of that product to the East. What you do
is cut off that flow of the product to the West. The better
way to do it is by getting them to increase their own
national security [export control] systems. Whetheror not
you sell it to them, it's still going to go to the East, because
they are making the thing themselves or they are able to
buy it freely from Japan. The whole idea is to make it
multilateral not unilateral.

Monitor: The laws governing export control policy
specify that Commerce should have primary authority,
but the department often seems to relinquish authority
to the Defense Department. Which agency should have
primary authority over export control policy?

Freedenberg: We don’t abdicate authority. There are laws
that specify the Defense Department hasa veto inareas of
East-West trade. Where they have a veto we recognize
that reality, but out of 110,000 cases last year, there were
about 3,000 East-West COCOM type cases. That's where
Defense really has an impact, or on China. That’s an area
where the law specifies they have to give approval or
have tobe overridden by the President. Wethink that the
NAS report was a good report. [t emphasized West-West
trade, which is what we are doing. That’s why we have
put out all theregulations that deemphasize extra-territo-
riality and make it easier to trade within the West by
cutting out some of thelicensing at the low end of the list,
and we are going to continue that policy. The interagency
battle is unfortunate, but in terms of where the authority
lies, you put it very clearly. We're a government of laws,
not of men. Thelaw says explicitly that Commerce has the
lead and will continue to be thelead. Again, when youare
talking about the universe of cases, it is a very small
unjverse that DoD reviews. Congress wanted it that way.
The House, if they have it their way, will make it an even
smaller universe that they will be reviewing. We just
think that with whatever law is passed, we will execute it.
There are some spectacular cases wWhere DoD gets in-
volved, and in those cases it gets a lot of press, but it is
really just a small part of the overall processing.

Monitor: Have we reached a point where controls are
limiting R&D, international competitiveness and ex-
ports without adding significantly to national security?

Freedenberg:Wehave made that argument with regard to
revising our regulations. For example, it's absurd to have
extra regulations on U.S. micro-processors if the exact
same ones are available from Japan with no controls.
What we have tried to do is both get them to agree to the
same rules of the game and also drop the extraterritorial
concerns in our regulations. I think it has balanced it a
littlebetter than in the past. Unilateral controls areineffec-
tive. We havebeen going down the list of our controlsand
trying to get rid of those that are unilateral. We agree with
the premise of your statement, that the strength of Amer-
ica is in its industrial base. If you lose export sales, then
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you lose the industrial base and therefore lose the game.
So, in the process of denying the Soviets in 1987, you
might not have the capacity to stay ahead of them in 1995,
if you are not doing the R&D.

Monitor: Arenon-COCOM members capableof provid-

,/ing items restricted by our export controls?

Freedenberg: That's right, but
we have had success with
Switzerland, Sweden, Aus-
tria, Finland, Singapore and
around the world in cutting
off that source. We have a
memorandum of understand-
ing with a number of coun-
tries both in Europe and the
Pacific Rim.

Monitorr How recent are
these developments?

Freedenberg:Over thelast two
years, but wedon’tgiveitalot
of publicity because most of
these countries don’t like to
give publicity to cooperation
in that area, since they have a
neutral status. They have

wve the free market.
doneit in their own sovereign

interests. They believe that it is best to have good trade

items off the list

We are about to

| relations with us, and we say that to have good trade

relations with us, you have to agree not to ship certain
items to the Soviet Union or the Eastern bloc. They agree
to that condition as a way of trading with the United
States and the rest of the West. So it has been very
successful.

Monitor; What potential is there for expansion of high-
tech trade with the East?

Freedenberg: Well, I said it from the beginning that there
_is a very high potential if you want to reduce COCOM
controls. There is no great desire either in the United
States or the rest of Western Europe to do so, so [ don’t
know that there is a likelihood that it is going to occur.
There is obviously a potential. The Soviets desperately
need computers and all the rest of the things that would
make a centralized economy work better. They don’t
have a good telecommunications system. They don't
havea good computer system. They don’t produceall the
sorts of things that would make up a modern industrial
state, so thereisobviouslya market. Ontheother hand, all
these things have dual use, or most of these things do, so
it is difficult to remove them from the list of proscribed
items. We depend on technological superiority for our
security, and we are likely to continue to depend on this
foroursecurity. That’s not something weareabout togive
away, so whatever anybody says, that’s not the policy of
this administration, and it’s not likely to be the policy of
the next administration, whoever is in charge. We can
argueabout the lengthofthelist withthe Japaneseand the
Germans, because they want a shorter list, but we are not
arguing about the core. Nobody wants to sell the core
technology to the Soviets, nor are they likely to in the
foreseeable future.

Monitor: Looking at the long run, if the next ad ministra-

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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There has been an effort
within the administra-
tion and COCOM to get
that no
longer belong there.

take
personal computers off
the list because they're
so widely available in
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Retail sales of Pepsi-Cola in the Soviet Union, boosted by the ongoing anti-alcohol campaign, have reached 35 million cases annually.

" We depend on techno-
logical superiority for
our security, and we are
likely to continue to
depend on this for our
security. That's not
something we are about

tion is a Dole administration or a Democratic admini-
stration, do you think it would be more likely in the
long run for East-West trade, particularly U.S.-Soviet,
trade to expand?

Freedenberg:1 don’t know that Mr. Dole, except for selling
more wheat which is under-
standable given his constitu-
ency, is pushing for any stra-
tegic trade. The Democratic
administration is anybody’s
guess. They may see it as a
part of detente. That's a diffi-
cult question to answer. Ob-
viously, policy could change
and obviously the Soviets
have it as a high priority.
They want more trade, par-
ticularly in the strategjic areas,
because they’re doing so mis-
erably in high technology.
They make the world’s larg-
est semi-conductor, which is
nothing to brag about. They
aren’t selling their VCRs at Radio Shack. They are not very
competitive in almost anything. Obviously, if I were in
Mr. Gorbachev's shoes | would be nervous about it. It isa

to give away."
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very frightening thought to be so miserably behind, but |
don’t think it is in the U.S. strategic interest to help them
get out of this problem. As I understand i, it is not our
policy to do that. In fact, we emphasize not selling them
any production equipment. That is what they really want,
the capacity to produce semiconductors, the capacity to
produce computers, not just buy them.

_ Monitor: How do you think the U.S. should réspond to
! the Soviet request for participation in GATT, the World

Bank, and the IMF, and should we support their current
efforts to integrate into the world economy?

: Freedenberg: Yes, weshould supportit,butnoldon’tgive

them much hope because they would have to be more
capitalist. It is a good effort to become more market ori-
ented, but basically it is almost impossible. They are not
likely to open themselves up, particularly on the IMF side
things. They may open up on GATT because they want
to get better trade conditions. But the IMF side of it, they
just aren’t going to open their economy to that kind of
scrutiny or that kind of control. '
Monitor: Don’t you think DoD mightconsideritis dan-
gerous to call for greater efficiency in the Soviet econ-
omy?
Freedenberg:1 guess youfound the coreof ourdifferences.
We are not against efficiency. O



