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Fertig's Way .

WhoGalns
~ From Red
- Trade?

"Lawrence Fertig

The founders of Communism—Marx, Lenin,
Stalin—always were confident that capitalists woulc
sacrifice their principles if profits were dangled befora
them. It begins to look as if there is some truth
in this shrewd assessment. '

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce—which in the past ||

has often courageously advocated measures in the national
interest without regard for short-run profits for business--
now proposes “liberalization” of trade with the Communist
bloc. The Chamber says, “U.S. controls on shipments of
goods are discriminating against U.S. businessmen wita no
accompanying disadvantage to the Soviets but to the grea
advantage of our world competitors.”

Qo it advocates more trade with the Soviets. The Cham-
ber is right, of course, in pointing to the soft position of
our allies. That being the case, the more logical and prin-
cipled position of the Chamber should be to insist upon more
rigorous action by our State Department in limiting trade
by our allies. But it is hardly high principle to assert that

. American busirnessmen should get some of the gravy.
* * *

The crux of the matter is the word “trade.” Most people
think of trade as the free exchange of products between the
producers of various natlons for the mutual advantage of
both. This is true of normal trade. But this definition has
very little to do with the Soviet concept of trade. To .them
trade is a powerful political, propaganda and militaty

weapon. It is turned on and off depending upon the needs |

of the Politburo at a particular time.

When Communists talk of increasing trade with us they
really mean that we should send them products valued at
sundreds of millions—awithout any current payment. They
want American long-term credits. They ask us to finance

2 basic improvement in their economie, political and evon’
military power. Last year we shipped to the Soviets a little

over $20 million of goods—a mere drop in the bucketr oI
international trade. Compare this with the $900 million o

Western Europe, or even to the $120 million that goes to
little Netherlands.

The fact is that the Soviets can send us very little i
return for our products. They have some rare meials liin

‘platinum, palladium, rhodium, ete. They would like to send

us a lot of vodka of course but we have plenty of that aud

.can raake more easily. Practically all goods manufactioved -
.in the Soviet Union is shoddy and unfit for export to any
_civilized market.

L] ] *

As vor agricultural products, fhey are in dire need ol
our wheai, but we need nothing they produce. When the

“Soviets approached us .on the wheat deal last year this

country was assured by President Kennedy that sales

‘would be for dollars. That was not the case. They haye
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;dcmanded and received wheat
on credit.

Furthermore, this wheat deal
undermined our basic position
vis-a-vis the Soviet. When we
protested the - British sale of
buses to Cuba they said in
affect. “You sell the Commu-
r.ists your surplus wheat, wey

211 ihem our surplus buses.
ut's the difference?”

: =bould be noted that the
1 Cerrnnuisis could send us one
’;;of ih~ir most important prod-
iicis in return for our ship-
ments. They could send us
more of their hoarded  gold.
Souviet gold stocks are estimat-
cd at anywhere between $4 and
129 billion. Soviet gold could
creatly assist the U.S. Treasury,
and the West in stabilizing cur-
rency and in ameliorating the
U.S. deficit payments balance.

But the Soviets are too wily
'to promise shipment of gold in
‘nayment for increased trade.
I'ey are hoarding this gold
‘0 some future crisis. They
nerely  promise to send us
their Loa’s to be collected—
nernaps-——in the future.

A * *

¢ mhis raises the question of
!¢ raore than $11 billion still
ovwed to the U.S. for lend-lease
shinmonts during the war
which saved the Soviets from
Hiti~r. The U.S. Treasury has
una. ricially suggested settling
‘his cobt for something like 10
or i zents on the dollar. Bui
the Communists refuse to
msh o any offer.

e peceived our goods and
new v must whistle for our
imacy Ls this procedure likely
to - vopealed in the case of

sing the flow of U.S.
i+ to the Communists is
one phase .ol a much broader
plan which is so radical that it
‘is harcly believable, Yet it is

\
S0 A/
e /Z,/ 1.

,

A
e
il gl e

%

’ i /V{
. [ N R
Lo PRI O

i

_for Defense Analysis—a semi-
otfficial body supported by U.S,
government payments--reveals
this. Itsrecornmendations have
become semi-official, and even-
itually official policy.

! The Institute issued five pa-
pers in the so-called Phoenix
Study which lays down in
plain language the. proposals|
(which these policy-makers
‘think necessary for U.S. secu-
irity. Bluntly stated the Phoenix
(study argument is that the U.S,
‘must use all its resources—
1 food, trade, credit, etc.—to fat-
ten up the Soviets and make
them our equal.

We must destroy our mili-f’
tary superiority to get on an|
jeven basis with them. Only
then, the Phoenix Study argu-|
ment runs, will we be sale
from a nuclear confrontation
and war. Hard to believe? It
sounds impossible, but there it
is in black and white, issued

'a fact. Studies by the Institute
. : ‘Wm&ww:;a“

in June and July, 1963,
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