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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL MEETING
DATE, TIME
AND PLACE:

Wednesday, July 21, 1982
11:30 a.m. - 12:20 p .m.
The Cabinet Room

SUBJECT:

United States Policy Toward Eastern Europe

PARTICIPANTS:
The President
State
Secretary George Shultz
OSD
Secretary Caspar W. Weinberger
Treasury
Secretary Donald T. Regan
Commerce
Secretary Malcolm H. Baldridge

JCS
Acting Chairman
Admiral James Watk ins
White House
Mr. Edwin Meese III
Mr. James A. Baker III
Mr. William P. Clark
Mr. Richard Darmen
Mr. Robert C. McF arlane
The Vice Pres ident 's Office
Admiral Daniel J. Murphy

OMB
William Schneider, Jr.
CIA
Director William J. Casey

U.S. Trade Representative
Amb. Will iam E . Brock

USUN
Ambassador Jeane J. Kirkpatrick
Minutes
Judge Clark opened the meeting with an introduction of the
•
issue and the topics to be discussed.
Secretary Shultz stated that it was important that the
United States recognize measures toward libera liza t ion in
East European countrie s, whether thes e be r ef lected in d omestic
or foreign policies.

The point should be that whil e we may

not approve of all actions by th ese countries, it is i n our
interest
possible.

to tak e measures to encour age li be ralization whe rever
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Secretary Baldridge~stated that with respect to technology
transfer, he had a problem.

The paper under consideration draws

a distinction between technology sold to East European countries
versus end products -- the former being considered as more
easily transferable than the latter.

I

maintained that that was not the c a se.

Secretary Baldridge
He proposed

alterna~ive

language which would remove the distinction between technology
transfer and the transfer of end products.
Secretary Baldridge also opposed the singling out of
Romania while he acknowledged that their record has b e en good
in not transferring technology to Moscow, that could change
and as a consequence, we should not establish as a matter of
policy that they should be excluded.
Secretary Regan stated that he did not believe it was
clear that Romania had had such a good record and that he knew
of no evidence to document that.

With respect to the matter

of distinguishing between technology and end products, Secretary
Regan stated that he was extremely leery about transferring
technology to the Soviets and would tend toward a more conservative
approach.
*[NOTE:

The issue being considered here is the language

at the top of page 4 of the paper in the first paragraph.
question is whether to adopt the l a nguag e as written or the
footnote at the bottom of the page.]
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Se creta r y Baldridge n o t ed th a t th e re is indeed s t rong
evidence that Romania has not b e en guilty o f technology transfer
violations.

He cited cases in which t hey had held sensitive

technology for more than ten y ears without compromising it.
Ambassador Kirkpatric k a g reed that Romania d e serves
special consideration .

She noted that Roma ni a do e s not p~rsue

as independent a policy line a s does Yu g o s lavia but that i t
has consiste ntly prese r ved a measur e o f inde pende nc e f r om th e
Sovie t Union with respect to f ore ign affai r s .

She cite d the

Romanian posi t ion on the Afghan istan sanctions (Romania abstained).
Ambassador Brock e xp ressed hi s agreement with Secretary
Baldridge that Romania had had a g ood re c o rd; s ti l l h e b e lieved
that it was more proper to f o cus upon a p a rticular country's
internal policies.

In that regard, he n ote d th a t Hun gary and

Czechoslovakia pur s ued mo re liberal i nternal policies than do e s
Romania.
Director

C~se y

e xpr e ss e d hi s ag r eeme nt with Se cr e t a r y

Regan to the effect that a l l East Euro pean coun t ri e s h ave close
r e lationships with the US SR and do inde ed t r a nsf e r t ec hnology
to her.
Se cretary Weinberg e r expr e ss e d h i s ag r eemen t wi th the
ma j ority lan g ua g e and ag a i nst th e foo tno t e .
secretary Bal d ridg e again ma de h i s poin t t h a t th e language
kJ ~}!!...)

in the basic text on page 4 sugg ests tha t it is easier(technology
f\

than it is to transfer an end i t em a nd t h a t that simply is not
true.

Consequently in hi s judgme nt, no d isti n ction sho uld be

drawn between the two .
-· -
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Secretary Shultz maintain e d tha t the re can be a difference
between technology and end products.
is what the paragraph stated.

In his judgment

that

He woul d agre e , however, to

an addition to the paragraph by continuing after the last
sentence with the following words " . . . p rovided such sale
will not prejudice U.S. efforts to s trengthe n the COCOM system."
Secretary Shultz added that the President's Ottawa initi a tive
is getting results and that we should assur e th a t this work
continues.
Secretary Shultz stated as a separate matter tha t it was
his understanding that if a particul a r t ec hnolo gy was proscribed
by COCOM controls, that it would not b e t r a n sf e rre d to an East
European country.
Secretary Baldridge agreed with th a t interpretation.
Director Casey asked wheth e r if a p a rticular techno logy
were not COCOM controlled, could it still be r estricted under
this policy.
Ambassador Brock state d that it could unde r the terms of
the proposed policy.
Mee~e

Mr.

All no d ded in a gr eemen t.

clarified matt e rs b y stati ng that this pr o p osed

policy does not require a partic u lar outc ome except with respect
to items restricted u n der the COCOM rule s ; ra t her the policy
is designed to simply say that we will dif f erentiate in our
trade policy toward East European countries.
Secretary Shultz made th e point tha t we should no t a pply
this policy retroactively and all nod ded in the af f irma tive.
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At this point Judge Clark urged that the group turn
its attention to page 2 ~nd consider the firs t alternative
footnotes.

He requested Secretary Regan's cornment.

Secretary Regan stated that he preferred the footnotes.
He referred to a recent article in the Wall Street Journal by
Herb Stei n which supported his point that in no case

shou~d

it

be our .policy to provide more favorable treatment to an
East European country than to countries considered friendly in
other areas.

He believed that this was made clear in the

f:~ootnote.
Secretary Shultz said that he had no great problem with

~footnote

the

although it would create certain difficultie s

when, for example, we consider our PL-480 allocations and the
credits which go with them.
Secretary· Weinberger stated he had a slight preference
for the footnote language but did not feel strongly about it.
Secretary Shultz stated that with respect to the second
footnote, he felt strongly that each country had to be considered
on its merits and that all could not be treated the same.
Mr. Meese asked whether we could not state it is our pol icy
that

t
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Secretary Regan stated that he did not feel strongly about

it as long as all concerned understood that the intent of his
alternative was to prevent our routinely providing East European
countries with more favorable treatment than that enjoyed by
our friends elsewhere.

All nodded approval.

~1
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Judge Clark then summarized by saying that t he first
footnote would be adopted but that the s e c ond one would not.
Ambassador Kirkpatrick stated that she would have to
oppose the language in the second footnote .

She add e d, however,

that the principle express e d in it is important and that
perhaps it could be

rephras~d.

Her point was that we

mig~t

feel

one way toward a Polish default on credits and quite another
way toward a Sudanese default on credits.
Secretary Regan stated that he thought the press re lease
was a bad idea to the extent that it could appear as a lure to
the Polish authorities leading up to Polish National Day and
even beyond and that this was the wrong signal to send.
Secretary Shultz agreed and stated that he did not
anticipate that the actions which Poland wo ul d take would be
all that significant.
Secretary Regan agreed and stated that f o r that reason
no press release should be made.
Judge Clark then polled the group and a ll agreed that no
press release should be made.
concluded.

At this point the meeting was

