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L ix A
S R o , Cons;quencos of an Embargo on US eraln -
b o ; . Shipments to the USSR _ _ . ‘

it fBackgxound““ ol ' | A
; The USSR's 1979 grain crop of 179 million ‘tons is the

,""'
'smallest smnce 19 5-¢ In order to maintaln the momentum of

}ini? ,its very importanf 1ivestock program while maintaining the d

' ! .

;currently low: level of carryover stocks, the USSR would
” : |

gt hi fhave to 1mport abbut 60 mllllon tons of graln. Because of

fport capacity constraints, imports cannot exceed 40 mllllO“

I tonsf . SO that 1nterna1 adjustnents to cope with the

Ashortfall must be made. These adju tments will

»impact negatrvely on meat production - a marked setback |

for Brezhnev who has stressed the growth of the livestock .

|
!
|
;E AR sector to lmprove llving standards and has invested
| .
!

enormous resources to. achieve this goal.

SOV1et Gra:n Purchases

In early December offlcials of the Soviet grain trad-

i

ing organlzatlon4 Lksportkhreb, said the USSR had purchased
\ | ‘

40 mxllaon tons of grain for dclivery during the current

)

|
i markoting year (July 1979 —= June 1980). Thc 40-million-

‘+on grain 1mport flgure breaks down as follows. 12 million

| ::;% tons of wheat, 25 9 mlllion tons of corn, and 2.1 million
. ‘tons of barley and rye; We estimate the US share to be

32 milllon tons 1- 7. 6 miillon tons of wheat, 23.9 mlllion
tons of corxn, and 500I000ltons of barley.
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%ii . To import thls quantlty of grain, plus additional
"["’ t' '11»1

o

ppurchases of soybeans and soybear meal would require an

average monthly port discharge capacity of 3.6 milllon tons
Zé'and is cons1stent;thhqan official claim of an’ upper llmit
:| ' [! .

of 3 8 millmon tons per month. During July-December 1979,

the USSR 1mportcd about 19 mlllion tons of grain of Wthh
I | ]

15 million tons was of US orlgln. Unfulfilled coftrac
f{ additional quantltlea from non-US sources are not readily available.

l;or non~U, S. grain come to roughly 4 million tonsy This
leaves some 17 milllon‘tons of U.S.-origin grain contracted

i '%1

for by the USGR,‘but not yet delivered. Should an immediate

' t

~cmbargo be placed on furthcr shipments of US grain, the
( P
Sovict graln deflcit would be increased from 20 million

Vi
'I!

1tons to 37 milllon tons,requlrlng Moscow to make substdntlal

I
addxtlonal internal adjustments.

‘Copinq with.the Shortfall

E,f;: Moscow hdS the followxng options in adjustlng to the

y !
H
1

3:37|million ton shortfall.

;its}bmall cuehlon of graan stocks
it 11 : I

‘ (estimatcd‘at 10 la million tons).

i : bl | .
! o Increase the amount of flour milled from a ton

1 1

o Draw down

i i

~of grain,thus reducing the quality of bread.

O Reduce livcstock inVcntorics, es pecially hogs

and poultry ‘EEI i ‘E

i .

s
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°® Reduce feed rations per head of livestock by cutting

-rations.% : FF?

9:‘Incrcase meat }mports. World supplles are currently
tlght_ané thﬁs option is limltbd.v

Moscow wililprobably drmvdmmxstocks even if the U S.

i

;does not embargolgrarn exports. There would also be

ireductions of some 7 milllon ‘tons in the feeding of graln to

tons .

: ;llvestock yieldlng %A:about 1 mllllon/less meat in 1980.

JIn the cvent of an embargo Moscow would have to make a

i
! {

Emuch 1arger cut in llvestock feedlng. Meat production would

"suffer qeverely as a consequence, dechnlng by 3 mrll_on tons

éin 1980, or about one~fi£th. Most of the impnct would be on

,'pork productlon.w Per capita output of meat would drop to

‘the level of thelearly 1970s, a. marked setback for the

I

HBrezhnev consume- welfare program.' Indeed, offic1al statements

1l

froupled with buying patterns of ‘the past six months, emphasize
Zthe Kremlln s serlouq intent to av01d popular dlssatlsfactlon,

such as accompaniod the herd cutback associated with the

|

i .

1975 harvest fallure.% :oreover, in the event of an embargo,

!

the requlred sharp reduetlon in herds would mean that reduced

1.
levels of meat production would contlnue in 1981-82.
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‘ ;_Over th@ next few Yeurs we beliove Soviet grain import

X

"needs will ranéewfrom 20 million to 30 million tons annually,

a[' H ; [= ’ -
‘assuming aVerage‘mcq IFL und & cﬂntinued leadership commitment

i ' P p f’ “‘tl . ! l

to expand livestock product output. The US-USSR Long-Term

l

Grain Agreement, presently scheduled to end in September 1981,
allows the USSR’ to purchase 8 million tons of grain annually
from the United States.t An adiitional 10 million tons
annually probably Wlll be available From non-US suppliers.

3 nmillion ;

The 2/to 12 million ton deficit can only be filled by

i

i ooy
e additional quantitieg from the United States. Hence,
P i
i§{ if the US exports the maximum of 8 million toas currently
5o
e
fii permittod under Lhe LTA, the Soviet leadership would have
ﬁi?,to curtail the hiahly publicized livestock program already
S |
;jgiannouncod for the eleventh five-year plan pcriod (1981-1985) .
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