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Following World War 1l, world maritime enteipe entered a unique phase of
regulation that triggered unparalleled changes @séfn business relations and
activities. Starting in 1949, the US-Western Eusp€old War trade security body,
COCOM, instituted a range of drastic measures dedrio monitor and block the
shipment of targeted raw materials, finished goadsd, military equipment to
Communist Bloc countries. The rapid impositiorfG@COM regulations spurred almost
immediate, dramatic re-alignments in western nmgtenterprise, largely negating a
return to pre-1939 trade and shipping patternso ABOCOM controls quickly super-
ceded and challenged the autonomy of individualté/ascountries to administer home
sea ports and maritime-related business activMifEsstern nations that relied heavily on
robust levels of maritime commerce suffered serlosses in terms of global market
share and access.

Not surprisingly, many European nations sbodled against the stringency of Cold
War trade controls and measures that limited indige administration of maritime
economic interests. Despite growing diplomatic hasiness tensions, COCOM, largely
dominated by US interests, maintained its stroffg@n maritime enterprise and its
regulation well into the 1980s. The long persiseeotCOCOM interventionism also
severely curtailed the advance of globalizatiomaritime business and world shipping
for decades. While highly significant in historimope and consequence, COCOM
regulation of maritime enterprise has not beerp&tof extensive scholarly attention.
To fill the gap, this study probes the sizable t@msts posed by COCOM and the
reciprocal impact upon Western maritime businessnaultilateral relations.

“Security Before Commerce”: “Total” Economic Warfar e under the Cold War

While modern Western governments have levieensive trade embargoes and
restrictions as strategic deterrents, such actiars taken largely as a simultaneous
consequence of war. The re-ascension of commexcii@ities over military concerns,
even if in a highly regulated state, usually folehthe cessation of waged wars. Unlike a
short, artificial wartime construct, the econommalargo of the Cold War endured,
however, for over forty years and operated techiyiea era of peace. The multinational
arrangement of Cold War trade controls also posatigue, new situation. Despite
global at times in scope, stringent economic warfaror to the Cold War had been
distinctly national in the application of authorémd administration While British
colonial management and Napoleon's Continentak8ygtrovided national models for
global maritime interdiction and regulation, theaaigement of economic warfare
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devised by the United States and its Western alfies 1945 instituted new, multilateral
forms of world trade monitoring and control. Alss, one British official noted in 1954,
“security before commerce” instead of “security @oedhmerce” served as the early
guiding principle for a Western trade controls systwhich led to the implementation of
draconian measures with unintended economic corsegs.

Idealism over experience marked then the &ffof Western governments to initially
fashion a multilateral system of world strategadi controls. Indeed, prior to the Cold
War, the imposition by the West of coordinated embsa proved indiscriminate and rare
with questionable economic impact. Even when urtibddvy controls in peacetime,
Western governments tended to shy away from inctudssential materials and
resources that would severely limit the economit military capabilities of an offending
nation. Such was the case in 1935-36 when theuseafjNations decided to impose
sanctions against Italy in order to deter Muss@liwiar on Ethiopia but, nevertheless,
shied away from cutting off Italian access to Acéllsupplies’ As a follow-up measure
to its 1937 oil and scrap metal embargo againgnlape United States persuaded South
American countries to cease trading in suppliesmaatérials, especially chemicals, tin,
and rubber, with all Axis powers. By 1940, the tddiStates and Canada also entered
into a mutual security pact that prohibited angitng of military equipment and
materials with countries outside of the Atlantididhce. While engaged in multilateral
embargo, the United States and its continentasathanaged to keep a fair level of
overseas commercial activity and access open wntfeén shield of political neutrality.

The realization of total multilateral econemiarfare, or the blocking of vital
materials and supplies intended to retard the dr@ivan enemy's domestic as well as
military capabilities, only came fully into fruittothen with the establishment of
COCOM and its enforcement of anti-communist trag@asares. As noted by Alan
Milward and Robert Pollard among others, the febisilof a shared Western framework
for postwar strategic trade control stemmed pritpémom the success of the
comprehensive network of allied trade embargoeiaeti during World War If.
Managed by the United States under the Foreign @oanBureau (FEB), later renamed
as the Foreign Economic Administration (FEA), théedl wartime system of import-
export controls located and re-directed key stratexgources, materials, and supplies in
virtually every part of the world. As military historianAlan Millet and Murray
Williamson have noted, the massive production and close owdrdn of Allied military
equipment and supplies enabled the occurrencdeditise deployments to battlefield
units resulting in subsequent victorFeBy the end of 1945 then, Western nations,
especially the United States, certainly possesseddministrative knowledge and
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capabilities necessary to impose and manage awidddsystem of strategic trade
controls and embargos.

At the end of World War 1l, however, the picll momentum in terms of world trade
pointed in the direction of a swift relaxation, fotild-up, of strategic barriers and
economic controls. A return to laissez-faire anéerventionism marked the mood and
policies of the US 80th Congress in the area @iforeconomic involvement as legislators
ignored requests by State Department official$uinding to assist in the "reconstruction of
European economies”, continue Lend-Lease aid uhddforeign Economic
Administration (FEA), and re-subsidize the depldtedted Nations relief agency UNRRA
fund in September 1945Eager to reverse price and raw materials contioterican
policymakers looked to satisfy domestic demandsherestoration of pre-war business
conditions and a commercial climate unhindered &g w

At first, the United States and its allies a@med confident that Europe would recover
swiftly as overall industrial production in manyuedries had been restored to 60% of
prewar levels by 1946. Such hopes became excesbiveyant as France, Belgium and the
Netherlands went on to achieve nearly 90% of pr@s@duction rates with Great Britain
and Norway exceeding pre-1939 levels by 10% to itbéte spring of 1946. However, on-
going interruptions in the British and German goalkets began to severely hamper
European steel production, which fell by over 4004947. Disrupted consumer and
financial markets, depleted tax bases, currencitades and illegal profiteering ensued and
continued to constrict business capital as wdlhaisthe accumulation of state revenues for
recovery. Harsh weather conditions in 1946-47 @unher added to the woes of European
nations as agricultural production experienced% 2930% drop by the spring of 1947,

The expansion of the Soviet Union into EasEfrope, along with its acquisition of
atomic secrets by 1947 also caused American anteEYsdsuropean policymakers to
further fear the "systematic disintegration” ofigatlantic economic recovetyAfter a
fragile set of political compromises quickly negt#d in 1948 among liberal and
conservative factions, the United States extendedlies arrayed in the Organization of
European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) a $13 biliohpackage as a stout correction for
worsening recovery conditions. The lack of antiroaunist objectives in the European
Recovery Program (ERP), largely an economic reitatinin package, led many
conservatives in the US and abroad to push fong#motrade containment and military
security measures. Following in the diplomaticrtiph of the ERP, American and European
lawmakers looked to multilateral cooperation agam means of thwarting communist
expansion.

To address the problem of Soviet military aggron, the US and its European allies built
on discussions initiated at conferences at LislahBologna in 1946-1947 and
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subsequently created the North Atlantic Treaty @ggtion (NATO) in the spring of
1949. Capitalizing on the momentum raised by théf@Aagreement, US officials began
holding a series of "informal multi-lateral consibns" with various nations in the
Western alliance "on the complex problem of sthatfigade] controls” and proposed
using World War Il "export control lists ... as thasis for discussiort®

By November 1949, the coming of a coordinatgstem of Western trade controls
advanced significantly with the formation of "afidrmal Consultative Group” to meet
regularly in Paris to "exchange ... views ... an@e systematic basis." Known only as
the Consultative Group (CG), the ex-officio bodybted that it had "no direct
connection to any US or European government ag&h&yO or the OEEC.” Yet, this
amorphous body managed to guide for over fortys/dee formal organization and
stringent enforcement of an extensive array of ecgulented world trade controls.

Shrouded in Cold War secrecy, the CG “worlgngup,” comprised of un-identified
representatives from the United States, the Udiagdom, France, Germany, the
Netherlands, Belgium, Norway, and Denmark, begawdrk in the spring of 1950
levying heavy import-export restrictions on raw eréls, finished and semi-finished
products, and other kinds of equipment deemedfasigb strategic importanceé™As
the CG increasingly required technical data anergiic clarifications to determine the
military value of items under consideration, itrfeed a sub council, the “Coordinating
Committee” to acquire and report out detailed redeand information gathering tasks.
Retaining the same anonymous status as the CE&atlinating Committee or
"COCOM" also set up its own elaborate system ofkimgy groups staffed with scientists
and technical experts to evaluate and compare tlitamncapabilities and applications of
items under review. Complex comparisons of theoumrproduction methods, technical
and scientific processes, business conditionsshipping traditions of the member
nations related to targeted items soon becaméieatriall-consuming task

Despite COCOM'’s formation, the US Congressaased pressure for the adoption of
a “hard and swift” trade split worldwide by passihg 1949 Export Control Act which
prohibited American firms from trading in a widenge of raw materials and goods
overseas. Frustrated with the slowness of CG and@W® deliberations, American
policymakers took unilateral steps to through thespge of the Mutual Defense Assistance
Control Act (Battle Act) in 1951 and the Thye Amemeht in 1952, which prohibited aid to
any European government actively trading with ComistBloc countries?

Faced with losing critical US recovery atie ICG and COCOM managed to draw up
a set of embargo lists over the course of 19501&%d. The unwieldy size and overly
restrictive composition of the lists, however, $garendless, contentious debates
between the United States and its European payipertscularly as the Cold War wore
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on into the 1960s. At first, the COCOM members ssbin agree that the lists contain
items immediately discernable as "strategic" oditarily sensitive" in importance. As a
result, the original list or "Class 1A" drafteddanuary 1950 included 167 items such as
"specialized machine tools (40 items), petroleunn@gent (15 items), chemicals and
chemical equipment (31 items), precision scienéfid electronic equipment (42 items),
and certain non-ferrous metals (12 iten$) Each country then faced informing already
struggling business communities at home of theiotise status of targeted items. In the
case of the United States, it fell to the DepartneéiCommerce to issue an extensive
guide listing all embargoed items and divulging neygort-export restrictions.

Negative business reactions, especially among Earopations, spurred the CG
and COCOM reorganize the controls into three lisist; 1A with 144 items that remained
strictly embargoed, List Il comprised of limitedpextable items, and List Ill for items
under consideration for restriction and controle Téfined lists lent little comfort to
American and European firms, however, as overzedlb§. officials in the Mutual
Security Administration (MSA) forced an expansidrite COCOM list to over 450
items including such seemingly innocuous substaas&3hinese hog bristles and the
consumer plastic, Bakelite by 1954While initially intended to block the importatidoy
Communist Bloc countries of specific military magtand equipment, the network of
COCOM embargoes quickly became enlarged to encanpdsally every aspect of
Western trade by 1959.

Scholars who have reviewed the effectiveness o€(O€OM and other Cold
War strategic trade controls tend to disagree erotlicome of such measures. Anthony
Sutton and Gunnar Adler-Karlesson maintain thatié&aand communist bloc economic
growth "was retarded only marginally” through tleatrols while Western nations loss
vital access to emerging markets in Eastern EuaopeAsia'® Conversely, other
scholars including Roger Carrick and Peter Wileghargued that COCOM stands as an
outstanding symbol of success for the West and dmadats original intention to serve
as "a minimally hostile act in order to preserve peace” Yet despite its pronounced
position, COCOM, according to Michael Mastandures heen "relatively understudied”
in terms of its “long-term consequences of the catieris regulatory policies” in the re-
configuration of world trade after 1945.As a welcomed complement to diplomatic
studies, new works are emerging that trace thecbqgfaCOCOM controls on US and
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European business sectors. However, the largeexioof COCOM changes in world
maritime activities and regulation remains centivdully understanding the dramatic
affect that Cold War controls had on Western conaener

The Importance of Maritime Regulation in the East-West Trade Split

Almost immediately, COCOM controls led to del@us consequences as its
measures forced painful market re-alignments akasg-West lines without a significant
transition period. As a result, a number of Weasfems experienced disrupted or
abruptly severed relations with government offgjddusiness partners and critical
suppliers in Communist Bloc countries. The fasmgrof real geographic barriers
through COCOM also placed dramatic constraintshertriansfer of technology and
technical knowledge, conditions for business intiova and access to and development
of new markets. Most disturbing for most Europeawegnments and companies was the
loss of national trading advantage usually gaihedugh bi-lateral treaties, autonomous
negotiations, and indigenous administration of caruial legislation.

These damaging conditions arose then largelyrasult of the ascendancy of
COCOM controls over national prerogatives in wolildevimport and export markets and
the shipping of embargoed raw and finished goots.r&-structuring of global maritime
trade under COCOM occurred under three main algdbhe imposition of multilateral
import-export administration through the ICDV refiog and tracking system, 2)
embargoed maritime business activities, e.g., ahgpbequipment sales, ship repairs, sales
of naval stores, port services, etc., and 3) layghad hoc restraints through frequent
multilateral reviews resulting in restrictive qustae-shipments, sea navigation, and ports
access. Close examination of the coming of COCQdvitime regulation reveals not
only the extreme strains placed on Western busimegtsalso the fractious state of
multinational relations and solidarity.

The IC/DV import-export verification systetasds as the most predominant yet
reviled by-product of COCOM multilateralism. Sintebeginning in 1949, the CG had
targeted and considered items for embargo in #ivelg haphazard fashioh.By the
early 1950s, the CG largely deferred to COCOM tlaegment and monitoring of a
ballooning set of embargoed products and itemseUptessure to enforcement the new
embargo lists, COCOM devised by 1951 an elabosaties under which participating
nations had to secure an "Import Certificate" @@y a "Delivery Verification" (DV) for
all cargo shipment®. While the integration of land shipments into lBéDV regulation
system drew little debate, COCOM European delegagesously and consistently
protested against similar arrangements for the toong of maritime import-export
transport, containers inspection, and ports traffic

An examination of the debates surroundiggl€C/DV exposes the virtually
uncompromising nature of national interests reléepbst-1945 maritime enterprise.
Presently, historians have focused on the strittaggo of exports in sensitive
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technologies and goods, e.g., computers, integralectronic components, scientific and
communications equipment, ball bearings, automatachinery and machine tools, etc.
along with restricted access to raw materials siscboal, oil, and manganese as the
central “flashpoints” of multilateral friction in@COM. Surprisingly though, the most
contentious COCOM discussions did not rest witlowration enterprises, but with the
continuation of older industries and markets inugjvmaritime trade and transport.
Arguably then, maritime enterprise heavily rootechational perspectives, practices and
prerogatives more than innovation industries uhearand drove a serious, if not fatal
schism in COCOM embargo coordination and effectgsn

From the start of CG deliberations in thespof 1950, maritime issues quickly
separated the aims of the United States from thather member countries. While the
CG agreed quickly in first meetings on embargo edoces for manufactured items, it
could not reach consensus on related shipping rattestead, the CG voted to defer
any specific measures stating on May 31, 1950alspecial formula to cover the
special status of tankers, transit trade, excharfgamation, and [import-export] trade
agreements” would require further study and disonsé

For the United States, the delay proved fatistg as policymakers sought immediate
agreement on Communist Bloc shipping activitiegyonh quotas and a system for export
cargo monitoring and interdiction. However, manydpean member nations had
negotiated as early as 1946, lucrative, and in stases, necessary trade agreements with
Communist Bloc countries. The trade treaties Igirgeinvigorated existing import-
export business conducted prior to 1939 betweertdifeand Eastern European
countries and the Soviet Union. In general, theagents afforded Western nations the
essential opportunity to export surpluses and spectlers of low tech finished goods
while receiving critical raw materials such as coahnganese and foodstuffs from
communist partners.

With less than 10% of its GNP rooted in foreigade (figure that would not move
substantially upward until the 1970s), the Uniteéat&s often underestimated, and worse
summarily dismissed the importance of Western BEemopCommunist Bloc exchanges
in its push for “hard and swift” trade containmefmerican expectations were partially
justified in 1950 as Western. European exportii¢oSoviet Bloc sat at $700 million in
goods and in turn absorbed $800 million in imperfgures that constituted less than %
of pre-war import-export volume and only 3 % of Bdrope’s total foreign trade. While
seemingly small, the “relative importance of [conmst] trade” increased as countries
ere examined apart from the Western European Bldbe case of Austria, Eastern
European trade constituted 16% of its exports warilly 1% for France. The Soviet
Union received 80% of Norway'’s primary exports lamainum, fish and fish oils and
received in return essential supplies of coal,igrand manganese. The 11 million tons of
Polish coal exported in 1950, only represented 2%tal European coal imports but
constituted 40% of Denmark’s supplies. Overallf s value of Western European
imports were concentrated by 1951 in three comnesditoal, grain and timber, which
remained critical resources for many countrie$ sttiilggling with industrial recovery.
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Similarly, Western Europe imported 7 million torfscoarse grain for livestock from
1951-1952 with 1 % million coming from the Sovietion which could not be replaced
from other sources including the United Statese $&me case applied to rough sawn
wood which 20% needed to be imported with ¥ of #mbunt supplied by the Soviet
Union. More importantly, ¥ of European bread gsaipplies or 13 million metric tons
required again a Soviet import of 1 million toriBhese Soviet imports comprised 36% of
Norway'’s total grain supplies, an ongoing conditibat would persist in many smaller
Western countries with traditionally low agricukiliyields even after recovefy.

For the most part, the shipping of Westerrogaan and Communist Bloc imports
and exports involved marine transport and moverntentigh sea ports, in some cases
with over 95% of trade carried out through wateargels. Conversely, the United States
merchant fleet had experienced a steady declitfteeinumbers of ships and tonnage
transports prior and after World War II. From ghhof 50.8% of world tons, the US
share of world commercial shipping dropped to 34i@%055 and 19.4% by 1960
moving into the single digits by 1970 (in 1985 Utaue sat an 3.6% where it remains
today.(ig5 In comparison, the World fleet, comprised maifiyhe UK, France, Italy,
Japan, and Norway, expected, and indeed, religdeorestoration and expansion of
commercial shipping and shipbuilding to offset rettns in military fleets and
investment.

Understandably then, Western European courtigeame increasingly alarmed as the
US pressed even harder after the start of the Ko in June 1950 for greater
reductions in Communist Bloc trade and an all-egession in shipping activities.
Again, the United States failed to recognize the @mportance of maritime enterprise in
Western European economies. Just two years premnidi®48, American policymakers
had overridden considerable protest from domesisiness communities over the
decision to support the recovery of European shgpghirough the “50-50” rule for the
transatlantic transport of Marshall Plan exports smpplies® Also, corollary agreements
under the Marshall Plan in 1948 and 1949 extendeddst European nations the ability
to modify on their own communist-based trade ageremin support of greater Western
security’” Now, the United States was demanding, and theimnfpthrough its passage
of the Kem and Thye Amendments to the Export Cortod of 1949 in the fall of 1950,
that European countries significantly reduce themmercial commitments and
shipments to all communist nations.

For European nations dependent on shipbgj)dihip sales and repairs, and sales of
naval services and supplies, US expectations pibgestrong possibility of severe
income losses. Also, much of Western Europe’s ebquuat import trade required entry
through water ports, the only reliable, cheap fpansition channel available even before
the war. Overland transport, primarily througH liaes, was extremely expensive and
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limited in scale and scope in terms of tonnagemshgand also remained unreliable due
to wartime disruption and destruction. Labor consealso entered the picture as
shipbuilding, repairs and port services comprisszable amount of employment for
European workers. When combined with a generahisgin economic recovery, the
reliance of many Western European countries orxpareling, not contracting base of
maritime enterprise and open ports negated US dasrtarblunt communist trade
through stringent shipping quotas and immediateoitagxport bang®

The case of Denmark highlighted the postwanemic dilemma of several of the
COCOM members which still relied heavily on Easteuropean imports with
alternative sources either non-existent or toolgtstconsider. In a series of lengthy
discussions in January 1950, the Danish delegdli@ed his country’s import and export
situation with the Eastern Bloc. Citing that Danggriculture was “dependent on imports
of grain, oil seeds and oil cakes”, the delegatessed that only “sufficient quantities” of
the commodities were possible from Eastern Europeantries, which also took
payments in the form of exports v. hard currenciegsiired by North American
suppliers. As a result that Denmark’s “dollar attan is expected to remain very
difficult”, the delegate pleaded for the continoatiof Eastern European import-export
exchanges as such interactions were “of decisipditance to Denmark’s economy”
and that “import possibilities from Eastern Eurdipe] utilized to the fullest possible
extent.” Even more important than the agricultimgborts, Denmark desperately needed
to engage with the Eastern Bloc in the trade o$iége maritime and industrial
manufactures and services. While Denmark had liyifi@id for many Eastern European
imports through the export of Danish agricultunaqucts, the delegate informed the CG
“but these exports have now practically ceaseceditastern Europe has become self-
sufficient...and it is necessary for Denmark to payHastern European imports with
Danish industrial goods.” In particular, the EastBloc as seeking to buy ships of 100
tons or more, diesel marine engines, tankers, fighing vessels, and other marine
equipment currently under or proposed for COCOM am. Stating that Denmark,
“must stand by commitments under the trade agretshoemcluded with Eastern
Europe”, the Danish delegate finished his requasgfeater flexibility in East-West
trade engagement by stating that “Danish authemntish to stress the importance of
avoiding that security considerations be given quraminence as to prevent modest
exports within reasonable limits thereby serioysbpardizing Denmark’s trade
[position].”*

Denmark’s difficulty over its growing trade lralance with Eastern Europe was not
unique among other European COCOM member statesh F849-1951, industrial
output had shot up 16% in Czechoslovakia, 20% ilgd&ia, 25 % in Poland, 34% in
Albania, 38% in Rumania, and overall 13% increasegyricultural yields and outputs.
As a result, many items listed for import by Eastéuropean countries in the 1946 bi-
lateral treaties with Western exporters were ngéomeeded as the volume of volume of
commerce between USSR and E. Europe rose to repfdoeof all foreign trade totals,
especially in industrial machinery and equipmentra Eastern European export-import
trade increased substantially as well rangingpmes cases, as high as 145% to over

28 i

Ibid.
29 ADMAE, Folder 3, CG Papers, 1949-1951, Doc. H2gthb on Denmark’s Export of Industrial goods
to Eastern Europe,” January 6, 1950



600% further displacing Western trade. The USSkéurcountered Western imports by
doubling crude oil production to 155,000 tons waih000 tons coming from Austrian
fields. By 1951, the USSR and Poland started rdisfedecwithholding oil and coal
exports to the United Kingdom and smaller Westarrogean countries such as
Denmark, Norway and the Netherlands, as leveragecwve needed exports of fishing
vessels, tankers, and marine, electronic commuareatand general scientific
equipment®

The Soviet strategies of “markets replacemmentual economic assistance, and
practical exchanges” as embodied through COMECOiNediately targeted key sectors
embargoed by West, e.g. steel products, indust@ahinery, scientific equipment, oil
and coal by-products, and marine transport andlahiding. Faced with stiff imports
barriers in the midst of postwar recovery, Soviahpers had little choice than to re-
orient and re-direct its “old markets” and tha&aistern Europe inward to insulate from
sharp gaps in critical Western supplies and sesviées a result, new patterns began to
emerge in East-West trade as early as 1953 in whelkxchange of raw materials, low
tech goods, and agricultural commodities, which beein the prior principle base for
Western European-Soviet bloc trade, was now reglbgénigh tech industrial goods and
supplies. As high tech industrial equipment, atdrlcomputers, grew by the end of the
1950s and into the 1960s as the greatest sectoofemunist exports and potential
business markets, Western trade positions alstedrak the United Kingdom emerged as
the largest new exporter to the Soviet Bloc, raptathe prewar dominance of both
Germany and the United States.

Initially though, Denmark often acted as ttwed voice of active concern over
potential deleterious East-West trade imbalanteshe summer of 1951, Denmark again
challenged the GC, this time over the expansic@@ECOM restrictions beyond ship and
equipment sales into marine transporting and sesviCiting the Danish government’s
position that “chartering and cargo carrying ougit by studied by COCOM,” the
Danish delegate questioned “the competence of thapg&o decide on shipping
[matters].” He went on to state that “transportaggvices had never been considered as
having strategic importance as such” and that “Demkras a seafaring nation, did find it
difficult to accept control on chartering and caogorying”, not only to the Soviet Bloc
but to China as weft:

With the US insistence to place maritime shig@and services, other CG members
soon joined Denmark, most notably the United Kingd&rance and the Netherlands, in
countering COCOM proposals that advanced exclusi'selcurity over commerce” in
the fashioning of East-West trade embargoes andtonimy practices. By November
1951, tensions turned to active resistance as Earo@G delegates moved to reduce US
control of maritime-related policymaking. In meegnheld in September and October,
European members had successfully delayed anyadpraf US proposals intended to
impose definite East-West controls on the salégfss ship repairs and port services,
naval supplies and stores, ship chartering, anditvgxport shipments to communist
countries. In these meetings, the United Statespatsposed the multilateral IC/DV
system which would require “1) publication of lististhe destination countries for which
certificates will be required for embargoed ite@isidentification of the items which
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certificates will be required (this done by stagriPositive Items list entries which over
List | and 1l this marking would carry no indicatithat the items were under export
control by other countries) and 3) requiring impmettificates be submitted w/license
applications for shipments of such items to suamades.®® On November 10, the
European representatives voted over US objectmtable any further technical
discussions on matters “purely political and a$ foint on issue of sales of ships” but
agree to convene working groups with technical esge draft a general proposal on
maritime enterprise controfs.

Forcing an East-West Split: The Battle Act, the ICDV System, and Black Lists

While the European delegations eventually sondied in late 1951 and agreed to
adopt the IC/DV system, the slowness of COCOM tal#sh multilateral shipping
controls led US policymakers to counter with thétBaAct, intended to accelerate
European compliance through the threat of aid teation. Incensed by the heavy-
handed nature of the Battle Act, CG European d&degaeeting in January of 1952
“pointed out to the US Delegate that the Group d@dapted exception procedures after
lengthy considerations” and that “enormous diffiad would now arise if recourse to
these [Battle Act] procedures involved the riskvthdrawal of all US military and
economic aid.” The European representatives wemnd @aution that:

The fulfillment of prior commitments could not becéded, especially when vital
raw materials from Eastern countries constitutedctbunterpart. If additional
restrictions were to be imposed on trade with tastHt was strongly held that
they should stem from decisions to be jointly takgrthe Group as a whole and
not from unilateral action taken by one membemagcélone®*

The UK delegate went even further with Danish supfmissue the stern statement that
“his government regarded it a matter of fundameintabrtance if the Group were not to
be disrupted and if harmonious relationships wereet preserved between members”
that “the US would, when applying Battle Act prawiss be prepared to abide by the
principles and procedures of the Paris Grotpihile the US delegate tried to re-assure
the CG as a whole that “it was not the intent ef[Battle Act] legislation to impair
multilateral efforts to obtain adequate securitgteols” and that exception procedures,
temporary suspensions of shipments, outstanditng poimmitments and other necessary
modifications would be honored over Battle Act pstons for all items “which are not
on [COCOM] List 1.3

This qualification, however, of the inflexiiyl of items contained on List | and
reinforced in the Battle Act for continued, stichbargo heightened not diminished
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European concerns over US intentions. Also, therlabs task of issuing the IC/DV
licenses, examining, verifying, and some timesrditting, all cargoes leaving and
entering the West soon proved an almost imposghalefor many countries. Faced with
insufficiently staffed or inadequately trained pauthorities, several nations, most
notably France, Italy and Germany, posed a sefifragirating challenges for the United
States, which remained intent on preserving thegnity of the IC/DV system. While
willing to concede to the United States frequedtlying the Korean War, European CG
and COCOM members, nevertheless, took deliberapes starting in 1953 to scale back,
not only the items on Lists I, Il and Ill, but al8te extent of import-export quotas and
shipping controls as enforced by the IC/DV system.

In initial discussions on the lists in May B9%rance led the way for the European
CG bloc in countering a US proposal to “elimindte tifference between the military
value of certain items and their civilian value’ameans of tightening embargo controls.
Quite the opposite, the French delegate informedJX8 representative that “having been
in favor of secrecy for more than three years, ffagernment] now considered that the
usefulness of the secrecy rule had greatly dimgdsh.and [was] prepared to abandon
secrecy on all points on which members reachediomars decisions® Throughout the
spring of 1953, European efforts at relaxation digdter security as characterized by the
French intensified resulting in the first substahteduction of the COCOM embargo lists
and serious challenges to the IC/DV system.

In February, the United States had startedish po regularize trans-shipment,
licensing, and financial transactions between COQ®&mber nations and “countries
where there were no regulations [and] approprieesscould be taken to create them.”
To stem the illegal activities involved in “entréptrade, the US delegate stressed the
need for COCOM members to rigorously enforce “@AIV scheme with its trans-
shipment licensing, transactions and financial idgitas part of a single comprehensive
control system and making a major step forward tda/éghe prevention of the diversion
of strategic goods®® In the March-May discussions, however, the Eurnpilegates
voiced extreme displeasure with the IC/DC systerguently citing its implementation
as an encroachment on national maritime policielseamerprise prerogatives.

Again, France led the European bloc’s positiat the IC/DV system needed serious
alteration as it did not correspond with the actualditions of export-import trade as
carried out in most world ports. Some of the protdesited by the French included the
use of non-COCOM member countries, most notablythaysSweden and Switzerland,
of rival and forged import certificates which comepked “end use” tracking of
embargoed items, often leading to re-exports tonsomst countries through non
participating foreign ports. Along with Franceyssml COCOM members cited the
counterproductive trend that had arisen sincerttpteémentation of the IC/DC system of
companies and shippers choosing to bypass Westeisywhenever possible in favor of
unregulated shipping routes through developing t@s The French delegate proposed
that other traditional tracking instruments sucltago manifests, way bills and bills of
lading supplement or replace the COCOM Import @Gesties (IC) to ease shipping
slowdowns, diversions and fraud. The French detegrant on to argue that by accepting
additional shipping instruments the Paris Grougdtéexchange [more] information
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about methods employed to divert exports of stratggods [and] show up existing
loopholes and devise additional safeguards.”

The German delegate also cited difficultidatesl to customs processing as officials
“frequently found hen attempting to check the esd af a product which had been
custom processed in Germany that the principallatfcountry ... questioned the right
of the German Guard to make such enquiries sirecgdbds were not German-owned.”
Attempts by the US delegate to suggest that sucsytshould not be released until a
Government knows that end use has been approvebdédinal destination beyond a
non-participating country drew more arguments tangee against goods delays and
stoppages. Citing French customs laws, the dedegatie the point that home port
officials could only interdict goods or delay shignts processing “owned by French
nationals but not if not French nationa8 As a means of tracking end-use and re-
exports of shipped goods through multiple porte,@lmmmittee eventually agreed to
modify the IC/DV system to include a Transit AutityCertificate or TAC to be issued
exclusively and at the discretion of COCOM custafiEes.

Overall, however, member discussions incregygichallenged, not only the
feasibility of the IC/DV system, but other multéaal controls that had started to impact
Western international trade and had drawn neggtivernment and business reactions in
many COCOM countries. In particular, the “intefaagl watch list”, which had been
put in place in June 1952 and monitored firms sciggeof holding communist ties or
engaging in black market trading or questionalsiarfting and re-export activitiés,
spurred several heated discussions. The Unitedd€imgparticularly opposed the
centralized administration of the watch list, whtble United States compiled and
controlled through its Embassy offices in Vienfide UK delegate argued, with the
support of the French, Italian and Dutch repressmts, that each COCOM countries
should investigate and place its home firms on“atack lists” and carry out
surveillance activities, interdictions, and progems through national customs offices
and court systeni€.In arguing for national over COCOM control of it traders, the
UK delegate characterized an expanded InternatBlaak List as “a very delicate
matter” with the potential of becoming “extremeiyg and unmanageable.” The UK
delegate noted that:

As the Committee was aware, regions such as thdIMEast contained very
large numbers of traders known to be affectingsaations which frustrated the
Committee’s controls. The inclusion of the namkaliathose traffickers would
make the list a most unwieldy instrument. [Alsadtionals not subject to laws of
the [COCOM] countries [aware] that they were distniated against ... and
commercial and economic difficulties with the caieg whose nationals they
were, might well ensue....It would [also] difficutt apply denials against a trader
re-exporting [items] since, according to the laws@pendent overseas territories
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and colonies the export lists of these territowese not identical to the
International Lists and thus, according to the lafvthe colony, [such] exports
were not subject to contrdi.

In their testimonies, the Italian and French ddlegéurther outlined in detail the “legal
and constitutional difficulties” encountered by govment and custom officials
attempting to enforce the International Black Listhis statement, the French delegate
noted that:

It might prove to be extremely difficult to refusgport licenses to a trader simply
on account of his name appearing on an Interndt®liagk List. The

Government could be called to account or theioastbefore the Conseil d’Etat
and they would have very little chance of defendhegmselves. Furthermore, the
publicity which such an appeal would create wowdse trouble internally as
well as to France’s international commercial relasi'*

In the end, the United States faced with growingagition and dissension agreed to
continue compiling the watch lists, but allowinglea& OCOM country to decide how
best to enforce it when encountering named traaieagirms.

Expansion of the IC/DV system to cover tratdéhie dependent overseas territories
and colonies of COCOM countries also sparked coatgy and US compromises in
1952. As in the case with the Black List, the U$/@ained full support for the IC/DV
expansion by agreeing to implementation on a “dis@mnary basis” by COCOM
countries. The French delegate went so far asate #tat “his Government had no
objection to extending the [IC/DV] scheme ...they gydrowever, doubtful as to the
practical results that would be obtainéd.”

By 1952 then, European members brought fretyueto COCOM discussions the
growing difficulties and impractical nature of higlmegulated cargo shipping controls
amassed since 1949. Led by the UK, France, and tted European Bloc increasingly
argued for a return to “home rule” over COCOM caoation in the enforcement of
controls and interdiction procedures to counter miog business concerns and protests.
As a leading source of frustration, firms citedeign competitors who were escaping
ICDV procedures by shipping goods to Eastern EusspmeAsia through “porous”,
lightly staffed Western ports and black marketréhsition networks. Business executives
also questioned with greater frequency the seateira of the COCOM lists, which were
only known fully by top government and customsa#éfis. As a result, many Western
firms, especially those involved in import-expagde and international cargo shipping,
found it increasingly difficult to maintain operatis, let alone plan for expansion under
the constant threat of unanticipated, untimely amelvenly administered embargdés.
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European Countermeasures to COCOM Maritime Controls

In addition to pushing for the modificatioh@OCOM maritime-related controls and
lists in favor of greater self-determination, Eudap members, increasingly acting in
bloc, employed several other countermeasures tioiublunt US trade centralization
aims. The most daring collective challenge to UBiilance came as early as 1951, as
Denmark, Belgium and France proposed that Japamviied to sit as a full partner in
COCOM. The proposal was most striking as the GCdaalty on debated and rejected
US pressure to include Austria on COCOM as a “swiogr” and “watchdog” against
illegal traffic into East Germany and Eastern Eerodlready frustrated with its
European partners over a lack of resolve to couheegrowing level of black market
trade and transport occurring in Austria, and &a@den and Switzerland, the United
States initially rejected the startling suggestibdapan’s membership.

The establishment of the People’s RepubliCluha (PRC) and outbreak of the
Korean War in 1949-50, however, had already preatigl a shift in American thinking
about the importance of Japan due to its increbsingnerable position as an industrial
capitalist nation in the midst of spreading comrsonin Southeast Asia. At the time of
the COCOM discussions, US strategies for Japarees®mic recovery had already
moved away from protectionism toward liberalizatiencouraging the resurgence of
independent business activity and the restorati@mompetitive export production and
market developmerif. American policymakers had already supported &ffar bind
Japan closer to the West through the extensioecbinical and business assistance
through the Marshall Plan’s USTA&P program. Howevke European notion of
extending full partnership in COCOM prompted swif resistance and revealed a
lingering atmosphere of American paternalism arstility toward Japan. Despite such
resistance, European COCOM representatives peeskaed, after a series of special
meetings in Washington, D.C. in 1952, the Uniteat&t finally acquiesced and extended
an invitation to Japan to join the CG steering cotte® and its auxiliary policy and
technical sub-committeé‘é.

As a voting member, Japan proved an impoghyfor the Scandinavian countries,
the United Kingdom and France, to fight heavy COCf@itrictions on maritime
shipping activities, shipbuilding and repair andncoercial fishing first levied during US
dominated discussions in 1949-1950. In particulker ,European delegates now supported
by Japan tried to reduce COCOM commercial maritieggilations that blocked the
manufacture of heavy cargo ships, tankers, aneé feging craft, along with ship
engines, instruments, and repairs contracts witlneonist bloc countries. For countries
such as Denmark, Norway, and Great Britain, the O®Imbargoes had precipitated a
dramatic decline in business orders and employmeggy domestic shipyards. While
Japan lost lucrative repair contracts it had trad#lly held with the Soviet Union, it
benefited significantly by the sharp swing in Clér shipping sales of non-embargoed

" See Aaron Forsberg\merica and the Japanese Miracle, (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina
Press, 1996), pp. 1-4.

“8 ADMAE, Folder 642, Export Controls, Document 842igust 6, 1952, Message from the Chairman of
CoCom on Japan.



light fishing vessels and watercraft to Soviet Btotintries. Through the technical
subcommittees and CG steering committee, Japarmaised strategic information
firsthand that led to business advantages ovenpat&Vestern competitors involved in
shipping and fishing enterprises in Asia, the Baiea, and the Middle E4&t.

The case of Japan illustrated the many, uninteededomic consequences and
trade re-configurations that had occurred in thestdéer just a few short years under
COCOM. Maritime enterprise continued to be partacdlyl plagued by excessive
restrictions and quotas even after the terminasfdhe Korean War. The growing
dependency of Western European nations on US ryiliatection and technical aid
made it extremely difficult to oppose outright sevenaritime embargos. As a result, the
US managed to secure an extension of the 1950 CO@@al maritime quotas for
another three years starting Janudht954. Overall, member countries were held to
annual commercial shipping totals to communist blattons of 100,000 GRT covering
vessels under 20 years old with any vessel ovgeadts old counted at % of its tonnage.
Charges made by Western countries against the quotared in the year of cargo
delivery with any unused portion carried over itite next year but “no borrowing
against future quotas.” Other than small resengay(10,000-20,000 GRT) “the quota
would be allocated among Member Governments, aéigotiations to take place in the
CG or COCOM” requiring delegates to notify the kxjinot only of the GRT but the
contents of each intended transaction if over silldinlike the pre-1954 regulation,
governments did gain some latitude to freely usé tuotas without advance notice to
the Committee but with “prompt ex post facto neation.” Governments could also
charge further exports up to 5,000 GRT against thellocated reserves provided that
other participating countries “did not object tgperts in excess” and provided prior
notification to the Committee together with a “qpicb quo” justification>®

For the most part, however, the quotas carstita “hard ceiling” on the maximum
tonnage each country could export to the Soviet Biat few members were able to
exceed. The Committee also had to approve of gdlirevork done on a Soviet Bloc ship
in a member country if the value of such work exieee$100,000. In addition, major
rebuilding, overhaul or completion work on a Sowviessel should be charged against
GRT quotas for the year of completion on the basE0% of the GRT of the vessel
(work valued at $100 per GRT or more). Concerniegsels to be delivered during the
years of 1954-56, each country “would be entitlethe share of the complimentary
global quota corresponding to the tonnage corredipgrto Russian orders prior to Feb.
26, 1954” up to amounts of 32,000 toHsClearly frustrated by the loss of potential
business imposed by the quotas extension, Denmadesded in August 1954 in getting
the CG to raise the annual GRT reserve limit frg@06 to 25,000 and allow realistic
speed limits in line with the cargo involved. Frarmpushed even further in the fall of
1954 and gained agreement over US protest to thamglobal quota up from 100,000 to
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450,000 GRT to take into account “account ordeesived before the opening of
[quotas] discussions?

Despite such concessions, however, contentiebates over quota allocations and
ship sales soon dominated CG and COCOM discusgioms1954-1960. As an
example, the French delegate voiced his frustratadrthe pronounced number of
exceptions and over-allocations advanced by thé&eddingdom since the imposition of
the new quotas:

The French government is concerned at the numbeasafs with which the
Committee has been recently confronted involviregdale of ships to the Soviet
Bloc. The US delegate had proposed pending adwiation of the problems of
ship controls that Governments implement their cgitin a very strict manner,
the French government had agreed. The Frenchraighdoo had been
approached with a view to authorizing the salehgisto the Soviet Union but
they had given very strict instructions to the ghids, and as a result, the orders
had been turned down. It appeared, however, timé ©f these orders had been
accepted in countries in which the Committee’sgulere interpreted in
somewhat elastic fashion and this was a furthemtpadisome concern to his
Government?

The French delegate went on to argue that a “conposition” be taken by and “either
all should adopt the punctilious attitude of hisv&mment or else if the Committee
thought that some relaxation was admissible, teadfr Government should be free to
enter the market.” Conversely, the US delegat&dzhthe UK exception over French
concerns citing that the “merchant ships were cglges (10 knots) and did not
incorporate all of the modern devices which a Westevner might consider necessary”
and “the Soviet Union was willing to pay an attraetprice for the merchant ships.”
Such inconsistencies on the part of the UnitedeStathich arose with greater frequency
as American shippers too sought relief through COIG@D cargo quotas, drove further
apart efforts to hold to the specified 1954 liniits.

Japan also challenged the 1954 maritime clsntiong that “no thorough discussions
had taken place on the criteria regarding quotdleasapplied to repairs” and certain
types of ships. In asking for an exception, Japéorined the Committee that it wished to
sell to the USSR, 8 merchant vessels, 8 bonitaamal vessels and 8 tug boats — all
under 15 knots and under embargo and quota lim$sin the case of Denmark, the
Japanese delegate outlined the central importan8ewet trade in relation to Japan’s
maritime industries:
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The present transaction came at a time when th®oewo situation in Japan,
particularly as it affected the shipping industsas in a most serious condition.
There were about 100,000 employees engaged irotistraction of large type
vessels alone involving some 22 shipyards scat@redthe country. The figures
for smaller vessels were 30,000 employees and ip§asids this giving a total of
64 yards and 130,000 employees. In view of theeaming difficulties
encountered in the export of these items, the ptésmnsactions would obviously
have a serious bearing upon the question of ungmmgot in this
industry...moreover the counterpart exports consisfedtal raw materials
needed for key Japanese industries...these itemsthadvise...to be purchased
in hard currency markets at a time when the Jagdoeance of payments,
particularly in the hard currency category, waseeted to face one of the worst
deficits in the post-war period.

As part of the ship contract, Japan would alsaggtal supplies from the USSR
including crude oil, coking coal, timber, manganes chrome ore, and cotton in the
barter transaction. In terms of balance of paysyghe Japanese maritime exports to the
Soviet Union totaled $26,550,000 with $16,000,009;800,000 in cargo vessels, fishing
boats and tugs sales, and $6,000,000 in ship sgpliésel engines and tackle. In turn, the
USSR offered Japan primarily cash for the shipssatel $12,000,000 of the $26,550,000
in raw cotton, crude oil, timber and coking coapimts>°

In order to finalize its contracts with thev&a Union, however, Japan needed to
increase it annual allocation of 30,000 GRT, whigs insufficient to carry out its
contracts related to “strategic goods-ships andiref In making its request for an
increase, Japan asked for a more flexible GRT rahg8,000 to 64,000 tons as it could
not fully predict the number and size of the shipd the Soviet Union would deliver to
Japanese dockyards for repair. While the UK, Noyrwstherlands, Canada, and France
endorsed Japan’s GRT increase, the United Stagelstér delay a decision stating that “in
view of the existing confused situation of the s$abf shipping controls it was difficult to
comment on the technical significance of the paléicvessels...it would have been
preferable that the percentage of strategic gaotisa total exports should have been
preponderant.” Over US objections, the Europear Btded in favor of the Japanese
allocation increase, which set a new precedergrieater flexibility and reserve limits
that could be extended to other member countriesnBg competition from Eastern
European shipyards in terms of cargo transponp, salies and vessel repairs also
prompted European COCOM members, many voicing exreoncern over the
shrinking state of Western maritime business, goilealy override quota limits through
frequent exception.

By the end of the 1950s, the COCOM Europeart Blent on to modify a number of
restrictions that had affected Western maritimegmise and trade since 1949 including
a reduction of List | items in 1957, raising caglopping and ship repair tonnage quotas
and re-categorizing certain ships such as dredigins fishing craft, and merchant ships
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and related commercial equipment including multiecand copper cabling, and
gyroscopic and other electronic navigation systemSoviet Bloc sales. European
COCOM members, especially France, also tried toifsegntly alter the IC/DV system
and its new TAC requirements in an attempt to retarhome countries greater authority
in the verification, tracking, and interdiction cdrgo shipment§8.

The continued inflexibility of the United Stat however, to allow partial
liberalization of Western maritime activities cadseveral COCOM member countries
to openly refuse to comply with, in their view, aalistic and unwarranted embargos and
guotas. By the end of the 1960s, both France ahgdvtould negotiate bi-lateral import-
export treaties with the Soviet Union primarilyrezeive crude oil and other petroleum
products that were not fully approved by the COClddy for maritime quotas
exceptions® The most blatant separation of US and Europeliaiesity on maritime
containment came in the early 1960s when the Ukiéal outside of COCOM a
“Consultative Shipping Group” or CSG. Convenedmsiaformal group of governments
from the European traditional maritime nations tbgewith Japan,” the CSG several
times a year to “discuss and co-ordinate theircgadn shipping issues vis a vis the
United States.” Often the CSG meetings precededrmjpmg COCOM gatherings as a
means of gaining agreement in advance on marit@taéed issues and proposals, usually
in London where the UK Department of Transportditianally provided the secretariat
and more often than not the chairman” to the gf8the convening of the CSG, along
with the growing unity of the European — Japan Blo€OCOM, and creation of the
European Community through the 1957 Treaty of Rgnavided further evidence by
the end of the 1960s of the serious fissures int&esnultilateral maritime controls,
foreign trade coordination, and communist econaroittainment aims.

Consequences of Cold War Maritime Containment

The coming of COCOM imposed a system of iragomal regulation upon world
business and maritime engagement unlike any previopeacetime. US insistence on a
“hard and swift” levy of strict embargos and quadéten forced market dislocations and
re-alignments in East-West trade and transport 4849, many of which disrupted or
severed long-held business relationships and itterss. Arguably, world maritime
enterprise as a business sector experienced taegrshifts under the Cold War as
COCOM that precipitated a series of unanticipatetl anintended consequences that
acted to erode the base of Western European ambiiance and interests in
commercial shipping and ship-related industries.

In the case of smaller European nations saddemmark, Norway and the
Netherlands, which remained highly dependent oftma-based import-export trade,
the loss of national prerogative in engaging iteleéral trade with Soviet Bloc countries
severely impaired postwar economic recovery efférts larger European countries such
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as the UK, France and Italy, COCOM restrictioncethreal constraints on the
expansion of national maritime interests, commétmiginess, and new markets creation.
For all of the European COCOM nations, the hard-Bésst geographic divide
fashioned by COCOM drew barriers that prohibitddng full advantage of emerging
business opportunities, not only in the CommunlstBbut also in developing countries
and overseas territories. Also, business reaatidtheg complex and secretive web of
multilateral controls took a highly negative tusamn increasing number of firms began
to obstruct regulations through such “devious cletsiras illegal trans-shipments, re-
exports, and smuggling. The imposition of the IC/B\ TAC shipments tracking
systems by COCOM by the mid-1950s further compdidal/estern maritime activities
as member governments complained of customs anéupitrority offices over-burdened
and over-whelmed by the new shipping regulatiortsteamsit procedures. The loss of
sovereignty felt by most European nations througitCOM controls also extended into
areas of developing trade with former colonialiterres and Third World countries.
Beyond business losses, COCOM also prohibited Eaopations from countering the
rise of Asian and Third World shipping companiebjak could freely obtain ships from
communist as well as Western sources, and didatiaefdily under COCOM
regulation.

The rapid expansion of Soviet Bloc maritiméwdites as a direct consequence of
COCOM remains the most ironic, if not serious, depment of Cold War trade
containment. Instead of blocking communist grov@®COM maritime containment
had the opposite effect, driving the Soviet Uniang by extension such Eastern
European countries as Poland, East Germany, andstawa, to build sizable
commercial transport, tanker and fishing fleets emahpetitive shipbuilding and repairs
dockyards. As Western European countries, eithiemtarily or under US pressure,
began to limit or prohibit ship sales, ports accassl dockyard services, Soviet planners
countered by diversifying the USSR’s maritime basiclude the build-up and
maintenance of competitive commercial as well dgary fleets.

By the end of the 1960s, the Soviet fishind fish processing fleet had expanded to
3,500 vessels capable of carrying 7.5 GRT whiclsttuted half of the world tonnage.
New to the USSR fleet, 183 scientific researchskipmprised 47% of the world’s
oceanic exploration vessels and placed the Soviagirahead of all Western countries.
Soviet cargo transport also realized a phenomé&ebmounting to two-thirds of all
COMECON cargo transport at an annual tonnage ohilion GRT. Many Eastern
European countries, as a result of COMECON cen#atidin policies, experienced
reciprocal growth in marine transport moving frommually zero to collectively 5.5 of
the world’s shipping market share by 1980 and & bigg.9 by the end of the decae.

In the 1960s, Soviet planners also instituted tliependent Freight Coordination Office
as a way to bolster the fledgling Polish Ocean 4£i(lOR) and the East German DSR
line. As a further consequence of centralizatibe,$oviet Union insured world coverage
in oceanic transport and ship services as its @aknt Line concentrated on Asian
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territories with the POR covering the Pacific anas&alian routes and the DSR servicing
South American natiorf&,

In all, the USSR managed 17 merchant maringpemies which operated 830 vessels
with a carrying capacity of 10.6 million DWT globaln 3 fleets through its Ministry of
Merchant Marine (Morflot) by 1990. As the OPEC iwisf the 1970s caused Western
shippers to raise prices, and consequently shpekations, the Soviet Bloc companies
began to gain significant ground over the next tygrars as developing nations, not
bound by COCOM embargoes, turned to communist-bssetes to transport cargo,
buy ships and equipment, and obtain repairs aref otlarine services. As an example,
the Soviet share of Europe-East Africa maritimevagtrose from 8.9% in 1981 to 13%
in just two years in 1983. Western European coesitmost notably France and ltaly,
also began to break ranks with COCOM restrictioegjotiating controversial bi-lateral
agreements with the Soviet Union in the 1980s sari@ oil import shipments and other
cargo transport involved in the treatfés.

The People’s Republic of China (PRC) also #yvifvercame its previous reliance on
Western shipping by increasing its small fleet,chhgat at a meager 34,000 tons in 1949,
to over 13 million DWT. As managed by the Chinat&tShipbuilding Corporation
(CSSC), Chinese vessels comprised 3% of the wditieks by 1993. The CSSC also
aggressively pursued foreign ship contracts anth@ynid-1990s held the third largest
order book for shipbuilding in the world. Througd China Ocean Shipping Company or
COSCO, the PRC also managed to re-capture 40% oWih maritime shipping. After
the implementation of the COCOM China Differentrall955, Western shippers at first
realized a sharp increase in Chinese sea tradegva#is tonnage at 7,136,202 and 1,187
trips up from 935 trips and 5,650,091 tons with 530ships under British registry.
However, through its provincial shipping compari@ean Tramping, Yick Fung, and
Ming Wah, China began reversing in the 1990s dexatizansport reliance on UK and
then French shippers by establishing strong cangcship registry footholds in Hong
Kong, Liberia and Panama. Other Southeast Asiantdes including Japan, India, and
Taiwan experienced significant growth directly irafyiag Western world shipping
market share and activities, with South Korea dgpeimng a particular high fleet growth
rate of 22.8% each year from 1962-1881.

Along with the rise of communist and non-Westeompetition, other factors such as
the rapid expansion of Japanese exports and conahesicgo air transportation led to a
general overcapacity in world shipping by the 198@k excess of global tonnage
between 100 and 150 million in deadweiﬁﬁmround the world, shipping prices
plummeted in response to increased competitioniganany Western companies to just
cover operating costs or experience real lossescdtkated by the OPEC oil crisis of the
1970s, Western maritime companies also struggléutve rise of “containerization” in
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shipbuilding, technology and transport strategiége coming of containerized over bulk
hulls in which one container ship did the work iflsreak bulkers, revolutionized cargo
shipping in the 1990s both in terms of scale amgacLow margins already eaten away
by unpredictable rises in fuel costs and non-Wastempetition slammed the breaks on
new ship development for many Western firms, r@smyiin a surplus of older liners or
first generation container ships by the end oflt#@0s%°

For many Western nations, including the Uniates, the unintended yet undeniable
consequence of continuing contraction and incredepedndency on foreign sources for
commercial maritime transport and services unddrsamce the Cold War, has given
risen to new, more potent economic consequenceseudity concerns. Today, ocean
shipping remains the dominant form of the movenoémternational trade with an
estimated 95% of all goods shipped by sea or mglated water ways. In the case of the
United States, water transport accounted by 1988ver 50% of American exports and
over 60% of its imports by value and when measbyedeight the percentages sit even
higher®’ By 1994, 44% of the value of all American exp@utsl imports combined were
transported over water with US ships carrying dr8y6% of the value and only 3.9% of
the tonnage of ocean borne cargos under 344 vestkla capacity of 15.2 million tons.
In a dramatic decline, the US fleet had contaimeti946 4,861 ships which constituted
40% of world’s ships and over half of the worldmbage as opposed to 1994 figures
with US commercial ships sitting at only 2.3% aodrtage at 2.0% of global totafs.

The attacks of September 11, 2001 further sapthe extreme vulnerability of the
United States, and to a lesser extent its EU patoa foreign shippers, many emanating
from developing countries, giving rise to dramataicerns over the transport, storage
and security of commercial cargos. Containerizatias also complicated Western
security as 75% of all non-North American carggpkd to and from the United States
comes in container vessels. In general, contaessels, which carry 90% of the world’s
cargo, transport annually over 18 million contasieaded by the thousands onto single
ships which often enter multiple ports serving nuwas clients in a single voyage. In a
rush toward globalization in the post-Cold War wioilVestern and non-Western firms
readily embraced greater efficiency over secustg@ntainerization made possible
denser integration in the supply chain managemidiand and sea transports and
distribution networks.

The rapid de-centralization and lack of s#gumeasures surrounding containerized
marine transports, however, has led since the 1@9@eater “anonymity of contents,
opaque ownership of vessels, and corruption iridarports.®® Added to the general
state of illegal commercial activity, manipulatioasd piracy, new terrorist threats pose
even more serious challenges both in security anodamic terms. In 2002, a ten-day
lockdown of ports on the US West Coast resulte®ir7 billion and 19.4 billion in
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business losses but more importantly threatensduerely limit adequate and timely
distributions of necessary food, energy, and gpogulation-reliant supplie?.
Economies gained then through shortened stockh {batolume and content) realized
through the application of “just in time” practicesproduct ordering, warehousing and
distribution networks facilitated by integrated sewl land container transports have,
nonetheless, raised substantial barriers and ghteahe world economy and security. For
the United States, this business model poses eeateg concerns as “super suppliers-
distributers” Walmart, Dell Computer, Home Depdidrget, etc., along with the US
Department of Defense, lead all other entitieheworld in terms of relying on an
integrated sea and land container transport amidbdison networks to reach consuming
populations in the millions globalfy.

While a novel experiment through COCOM in 1949, tmakional coordination will
continue to usurp national prerogative and authamitvorld maritime enterprise based
on current cargo transport, distribution and ségumeeds. Along with COCOM, the Cold
War spurred the rise of a number of regional atetivational organizations whose
vibrancy and leadership remains significant in @arlaritime matters. While European
members did succeed in blunting US domination irOO®, the nations ultimately
failed to return to indigenous arrangements inaith@inistration of Western maritime
enterprise. The European Community in 1957, howedidrallow for the emergence of
independent policies and protections away fronithited States and COCOM but only
in a shared capacity. Revision of EC policies984 with the EC Shipping Act and the
1986 Common Maritime Transport Policy continuedtrengthen regionalism over
nationalism, particularly in the areas of co-ordiimr of cargo inspections and
prosecutions of commercial violations through tB87.Hague Memorandum of
Agreement. Indeed regionalism also facilitatedribe and potency of non-Western
maritime regulation blocs including COMECON and Mmisterial Conference of
Central and West African States on Maritime Mat{d$NCONMAR) by the 197042

International and non-aligned maritime regulatitso@&merged under the United
Nations with the formation of UNCTD or the Uniteéfions Conference on Trade and
Development in Geneva in 1964. By establishingippshg committee, UNCTD
pioneered the “first real attempt at inter-governtaklevel to consider and intervene in
the economic and commercial aspects of interndtsiripping.” UNCTD also identified
and began mediating between the three dominanpgrouwvorld shipping Group B —
Western nations, Group D Eastern Bloc, Group obi7Group A Afro-Asian and Group
C Latin American developing nations. In additiondNCTD, the UN brokered new
international agreements in 1958 and 1982 undéaitsof the Seas Conventions in
1960 under the International Convention for Safétyife at Sea (SOLAS). By the
1960s, UN had also established the Intergovernritaatime Commission (IMCO) in
London, now known as the International Maritime &@rgation (IMO) which established
Conventions on Ship Registration Conditions andh wie International Labour
Organization in Geneva, monitors conditions for Eypment on the seas. In 1974, the
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IMO also oversaw the implementation of Code of Gantdor Liners and held
conferences in October 1983 and February 1986 waitho International Conventions
for the Prevention of Collisions at Sea, Ship Regi®ns, the Prevention of Pollution by
Ships (MARPOL), and the Multimodal Transport Cortiems.>

While the United States complies with UN-doatéd regulations, it has also backed
greater liberalization of maritime enterprise ttgbuts efforts to lead the GATT. In
1986, the US proposed in the Uruguay Round thaG#e&T include discussions on
service sector industries including shipping ingllat negotiations along on export-
import goods and tariffs level§ Along with the GATT, the World Customs
Organization and the World Shipping Council alssistsn the creation and
administration of world maritime policies. Unlikader the Cold War, however, these
multinational organizations under the UN and thiotlge GATT must reconcile and
coincide with liberalization v. containment, asrevithg challenge behind world maritime
trade balances, movement, regulation, and security.

In conclusion, the Cold War era, largely tigh COCOM, sparked the movement of
world maritime enterprise away from national prebges and management toward
regional concentration and multinational coordimiati In this respect, along with others,
COCOM has been understudied and underestimatésiimportance related to Western
postwar recovery and overall post-1945 world ecanasidevelopment. The Western
embrace of communist containment over trade exparterough COCOM irrevocably
reversed the former primacy of national determorain commercial maritime enterprise
and transport and also gave rise to further mtati¢éd controls and regional bloc
agreements well into the 1990s. Despite a briefineto liberalization in the 1990s, the
highly interdependent state of global commercialitimae enterprise that emerged
through containerized ship and transport technekbbgnd integrated land and sea
distribution networks still continues to drive evgneater levels of multinational
administration, especially in light of new worldrearism concerns following the US
attacks on September 11, 2001.
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