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General 

We agree  with  the  general  conclusions  drawn  in this 
paper,  namely  that,  with  the  abandonment o f  the  concept of 
economic  integration  based  on a supra-national  plan,  the. 
bilateral  approach  in.intra-bloc  relations  has  been  strength- 
ened and this  will  continue to be the  most  acceptable  basis 
of  co-operation. ' However, ,it seems  to us that  too  little 
attention  is  given  in'the  paper t o  those  fields  in  which 
COMECON  countries hzve shown  some  achievements, and in which 
they  night  continue t o  co-operate  effectively on a multi- 
lateral  basis9  e.g.,foreign  trade;  finance;  transport; 
standardization;  scientific  and  technical  research;  joint 
investment  projects,  and  joint  production and marketing 
schemes,  such as Medicor, 

Paragraph 2 

The  statement in the last  sentence  appears over- 
cautious.  There  seems  little  doubt  that  the  enterprises 
will  acquire  clore  initiative  and  independence in the  running 
of their  affairs  as a result..of  the  economic reform. 
Mention  nigllt be nade  here of the  two inter-fim agreenents 
which  have  been  concluded  recently  between  Zeiss,  Jeni?,  and 
the  Hungarian  Optical Works, MOM, and  between  Zeiss  and 
Leningrad  State  Optical Works, providing for joint  production 
and  research,  Such  co-operation  agreements  between  individual 
firms  are , as far as we kncw, a new  development in bloc 
economic  relations + 

Paragraph 3 

the formation of the  Marshall Plan  was  very  rmch a contribu- 
tary cause  in,  if  not  the  main  inpetus  behind,  the 
foundation of the CONIECON. 

We would agree  with  the  United  States'  view  that 
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Paragraph 4 

Rruschev's aim was, i n  f a c t ,   i n t e g r a t i o n  of the   b loc  
economies,   not  merely  co-operation,  on  the basis of a single 
supra-nat ional   plan.  

L 

Paragraph 6 ,  3rd sentence 

It m i g h t  be more accu ra t e   t o   s ay  that  Rumania 
tlwithheldll co-operat ion i n  these  industries, since she d i d  no t  
even  express  an i n t e n t i o n  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  

Paragraph  6 ,   6 th   sentence 

It might be added  here that  one of t h e  results of 
Moscow*s l ' p ragna%ic   b i la te ra l   po l icy11 was the f o r m a t i o n ,  from 
1963 onwards, of  Inter-Governmental  Commissions  on  Economic, 
S c i e n t i f i c  and Technical  Co-operation between the   Sovie t  Union 
ana the East   European  countr ies ,  on the pat tern of those 
a l r eady  established by these  countries with each  other .  . 

Paragraph 7 9  3rd sentence 

This trade dependence on the USSR i s  equally true, 
t h o u g h   f o r   d i f f e r e n t  reasons, o f  the less . industr ia l ised 
coun t r i e  S such as Bulgaria and Hungary, 

We would agree with , the  United States '  comment 
that  COMECON1s main task i s  the '   co-ordinat ion of coun t r i e s '  
economic plans, as opposed t o  common'economic planning for 
the  whole area. 

paragraph l 1  , 3rd sentence 

I n  practice,  the USSR can .no   l onge r   c f fo rd  t o  
disregard  the  economic in te res t s  o f  her COMECON par tne r s .  
A l s o ,  t o   s z y  that the ' \East .   European  countr ies '   p lznning C m  
only  supplement  Soviet  planning-:.seems  misleading, i f  t h i s  i s  
taken , t o  man that  these   count r ies '   econonic   p lans  Ere 
dictated by t h e   S o v i e t  Union. I n  f.Gct, t h e  East European 
countries draw up t h e i r  plans f i r s t  and foremost i n  qccordance 
with n a t i o n a l  requirements. Co-ordination' of COKECON members * 
plans is cmried o u t  a t  an early stage and, obviously, the 
USSR, as t h e  msin source  o f . r a w  m a t e r i a l s î   s u p p l y   t o  East 
Europe, will h v e  an in f luence  on the  development of 
econonic planning i n  th i s  Erea, but t h i s  i s  not   the   sane   th ing  
ES saying that the East European  countries '  plans are 
v i r t u a l l y   e x t e n s i o n s   o f  the S o v i e t  plan. 
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c Paragraph 15 ( t o p  of page 11 ) 

I n  1966 , the   percentage  share  o f  the   Sovie t  Uzion 
i n  t o t a l  East European  trade f e l l  f r o m  39% t o  37% and 
intra-East   European  t rade  ( including  the USSR), as a share  
o f  t hese   coun t r i e s '  total t r a d e ,  fell fron 66% t o  62%, 
However, i n  our.view these  are s - b a t i s t i c a l   r e d u c t i o n s  
fo l lowing   the   in t roduct ion  of  a new p 3 c e  base i n   i n t r a -  
. b l o c   t r a d e   i n  1965/66, r a t h e r   t h a n   a c t u a l  drops  i n   t h e  
v o l m e '  o f  exchanges. 

Paragraph 17, l s t  sentence 

out re foms i n   t h e  .econony and foreign t rade.  (Draft 
Di rec t ives  on  Economic Mimagement and Plaming,   Octa3er ,  1967,)  

Rumania has now announced her intention t o  carry 

OTAN/NATO, 
Brussels, 39. 
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