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N A T O  C O N F I D E N T I A L  

I. Introduction 

H i s t o r y  and ob.jectives 

1. The Council of Mutual Economic Assistance o r  CT423A 
(more colloquially COMECON) w a s  s e t  up i n  January 1949. It 
consis ts  of committees, commissions and subsidiary bodies, 
and a central  secre ta r ia t .  It i s  the  superstructure o f  the  
Soviet-led group of s o c i a l i s t  economies, 
comprise the  whole gamut o f  t h e i r  j o in t  economic arrangements. 
These a l s o  include b i l a t e r a l  agreements on t rade,  scien-kific- 
technical collaboration or otherwise, jo in t  commissionsp and 
ce r t a in  other mul t i la te ra l  arrangements. 

It does not , however , 

2 .  Various explanations of  the  origins o f  CfGA have been s-uggestecfe rnL-  n-ii -P..-..~~-I-;~~ 
LUG ~ u ~ ~ u w ~ ~ ~ ~  uuAa v A u u  U ÿ  Iÿm U~XYZIU 

(Secretary-General o f  the  Hungarian Economic Association) 
includes many o f  the s a l i e n t  features  as seen from an 
in t e l l i gen t  East European viewpoint:- 

?'The COMECON baby w a s  delivered i n  a mixed family: 
i t s  fz ther  was p o l i t i c s  and i t s  mother economics. 
It was primarily a p o l i t i c a l  answer t o  the  American 
Marshall Plan, as w e l l  a s  t o  the  new Eastern mropem 
s i tua t ion  following developmen.ts i h  Yugoslavia. 1°C 
declared the p o l i t i c a l  unity o f  the  Eastern European 
soc ia l i s t  countries and recognized the division O% the 
world into two camps, It showed the unity o f  the  
s o c i a l i s t  camp without Yugoslavia and without t he  
previously planned customs union. 
also a product of real economic needs: 
need t o  assure raw materials,  goods and markets on an 
intracamp basis  i n  circumstances o f  Western and American 
embargo policy, discrimination, and boycott. That is ,  
COMECON w a s  not an organization for indus t r ia l  co- 
operation and economic integration i n  a r e a l  sense," 
(Eastern Europe i n  the  1970s, Praeger, p.  200) 

30 Thus, CMEA was i n  p a r t  a response t o  immediate 

But CONECON was 
there  w a s  a 

p o l i t i c a l  problems ( the Marshall Pian, and the enforcement 
o f  the  contemporary Comunist blockade o f  Yugoslavia). But 
t h e  t o t a l i t y  o f  objectives and underlying circumstances was 
more complex. Eastern Europe had suffered immense changes, 
The Versail les settlement, which redrew the map o f  Eastern 
Europep had been shaken by the  i r rupt ion  o f  Nazi Germany. 
I n  turn,  Germany's collapse l e f t  a vacuum i n  the  interna- 
t i o n a l  re la t ions  o f  the  area - i n to  which the USSR moved, 
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were ins ta l led  i n  power i n  all these countries. 
s implif ied-  access- to  them froin the USSR, which 

encroached on t h e i r  eastern borders. 
Ponerania and S i l e s i a ,  and East Germany’s incorporation into the 
Soviet bloc, formed a framework for reviving cer ta in  prewar 
economic t i e s  between Germany, the USSR and Eastern .Europe, 
Moreover, d l  the  East European s t a t e s  adopted pol ic ies  of 
indus t r ia l i sa t ion ,  which i n  due course would enable these s t a t e s  
t o  become more complementary trading partners f o r  the USSR and 
f o r  each other. Ideological and p o l i t i c a l  conceptions, and 
Western embargoes on t rade i n  s t ra teg ic  good-s 
tendencies. 
t o  be directed towards the Soviet üïiion and one another. 
t rends led  natural ly  t o  the  eventual establishment o f  a co- 
ordinating body. 

Polanü.’ E, annexation of 

reinforced these 

These 
The foreign trade of the E a s t  European s t a t e s  began 

4. The Soviet Union has dominated the  organization, as an 

Howeverg the view t h a t  t h i s  e instrument 
inevi table  r e su l t  o f  i t s  physical, p o l i t i c a l  and s t ra teg ic  
predominance. 
was designed a s  an instrument o f  Soviet domination i s  not 
su9ported by the apparently equal character o f  par t ic ipat ion i n  
CMEA o r  other available information on i t s  a c t i v i t y  and structure.  
CNEA must have been intended more as an instrument for holding the 
bloc together economically, f o r  co-ordination and co-operation, 
which member governments would expect t o  serve a l so  a p o l i t i c a l  
purpose. 
w a s  the  creation o f  a soc ia l i s t  system of economies. 

The Soviet p o l i t i c a l  objective i n  establishing CMEA 

5 Nevertheless, CMEA remained r e l a t ive ly  inactive f o r  
several  yeai-s. No plenary session of i t s  Council was heXd between 
1950 and 1954. Organizationally it remained a bare stem u n t i l  May 
1956, when it suddenly blossomed out in to  12  standing coinmissions. 
There a re  plausible reasons f o r  the  prolonged inac t iv i ty  and lack 
O f  sub-6ivision0 But t h i s  sudden act ivat ion i n  1956 was probably 
a r e su l t  o f  the  stimulus provided by the signature o f  the Ib!arsaw 
Pact i n  the previous year, Although publisheü references t o  CMEA 
mention almost exclusively c iv i l i an  a c t i v i t i e s ,  CiW,A also purposes 
and provides an economic base f o r  the mi l i ta ry  power o f  the Warsaw 
Pac-t , through integrating elements of the s t r a t eg ica l ly  s ignif icant  
economic potent ia l  o f  member countries, 
organization contributes t o  the mil i tary capa6i l i ty  02 the Warsaw 
Pact. 
economic association i s  viewed i n  Eastern Europe as  a deficiency 
i n  NATO * s strength) . 

Today CMEA i s  concerned w i t h  economic a f f a i r s ,  but the 
adject ive i s  interpreted broadly t o  include s c i e n t i f i c  and 
technical collaboration, standardization and communications - 

Consequently, the 

(The f ac t  t h a t  not a l l  members o f  NATO have joined a common 

6. 
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by satelli-kv and o thvmise ( l ) .  
promote the developncnt o f  neaber econonies and t h e i r  sciefice 
and technology 

its pr ixmy functions arc t o  

Member ship -_ - 
7. CPTZA i s  thsore t ica l ly  open t o  every s t a t e  ~dhich ;?nares 

i t s  ( s o c i a l i s t )  i d e d s ,  bv.t uc-kually comprises t h z  S~vL~-k=- led  
majori-by o f  the  soc ia l i s t  wor ld .  î’iember s’cûtev do not belong 
t o  any extz-rnzl regionct.1 economic gro~ip  (m-t couri-king ‘III! 
r z g i o m l  ecûrmciic cormissiorAs) 
contiguous. 

Hungary, Romania alid Buigaria. 
Poland, Czechoslovakiû, East Gernany (since 1950) , Hwigary, 
Romania, Bulgari,z, Mocgolir^ (s icce 1962) md Cuba (since 1373). 
Thus several changes have taken place e Albp. r i r s ,  which joined 
the montn a f t e r  CPEkis founaa.-Eim, has no% pûrlicipated iiî i t s  
work since the end o f  1961. China, which accep-te6 observer 
s ta tus  i n  1956, hûs taken no  pa r t  silice 1 9 5 ~ ~  
1357) and North V i e t n m  (since 1958) have observer s ta tus .  
Yugoslavia was never a menber but has enjoyed observer s ta tus  
intermit,tmtLy md now p a r t  Lcipatss i n  eevc-al stmdizig 
c orniesions and other 3oLri.t arrangerents 
co-operation agrewent with CT4SLA i n  1973. 
specula-tiori, f i r r i l y  denied by thc Austrian I Pres ident ,  t h a t  h i s  
c ouu\try might f o l l o w  Finland s example. iray9 Mexico Iran 
t h e  Pcopler s Deniociiatic RepEblic: of Yernea9 Chile (mdei  Lillende) 
Coiornbia, 3angladesh and Argentlm are sa la  t o  ham eirpes,cecl m 
i n t e r e s t  i n  being linked w i t h  CPE,:? ( I raq ,  fle::ico and t k e  PDRY 
exp l i c i t l y  as  observers).  Among these, Iraq i s  perhaps the most  
l i k e l y  t o  pui-sue the question. 

arid except Cuba aloe geographically 

8. Founder-ï-aembers w e r e  the USSR, Polmd ,  Czechoslovakia, 
In I%y 1974, members are the USSR, 

Nor-i;h :corea (since 

7ij:;lm-d sigiwd- a 
There has been 

Structure .,s 

9. According t o  i t s  Charter, adcDotcd i . ~  1950, th supreme 
organ o f  CIUIEI?, i s  the Couicil- Sessiong wtiic’ri fiiçets It least Once 
a 37ear succsssively i n  the capi ta l s  o f  the various rilember s ta tes .  
kn Executive Coimittee consisting o f  one representative from 
each rlienber s t a t e  a t  the deputy-head-of-govcrfl~le~.~ level m e t s  
a t  l e a s t  once every two rnonths =Ci i s  the  chief exemtive organ. 
A Secretariat  functions cont Ln-ciously and 1s headed by -the 
Secretary of the  Council, who i s  the chief o f f i c i a l  oE CNEA. 
T h i s  p o s t  has been held.  since June 1958 by Nikolôy Fzdd2yev, 
a Russiari, but h i s  staff i s  iriternational. 

xi) The -too expli.ci% al lusion t o  econornics i n  irCC)XEXOî\Ttf i s  
only one O£ the  reasons why t h i s  appellation i s  less 
than ideal  
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involved by these gatherings must be very large. 
periodic o r  ad hoc, and may o r  may not r e su l t  i n  a decision. They 
C a n  engender= meetings, such as  a conference i n  August 1969 
o f  a l l  chairmen of standing commissions, 

Meetings may be 

II. Economic Integration 

- The Integration Programme -- 
13. A t  present and even beyond the  foreseeable future (up t o  

1990) the development of CMEA is guided by the "Complex Programme 
o f  Further Deepening and Refining the Co-operation and SociaList 
Integration o f  C,WA Member Statesf1,  which w a s  ûdopted by the 25th 
Session o f  the Council i n  July 1971. 
t h i s  i s  often referred t o  as  "the integration programmegs. The 
aims o f  CîIEA co-operation l a i d  down i n  the CornpléX Progi-amme are  
given i n  Annex B. The main points a re  equalisation and- improvement 
of levels  of  economic development between member s t a t e s ,  higher 
standards o f  l iv ing ,  consolidation of CNEA's position in. the  world 
economy i n  order t o  defeat capitalism and consolidation o f  members' 
defence capabili ty.  The lengthy document explains i n  considerable 
d e t a i l  how these goals are t o  be reached:- 

Because o f  i t s  main emphasis 

e through improving co-operation i n  plarining, by co-ordinat- 
ing investment, by specialization, and by estzblishing 
the f inancial  and other economic prerequisites for 
tackling current problems ; by drawing up  loilg-range 
plans (10-20 years),  especially where the investment 
cycle i s  long o r  technical problem affecting the 
whole economy have t o  be solved; 

- increased scientific-technical co-operation; 
- developing t rade through long-range aind annual agreements 

and more f l ex ib l e  arrangements; 
- strengthening f inancial  and c red i t  re la t ions,  enabling 

the  t ransferable  rouble t o  function a s  a soc ia l i s t  
internat ional  currency, a balanced unifonil exchange 
r a t e  being fixed i n  1980; and 

- establishing an International Investment Bank, 

14. A Committee for Co-operation i n  Planning and a Committee 
f o r  Scientific-Technical Co-operation were established-, as well as 
organizational frameworks for  co-operation i n  p o s t s ,  %elecommunica- 
t i ons ,  inventions and patents.  The programice provided for se t t ing  
up various internat ional  i n s t i t u t ions  and co-ordination centres. 
A Legal Conference w a s  i n s t i t u t ed  t o  deal w i t h  the  lega l  problems 
ar i s ing  out o f  the creation of multinational bodies o f  t h i s  kind. 
An International Investment Bank was s e t  up i n  19'0. 

N'A T O C O N F I D E N T I A L  
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N A T O  C O N F I D E N T I A L  

AC/127-D/495 -7- 
, I  *. 

15. The t w o  Committees ju s t  mentioned have emerged as 
overlord bodies within the  CPEA s t ructure  and t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  
a r e  therefore o f  par t icu lar  in te res t .  The Committee f o r  Co- 
operation i n  Planning seems t o  have one o r  more bureaux, 
whose s t a tus  i s  similar t o  o r  higher than t h a t  o f  the standing 
commissions. The f i f t h  session of  t h i s  Committee, which was 
held i n  Moscow on 30th-31st October, 1973, is  s ta ted t o  have 
drafted pr inciples  f o r  a co-ordinated plan o f  mul t i la te ra l  
integrat ion measur s f o r  CMEA member-countries for 2.976-1980. 

Five-Year Plan w i l l  have one common plan. 
countries w i l l  have special  p a r t s  i n  t h e i r  plans which w i l l  
r e a l i z e  the common plan". T h i s  i s  the  c leares t  formulation 
s o  far  of  the goal and timetable of  plan integration, 

I n  February 1974 H 8 l a  was reported a s  saying t h a t  "the next 
The individual 

The CMEA Banks 

16. Until  it was reformed i n  1970-1 The International 
Bank for Economic Co-operation (IBEC), s e t  up i n  October 1963, 
functioned simply as the clearing bank of member-countries. 
Through a system o f  o f fse t t ing  debts and short-term c red i t  
ass is tance for members i n  temporary d e f i c i t  it endeavoured 
t o  mul t i la te ra l ize  payments and thus t o  promote t rade,  Vhile 
re ta ining i t s  basic ro le  as a clearing i n s t i t u t i o n  the bank 
has  gained since 1970-1 more charac te r i s t ics  o f  a c red i t  bank. 
Mult i la teral  provisions were made more f lex ib le  by rernoval of 
t h e  requirement t h a t  disequi l ibr ia  must be cleared within a 
year. 
Short-term c red i t  ( a t  2 per  cent i n t e r e s t )  may now be granted t o  
finance temporary d e f i c i t s  i n  settlements. 
may be given for up t o  three years ,a t  3-5 per  cent i n t e r e s t ,  
f o r  such purposes as expanding t rade turnover or proinoting 
special izat ion and co-operation o f  member-countries, 
1.. n k * s  operations a re  not confined t o  member-countries: banks 
02 other countries may deposit i n  and borrow fron it. The 
bank has concluded a number o f  agreements i n  Vestern fiiiancial 
markets and taken pa r t  i n  some Western European banking consortia. 
I n  19'72-3 i t s  transactions involving convertible currencies were 
showing the most rapid growth. 
t o t a l  c r ed i t  granted t o  non-members had r isen t o  26.1 per cent 
as compared w i t h  15.6 per cent a year e a r l i e r .  
t h a t  t he  bank i s  par t ic ipat ing t o  an increasing extent i n  non- 
CMEA business. 

(i 

The cred i t  system of the bank was extended and simplified. 

Longer-terril loans 

The 

A t  end-1972 the  proportion o f  

Thus it appears 

17. The International Investment Bank ( I I B ) ,  s e t  up i n  
July 1970, extends c red i t  f o r  medium (up t o  f ive  years) and 
long (up t o  15 years) periods, f o r  projects  consistent with 
t h e  Complex Programme and par t icu lar ly  which promote 

- special isat ion,  co-operative ventures, supply o f  raw materials 
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e developxent o f  fue l  and power i n  rne~$~ ix -  Etate? t Iriker2sts. 
lis reporte6 i n  Febyuary 1974 trie banK's c r ; - p L t ~ 7 i  consist6c;d o f  
1,052 rn t r a s f e r â b l e  roubles? of which ?C p e r  ceEC W G S  held in 
gold and convertible currensiss;  35 gsr sc-izt  32 the L,-tattLrtory 
câp i t a l  has been subscribed. The bank i s  ~ b l e  t o  call. on other 
fuiids if mcessary 
cap i t a l  marksts, 

U? t o  enC-1872, a l l  nernbess (c ,onuisBhg û.f t;?e 9nt i rc  
membership of CIJEE) except the USSR and N'ongoIiû hûd subnitted 
requests. By mid-1973 29 projects  were receipin; c r ed i t ,  with 
a t o t a l  of 317 m transferable roubles committed, 
pract ice  of the bank i s  t o  supply only park uf the total" invest- 
ment outlay 011 a pro2ec-t. It i s  usually gracteci i n  the  
appropriate currency f o r  purchasing the designated iniports 
In te res t  r a t e s  vary between 4 and 6 per cent per cannume 
t o  end-1972, 40.5 per cent o f  c r ed i t  g r a n t e d  hu! been in ,  
convertible currencies .. 
t n e  II3 appears t o  have good prospects for future growth. 

including asse ts  fror:, ch.e Intern-j.i;imal 

18. 

The usuaZ 

Up 
As y e t  a re lz t ive ly  ma11 enterprise 

Trmsnatioilal As s o  c i a t  ions 

19 e Transnational assoc4ations antedate the Conpl-ex Progrmme 
but  thetempo o f  K ie i r  formation has been spczde,?. up. 
twelve have becri forned (noile at all_ had c>v%'i foru.?d ckring the 
previous f o u r  years )?  2nd others are  contezplated, 
associations were co-ordin2.ting b3dies y n o t  prcductior, urkerprises 
Those forxed m ~ ~ b  receatly nâve teadcd to concentr?.S3 ci1 fostering 
s c i e n t i f i c  and -cx.zkmiczl progress  i n  the  industries they  cover9 and 
t o  be concerned ; r i t h .  detzrmining ps'oducticll I- 
dis t r ibu t ion  of products ordai;zcG by SUpeYViSing i~a:tior?a.l minis t r ies .  
The particip;'nlr ure im+iially C!';ln, ~ ~ , ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - = c ~ ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ e ~  (in n o s t  cases 
all the  Euro-pem neribers) 
Jnterchim, Ixixratcmenergo) ~~1'i lgosla-v~~ has joined rn,  :! rUi1  l i s t  
of existing associatioris an6 of tilei I* rnWibCi*slliip i s  ;wovided as 
Annex c. 

CJLnce 1969 

The f i rs t  

-he=- -th=-, Z-rrarEing 

b u t  i n  three c~t,siys (?ntei%!C:all 

Bi la te ra l  Arrangenents 

Zû, ilpart f r o a  the CWIL s t ructure  an2 the transna-Lional 
associations there i s  3 cor,iplicâted network o f  b i l a t e r a i  arrange- 
ments 
member-states 
progranioie although not ûsteeced a s  highly as m X t i l & ~ e ~ a l  links. 

both  economic and sci~r,tific-technolo~ica~, between the 
These are viewed w i t h  fzvoul  in the  i n t e g r u t i o n  

Participation and Dxision-Makis  

21. 'The Conplex Prograrme s e t t l e d  th? questiol?, of manber-states! 
par t ic ipa t ion  i m  CI!EA arrangmients or i n  tmnsnationaî associations 
by  providing t h a t  members should decide individuûlly whether o r  not 
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t o  par t ic ipa te  y but t h a t  non-participztim by one or nore member- 
s t a t e s  should c o t  prevent irnplmeritatioQ o f  t h a t  provision by 
others.  
a c t i v i t y  nay l i i t e r  r e v e r s e  i t s  c?ec,S.sion, znd i n  thhr: ,.wantiitiic: 
may ask t o  be informed about i t s  a c t i v i t i e s  Xld t G  b e  invited 
t o  neetings. As  WIEA i s  not çupranational, dccivions have t o  
be unanimous t o  be binding on individual !cenbcr-countries. 
The a t t i t udes  09 meï,iber-co-.-mtries a i f f e i  qui te  Tvidely but 
without fluctuating mpriciously,  SO t h a t  allnough it i s  
d i f f i c u l t  t o  reach a.grzenent on a p-ogranmc of developnent, 
i f  an agreerïien-t i s  reuched it I- i s  put in to  efiec-t. 

A country vfnich dêcides not t o  j o i n  i n  scxce pz.rticular 

III. Differences o f  A.tt_itud.e mong M- 

22. Differences i n  menber-states' a t t i t udes  have not been 

Although the  I ~ ~ O T '  gap i s  bztween 

expressed s t r iden t ly  during the pas* few years 
been somewhat muted by the Complex Prograime. 
nevertheless clea?-.ly marked 
Romania and the r e s t ,  -the viewpoint of each rnembor-state i s  

heviiig perhaDs 
They remain 

recognizably individual _. . . 

23. The Soviet Union czppearç on t h e  vhole c;e.-l;içSFed. 
Although i n s t i n c t i v d y  predisposed towzsrds aukhoï-itari an 
central-ised solutions the Russians have relaxed (apparently 

i 

without t o o  InucLi r eg re t )  ,Khrushchev s preiratu-e pressure Ir, 
1962 t o  s e t  up 8 supramtiom1 slanning authority. Th.cy seem 
t o  have selected the new trmsnation-zl agencies as a main _ -  
channel of current development i n  jo in t  aiimgemvnJcs. i:ost 
ûusociations formed during "Che present wave (1969 onrmrds) 
have t h e i r  heüdquarters i n  I~oscow, as  cornpaTed wit--:  onlv one 
out or^ s i x  formed belore 1965.. 
there  already), 
t o  enter  i n to  d i r ec t  contact with the SEC, 

2'+ ~ h ~ ;  ~ o v i  -t T!YI~.G -L t :. c,,cDr,or:itc pTl-1- 9:: 
reinforced by physical infrastructure  (pipelines 
railways) l inking East Lbrope -bo the  Eovit.k Union, a'kd must 
be fur ther  strengtheneà k y  w o i l d  shortages of those cormodities 
o f  which the  USSR i s  a principal supplier, 
great  s t r e s s  on co-ordinatioc of glans and a ra-kional 
divis ion o f  labourp involving standardization asid probably 
special isat ion o f  productioq i n  CMEA; she herself  kiowever, 
i s  not l i k e l y  t o  renounce many aress  of a c t i v i t y  for -the 
sake o f  special isat ion although it i s  now achitted t h a t  i n  
pr inciple  it nay take place, 
chief trading partner of a l l  the CPEA s t a t e s  the pioportion 
of  her o m  t rzde  represented- by intra-CmA trade i s  a shade 
smaller -than f o r  niost of the ûther member s t a t e s ,  
proportion o f  Soviet exports t o  all of thel.] i s  taken up by 
fue l  and raw materials, The Soviet Union supplies about 6G 
per  cent o f  the  raw na te r i a l s  o f  the  CjYEA countries. 

(The C M E ,  Secretar ia t  iizs 
The Russians see CPEA as  a sui-table lmdy 

(See b&.oy), 

~xLs bLeT-l 
pov~er  l i n e s  , 

The USSR lzys 

Although the  USSR i s  the.. . 

A big 
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25. Poland, one of  the  founder members of CYEA, has consistently 
been one o f  the most  active i n  i t s  support. She wishes, however, t o  
make the organization more f lex ib le ,  f o r  -example, by widening the 
application-of the existing common currency or by zdopting a new one. 
Polish experts have advocated a thorough reform o f  pr ices  arid the 
determination o f  r a t e s  o f  exchange on the basis  o f  the  r ea l  purchasing 
power of each country. 
specialization schemes which enable her t o  concentrate her technolo- 
g i ca l  e f fo r t s .  
where others supplied the technical expertise. Athwart some of the 
main transport routes between the Soviet Union and the West, Poland 
i s  necessarily involved i n  jo in t  transport  arrangements ( the.Pol ish 
railways being second i n  s ize  i n  Eastern Eruope t o  the  Soviet). Her 
a lmos t  complete dependence on the USSR f o r  o i l  i s  p a r t i a l l y  of fse t  
by growing opportunities t o  export coal. 
indigenous raw materials are  helping Poland -to diversi€y her  foreign 
t rade ( a t  present ra ther  small i n  re la t ion  t o  the s ize  of the economy) 

being energetically promoted under Gierek). Polish t rade w i t h  non- 
CMEA countries has reached a t  l e a s t  &5 per cent. But Polandfs 
economic and p o l i t i c a l  o r b i t s  must be centred within Eastern nirope 
and she can be expected t o  par t ic ipa te  i n  a l l  the nain trends of 
CMEAls development. Warsaw has secured the headquarters of the new 
scientific/economic transnational association, in te ra tomins tment .  

Poland has seen advantage i n  adopting 

The Poles  have tende6 t o  favour jo in t  enterprises 

T h i s  and cer ta in  other 

thrnI2gh onl2rgii?g t h e  pr^p^r+ion condcctPU With the T!IPSt (2 trend 

26, East Germanyt s a t t i t ude  towards CHEA. i s  soriîewhat idiosyn- 
The GDR joined the  CMEA a year a f t e r  it was s e t  up, but now c ra t i c .  

probably belongs t o  as  many standing commissions 
other links i n  the s t ructure  as any other inember s t a t e  except the 
USSR. East Germany's commitment t o  CMEA i s  proSably greater  than 
Poland's because o f  t he  large volume o f  East Germany's trade w i t h  
t he  USSR (one-third la rger  than Poland's trad.e with the  USSR), and 
t h e  need t o  counter the a t t r ac t ions  o f  the  FRG and the 3.Jest. 
i s  modified by the GDR's high technical l eve l ,  which she has not 
relished sharing with other member s t a t e s ,  and her lack o f  spare 
manpower. 
manufacturing components 
agreement not t o  compete d i r ec t ly  i n  comparable products, o r  the 
purchase o f  l icences t o  be pa id  f o r  i n  cash rather  than i n  eventual 
products. East Germany nevertheless gives strong support t o  the 
integration programme despite the be l ie f  of  some of her experts 
t h a t  it i s  premature. 
conducts w i t h  CM%A i s  higher than t h a t  o f  any other European member 
except Bulgaria. East Germany has a special  economic a d  technical 
relationship w i t h  the  USSR, a legacy f rom previous German-Russian 
t rade re la t ions  which i s  maintained by continued Soviet respect f o r  
German technology. The GDR may hope t h a t  t h i s  relationship w i l l  
save her from the  baleful  consequences o f  higher o i l  prices.  
remains t o  be seen. 

conmittees ônd 

But it 

The East Germans are  consequently not interested i n  
and understant by t'co-operction*i an 

The proportion of her trade thha% East Germany 

T h i s  

N A T O  C O N F I D E N T I A L  
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27, Czechoslovakia's a t t i t ude  towards CMEA has varied; 
here cited--view taken by the Husak government. ' 

Geographically i n  the centre o f  Eastern Europe, the  Czecho- 
slovaks are  and f e e l  themselves t o  be involved i n  prac t ica l ly  
all aspects o f  CMEA's work. 
opposite end t o  Romania a s  regards the relat ionship between 
actual, and potent ia l  development, Whereas Romania i s  under- 
developed re l a t ive  t o  her resources, Czechoslovakia i s  i n  a 
sense over-developed: she has divers i f ied t o o  widely i n  
indus-Lry but i s  alarmingly s h o r t  o f  energy (other thzn the  
i n f e r i o r  -md noxious brown coa l ) ,  and o f  raw ma'terials. 
Czechoslovakia therefore  gives strong support t o  the 
pro&-arrime o f  East European economic integrat ion.  She has 
bei1efi-i;cd i n  the past  from some measures o f  special izat ion,  
such as those favouring her armaments industry. And having 
reached a leve l  o f  indus t r ia l  development second only t o  the 
GDR Ln Eastern Europe she can expect t o  draw sone future  
advantage from these measures. The Czechoslovaks see a 
need Eo- more f lex ib le  adaptation of  production t o  the  needs 
o f  foreign markets, aqd consider t ha t ' t he re  should be closer  
co-operation and increased special izat ion.  
s t r e s s  on shaping an up-to-date s t ructure  i n  engineering 
production. They favour development of the t ransnat ional  
associat ions from the  angles of special izat ion and Co-ogera- 
t i o n ,  and vnvisage unavoidable concomitant changes i n  the 
posi"cioii and a c t i v i t i e s  o f  CIUIEA's Council and s-kructure. 
Czechoslovakia i s  interested also i n  s c i e n t i f i c  ant! technical 
collaboï-ation and i n  the so l t i t ion  o f  environmental problems. 
The difYi.cinlt and complex problems o f  Czechoslovak future  
ecoriornic growth induce Czechoslovak representat ies  t o  l ay  
some emphasis on long-range 'studies and forecasts.  Prague 
houses - b e  headquarters o f  the intra-CmA e l e c t r i c i t y  and o i l  
d i  stribintive networks 

Czechoslovakia stands at an 

They place special  

28. HvngZrJ i s  one o f  the  keenest merLibers o f  CIEA. Short 
of £ue:L (although producing a small amount o f  o i l )  and raw 
materials  (except bauxite) , but somewhat l e s s  indus t r ia l ly  
developed than Czechoslovakia o r  the  GDR, Hungary strongly 
supporJcs the integrat ion programme and i t s  grerequis i tes  of 
special-ization and co-operation, Hungary has expressed 
d issa t i s fec t ion  w i t h  the  pace o f  special izat ion,  which she 
consid.ers t o o  $low. Even more dependent on foreign t rade than 
Czechoslovakia, she i s  very interested i n  measures t o  f a c i l i t a t e  
t r ade  such a s  harmonizing pr ice  and foreign exchange systems 
and perfecting nul t ip le  c lear ing o f  acco;ints by means of a 
coinmon currency. Hungary (with Romania) i s  the main advocate 
of  jo in t  business ventures w i t h  non-socialist firnisei (She 
has sisneci about 240 such agreements, mainly involving 
engincering, out o f  a CMEA t o t a l  o f  about 650). 
Hungary has paid some a t ten t ion  t o  the conf l ic t  between 

Like Romania, 
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national sovereignty arid integration, but has corn doviz? i n  Zavour of 
t he  l a t t e r .  Very CC.II,SC~GUS t h a t  t h e i r s  i s  a eaai?-  CQuiItFTJ, the 
Hungarians favour in’iegratior; as nzking tke international division 
Of labour more effect ive w h i c f i  in turn. a . idç  Eumgasy s KiatiOiIal 
product ion 

29 Hungwÿ s econoriy has adopted a. riurkc-t neckrmisrn, and 
the  Hungarian vlerii o f  integration within CPEA has correspondingly 
favoured zjornething l i k e  a custorns union, wkich :;rith % n g a r y ~ s  large 
dependence on t rade explains her i n t e re s t  i n  geauint? nul t i la teral ism.  
However 
s t r e s s  on plan co-ordination, e i the r  i n  recognition of tne problems 
o f  monetary integration o r  as a resu l t  of -2aci-L agreeilieiit w i t h  the  
Soviet Union, the pro tagmis t  o f  t h i s  approach 

since Decenber 1972 Hangarian sta’cements bzve l a i d  more 

30. Bulgaria has the most pa ra s i t i c  a t t i tude  toimrds CXEA o f  
t ne  European ambers .  Belonging t o  everything that is going, she 
cl ings especially t o  the USSE t o  which her trade i s  clii-ected over- 
whelningly. Eulgaria‘ s nain contributions -Lo the  groq i  (par t icu lar ly  
benef ic i s l  t o  the USSR) are her agr icul tural  surpluses and t o u r i s t i c  
a t t rac t ions .  Her industry being small and. recently developed, Bulgaria 
i s  happy t o  p r o f i t  from specialization armngements, aiid has focussed 
he r  own industr ia l izat ion i n  a few well-chosen sectors,  such a s  
factory material handling and e l e c t r i c  t rulsporters .  Sofia does not 
ye t  house any headquarters o f  CL transnational a s s o c i a t i o n  except the 
b i l a t e r â l  Intransmash. 
creation of another (Interphos) 
i t s  prospectivE seat.  

Rof i imi~~!  s approach t o  CYYEA d i f fe rs  zpprecicbLy 2ron t h a t  
of a l l  ovaer rnerribeFs. While the Fiornaniafis express sucport f o r  the 
organization they lay  overriding mphzsis on preserving Rornanian 
national sovereignty. The Romanians ‘cctlce evwÿ opportuqity t o  point 
out t ha t  CPEA i s  2. group o f  sovereign stc,tes and neither i s ,  nor 
ought t o  become a suprFmationzl body. They have showTi_ tliemselves 
able both t o  defend t h e i r  view fron an ideological standpoint and 
t o  r e s i s t  pressures a t  one tirne exerted from the Sav ie t  Union t o  
convert CHE& into a supranational organization, Thus, i n  the 
question o f  CTaA re la t ions  w i t h  the  EEC the Rornanims emphasize 
t ha t  they pï-efer a national approach rathLr t h a i  a XLçc-to-=+bloc 
relationship,  and already have substant ia l  b i l a t e r a l  dealings w i t h  
t h e  Community 

32. 
t he  East European s ta - tes  her present stage of cconoi.iic development 
i s  fa r thes t  froin i t s  potent ivl  e 

produces a substantial  anounit Df o i l ,  although it i s  m ” c  quite 
suf f ic ien t  t o  meet a11 her needs. Eut Romanian l i v h g  standards 
a r e  among the  l o w e s t  of  t‘ne 3âst European nmbcrs .  Romania i s  
campaigning t o  be c lass i f ied  3s a developing country (only  

The i3ulgarims a r z  however cznvassing the 
and have already namcd Sofia as 

31. 

The ? .amnix  st’p,itude i s  based on the fc?.c-t -I;ha.-t m o n g  a l l  

Alone in E x t  Europe T;.anariFa 
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Yugoslavia a t  present quiqlifying cLs such by the IJP;j c lass i f ica t ion)  
with the object of bringing her ltivel- c>f dev?lop!~.cnt nearer t o  
those o f  the rilore prosperous members of C K 3 l J e  

33. Rorfianiaf s a t t i tude  t o  specializatiori i s  conservative 
being influenced F’y the conviction -;;hut soine ~ ~ r e v i o r - i s  proposals 
would have resulted i n  freezing Romania i n  -tho. posturc o f  a 
primarily agr icul tural  and petrochemical appe,idage to the more 
developed members. Romanian par t ic ipat ion i n  tra.nçria-tioria1 . 
associations also ten& t o  be more select ive than tha t  o f  other 
member s t a t e s ,  The Romanians have complained -that none o f  the 
special  economic organizations has i t s  headquarters i n  Romania 
(see Amex C ) .  
about CMEA they par t ic ipa te  i n  about as rnmy orgznizrbions and 
a c t i v i t i e s  as any other European member. 

34. About 45 per cent o f  Romania’s foreign t r d z  i s  w i t h  
other CM3A countries, as  compared w i t h  59-66 per cent o f  the  
t r ade  o f  the  non-Balkan ciember s t a t e s  and Bulgariais inore than 
75 per cent. Romania hes t r i e d  and i s  tyying t o  enlarge the 
proportion o f  her t rade w i t h  non-CMEA countries. As she does 
not import o i l  from the  USSR (although she has wished m d  does 

country a r i s ing  from higher Soviet o i l  p r ices  i s  for tui tously 
absent. (Possibly therefore r e l a t ive ly  l e s s  will hr heard i n  
t h e  near futuTe zbout f r i c t i o n  on economic mattem betwen the 
USSR and Romania, but re la t ive ly  more about Zriction between the 
USSR and other members). 

idhile c lear ly  expressing t h e i r  reservations 

1 wish t o  do s o ) ,  a pQtentia1 i r r i t a n t  i n  her re la t ions  v i t h  that 

35. Yugoslavia‘s a t t i tude  t o ~ a r d s  CI;.EA i s  pmgmztic, ’ Their 
formal s t a tus  i s  t h a t  -af observer. The Yug,:,slavs ai.2 select ive 
about the standing cmrliissions and nssoci?kions iiî which they 
take pa r t ,  and Yugoslav participation i n  th.e ciCr- sl;?L?c-Lure i s  
f a r  l e s s  -than th2.t o f  any of the European minber s ta tes .  T h i s  
pragmatis1:i i s  tempered by p o l i t i c a l  conceri? .to ;-Lvvvid uxdue 
dependence on CNEAe (liestern investment i n  Yugoslmia i s  much 
l a r g o r  than i n  m y  Cl’GX membzr country), Yugoslav trad.e i s  
divided inix three cilmost equal pzrts: with CPEA, the  EEC ( the 
Six) ana the r e s t .  Yugoslav t o t a l  trade 3s, however, seriously 
unSalancecC on v i s ib l e  :bt;en;s, the  & f i c i t  Seing nade up by 
remittances from Yugoslavs Nrorking abroad, by t o u r i m  aiid 
other invis ibles;  these are potent ia l  vu lnerubi l i t i es  i n  her 
c cononiic situa$ ion 

The a t t i t ude  o î  Finland towards CIEA ( l i k e  =that cf 
Yugoslavia) i s  str0ngi.y affected by considerations O$ balance 
between the EEC and C!EB. Her ce-operatioa agreemnt v i t h  
CMEd was probably more p o l i t i c a l l y  1:iotivated than was 
Yugoslavia’s decision t o  par t ic ipate .  The F i m s  do not seem 
t o  have envisaged def in i te  economic objectives from co-operation, 
but  a Joint commission has ident i f ied several allegedly promis- 
ing areas. 

36. 

N A T O  C O N F I D E N T  I f L L  
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37. Mon o l i a  and Cuba a re  a l ike  i n  being small under-developed 

Mongoliafs propinquity t o  China, and CubEIS tendency t o  make enemies 
o f  her nearer neighbours, the support o f  CPEA for both countries i s  
a necessity; thus no complicated reasons fo r  t h s i r  incl inat ion t o  
par t ic ipa te  need be sought. 
then o f  the  other members. 
t h a t  one o f  the dut ies  of other members i s  t o  aid Xongolia. Both 
countries have been economic l i a b i l i t i e s  t o  the r e s t :  thus i n  1972 
Soviet v i s ib l e  exports t o  Nongolia exceeded her i r@or t s  from t h a t  
country by 2.73 times, and t o  Cuba by 3.00 times. 
run the Soviet a t t i t udes  towards Cuba appear scarcely a l t r u i s t i c :  
by a n  agreement announced i n  January 1973 repayîîent o f  Cuba's enormous 
debts t o  the Soviet Union w i l l  be postponed, but t h e i r  mount not 
abated. In re turn f o r  t he  postponement , Cuba undertakes obligations 
running well i n to  the twenty-first century. Another long-term t i e ,  
helping t o  bind Cuba t o  the  s o c i a l i s t  bloc, i s  standardization. 
Ci-MEA- StnndErd  
o f  the Standing Committee f o r  Standardization was t o  take place i n  
May 1974. 

countries qe_f_ remote rom the indus t r ia l  pa r t s  o f  CHEA Europe. Given 

More in te res t ing  i s  the a t t i t ude  t o  
The Complex Programme makes it c lear  

Y e t  i n  the long 

+n he ex-te?k!ed te Clh12 %:here +he 34th meeting 

38. The remoteness of both countries from other member s t a t e s  
imposes a heavy transport  burden, but may have s c i e n t i f i c  compensa- 
t ions ,  especially i n  the case o f  Cuba; both countries belong t o  the 
s a t e l l i t e  communications schemep Intersputnik. The main contributions 
of Mongolia and Cuba t o  the  Soviet s o c i a l i s t  ;rorld m e  presumably 
geopolit ical ,  s t r a t eg ic ,  and i n  the  case o f  Cuba, naval. 

IV .  Some Problems Facing CMEA 

The older ana more familiar problem rnay be summarized as: how t o  
achieve the  most effect ive integration o f  the  economies of member 
countries without obviously violat ing t h e i r  sovereignty o r  departing 
from basical ly  l l soc ia l i s t t l  systems. Under this  heading can 
include both the 9iR~manian question11 and general questions of how 
f a r  and how f a s t  t o  proceed w i t h  economic integration. 
sense, solutions t o  these problems are  embodied i n  the Complex: 
Programme, although i t s  p rac t i ca l  implementation must encounter 
d i f f i c u l t i e s  and take a long time t o  accomplish. 

The new problem a r i s e s  from the  very unequal endowment o f  
member countries w i t h  raw materials and especi y energy sources* 
Tts roqt  causes a re  the  extreme discrepancy i n  size'between the 
Soviet Union and the  r e s t ,  and the  doctrine of national sovereignty 
over natural  resources found within national f ron t i e r s ,  Although 
the  doctrine i s  shared by a l l  countries, solution of the problem t o  
which it gives , r i se  must be d i f fe ren t  i n  soc ia l i s t  economies tha i  
i n  c a p i t a l i s t ,  and i n  the  former may be especially d i f f i c u l t .  

I 39. Member countries, and CMEk i t s e l f ,  face several problems. 

In a broad 

40. 
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41. Although the.problems are s ta ted  here as if d i s t i n c t  
f rom each other, t h i s  i s  not necessarily so ,  as  the  Romanian 
question demonstrates. Romanian opposition t o  integration had 
a s  i t s  economic basis  a comparatively good resource endowment. 
Generally speaking: badly endowed countries want t o  integrate ,  
well-endowed ones do not. If well-endowed countries do want 
t o  integrate  it i s  because they see other adv,mtagvs compensating 
for the  disadvantages of having t o  share t h e i r  resources w i t h  
others. 
receiving country dependent on oneself. Hitherto, the Soviet 
Union has 
t h e  other East European countries. 
o f  the  Soviet resource endowment i s  increased, irts economic 
i n t e r e s t  i n  integration might be diminished. 

The compensating advantage might be o f  niaking the 

found it advantageous t o  integrate  w i t h  
I f  the comparative value 

Convertibil i ty 

42. A problem o f  convert ibi l i ty  a r i s e s  if country k wants 
t o  spend some pa r t s  o f  i t s  receipts  from exporting t o  country B 
iq order t o  pay for imports from country C, but i s  unable t o  do 
s o .  It can i n  principle be solved i n  e i the r  o f  'iwo ways: 
removing the desire  t o  spend th i s  money, o r  by making it possible 
t o  do so. 

by 

43. The first solution i s  also i n  pr inciple  a t ta inable  i n  
two ways: by country R i s  reducing the  amount o f  i t s  trade w i t h  
country B t o  the  point where it has no surplus, o r  by B's 
providing more goods o f  the  type t h a t  A-wants. 
this s o r t  can be effected i n  t w o  ways: v i a  a market mechanism, 
or by plan co-ordination t o  which Cl?EA members hBve been paying 
considerable a t tent ion i n  recent years (as Mr. iiula*s remark, 
quoted i n  paragraph 15 above, indicates) ,  Failure t o  nake t h i s  
adjustment i s  the  origin o f  the  convert ibi l i ty  problem i n  Eastern 
Europe. National plans , ra ther  than internat ional  inarket 
opportunities, have prescribed the var ie ty  2nd quantity of' goods 
f o r  export. 
plans,  discrepancies have necessarily resulted. 

44. 
payments problems by making it possible t o  spend surpluses. 
This means adopting a common money which is  acceptable as  payment 
f o r  imports. This i s  not i n  i t s e l f  a problem: h i s to r i ca l ly  gold 
and i t s  subs t i tu tes  have f u l f i l l e d  t h i s  function i n  world trade. 
CMEA has chosen t o  create the t ransferable  rouble f o r  the  purpose. 
I ts  effectiveness was limited i n i t i a l l y  by i n f l e x i b i l i t i e s  i n  the 
supply of goods available f o r  export. 
connections w i t h  in ternat ional  monetary organizations would 
supplement the  transferable rouble i f  more CMZA countries bhose 
t o  f o l l o w  Romania's lead i n  joining the IMF and the  VTorld Bank. 
The large increase i n  the volume o f  clearing pa 
by the International Co-operation,Bank (Annex D Y has also helped. 

An. adjustment o f  

In  the absence o f  CMEA-wide co-ordination o f  national 

Alternatively, one might s eek ' t o  solve such balance o f  

Credit arrangements and 

ents  effected 

~~ 
. "  , .  
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45. The cont-ertibil i ty qïïestion cannot thereTore b e  viewed i n  
i so la t ion  froi:i other aspects o f  the  w<îy Eas-xrn k1ropsa.n countries 
c0nCuc-t t h e i r  ecorioraic arrangements, P r sg resç  t o  mrctic; solving it 
can be no f a s t e r  -thair Frogress i n  the gencrcl  cl;nii?rc-t ~ f ‘  these 
arrangements 

46. 
Esstern Europe has beer, due t o  a recogA?ition or -this 3 o i T t o  
Whereas currency questions had previously been tackled s-parately 
from the gGods side o f  in te rna t iona l  and iii’Gernal ecorcomic 
processes, the Coapisx Programme aimed t c  t x k l e  bot12 together, 
I t  foresaw measures t o  consolidate the coi lect ivc currency o f  
member s t a t e s  ( the  t ransferable  iouble) SQ t h a t  this vould i n  
e f f ec t  becone the gr0v.p’ s external as well as i t s  in t e rna l  un i t  
of  acccjunt. Chznges in excnange r a t e s  and i n  thC- @Id content 
o f  the transferable rouble were  contezplxte2 t o  briq; them z o r ?  
i n to  l i n e  with compzra-bive costs, It ~ m s  h ~ ~ p c d  tha t  by 1980 a 
single exchange r a t e  f o r  the na-cional currmcies  o f  menber s t a t e s  
would be established., The exis-ting system 02 a separate scheüule 
o f  exchange rates appl-yivig t o  non--ccvmeacic:l transactions would 
meanwhile continue, but the Partses agrced t o  edjust t he  co- 
e f f i c i en t  of co;ive-sion i o  r e f l e c t  any espnciEl7-y 1 m g c  variations: 
i n  domestic p r i c e s .  Ç o m e  l a t e r  ûc t iv i ty  has been visible, 
p ar t icu lbr ly  i n  further d i £  ferent ia t ing exciiaiag~ rcit2s i n  in t ra -  
Cb’Ltdk t rmsac t ions  Hagever i.-L appesrs irtiprob?.bLc? thaJC tklc 1980 
deadline can Se met, especially as the higher a ie rgy  pr ices  must 
complicate these caunt r iec  : 5 n l m c 2 s  of pqr i en te  a 

P%at progress  hcis been made towards co rwer t ib i l i t y  in  

Special i zcLion and ci o -op er at ion 

47. These CLre among t h z  g o d s  of the C:o;nplt?x Progj;rarnne, 
tendency towards speciûf-Iza-Lion is one o f  t:lc r e s u l t s  of i n t e p a -  
t i o n a l  division o f  1sbou;- under a mzrket s)-ster,i. By contrast  
cornmanà econoxies have nc au tomt ic  -:endency -Le specialize,  SO 
t h a t  i f  specialization is s e w  9s a desirp.Ne objective it; has 
t o  be achieved through deliSerate pol icy .  

48. 

A 

In Eastern E k ~ m p ê  snecialization i s  pursucc? both  b i l a t e r a l l y  
and rnultilater2lly. As a rule neasures are designed -Lo give a 
balance o f  advantage, 
mmufacturing cqabiri_ity. 
form of refraining f-yon producing some i t a n  i n  tqd?ich t h ê  other 
country r > ~ o p o s e s  t o  specialize, o r  o f  reserving f o r  ,)iît?Szlf 
s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  in producing s ~ c i e  component o f  a coixpletc item of 
which another country cn jo3s the specialization. For Cxàrfple, 
Polanc! gave up plans for purchasing froin Swed-eii Q liceiq-ce Lo 
produce a cash register, proposing instead t o  the USSR -l;hz-t she 
should c w e r  Poland’s necas ac: well as her own, In e;ccl?Einge, the 
P o l i s h  machine industry declared co-opeiatlon i i i  the p r o g r m e  fo r  

Opportunities are %x-mally assigned t o  match 
Specialization cigreements might take the 

I .  
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for production, by agpecing t o  produce a l l  the moto r s  f o r  the  
r eg i s t e r s ,  
country's  par t ic i i lar  experience; probably iiî. m o s t  cases 
special izat ions i n  effect choose theinsclves Soir,ci;i;:les there 
i s  a h in t  t h a t  a par t icu lar  specialization, or exclusion from 
i t  i s  unwelcome. The f o r m s  o f  speciali zct'ckm arid co-operation 
vary from country t o  country, as  already noted iri the  case o f  
E a s t  Germany. 
capabi l i ty ,  t he  more opportunities there are t o  reach 
special izat ion agreenents; t h i s  aspect i s  consequently coming 
more t o  the fore a s  a r e su l t  o f  industr ia l izat ion.  

A s  yet ,  the  extent o f  specialization i s  small i r L  
r e l a t i o n  t o  poss ib i l i t i e s .  For exarnple, about 10 per cent of  
Poland's foreign t rade consists o f  trade i n  specialized items 
o r  Co-productiofi ( the  l a t t e r  consisting of only a few per  cent) .  
Nevertheless the  ac t iv i ty  of CFEA bodies i n  promoting 
special izat ion i s  f a i r l y  l ive ly .  For example, i n  regard t o  
1974 the Standing Cornnission for. Zngineeriilg has signed 1 2  
agreements while nost of -the fur ther  46 under elzbora-Lion 
should be signed th i s  year,  

50.  Co-production (co-ordinated specializatioii ii? 
producing coxponents Gf a given f i n a l  product;) i s  regarded a s  
a superior forn of specialization and co-operation, and. 
( together w i t h  eo--construction) j s  on the  increrise. Paother . 
superior although as yet ra ther  uncoimon f o r m  i s  the traw- 
national body, already mentioned. Further divers i f icat ion o f  
s t ruc ture  w i l l  doub-tless occur, including co-pro!?uction with 
a foreign f i r n ,  o f  wllich there  ~ i r c  alre=ldy a few c?;;~mpi-es. 
Legal obstacles ti, these riore conplex zrrangcmcnts arc s t i l l  
f a i r l y  fornidable 

Specializations are nornally chosen t o  iL1atcl-i a 

The more equal the leve ls  o f  nmufacturing 

49. 

Standardi Lat ion 

51. This is unavoidably a very slow process, being 
continuously za-ried on by a standing coiciiission, but has 
correspondingly long-lived effects .  The eventual. r e su l t  , 

must be t o  l i n k  %he technologies o f  nember s t a t e s  more 
closely t o  the USSR, although many Soviet standards are 
based on pre-1914 Gernan stcindards. 

Energy 

52,  Currently the CP'ü3.A s t a t e s  as a group a r e  al-inost 
self-suff ic ient  i n  egeïgy supplies. 
a r e  not, they import o i l ,  largely from the  Arab countries, 
which i s  subject tc the  increase i n  Arab o i l  prices,  

o i l  and gas t o  the r e s t .  

S o  the  exCeil3 t h a t  they 

53.  One Cm4 mer;lber, the USSR, i s  the  m i n  supplier o f  
PoZ~nd, tile mairi exporter o f  hard 
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coal,  has grasped the  opportunity, presented by t h e  IC:.? h 
o i l  pr ice; j9  t o  charge more for. her coal. Poli?ad c m  i n  t h i s  
way o f f s e t  a t  least pu..L o f  her larger b i l l  f o r  oil, Rf)ïnania9 
t o o ,  i s  i n  a s-sevial posi t ion,  being (apart frOi?i the USSR) 
the  group * s only sQbstantiaL o i l  producer. Except ijonimia, 
311 East European rneiiibers obtain t h e i r  o i l  'prttciminanLly 
from the USS3.. The slDruzhbali o i l  g i p s l i m  links 'Che USSR 
with Pol,and, Czwhoslovakia, E a s t  Gersrmy and Hmgaiy. 

54. This s i tua t ion  has been t o  the  advaatage o f  a l l  
p a r t i e s  although perhaps especially advantageous econoinically 
t o  the  receivers 2nd pol- i t ical ly  t o  the  supplier,  
ear ly  as i n  1968 the Russians s ta r ted  t o  h i n t  t o a t  Eastern 
Europe should begin t o  lnake other arrangements t o  meet some 
f rac t ion  o f  i t s  mounting demand. The r i s ing  costs  03 
exploitation o f  oil f ie l -ds  i n  renoter  Siber la  provided 
economic jus t i f ica t ion  for t h i s  a t t i tude ,  The USSR could 

by thle Eastern Europeans, b:iC the  l a t t e r  were unwiiïifig and? 
i n  any case, scarcely able t o  pay, 

und-f?l?-kx?;Ce more cQct ly  iy-y"re.,tEentS if thcsc -,:ere fin&yzec: 

55. The sharp' increase i n  the  world. p r ice  o f  oil grea t ly  
a l t e r s  the si-tuatio_.i. U x t i i  end-1975 pi-ices and t o  a' large 
degree qua r t i t i e s  o f  o i l  de l iver ies  by the USSR t o  Saktern 
Europe are fixed a d  tne USSR has stated i t s  intenticin ûr" 
a b i d h g  by -these agreements. Thereafter- o ~ - k i o n s  are osen, 
Given tha t  pr ices  iy? :nt~a--C'PEli t rade ' are supposed. ' t o  i e f l e c t  
7,Qorld pricv's, . sone i.nçrease in t he  price o f  Scvivt o j 2  q p e a r s  
airnost cer ta in .  (Such an increase i s  stigulate 'd i i i  Soviet 
o i l  de l iver ies  t , ~  Pinl.arid i n  1974)" The 'ceqtation -L:2 the  
Soviet Uxion t o  bring the  p r i ce  cf del iver ies  -bo 3ast i . : -1~ 
Europe in to  lise with wclrld rn.ar4ce-t p ï ices  mist be high, but 
com.plicati.iig fsc-toks both econ.onic ar'd po l i t i ca l  , iT2.y 
r e s t r a in  the tezptation.. 
with Eastem Zcrop5 ., 
exports' in r e t u m  f o r  2zying higher. p r ices  $or  SOvie-t o i l ,  
but  probably n6t sufficiently t o  cover the  whole increase 
The resul t ing iïfibalzrice o f  p q p e n t s  woula need t o  be Tinanced 
by loans o r  perhaps by nigher pr ices  for E a s t  3Wropean e,xports 
t o  the  USSR, ' (T~.I~.L:  problem is of  u:iequal c2irnen:;ions i n  -the 
d i f fe rez t  countries, Czechoslovakia normally earns-: 'a "Surplus 
i n  t rade  with the USSII, and couid use it. t o  .pay f o r  some.'.. . . .  

" increase i n  Soyiet energy pr i c?s* .  Howevèr; the  increa'ke is  
l i k e l y  t o  be ÇG b i g  -i;hat Czrch-osLovakia i s 'sirrpïus w i l L  'be 
turned. in to  XII e-ven bigger  d e l i c i t )  ., 

'Europe has l i t t l e  scope t o  reduce the  sroportion- of. oil i n '  
t h e  overal l  Iiiel b a l a x e ,  and higher o i l - p r i c e s  I n '  the 
ïnediwn-terc (un+,il niaJor changes cain be aûuu i n  techa logy  , 

T h e  Sov.iet :'zi.on s t i l l  t r a d e s  mainly 
E w t e i n i i  E;urctBe night increase cer ta in  

., . . .  

56. Unlike TGorth' &-erica an& Western surope, .Easterr1 .' 
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.-. o r  iiew sources of energy developed) w i l l  hur t  Zas-tcrn mrope as  

much a s  they banefit  the  USSR. Findamental econoiiric weakness 
i n  Eastern Europe would not serve the in t e re s t s  of Cie USSR. 
Other e f f ec t s  of higher oil prices  upon intra-block raiat ions 
could hardly be welcome. A notion o f  a iYsocia l i s t  mârketsi i s  
undermined by shifts  instigated by changes in TJorld pr ices ,  
The co-ordiiiatj-on of plans i n  $astern Europe would be disturbed. 
ProJections o f  future r e l a t ive  growth would have t o  submit t o  an 
unplanned d is tor t ion .  The spectacle o f  the USSR apparently 
enriching i t s e l f  a t  the expense o f  a cap t im inarket would of fe r  
inconvenient openings t o  Radio Tirana. 

short-term the Russians are apparently unable t o  take advmtage 
of the  pr ice  leap by increasing t h e i r  to. tal  o i l  exports. 
Limitation o f  del iver ies  t o  Eastern Europe would release more 
o i l  f e r  Western Surope 3md Japan, which must appear ‘Co the USSR 
t o  be more rewarding trade partners than Eastern Europeo The 
iliost l i k e l y  prospect i s  t h a t  the USSR w i l l  limit i t s  supplies 
o f  o i l  t o  Eastern Europe, but not t o  the point where Eastern 
Europe ceases t o  be dependent on Soviet sugplies. But the E a s t  
European s t a t e s  w i i l  be obliged t o  shop elsewhere for an increased 
p a r t  o f  t h e i r  recpirements. 
d-oing t h i s  2nd have begun t o  t a k e  the a-pi-opriate decisions, 
nota3ly t o  build the  ffAdriar‘ pipeline for. supplying 7.Jiddl.e 
Eastern o i l  t o  h g o s i a v i û ,  Hungîry arid Czeçiiosiovakia (expected 
t o  go into operatLon i n  1977). This  viould. mako thcJse countries 
l e s s  dependent on the  USSR, but po ten t ia l ly  more vulnerable t o  
Arab preasu.re. 

58 e The USSR may see advantag;;e i n  discriminzting ketween 
East European s t a t e s  I giving favourabïc t;.-:,atrwn-t t o  partners 
w i t h  whoin. she has especially valuable l inks  i r i  particul-ar East 
Germany, But t h i s  could come under envious scrmLiny in i3Clny 
CMEA contexts, and. would mn counter t o  the aspiyations t o  make 
l eve l s  o f  development o f  mem5er-countries P-ore evec c .  the  GDK 
already enjoying the highest s+andard of  l i v i ag  o f  the group, 

In th r  medium-term Eastern Eixrope may p a r t i a l l y  So lve  
its problems o f  5nergy shortage and increased costs  by building 
nuclear power s ta t ions  An enlivened in t e re s t  in iiuclear power 
w a s  expressed i n  the foundation i n  1973 o f  Interatonenergo, and 
i n  other recent assistalnce agreementsI 
organizational i n i t i a t i v e s  have yet appeared i n  the  ei?ergy f ie ld .  
The production of coal, o i l  and gas are n o t  deal t  with by the 
t ransnat ional  associatioils (although the CSflA structure does 
coritain a standing commission f o r  coal (See Annex A ) )  
longer term, %astern Europe l i k e  other areas rimy be . zbk  t o  
exploi t  as  yet untapp.ed energy sources. 

57. The Soviet oil balance i s  rather  t i g h t ,  and i n  the 

They have resigned themselves t o  

59. 

No other international 

In the 
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---- Jo i n t  Ent arpr  i se s 

60. Fro j zc t s  which are jo in t ly  rr;&n,.igec?. by several member- 
countries are very F ' w  il? nur-ibew. dchough Individually large.  
They cor;-rise the o i l  aiid e l e c t r i c  p m e r  d- is - t r ibu t io i?  networks 
existing and prospective and a s j e s t o s  and cvllulose fac tor ies  
il? Siaeeria. 

fw, the most frequently reported being a. join? GDR-Polish 
spinning m i l l ,  under cons t ruc t im a t  Zawiercie (Polcin2). 
llHaldexlt Polish-3ungaria c o d -  producicg enterprise has 
several  p l a t s  operating. 
projects  unwieldy. 
l e r s  pr0minen.t rôle of  advanceà technology in these projects ,  
t h i s  fom o f  collaboration has been less. ased than the trans- 
national Î o m ,  

fi plan t3 kuild l a t e r  In  the 1970s 2 large - "  

WGXW using  raw material T r m  thc Kurslr iiiagnetic 
has been drafted. Bilaterr.2- BroJects are a l s o  

The CYEA economies t inà  inul t i la teral  
Poss ib ly  f o r  t h i s  reason, aicl wing  -Lo the 

Eelations w i t h  TTestern Euroy,z 

61. The CNEJ,. menber s t a t e s  have always conducted t h e i r  
business deslings with Tiestern --lropem zi;a%es on CI b i l a t e r a l  
basis. 
i t s  onlargefient a t  thc  begiming o f  1975, could no-t go 
unnoticed. 
Uinion did not ignore the existcncc o f  "sc   ope^^ Convmn 
Market. 
t o  create :<irect  l i nks  betwecn tile 2EC ard Cid3?-; -$her2 night 
be fvsome form of busirlessl ike r e l a t ions  k8e-i;wevi2 thc  inter-  
state trade aid ecoiiomic orgmizztions in i:uroj3e > the CI!'!% 
and the Z:ECfP, as long EIS "the stater  be lon~J ing  t o  - b b e  tdLC 
w i l l  promote cie-d*elop:r,erit of  natvr;l S i l a t c ra l  l i i 5 c . r ~  2nd pan- 
European co-operation" e According t o  Xos;i@-i, the  Soviet 
Prime Minister, the  27th Council Session ( a d d  il? ?ragde i n  
June 1975) had decid& t h a t  first coiitac'cE shoUld be 
established betwem the TXC and the CYEA. 
correct  notwithstandir-g tha t  the subJect ims no-t ilea-tioned 
iri  the  Session Cornmuaiqu6). 

Consequently, the Secretckry o f  CWil, N, Faddeyev, 
during a v i s i t  t o  Copenkagen on 27Lh August, 1973 proposed 
t o  the  Danes (currently holding the Presidency of  the EkX 
Council o f  Hinisters) thslt the CIIEA and EEC should T P " c e  up 
contact with the broad objective o f  furtherimg détente and 
co-ogerationP' and t h a t  the two organizations should appoint 
delegations t o  PPdiscuss the  framework and conteri-: of fur ther  
ta lks" .  The Comnunity authorized the  Danish Presidency t o  
respond by invi t ing CIGA t o  get  i n  touch w i t h  the  Suropean 
Cormission, However, six months later Faddeyev claimed i n  
public Sha-'! he was s t i l l  awaiting a substantive unswer from 

However, the consolidation of  the EEC, siid in pirrt icular 

'ln Mzrch 1572 Brezhnev pointk2d 0u-t tix2.t tlie Soviet 

In December 1972 h? hiztc-d t h a t  i - b  vimld be desirable 

(Thiri  ims't be 

62* 
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the  Community. This confusion seemS t o  scsul-l; 9arV-y ... from a 
genuine rnisundersta3ding and pa r t ly  frcm a t a c t i c a l  r-Fsh 011 the 
p a r t  o f  CFEA t~ show the  Community as unfor-i;hc\îmi:ng. 
Community decidea iri May 1974 t o  repeat i t s  ii7vit;ttioii t o  CMEA 
-to ge-t in touch w i t h .  the Comi1issiori, 

Faddeyevl s meeting with t h e  Daires was inr^orrnal 
wri t ing d i r e c t  t o  the  Commission no doubt i;i order -to avoid 
o f f i c i a l  recognition o f  the EEC and i t s  institu”cions. The USSR 
appeared t o  have reached the conclusion t h a t ,  the  3EC being a 
f a c t  o f  l i f e  w i t h  which East European stz._tes would- sooner o r  
later need t o  do businessp it w a s  preferable t o  us3 C;ilEA as a 
channel f o r  t h e i r  contacts ra ther  than t o  a l low b i l a t e r a l  
r e l a t ions  t o  develop between CMEA s t a t e s  and the  EEC. 
probably f e l t  t h a t  it w a s  sensible t o  seek t o  negotFate with it 
on an equa l  footing rather  than from the disadvantageous stand- 
points  o f  a number o f  economies, a l l  of  which except i t s e l f  are 
m a l l  o r  of sverûge s ize .  The Russians have found so;lle support 
for t h i s  view fromother  East European s ta tes , ’  B u t  thsy a r e  l e s s  
likely t o  get  support for t h e i r  desire t o  secure acceptance of  
C E 3 A  as an internat ional  body w i t h  a s txtus  equivalent t o  EEC. 
They may evefi envisage building an activv polltlci:.l  r o l e  f o r  
CSillfA. 
it would tend t o  convert CNEA i n t o  something nearer t o  ,a supra- 
nat ional  body (prolonged negotiations O Y  day-tc-clay re la t ions  
would neceFsitate delegation of subst9mtiz.l pw‘crs ‘GO i t s  
Sec re t a r i a t ) .  This i s  presmzbly a l s o  the  a t t i t ude  o f  the 
Secre ta r ia t  and o f  mos‘c other perzment C I G ~ L  bodi2s, since 
bloc-to-bloc arrangenientu car? hartlly € a i l  t o  enhance t h e i r  
iaportance 

54. Attitudes of o t h e r  menber sta-ke;; ape, p-edictzbly,  
somewhat d i f fe ren t  They would sec t h z  adventr.ges o f  a unified 
bargaining posit ion,  and might i ’ ec l  tlia-2 XFC zapr.w-xkionaiism 
l e f t  them no choice but t o  adopt ai1 analogous stûnce. On the 
other  hând, the  expectation o f  gains P-ox supexor  bcrgciining 
power would i n  t h e i r  eyes be of fse t ,  perhaps outtreigh~d, by the 
asprehension that  the  b e t t e r  bargain rniglit n o t  benefî-t t h e i r  own 
economy and t h a t  their economic needs might be saborcxiilated t o  
Soviet p o l i t i c a l  objectives. Forthcoming balance 02 payments 
d i f f i c u l t i e s  ( l i k e l y  t o  be accentuated by the  o i l  c r i ç l s )  can 
only stregthen -this reluctance e The more strongly na t iona l i s t  
a country, and the  mor? confident o f  securing advantage by i t s  
own e f f o r t s ,  the  more likely i t  i s  t o  ac t  individually: thus 
Romania i s  the strongest adherent o f  a i  independent Line, though 
there  i s  evidence t h a t  the Romanian,view i s  shared i n  some degree 
by o t h e r  members. The GDR may also have doubts about a co- 
ordinated approach f o r  fear o f  jeopardizing her favourable 
posi t ion under the  In t e r  Zonal Trade arrangements. Differences 

The 

63. The CP.BA approach was thus exti-ernely cau’cious 
CXEA avoided 

They a l s o  

Internal ly  the  R~ssians ~:roilld favour t h i s  approach because 

M A T O  C O N F I .I3 E N T I A L 
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N A T O  C O N F I D E N T I A L  

i n  in tens i ty  of nationalism are  buttressed by differences i n  
the  proportion of  member s t a t e s !  t rade w i t h  the  EEC, Romanials 
being the la rges t  and t h a t  o f  the  USSR the smallest. 

65, The d e c i s i m  t o  attempt a d i r ec t  agproach i s  
therefore l i k e l y  t o  have been taken on Soviet sponsorship. 
The p o l i t i c a l  s ens i t i v i ty  o f  the issue i s  suggested. by the 
lack o f  any reference t o  the subject i n  the Communiqué 
reporting the Session which allegedly took the  decision. 
The decision t o  r i s k  bein snubbed by the  EEC ( so  long a 
t a rge t ,  p f  bloc propaganda B must have been d i f f i c u l t .  
Perhaps t'ne f ac t  t h a t  the  United Kingdom had a t  l as t  been 
admitted t o  the EEC weighed i n  the decision. 

i n  CMEk's discussion of the  approach. There i s  doubt 
whether C M E A i s  l ega l ly  empowered t o  nego%iate on i t s  
meaberct hehi l f -  C E A  [in %hi person o f  Faddeyev) signed 
a co-operation agreement w i t h  Finland, and presumably the 
organization can go a t  l e a s t  a s  f a r  i n  reaching agreenent 
w i t h  .the EEC; hGwever, the supranational aspect o f  the EEC 
might emphasize the lega l  d i s a b i l i t y  of CMEA. 
t h a t  Romania ( w i t h  a t  l e a s t  the t a c i t  approval of some other 
members) ins i s ted  t h a t  Faddeyev should report back a t  every 

. stage and that the development o f  CP/IEA/EEC re la t ions  should 
not prejudice l tb i la te ra l?v  contacks with the EEC. 

Once the  approach had been made all member s t a t e s  
o f  CMEA must have hoped Îor i t s  success, f o r  otherwise any 
supplementary b i l a t e r a l  approaches which individual member 
s t a t e s  might have wished t o  make i n  p a r a l l e l  with the bloc- 
to-bloc approach wu1-2 be s ta l led ,  
counted on t h i s  factor  t o  dampen opposition, once the  
approzch had been inade. 

66. Legal questions may also have loomed qui te  Large 

It s e e ~ s  

67. 

Probzbly the  Russians 

68. it i s  nard t o  see now di rec t  C R E A / E C  relationships 
can achieve r e a l  as  opposûd t o  formal resu l t s .  There are  
substant ia l  conf l ic t s  c.f i n t e -e s t  between the CNEA member 
s t a t e s .  
reinforced by the  contrast  between the centralizing 
tendencies of  Brussels and t n e  reluctance o f  E a s t  European 
countries t o  e f fec t  pa ra l l e l  t r ans fa - s  o f  t h e i r  sovereignty. 
Soviet determination t o  avoid a posi t ioi?  of i n f e r i o r i t y  o r  
weakness must make progress s t i l l  more d i f î i c u l t .  But t h i s  
need not prevent an umbrella agreement between EEC and CMEA 
covering pragmatic arrangements between EEC and the indi- 
vidual European s t a t e s ,  

An imbalaice of desj.rz between E a s t  and West is 

N i  C O N F I D E N T I A L 
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V. Successes and Failures 

69. The balance sheet i s  seen d i f fe ren t ly  by different  
members, and it i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  envisage what might o r  might 
not  have been achieved i n  the absence o f  CMEO, The outside 
observer may think t h a t  CMEA has achieved i t s  best  r e s u l t s  i n  
economic development; i n  acting as  a transmission b e l t  f o r  
technical  blueprints and advice and i n  prorilotmg a somewhat 
grea te r  degree o f  standardization, national specialization and 
d iv is ion  of labour than would otherwise have been achieved. It  
has had less success i n  enlarging and diversifying mutual trade,  
which is  st i l l  mainly conducted on a b i l a t e r a l  basis.  C l E A  has 
been s low t o  develop i t s  potent ia l  (much slower than *he EEC), 
and yet seems t o  have a firm future.  The organization scarcely 
confers f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  the short  run. But the f lex ib le  provisions 
governing par t ic ipat ion i n  CMEA a c t i v i t i e s  reduce conf l ic t s  of  
nat ional  interes-bs arid f a c i l i t a t e  the adoption o î  new a c t i v i t i e s .  
I t s  longer-run capabi l i ty  t o  ra t ional ize  the range o f  goods 
produced and thus t o  accelerate o r  underpin economic growth i s  
l i k e l y  t o  be important. The integration programme w i l l  surely 
play a posi t ive r41e i n  t h i s  sequence, but the complexity of 
t h e  inter-related economies and the many problems ar is ing i n  
t h e i r  development w i l l  m i l i t a t e  against spectacular progress. 
Meanwhile, C m A  as an organization has gathered noinentun; a 
self-supporting chain reaction of  meetings and conferences has 
been s e t  o f f .  !Pith the  overcoming by compromise of the  main 
problems ar i s ing  from divergent approaches t o  the question o f  
na t iona l  sovereignty, the  economic and scientific-technical.  
p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  o f  the  organization are  acquiring wider scope. 
1;ith b e t t e r  co-ordination o f  national 5-year plans, and under 
t h e  cohesive i n f h e n c e  o f  the world c r i s i s  o f  energy and raw 
mater ia ls ,  CPEA seem l i k e l y  t o  play û. more iiqortail t ;  rô le  i n  
t h e  secoad half o f  the 1970s than it d id  i n  the  f irst ,  both as 
an elemen% i n  the s o c i a l i s t  system and a s  a feature o f  the world 
economic landscape. 

N A T O  C O N F I D E N T I A L  
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CYER STANDING L: 0ï.IISS I ONS OR COl~fP!-II'TEES 

Agriculture 
Atomic En<s:rgy 
Chemicals 
C o d  

Construction 
Currency und Finance 
Defence 
Economic Questions 
Environment Protection 
Electric Power 
Engineering 
Ferrous Metals 
Food 
Foreign Trade 

Light Industry 
Non-Ferrous Metc7l.s 
Oil and Gas 
Planning Co-operation 
Po st s arid Telecomminicat Lons 
Radiotechnique and Zlectror,ics 
Scientific and Technical Reçezrch 
Standardisation 
Statistics 
Timber and Cellulose 
Transport 

Geology 

P ! E x .  A t o  
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The CPEA countries w i l l  deepen and inprove economic 
and sc i en t i f i c  and technical co-operation and develop soc ia l i s t  
economic integration f o r  the  purpose of promoting: 

the more rapid development of  productive forces i n  
all the  CI”E3A countries, the achievenent o f  the  
highest possible sc i en t i f i c  and technical l eve l ,  
the  maximm possible increase i n  the econozic 
efficiency o f  social- production and a l s o  the  
maxinuni possible growth o f  social  labour 
productivity; 
improvements i n  the structure and increase i n  the  
scale of production w i t h  the  systematic ra is ing 
o f  the  sectors’ leve l  of  technical equipment and 
the  introàuction o f  advanced technology i n  
accordance w i t h  the  requirements o f  the  sc i en t i f i c  
and technical revolution; 
the  sa t i s fac t ion  o f  the  growing long-term requirements 
of the  countries’ national economies f o r  fue l ,  powerp 
raw material, modern equipment, agriculture and food 
commodities and other consumer goods primarily through 
the production and the ra t iona l  u t i l i sz t ior i  o f  the 
resources of the  CMEU countries; 
an increase i n  the material and cul turûl  l iv ing  
stôuidard- of the CMEA countries’ peoples; 
the gradual rapprochement and equalisation 02 the  
CMEA countries’ economic development leve ls ;  
an increase i n  the s ize  and s t a b i l i t y  of the world 
s o c i a l i s t  market; 
the consolidation of the CYEH coun-Cries’ posit ions 
i n  the  world economy and the ensuring of ultimate 
victory i n  the economic competition against 
capitalism y 
the  consolidation o f  the CMEA couritriest defence 
c ap ab ili t y e 
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. N A T O  CI O N B I D E IV I? I: A L -. AMBEX C to 

E / r n ? , 9  5 
Transnational Associations PRMBERSI-IIP 

title can differ according 
t o  t he  Ian,rruage/country 

m t e :  spelling and exaxt 3 

rà 
rl O 
GZ c) 

9 

[Ti 5 g C d $ $  
+ a, reporting) 
a, $3 5 53 

1962 Unified oower System .x* x [@ x x x x 
1963  Joint Rail Car Poo l  II s E ) x  x x x 
1963 International Co-operation Bank , $ x  s x  x x x  X 
1964 intermetall x x X X * @ C X  C 
1964  Ball-bearing Organization s e j x x  x x x  
1964 Intransmash X 6) 
1964 Agromash x x r.9 

cd *rl cd er( E? -4 Fi *ri rl 03 

.p 

3 3 2 2 2 - I - -_IU---.- 

X 
1969 Scientific-Technical Information @ X X X X X ‘x 

x x  x x x  1970 International Investment Bank 

I 
P 

x 

X 
x x .x@) x x x  X1 I p x  

i 

I i-‘ 1969 Interchim 

1971 Intersputnik x x  x x x  x x  
1972 Interatominstrument x “  x x  x x 
1972 Interetalonpribor t m x  x x  x x x .  X 
1973 Interatomenergo t I”\ ;L x x x x x 8. X 
1973 Intertextilmash f a x  x x  x x x  
1973 Interelektro h x x x  x x x ’  
1973 Interport @ X 
1973 Bssofoto @ X 

X 
_L.- 

$3 1973 Interkomponent 
@ €IQ is located in this country; invariably in the capital city, except for Interchim (Halle) and Intesport 

(Szczecin). Hajor branches are generally in each of the other countries where the organization functions. 
++ Western ükraine only 
C Indicates participation by a specific organization o f  that country 
1 From beginning of 1974 

There is also mention of Intercosmos (to launch Vertikal rocket:s and Interkosmos satellites) which 
however is a space research programme (born in April 1967), and not (apparently) a separate organization. 
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DEVELOPMENT OF IBWZ’ s PAYMENT V O L W  BUS1NF:SS 

( i n  b i l l i o n  transferable roubles) 

1 9 a  
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
19 69 
1970 
1971 
1972 

Extent o f  clearing 
(payment turnover 

volume) 

22.9 
24.2 
23.9 
26.6 
29.4 
31.6 
35.4 
39.3 
43.3 

0e9 
2.0 

3.3 

11.1 
13.7 
21.2 
23.b 
27.2 

9.0 

r 
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