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N A T O  U N C L A S $ I F I . E D  

ORIGIN : FRENCH 

ECONOMIC COIQaTTEE 

Note  bv  the Director o f  E.c%nomic Affairs 

In order  to  obtain a more  d-etailed  picture  of  the 
pattern  of  trade  between the members of the  Alliance and the 
Communist counxries(l), it has  been  decided to look  more  closely 
than in the  past  at  the  breakdown  by  commodity  of  these  trans- 
actions. This can  only be done  after the publication  (some 
eighteen  months  after  the  close of the ear in question)  of  the 
OECD foreign trade statistics (Series Cy. Accordingly, the 
study is based on the  latest  figures  available - those for 
1973(2). 

At  attempt  has  been  made, on the  basis of available 
statistics,'to  give a summary  assessment  of  the  importance to 
the  Soviet  Union of its imports  from  the NATO European  countries 
of  certain  essential  basic  commodities. It emerges, in fact, 

(1 ) For the  purposes of this  paper the Vommunist countries" 
are  limited  to: 
I the Soviet  Union - Eastern  Europe  (Poland,  Hungary,  Bulgaria,  Rumania, 
L China 

Staff  Statistics  Service and issued  as  AC/127-D/518  dated 
18th November, 1975 

~- 

Czechoslovakia and the GDR) 

(2) The OECD statistics  were  assembled by the International 
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from Parts I and II that  there  is  some  measure of specialisation 
in  trade  between  the  member  countries of the  Alliance and the 
Communist countries.  However, in order  to  understand more 
f u l l y  the  trade  pattern of Warsaw Pact countries,  particularly 
the  Soviet  Union,  it is necessary to examine by category of 
commodity and geographical  distribution  the  trade  relations of 
these  countries  with  the  world  as a whole. 

Part. III. of the- document,  which. is more theoretical 
in character,  demonstrates by means of statistical analysis the 
degree of specialisation  which exists for the  main  commercial 
transactions  between  the NATO and C o r n m i s t  countries. 

(Signed) J. BILLY 

NATO 
1110 Brussels. 
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I,, - S4 EQorts " f r s m  North America 

( f j  sorts to   the  Soviet  U n a  

1, A s  w i l l  be seen from Table I (see page 5 )  p i n  1973 
exports from North America to   the  Soviet  Union  were chief ly  of  

& - % r m b , s  i n  the  agricul-tural  sector and were worth 
a r i c u l t u r a  oduce(1).  Grain  shiprnents  accounted for almost 

$1,121 mif l ian  as   against  $637 million i n  g972 and .only . .  
$l 25 mill ion in 1971 (2) . This big  increase  in  1973 in Soviet 
grain  imports - i n   s p i t e  of excellent  harvests  in  Russia(3) - is 
explained  chiefly by shipments  probably  received  during  the 
first half of  the  year under  contracts concluded i n  1972 t o  
remedy shor t fa l l s  that  year. 

20 was the  next most 
important O the  Soviet Union. 
The value. of  United  Sta'tes  shipments rose very  steeply  (see 
Table I, 'page 5) ,  and easily  outstripped that o f  sa les  by the 
Allied  countries as a whole (+54$); the  North American share of 
Soviet  purchases from NATO countries thus rose  noticeably from 
8.7% i.n 1972 t o  16.5% i n  1973. Canadian sa les  were l o w  and 
concerned  mainly t e x t i l e  machiner m d  e lec t r i c  power machinery. 
United States sales ($204 million 4; were chief ly  of non-electrical 
machinery and included, i n  declining order  of  importance, 
loading equipment,  metalworking  machinery, agr icu l tura l  machinery 
and  pumps. 

3. Among the  other major categories o f  commodity which 
had a prominent place i n  these transactions, mention  should be 
made o f  the   rap id   r i se   in   expor t s  o f  
g w & 3 + i . = % r i a l ;  t h i s  i s  expl . . .  
United a tabes  sales of i ron  and s tee  
p la tes  and sheets,  pipes and tubes) which, from an  insignif icant  
l e v e l   i n  1972 reached $14 mill ion last year. T h i s  f igure is ,  
however, small when compared with the value of  i ron  and s t e e l  

(l ) For Canada, this   category constituted almost a l l  sa les  
(98%) 

(2) The t a b l e   i n   t h e   s t a t i s t i c a l  Annex shows the breakdown  by 
country and  by  commodity of S o v i e t  grain imports from 
NATO member count r ies   in  1972 E E I ~  1973 

(3) A record 222 mill ion  tons as against  168 mill ion  tons  in  
1972 
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AC/127-W/453 -4- 

exports  from the Alliance  countries as a whole ($762 million), 
and with  that of certain  other  coujtries,  such  as  Japan 
($136 million). On the  other hand, there was' a noteworthy 
dro in sales  of  chemicals  which was caused by a sharp fall.-. - 
(-41%) in United rtates shipments of chemical  elements  and 
compounds,  which  represent  the  backbone of this trade.  Lastly; 
exports of  crude  materials were in 1973 composed  almost 
exclusively  of  United  States  sales 02 soya  beans .(which rose 
38% in value  and 24% in volume) with  purchases  of  hides  and 
skins  and  pulp  from  the  United  States  dropping  sharply, 

(ii) Exports  to  Eastern  EuroDe 

4 ,  In 1973, the  breakdown by rnzjor commodities of 
exports  from  the  North  American NATO countries  to  Eastern 
Europe was very much the same as for the  Soviet  Union; a 
comparison of the  data  contained in Tables I (page 5 )  and II 
(page 7) reveals  that the main  differences  between  the two 
trade  patterns lie in the  higher  proportion of raw materials 
delivered  to  Eastern  Europe than to the Soviet Union and in  the 
fact  that  the  share  of food in overall  purchases was higher in, 
the  case of the  Soviet Union than in the  case of Eastern 
Europe.  Moreover, a breakdown of North American exports to 
the Soviet  Union on the  one  hand  and to Eastern  Europe on the 
other,  based  on  the  degree of processing of the  goods  sold 
(with a distinction  drawn  between  non-manufactured  goods, 
semi-manufactured  goods and finished  products), shows that 
the  pattern is very similar(? ) 

(1) Non-manufactured  goods  correspond! to sections 0-4 of the 
SITC, semi-manufactured  goods to sections 5 and 6 and 
finished  products  to  sections 7 a d  8. If North  American 
sales in 1973 are  divided up in t h i s  way the resul t  is 
as follows: 

non-manufactured- semi-manufactured finished 
goods goods. products 

Exports to the 
Soviet  Union 
Exports to 
Eastern  Europe 

3 *?% 

497% 
The figures do not total 100 because  section 9 of the SITC 
(commodities and transactions not classified  according  to 
kind) is composed of articles  which  are  too  diverse  and  has 
not therefore  been  taken  into  consideration  (source: 
Tables I and 11) 
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N A T O  U N C L A S S I F I E D  
" 

I l 
1 l I 

ltion from 

:e:  - Document  AC/l27-D/518 dated 18th November, 1975 
The SITC sections  cover -the following  categories of commodity: 

SITC O: 
SITC 2: 
SITC 4: 
S I E  6: 

SITC 8: 

Food 
Crude materials 
Oils and fa ts  
Manufactured goods classif ied  chief ly  
by material  
Miscellaneous manufactured a r t i c l e s  

SITC 71 SITC 81 SITC 9 I TOTAI 

207.1j f 1 1,484, 

14.01 0.6 f 0.1 100, 
1 

t " 

SITC l :  Beverages and tobacco 
SITC 3: Mineral fue ls  
SITC 5: Chemicals 
SITC 7: Machinery and transpol 

equipment 
SITC 9:  Commodities not 

classified  according 1 
kind 

N A T O  U N C L A S S I F I E D  
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5. Except for shi ments of mineral  fuels - which  remained 
>latively  unimportant - 7 1) a.micultural  produce  was  the  category 
sich  rose  fastest  (see  Table  41,qpage 7); it is estimated  that 
;S growth  was  responsible  for 70,0 OJ. the relative  climb  in 
rerall  exports. Cmadian sales ($56 million) went chiefly  -to 
)land and were made  up of corn md! barley.  Nearly  two-thirds 
f the  purchases  made by the  Peoplers  Democracies in the  United 
ta tes  ($334.5 million)  went to.Polm-d, and were  composed 
rincipally of grain  (wheat  and'maize)  followed  by  feedstuff 
Dr  animals,  which  also  accounted  fon;.,rnost  of  the  purchases by 
he other East European countries Prom the  United  States. 

6. Crude-materials were the  second  most  important  East 
nopean import  from  North  America.  United  States  sales 
$137.6  million)  comprised  hides and skins and oil-seeds  while 
madian sales ($629.2 million)  were  made  up  psincipally of the 
Lrst category of articles. Here, t oo ,  Poland  was  the  leading 
ustomer,  followed  by  Rumania and Czechoslovakia, Despite a 
izeable  increase,  sales  by  North  American NATO countries of 

were  not  high  in  absolute 
ed- States  deliveries 
d Rumania (miscellaneous 

on-electrical  machinery  in  both  cases).  Lastly,  the  low  growth 
ate of United  States  sales of chemi.cals and manufactured  Foods 
lassified bv material  is  worth no%in and is in  contrast  to 
be much more rapid growth (38% ai2d 5 g3 / O  respectively) of Eastern 
uropers  purchases  of this type of goods  from  the  European 
embers of the Alliance. 

. . ." 

(iïi)  North  American  exports to C m  

7. In 1973 North  American  eIclports  to  China  rose  sharply 
203%) because  of  the  tremendous  increase  in  United  States  salesg 
fhich  rose  from $60 million in 1 ~ 7 2  to $690 million.  This 
Levelopment  reflects  the  improvement  in 1973 of political 
belations  between  the  two  countries.  However,  the  OECD 
itatistics  for  trade  by  commodities do not  allow a precise 
:omparison .of the  changes in the  breakdown  by.  categories..of . . 

,ommodity  of  trade  between the United  States and China  since, 
ror the  year 1972, they make no  distinction  between  the  People's 
iepublfc and Nationalist China; it would seem,  in  fact,  that  the 
leading  Vontinental  Chinaig  encompasses also trade  between  the 
Jnited  States and Formosa(2). 

Almost  exclusively  United States coal for Rumania 

January-December 1972 (Series C) and compare  these  figures 
with  those given in the A and I3 Series  foreign  trade 
statistics 

In  this  connection  see OECD - trade by  commodities, 
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8. It w i l l  be seen from the following  Table III that  i n  
1973 agricul tural  produce consti tuted  the  l ionts  share of  Chinese 
purchases from North America, Canadian shipments ($186.7 million) 
were  made  up of wheat while  the UniJced States  shipments 
($410.1 million) comprised wheat and maize(1) . These two 
countries were the only OECD members t o  supply China with 
grain. Trade in   these  commodities accounted f o r  most of  the 
increase  in  United States exports  together,  probably, with 
exports  of'   crude'materials (raw CO-tkon and, t o  a. lesser   extent ,  
soya  beans) which reached a t o t a l  02 $171.9 million.  Chinese 
imports of  manufactured goods clg-siXi-.-d b m  came 
mainly from Canada; the   f ac t   t ha t  trey went up fourfold  in  
value (from $19 mil l ion   in  1972 to $82 million) i s  explained by 
the  scale of  Canadian nickel  deliveries.   Lastly,  it is 
in te res t ing   to   no te  that  United States  exports of machiner 
($69 mill ion) concerned almost exclusively  aeronau 
equipment which means that  the  patter. .  of United States 
cap i t a l  equipment sales t o  China was qui te   d i f fe ren t  f r o m  
that  of i t s  sa l e s  t o  the   o ther   Corn l i s t   count r ies ,  which 
received  mainly  non-electrical machinery, 

II, North American Imports from the Communist Countries 

(i) Fmports from the  Soviet U@.on 

9. In  1973, manufactured goods c la s s i f i ed  bv material s t i l l  
accounted f o r  more t f u s s i a  an a 
(55% - see  Table I V ,  page I O )  but their relative  share  nonetheless 
showed a big  decline from 1972 (when it was 64%) because  of a 
growth r a t e  which lagged  behind that of  Sovie-k sa les  t o  North 
America as  a whole. The United S ta tes  took the  l ion 's   share  
($123 million) and, like  the  year  before,  purchased  mainly 
platinum  and, t o  a less  extento  non-industrial. diamonds, The 
remarkable  expansion o f  Soviet  sales o f  mineral  fuels i s  explained 
by United  States  imports of o i l  (mainly  petroleum  products) which 
t o t a l l e d  $76.5 million as against  $7.5 mil l ion   in  1972. On the 
o ther  hand,,,the  value of  Soviet  shipments o f  crude  materials 
registered a sharp drop  becaüse the United States purchased l e s s  
chromium, which i s  the main  %tern of Soviet   exports   in  this 
category of commodities(2). 

(1 ) For wheat,  Canadian del iver ies  amounted to 2.4 mill ion  tons 
and United States   del iver ies  t o  2-6 million.  United  States 
s a e s  o f  maize were I .4 million  tons (Source: OECD) 

(2) The drop i n  United States  imports of. chromium  was greater  f o r  
purchases from the  Soviet Union than for   purchases   in  general.; 
the Soviet  Union's share o f  United States  imports o f  t h i s  ore 
registered a sharp drop from 45% i n  1972 t o  30% i n .  1973 
- .  (percentages . . based on the - volume " data - \  given i n   t h e  OECD 
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TABLE IV:  BREAKDOWJ AND DEVELOPMENT OF NORTH APlBRICAN IMPORTS FROM THE 

1 SITC 0 1  SITC I 1 SITC 21 QITC 31 SITC 41 SITC 5 1 SITC 61 SITC 7 

Percentage  share 
in t o t a l  imports  
1973 

Percentage i 
variation from -.. + 5 5 o O  +8806 +212.7 

2omments: The key t o  the SITC section numbers i s  given i n  Table I page 5 

Source: Document AC/127-D/518 dated 18th November, 1975 
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(il) mro 
IO ,  Table V on page 12 reveals   that   the   pat tern o f  East 

European sa les  t o  the North American market d i f f e r s   i n   t h ree  

European exports  are  concentrated more  on finished  products 
(machinery and transport  equipment, miscellaneous  manufactured 
a r t i c l e s )  than are  those of the  Soviet Union, secondly,  they 
are  dispersed more widely  throughout  the  major commodity 
categories( l ) and, l a s t ly ,   t he i r   r e l a t ive  development compared 
with 1972 was  more uniformly divided between the  main groups 
of  a r t i c l e s .  

~ - ~ i m p o r t a g t  ways fron t h a t  o f  Soviet   exports:   f irst ly,   East  

supplier o f  the United States ,  with a figure of $51 million, 
while f o r  Czechoslovakia Canada was the main ou t l e t  
($24 million). P o l i s h  de l iver ies  02 meat and meat preparations" 
t o  the United States  ($72 million)  represented  the backbone of 
East European sa les  o f  a r i c u l t u r a l  roduce, It i s  also 
in te res t ing  t o  note  the " r e  a Ive m p o r  ance o f  miscellaneous 

o f  in  Soviet  exports. Most of the goods i n  
this section  consisted  of  clothing  shoes from Poland, 
Czechoslovakia and Rumania. Lastly, Czechoslovakia,  Poland 
and Rumania in   tha t   o rder  were the main suppliers of  

machinery, 

- manufactured a r t i c l e s ,  which contrasts with the low proportion . 

, ,.v;.ith t h e   f i r s t  providing . :  

e r  t tro mainly non-electrical 

(iii) Imports from China 

12, Unlike  the s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  e q o r t s   ( s e e  paragraph 7 ) ,  
the OECD foreign  trade statist ics f o r  1972 provide a breakdown 
by commodity of  United States  imports which i s  compatible with 
the  f igure f o r  this countryts  total  purchases from China; this 
makes it possible t o  examine the changes occurring  in 1973 i n  the 
pat tern of Chinese  exports t o  North Rnerica. 

(l) This characterist ic  remains valid f o r  a l a rger  number of 
commodity categories and also applies t o  East European 
sales  taken  individually  (see  Table XIIIo page 33 
and paragraph  42) 
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SITC 9 1 TOTAL 1 
2.6 1414.2 1 1 
0.6 100.0 l 

N A T - O  U N C L A S S I F I E D  
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'13. Table VI (page 14) shows' that  Chinese  exports  grew 
most  rapidly  in  the  case of intemedzate  goods:  manufactured 

(textiles g particularly  cotton 

roducts), This illustrates  the 
and  above  al1  chemicals 

continuation of a trend  which  started. in 1971 and the  importance 
oz-these  two  commodity  categories  in  Chinese  shipments  has 
become clearly  confirmed,  representing 43% of  overall  Chinese 
sales  in 1973 compared  with 36% in 1972 and 28% in 1971 b 
Miscellaneous  manufactured  articles came second  in  the  list  of 
l a r s  imports of $79 million  were 
concentrated  on  clothing and those of the  United.States 
($II million)  mainly on WO handicraft  goods. 
Finally,  Chinese  sales  of  (mainly  unprocessed ~ 

textile  fibres and crude m al origin  .delivered ; 
t o  the  United  States) grew more slowly whereas  the  previous 
year  they  had  increased  fivefold. 

SART II: 

I. Exports  from  the European NATO C o - m g s  

(i)  Exports  to  the  Soviet Unioa 

14. As will be seen from Table VI1  (page 5 )  in 1973 
exports  from NATO member  countries in Europe to the  Soviet  Union 

* expanded  twice  as 
ment  and  reached . 
S increased  rate of 

progress  is  not  peculiar to 1973; it  started  during  .earlier  years 
(except  in 1972 when  the  trend  was  interrupted)  and  seems to have 
continued on into 1974(1). T h i s  can  hardly be interpreted  as a 
long-term  trend,  however,  since a retrospective  examination  of  the 
series  relating  to 1960 shows that  Tor  that year the  relative 
share  of  manufactured goods classified by Inaterial  in  the  exports 
of  European  members  of  the  Alliance -Lo -the  So'viet Uaim was 38.4% 
and  that  of  machinery 40.2%(2) - which is  not  very  different 
from  the  figures  recorded  thirteen years later. 

(1 ) The  development  since 1970 of the  percentage  share  of  manu- 
factured  goods  classified  by.materia1 and of  machinery  in 
exports  from  European  ,members of  the  Alliance  to  the  Soviet 
Union is as  follows: 

Source : O E D  
'c Estimates  based on OECD Statistics of Foreign  Trade 

(Series B) . 
f 7 )  C!nllrro. nnp1mpn-k A C / I ? ~ - T I / ~ T ~  dRf:ed 8th March. 1971 
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N A T O ,  U M C L A S S I F I , E D  

TABLE V I :  BEiEAKDOI~I &D DEVELOPMEXC OF NORTH AMERICAN IMPORTS FROM 
( 5 ~  BY MAJOR SECTIONS OF T ~ S I T C  

3rcentage share 
z t o t a l  imports 11.6 
373 

wcentage 
mia t ion  from +28. O 
372 i 

1 ) Negligible in 1972 

>ment:  The key t o  the SITC section numbers is given in Table I, page 5 '  
mrce: Document  AC/127-D/518 dated 18th November, 1975 
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f\T A "2 O U N C L A S S I F I E D  

". . . 

'ercentage share i 
.n total exports 9.7 0,8 2.5 001 
973 
'ercentage 1 
'ariation .from 1 +86.7 972 i 

+2,7 "SO.3 +33.3 -(l) 

1 ) Very small i n  1972 

loment: The key t o .  the SITC sect ioi~ numbers is given in 

iource : Document AC/127-D/518 dated 18th November, 1975 

. . - " - - 

Table I, page 5 

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

D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
D
/
D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
E
 
-
 
P
U
B
L
I
C
 
D
I
S
C
L
O
S
E
D
/
M
I
S
E
 
E
N
 
L
E
C
T
U
R
E
 
P
U
B
L
I
Q
U
E



-I 6- 

15. On the  other  hand, if the  sane  maaor  commodity  category 
is examined in greater  detail, it will be seen  that  there  has 
been a change in the  trade  pattern in the form of a big  increase 
in the  proportion of Guropean NATO s a l e s  of iron and  steel 
products (51% in 1970 74% in 1973 md- ,  according  to  preliminary 
estimates, 79% in 1974) mainly at the expense of textiles, 
whose  share  fell  from 2&% in 1970 to 11% in 1.973. Tubes.  and 
pipes  -accounted for 55% of Soviet i ron and .steel purchases in 
1973, or s1ightly.less than the  year  before (63%); they  were 
probably  ordered  for  the  oil and natural gas industry(1). 

in Soviet  imports  of  manufactured goods classified b material 
remained  unchanged in 1973 by comp*ison with 1972 ( 1: 2% of all 
deliveries  from  Alliance  countries), that of the  other  main 
NATO  Europe  suppliers  developed in different  ways: up, in the 
case of France  and  Belgium  (from 155; to ?7$ and from W!% to 
14% respectively),  and down in the  case  of  .Italy  and  the 
United  Kingdom  (from 1595 to 14% and from 10% to 696) 

members of the  Alliance  under  the 
equipment  section  .showed a very  si 
recorded  the year before;  they re 
non-electrical  machinery  with  most of the  purchases  consisting 
of miscellaneous  machinery and nechmical appliances  together 
with,  especially  from  the  Federal  Republic of Germany,  metal- 
working  machinery, It is probable that part of  this  equipment 
imported  by  the  Russians  came in connection  with  the  delivery 
of turn-key projects,  However, this 'cype of transaction  cannot 
be  identified in the  foreign  trade  statistics  drawn up in 
accordance  with  the  normal  international  classifications  (SITC 
or CST), Ir, 1973, the  Federal  Republic of Germany  remained 
the  Soviet Union's most privileged  supplier,'  providing 46% of 
the  deliveries  from  Alliance  countries as against 45% in 1972, 
On the  other  hand,  the  share of the other main European  MATO 
.exporters  (France,  Italy  and .the. United  .Kingdom)  registered a 
notable  drop (from 15% to 1396, from 15% to 12% and  from 10% to 
8% respectively), This  was  the  result of the proportionately 
faster  growth of sales by the  United  States, which rose  from 
fourth  place  among  Allied  suppliers in 1972 to second  place 
(1 6% of sales) the following  year, 

1 6 ~  Lastly,  while  the  Federal  Republic of Germany's  share 

17, In 1973, Soviet  purchases  from'  the  European 

(1) Universals,  plates and sheets (25%) and  bars and angles 
(14%) made up most of the remaining  Soviet imports in this 
sector  from  the  European NATO countries in 1973 

- - " " " _  ._ 
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18. The European NATO countries s t i l l  occupied only a 
modest p lace   in  1973 as suppliers OP t o  
the  Soviet Union. These countries p ch 
exports from Alliance  countries with oviding 
the bulk of them, It is in te res t ing  t o  note tha t  sa les  t o  the. 
Soviet Union o f  the Community's butter  surpluses (which amounted 
t o  $91 n i l l i on )  accounted f o r  one-third  of the exports from the 
European Allies; this type of trade, which tends   to   resu l t  from 
.an isolated phenomenon, was 75%'responsible f o r  the r ap id   r i s e  
in  these  exports  (see Table V I I ,  page 15). Among the European 
NATO countries,  Francets share increased  again  to  reach 4896, 
as against  42% the  previous  year end only l 1  Yi i n .  l971 , f i r s t l y -  
because o f  this countryts major contribution t o  the  but ter   sa les  
jus t   re fe r red   to  and secondly  because o f  the  increase  in  i t s  
sales  of barley(1) , Lastly,   agricultural  roduce  accounted f o r  
57% of  Turkey's  sales  to the Soviet Union ? e n t i r e l y   f r u i t  and 
vegetables) and 71% of  Icelandls   ( f ish)  , 

19. Crude materials  accounted for only a small   fraction 
of European -to the  Soviet Union; transactions of ~ 

t h i s  type were worth $69 million. Nore than  half this sum 
($37 mill ion) came from sa l e s  of  unprocessed t e x t i l e   f i b r e s ,  
mainly raw cotton from Greece and Turkey and man-made f ib re s  
from the United Kingdom.  The remaining  Soviet imports were 
chiefly composed  of hides and skins  (mostly l a b  skins) from 
the  Netherlands, wood i n   t h e  rough from the  Federa1,Republic of 
Gemnany and non-ferrous metal. ores .from Greece and Turkey. 
Soviet  purchases  of were very small .(553.7 mill ion) 
and. were made.  up of getable o i l s  (probably  colza 
o i l )  from the  Federal  Republic o f  Ger~any. 

. .. . 20, I t  may be  tempting t o  fo11ow up t h i s  rather  general 
description of Soviet imports of  raw materials with a more 
detailed  analysis which takes   into  account   cer ta in   essent ia l  
b.asic commod.ities. in  the  .widest  sense of .the te.rp!. (i. e ,  including 
agricultural  produce) and seeks  to   es tabl ish  the  extent  t o  which 
the Russians  are  dependent on lziestern &rope f o r  such  supplies. 
The Soviet Union's  dependence on European NATO countries may 
take two forms: either  the.  importation' o f  Western goods o r  
the  use o f  West European por t s  f o r  the t r a n s i t  of i t s  imports. 
Any such  study, however, is  hampered by the  lack of foreign 
trade statistics, since  the.  figures  issued by the OECD only 
make it possible t o  ident i fy   the  t rade movements f o r  a few 

(1 ) French sales, o f  barley t o  the  Soviet Union rose from 
0,70 mi l l ion   tons   in  1972 t o  0.95 mill ion  tons  in  1973 o r  
56% of  Soviet  imports from the  countries o f  the Alliance 
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a r t i c l e s ,  Moreover, a t  th is  highly  detai led  level  (4 o r  
5 d i g i t s  of the  SITC c lass i f ica t ion)  and when the volume of 
t rade is low, the OECD S t a t i s t i c s  oL3en  do not show the 
geographical breakdown of trade,  but  only OECD member countries'  
t rade with t h e   r e s t  of the  world(? ). The Sov ie t   s t a t i s t i c s  
can be used i n  an attempt t o  overcome th i s  diff icul ty   but   they 
are  not  very  detailed and, moreover, there is  the problem ,of 
their   comparabili ty with the OECD data(2). Obviously, then, 
only a small number of  commodities can be taken  into  consideration; 
it i s  also  preferable  to  use  only the volume f igures  as they 
provide a much  more r e l i ab le  basis f o r  comparing Soviet and 
Western statist ics  than  the  value  Eigures.  

21. For t rop ica l   agr icu l tura l  produce  such as coffee, 
% s a , ?  and .ed S ices,  the  only.mention i s  of d e l i v e z f  
cocoa bu er by etherlands, which i n  1973 amounted t o  
4,200- This amount i s  fa i r ly   c lose  t o  that shown in   t he  
Sov ie t   s t a t i s t i c s  (3,800 tons)  but it cannot be related t o  
overall   Soviet  imports of this commodity since  the i m  o r t  
figures  given  refer  only to cocoa  beans ( l l ~ , O O O  tons P , In any 
event, it would appear that f o r  this category of  goods the 
Soviet Union establ ishes   direct   t rad- ing  re la t ions with the 
producing  countries and is not  supplied  through Western ports,  
WO European member countries of the  Alliance - Greece and 
Turkey - sold the  Soviet Union fairly large amounts of 
unmanufactured  tobacco;  according t o  the OECD s t a t i s t i c s ,  

ese   f igures  were 8,000 and 3,500 tons respec t ive ly   in  1973, 
::e Soviet   f igures  are  quite a b i t  higher (9  800 and 5,300 tons) 
and give  the  share of these two Allied  exporters  in  the  Soviet  
market i n  1973 as  16%( 3) 

(1) The OECD s t a t i s t i c s ,  f o r  instance,  provide no geographical 
breakdown of  member countries,   exports of  cer ta in  non- 
ferrous  metal ores, par t icu lar ly   l ead ,   t in  and bauxite. 

(2) The following example w i l l  give an idea of  the discrepancy 
between the OECD s t a t i s t i c s  and those of the.Communist 
countries i n  general: when an attempt was made, using 
East German fo re ign   t r ade   s t a t i s t i c s ,   t o  determine tha t  
country's  imports of bas ic   comodi t ies   in  1972 (the las t  
year €or which data were available) it was found tha t   the  
GDR had apparently  imported that  year from the  Netherlands 
12,712 tons of cocoa  whereas according  to  the OECD 
statistics the  Netherlands had eqor ted   on ly  56 tons o f  
cocoa to .  the GDR.. 

(3 )  It is i n t e re s t ing  t o  note that  s a l e s  o f  tobacco  accounted 
for  one-third o f  the  value OP al1 Greece's  sales t o  the 
Soviet Union and t o  a noticeable  proportion (10%) of  
Turkey 8 S. 
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22, In  the  inedible  crude  materials  section, Greece and 
Turkey supplied O tons and 7,000 tons 
o f  aw cotton  respectively,  ,gccordtxg t o  Sovie t   s ta t i s t ics ,  
w h i k & ~ s m a l l - e r  quantity i n  the case of Turkey (4,100 tons)  , 
del iver ies  from these two countries  accounted f o r  11% of Soviet 
imports,  A s  already  pointed  out  in paragraph 24, the OECD 
statistics give no geographical breakdown of  member countries '  
exports of  &y&. It i s  therefore  necessary t o  consult  the 
foreign  trade yearbook of the Soviet Union which reveals that 
i n  1973 more than half Russia's  bauxite  imposts came from 
member countries of the  Alliance('f )B 

23, A large  f ract ion .of Soviet fore ign  purchases,  of  lead 
and $.& came from the  United Kingdom, The Sov ie t   s t a t i s t i c s  
record  deliveries o f  1 ,l 25 tons o f  t i n  (2876 of  Soviet imports)  
and 17,300 tons o f  lead (29% cf a l l   suppl ies ) .  On the other 
hand, the OECD figures  give a auch  lower  figure  for United 
Kingdorn sa les  o f  lead (5,000 tons). These dealings would  seem 
t o  indicate that  the Russians had recourse t o  the London market 
t o  cover a la rge   par t  o f  t h e i r  requirements f o r  these two 
metals, 

(ii) Exports t o  Eastern Ewopg 

24, Table VI11 provides a swnrilary o f  the  1973 t rends   in  
exports  from the Ebropean members OP the Alliance  to  the 
Peopleis Democracies. As was the  case for sa les  t o  the Soviet 
Union, grew fastest. 
The Fe e 's   leading 
supplîer with a share  in  overall   Alliance  sales of  between 83% 
in the case o f  dealings with the GDR and 4476 l n  the case of 
trade with Hungary(2), In  Eastern m o p e   a s  a whole, Poland 
remained the main customer ($700 million) easi ly   outs t r ipping 
the GDR ($411 mill ion) because of a l3lY6 expansion of i ts  
purchases. Iron md s t e e l  goods and, t o  a less ex ten t ,   t ex t i les ,  

(l ) The geographical  pattern o f  SovieL bauxite  imports i n  1973 
was .as fol lows:  

Source:  Foreign  trade yearbook of the Soviet Union, 1974 
_.LI Note: In 1973 the  Soviet Unioi1 imported no bauxite from 

Guinea, which supplied it with 327,000 tons   in  1972. 
(2)  Federal   sales t o  Eastern Europe ($1,051.3 million) accounted 

f o r  57% of  all exports from the  countries of the  Alliance t o  
th i s  area 
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Mere the  backbone  of NATO European  exports;  however,  contrary 
bo what  was  the  case  for  sales  to the  Soviet  Union,  pipes and 
tubes  accounted  for a much  smaller  proportion  of  exports of 
iron and steel  products, L e ,  about 25% less  than  sales of 
miversals,  plates  and  sheets (42%) and  close  to  the  figure 
f o r  sales of bars and angles (20%) (1 ) . 

25, was the  biggest 
;ategory O Poland strongly 
;onfirmed its  position  as  the  leading  custocler w i t h  an increase 
in purchases  of 94% as  against a figure for the  other  People's 
Democracies of between 28% in  the  case  of  Czechoslovakia and 
16% for  Bulgaria.  For this commodity category  the  Federal 
Xepublic of Germany  was  again t h e  leading Allied exporter  with 
sales worth &l ,311 million  accouilting  for 56% of  al1 MATO 
2ountriest  sales,  as  against 13%, Il$ and 8% for  France,  Italy 
md the  United  Kingdom,  the ne;& nost important-suppliers, 
Yon-electrical  machinery,  particularly  machine  tools  for  working 
netals and textile  machinery  accoun-ked f o r  most Allied  exports(2). 
Et  will be noted,  however,  that  motor  vehicles  represented a 
relatively high proportion of F'rench s a l e s  to Rumania (40%)). 

26. In the  chemicals  section,  exports from European NATO 
:omtries  were  concentrated  mainly on basic  chemicals'(main1y 
wganic  chemicals)  and  plastic  materials and, to a lessextent, 
Zolouring  materials and pharmaceutical  products.  Eastern 
%rope's  purchases of comprised  mostly 
mprocessed  textile  fi om Greece, Turkey, France 
m d  the  United  Kingdom.  The  Netherlands  supplied  leather goods 
m d  skins and Portugal  cork  (sales O P  this product  accounted 
for  two-thirds of Portugal's  sales t o  Eastern  Europe). 

27. Exports of agricultural  produce  from  the  European  members 
3f  the  Alliance  in Ig'(5 grew much Less rapidly  than  those  from 
9orth  America  (see  Tables II and VIII). Consequently,  NATO 
Europe * S  share  'in  purchases  by  the  People's  Democracies  from 
!JATO member countries  as a whole droppGd  sharply  from 78% in 
1972 to 62%. This  general  development,  however,  obscures 
2ertain  important  differences  I;n the .sales  trends of .the  .main 
?xporters;  deliveries fsom F'rance, . I ta ly  and Belgium  went down 
Ln  absolute  terms and those from Turkey  expanded  slightly,  while 
Denmark,  Greeceo  the  Netherlands, Nomray, the  United  Kingdom  and 
the  Federal  Republic of Germany greatly increased  their  sales. 

(q) Source: OECD. These  percentages  are  exclusive  of  intra- 
German trade  which  is  not  recorded  in  the  OECD  statistics 

(2) It  is  not  possible  to judge what imports  of  this  type of 
machinery  represent in terms of new technology  for  the 
Eastern .- economies. . _  - ~ 

Any . -  . *  study of .. this question  would  need t o  .". . - . .  
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N A T - 0  U N C L A S S I F I E D  

I 
I L 1 

ercentage  share 
n total. 1973 

ercentage 
ar ia t ion  from 

1) Including Albania 

omment: The key t o  the SITC section numbers is given i n  Table I, page 5 

iourte: Document AC/127-D/518 dated 18th November, 1975 

N A.-T O U N C L A S S I F I E D  
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Within NATO Europe, the Federal  Republic of Germany s l igh t ly  
strengthened i ts  pos i t i on  as the  chief  supplier with 4 8 %  of  
de l iver ies  as against 45% in 1972; on the  other hand i ts  share 
in   the  value of sa les  by the Alliance as a whole dropped during-., 
the  same period from 35% t o  304; because o f  the   increase  in  
North American sales. The Allied  countries  sold a wide var ie ty  
of goods ranging from barley from Wance, f r u i t  and vegetables 
from I ta ly ,  Greece and Turkey, feedstuff f o r  animals from 
Germany and f i sh  and fish preparabfsns from Norway. 

\ 

ts from the  European mGmbers of the  Alliance  to 

28. In 1973, Chinats imports  covered  mainly  manufactured 
; i t s  purchases i n  this commodity 

ue of  t o t a l  Chinese  purchases 
Table E:)* r i s ing  from 43% i n  

from the  ktropean member countries of the Alliance. This is 
the continuation of  a trend which s ta r ted  the year.  before  but 
it is worth noting that the predominance of t h i s  t.ype of goods 
in t o t a l  trade was already a feature  of Chinese  imports i n  
1960( 1 ) e Exports from the  Federal  Republic of Germany, which 
were up  by 17676, accounted f o r  almost half (4376) of Alliance 
sales. However, the expansion of sales by the Uni-ted Kingdom, 
the second biggest supplier, was slightly higher (+l81 y; )  . Iron 
and s t e e l  goods (mainly universals,  plates and sheets,  tubes and 
pipes) formed the basis 02 Chfnesé imports with, in   the  case of 
purchases from the United Kingdom, non-ferrous  metals  (copper) . 

(l) The development  of the  relative  share  (percentage) o f  
manitfactured goods c lass i f fed .by  material and of  machinery 
and transport  equipment in   ove ra l l  Chinese imports from 
NATO Europe i s  as follows : 

”_ 

Manufactured goods 
c lass i f ied  .by material 

q960 1970 1971 1972 19.73 
53 47 39 43 52 

Machinery and transport  equipment 12 21 35 30 25 
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N A T O  U N C L A S S I F I E D  
. . -. . - - . 

Value in 1973 
($ million) 

Percentage share 
i n  t o t a l  l973 
exports , . 

Percentage I var ia t ion from i +l41 .l 
1972 ! 

'(I ) Negligible in 1972 

- Note: The key t o  the S I E  section numbers is gLCven i n  Table I, page 5 

Source : Document AC/127-D/518 dated 18th November, 1975 . ,  

- 
$? A T.0 U N C L A S S I F I E D  

. . .  t .  
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5669. milliton). The breakdown of  Ghinat-s imports  hardly 
changed i n  1973: they were fairly  equally  shared between non- 
e l e c t r i c a l  machinery (the bulk o f  the FRG's sales)  and transport  
equipment (railway equipment from: France and a i r c r a f t  from the 
United Kingdom). 

elements and compounds and, t o  a l e s s  extent,  manufadtured 
f e r t i l i z e r s  and colouring  materials. Lastly, i t s  purchases of 
crude  materials were made ch ie f ly   i n  Tuvikey, which supplied 
exclusively  unprocessed  texti le  f ibres,  

II, I b v e m b e r s  o f  .the  Alliance 

30. In  the  chemicals  section, China imported  mainly  chemical 

. .  

(i) Imports. from. 

31. It w i l l  be seen from Table IC on page 26 t h a t  mineral. 
fue l s  accounted for   the   l ion ' s   share  of Soviet   sales t o r  
-em NATO countries. The proportion of  this commodity i n  
overall   Soviet   exports has increased  s l ight ly  over the las t  few 

Soviet  shipments were divided  fairly  equally between crude and 
partly  refined  petroleum (58% OP sales i n  volume) and petroleum 
products (42%). The second point worth  noting is t h a t   i n  1973 
t h e   r i s e  in prices  played a b ig   par t  in the increased  value o f  
European NATO imports. It can be es-timated tha t   t he   un i t  
value of Soviet  supplies went up by an average of 30% in   the  case 
of crude  petrole-m and that it doubled in   the   case  of  petroleum 
products; on the-  other hand the.   increase  in  volume was only 3% - - 

(1) The remainder of  the transactions comprised sa les  of coal 
mainly t o  France and I ta ly .  It will be seen tha t ,  as in 
1973, the  Russians so ld  prac t ica l ly  no na tura l   as   to   the  
members o f  the  Alliance;  only snaLl del iver ies  ?worth 
$5 mill ion) were made t o  France, However, the o i l  s t a t i s t i c s  
o f  the OECD Petroleum Committee i s sued   i n  1975 do not  bear 
this out;  they  record no French  purchases from the  Soviet 
Union i n  1973. Similarly, the s-batistics  published by the 
French  Petroleum  Trade Comi'i;Lee record no Soviet   deliveries 

years from 32% i n  1970 to in 4972 and 36% in 1973. Most of 
these  transactions (88%)(1 petroleum  products. 
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in  both  cases(1) , Except f o r  Iceland,  the Europezn members 
of  the  Alliance were only  s l ight ly  dependent on the  Soviet 
Union f o r  their  imports of  petroleum  products, 

32, Non-ferrous ne ta l s  accounted- f o r  more than  half (57%) 
o f  Soviet   sales of  
t o  the European me 
mainly o f  unwought  copper and, t o  a less   ex ten t ,   s i lver ,  
nickel and zinc, Other  manufactured goods so ld  by the  Soviet 
Union included  iron and s t e e l  goods (pig  iron,  ingots and other 
primary  forms) and i n   t h e   c a s e ' o f  sa les  t o  Turkey, of 
manufactures of  me I a l ,  However, it should  be  pointed o u t '  
tha t   the  United Kingdom does not  specifiJ . the   o r ig in  o f :  its 
diamond imports, a la rge   par t  o f  which come from the  .Soviet 
Union. A rough estimate puts the  value  a t  around $4101 million 
i n  1973 (as  against  $290 milli.on  the'year  before). , Consequently, 
the real value of purchases by i3uropem.NATO. countries o f  
manufactured  goods was- very much higher than tha t   r e su l t i ng  
from the  aggregation  of  transactions concernifig the   d i f fe ren t  
sub-groups of  section 6 of the SITC c lass i f ica t ion  as shown 
in   t he  O%CD s t a t i s t i c s ;   i n  1973 the  real   value was .apparsirtly 
in the  region of $890 million,  corresponding t o  29% of. . a l l  
Soviet  exports t o  the  European Allied  countries, 

mainly on lumber (42% of deliveries),   unprocessed  texti le 
f ib res  (1 6%),  iron  ore and iron  scrap (1 l%> and crude 
f e r t i l i z e r s  and minerals (896). The United Kingdom i n  1973 
remained the  leading  Allied  customer,  followed by the  Federal 
Republic  of Ge.rmany, France and- I ta ly ,  ,Noteworthy i s  the  big 
increase  in   Soviet   dei iver les  of chemicals  (organic  chemicals 

.. . . -. . 

33. Soviet   sales o f  crude  materkals were concentrated 

l eve l  o f  Soviet 
is i n   c o n t r a s t  
i t s  imports  o f  

t h i s  category of commodity from the European members of  
mT A rnn 

( l )  These f igures   are  based on the  sales   given  in   the OECD 
.~ ~- 

s t a t i s t i c s  of  foreign  trade,   Series C,  which do not  always 
t a l l y  with those  given i n   t h e  o i l  s t a t i s t i c s  of the OECD 
Petroleum Committee 
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.. . 

.tion from 

Excluding  United Kingdom diamond imports 

The key to the SITC section numbers is given in Table 1, Page 5 

:e :  I Document AC/l27-D/518 dated 18th November, 7975 

N A T - . O - .  U N C L A S S I F I E D  
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(ii) 0 
34. Table XI on page 28 shows th& the expansion  of imports 

i n  1973 from Eastern Europe by the European members of the 
Alliance breaks down f a i r l y  evenly between the major categories 
of commodity; consequently, the pat tern o f  East European sa l e s  
remained comparable with t h a t  of  the  previous  year. 

took f irst  place  in  Allied  purchases, 

mill ion)  the  leading  suppliers.  Most o'f 

mill ion) and the  Federal  Republic of  Germany 
biggest  customers and Poland ($436 mill ion) 

these imports were l i v e  animals and meat prep.arations; 

35. Except for Bulgarian  ejcports, which went mainly t o  
Italy,  the  Federal  Republic o f  Gemany provided  Eastern Europe ,>-. 

with i ts  best market i n  the Alliance f o r  manufactured a r t i c l e s  

and s t e e l  ' h r o n ,  ingots,  bars and angles and 
c lass i f ied  b material. The bulk of these se les  comprised ironj 

universals and p la tes )  and, t o  a less   ex ten t ,   t ex t i les .  
Moreover, mention  should be made. of the high proportion (37%) 
of non-ferrous  metals  (chiefly copper and rather  less aluminium; 
and z inc )   i n  Po l i sh  sales.  Eastern  Europe's  exports of  
machinery and transport  equipment were much  more divers i f ied i 
than i ts  imports i n  t h i s  same sector and t h i s  applies t o  each 
country of the  area  taken  individually';  Nevertheless, it i s  : 
possible t o  detect  a greater concentration by the GDR,and 
Czechoslovakia on the  sale of non-electrical  machinery, of 
Poland on transport  equipment o r ,  zgain, of Hmgary .on 
e l ec t r i ca l  apparatus. The Federal  Republic'of Germany was 
once more the  leading European NATO customer followed'by 
France and Norway. 

36. One important  difference between the  pattern of Sovielt; 
exports and t h a t  of  Eastern Europe i s  the  comparatively high 
proportion,  in the case of  Eastern Europe, o f  consumer durables, 
l i s t e d  under  miscellaneous  manufactured Roods. ' I n  f973, these 
commodities accounted f o r  a la rge   f rac t ion  of  East German, 
Rumanian and Hungarian exports(1). Nost o f '  these goods were 
clothes  followed by furni ture  and footwear. It goes  without 
saying that  the demand f o r  this type of goods i n   t h e  West is 
stimulated t o  a large  extent 'by t h e  var ie ty  o f  a r t i c l e s  on offer.  
The diff icul ty   for   the  East  European countries,  i f  they wish t o  
maintain a high growth rate fo r   t he i r   s a l e s  on.Western  markets, 
i s  t o  offer   qual i ty  goods and a t   t h e  same time to   increase  the 
range of ar t ic les   avai lable .  

(l ) In 1973 the   re la t ive '  share of' miscellaneous  manufactured 

t 

a r t i c l e s   i n   ove ra l l   s a l e s  by the  Feople's Democracies t o  the  
European members o f  the Alliance was: GDR - 20%, Rumania - 
19%, Hungary - 1776, Czechoslovakia - 1496, Bulgaria - 13%, 
and Poland. - 9%. 
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M A T O  U N C L A S S I F I E D  

TABLE X I :  BREAKDOWN AID DEVELOPMENT OF IMPORTS BY THE EUROPEAN MEMBERS OF THE 

W O R  SECTIONS OF THE SITC 
IANCETROM E A ~ E R N  TRROPE~I  I TN 1979 BY THE 

Lue i n  1973 
million) 

rcentage share 
t o t a l  imports 
73 

rcentage 
r i a t i o n  from 
/2 

) Including Albania 

te: The key t o  the S I X  section numbers is given 

n e e  :. Document' AC/127-D/53 8 dated  18th November, 

i n  Table I, page fs 

1975 
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37. Half the  imports of mineral  fuels by the European 
NATO countries came from Poland and consisted o f  coal,  almost 
a l l  o f  it f o r  the members o f  the  EEC in  fairly  equal  proportions.  
Rumanian sales  (petroleum  products) and East German sa les  
(coke, l i g n i t e  and petroleum  products) made up the   r e s t  of 
these  imports,  Poland,  Czechoslovakia and Rumania were the 
main sQppliers of delivering mainly  lumber 
and small   quantit i  ed t ex t i l e   f i b re s .  

( i i i )  Imports from China 

38. The commodity pa t te rn  of inports  by European NATO 
countries from China i n  1973 showed l i t t l e  change over the 
previous Crude mater ia ls   (s i lk ,  wool  and-crude animal 
materials  continued t o  make up the bulk of  Chinese de l iver ies  year 

see  Table X I I ,  page 30) which-went  mainly t o  I t a l y  

and then  the  United Kingdom ($44 mill ion) and France 
($34 million) . France, the  Federal  .Republic of ;Germany, the 
United Kinadom and the  Netherlands. in that  order. were China's : 

million) and the  Federal  Republic of Germany ($65,million) ' 

I 

main custoiiers f o r  which coksisted m 

t ly9 i t"should be pointed  ,out  that, 

.nly 

except for sa les  of  machinery, which were relatively  unimportant. 
i n  value,  the  biggest growth was ,registered f o r  miscellaneous 
manufactured a r t i c l e s ,   i n   l i n e  with the  trend  already  observed 
-Consequently, the  proportion o f  these commodities 
(principally  clothes and t o y s )   i n  t o t a l  Chinese,exports 
increased noticeably from 7.2% i n  1971 t o  9.7% in 1973. 
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I SITC O 1 SITC l 

Value  in l973 
($ million) 1 148.4' 1 10.0 

Percentage  share f 
in, total imports 
in 1973 

Percentage 
variation from c41 .B +19.5 
1972 

SITC 2 ~SITC 3 

238.3 1 1.5 

1 

SITC 8 1 SITC 9' I Tc 

- Mote: The key  to the SITC section  numbers is given in Table I,.page 5 
Source: Document AC/127-D/518 dated 13th November, 1975 

. .  . .  

+62.71 ! +1 l 
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PART III: 

39, As part  of a qualitative  .analysis of trade  between 
the  members of  the  Alliance and the Communist countries it is 
interesting to attempt an assessment of the  degree  of 
specialisation in trade o r ,  in other  words,  to  determine 
whether  dealings  between  the  partners a r e  limited to certain 
categories of commodity o r ,  on the  contrary,  cover a wide 
range of articles,  For this purpose, Michaëlyss(1.) trade 
concentration  coefficient  provides a means of  summarising  the 
distribution of trade  flows  over a given range of commodities, 

40, The  values  which the coefficient  may  assume l i e  
between an upper limit  of 100 and a lower  limit  which depends 
on  the  number of  comodity groups in the  classification  selected, 
The nearer  the  coefficient lies to 100, the  more  trade is 
concentrated on a  small  number of comlodities;  conversely, it 
reaches its lower  level when transactions are  distributed 
equally  over all o f  the  selected  coranodity  groups.  MichaGly's 
coefficient  therefore  offers a means or"' comparing the degree 
of  specialisation of different  trade f lows provided, however, 
that  they  are  accounted for in accord-ance  with  the  same 
classification  system, 

41, For the purposes of this study, the coefficients of 
concentration  have  been  established for North  Aueric,an and 
EEC trade(2) (the EEC has  been  taken in preference to the 
European  NATO  countries as a whole  because it is a more  homo- 
geneous  grouping than the latter) firstly with  the  OECD 

Ivlkchat!ly!s coefficient is defined- as follows: 
. .  

where xijk = exports from  country j to  country k for 
commodity group i 

Xjk = total  exgorts  from  country j to country k 
-n = number of commodity groups considered.. 

The  values of  the  coefficient fall between c 100 and 100.1 

The  same  formula  can  be  applied in reverse to country jrs 
imports  from  country k. 
To make b t  easier to compile the statistics, Irish trade has 
not  been excluded. It is,  however,  relatively  unimportant 
(0,4% of EEC trade  with  the Corimunist  countries in 1974) and 
therefore can have no influence on the  results. 

Vn 
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countries and secondly  with  the  Comc?unist  countries. Among the 
latter, a distinction  has  been made between  the  Soviet Wdon 
and  three  People's  Democracies  with  different  levels  of 
development:  Czechoslovakia,  Poland and Runania.  All  the 
trade  flows  considered  have  been  broken  down  between  fifty-six 
commodity  groups  corresponding  to  the  fifty-five  headings 
(two-digit  items) of sections 0-8 and section 9 of the S I E  
list  used  in  the  OECD  Statistics of Foreign  Trade(1).  The 
results  of  these  calculations  will be found in  Table XIII 

. .  

(see page 33) * 
42. Several  conclxsions  about  the  pattern of  East/West 

trade  in 1973 emerge  from  this  table. 
.- Firstly,  the  trade  relations of members of the  Alliance 

ase much  more  specialised  with  the  Soviet  Union  than 
. with  the  three  People's  Democracies  chosen  for  the 

analysis;  this  is  true 03 exports and imports  both 
for.  North  America  and for the EEC. 

-- Secondly, it would appear tha t  the  degree of 
specialisation  in  Allied emorts to  the Comuaist 
cbuntries  is  much  higher  th-an  in  the  opposite 
direction,  that is to  say,  for  Communist  sales  to 
the  members of the Alliahce. This reveals  that  in 
East/West  trade  the  range of commodities  exported 
by  the  four  Communist  countries  used in this  stcdy 
as well as by  all  the  Eastern  countries  as a whole 
(see  Table XIII) is  clearly  larger  than  that  of  the 
articles  they  purchase;  %his  fact  stands out; 

of  comparison, it is  worth  noting  that  the gar&% of 
goods  imported  from  the group of Eastern  countries 
by  the  United Sta tes  and  Canada  together  is  more 
extensive  than  that of the  purchases made by  the 
latter  from  their OECD partners taken  as a whole. 

. .  particularly  in  trade with North  America ami, by w y  

(l) Since 56 commodity  groups  have  been  selected,  the  values 
obtained  for  the..concentration  coefficients  will be between 
100 and 100 = 13,4 m 
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N A T O  U N C L A S S I F I E D  

TABLE XIII: DEGIGES OF CONCENTRATION OF TRADE ON THE: 

. .. . 

)th American  Exports I EEC Zxports  

tination 

'SSR 
zechoslo- 
akia 
3land 
mania 

n u n i s t  
ntries 

OECD 
ntries 

coeffi- coeffi- 
cient of destination ~ cient of 
concen-  concen- 
tration I tration 

l 
76,8 I - USSR I 45.7 

4768 I - Czechoslo- 
I vakia 

62,6 communist 
countries 

sr limit of  each  coefficient: 100.0 
sr limit of each  coefficient: *11.4 

T rr Nor-th American  Imports T 
origin 

- Czechoslo- 
vakia 

- Poland 
- Rumania 
All 
Communist 
countries 

All OECD 
countri'es 

coeffi- 
cient  of 
concen- 
tration 

55.1 

34,2 

38,2 
35.6 

27.9 

31 .l 

EEC Imports 

origin 

- USSR - Czechoslo- 
vakia 

- Poland 
- Rumania 
All 
communi S% 
countries 

All OECD 
countries 

coeffi- 
cient  of 
concen- 
tration 

40.1 

23.6 

28,l 
24.4 

23c8 

21.4 
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It should  also be mentioned  that while the  coefficient 
of concentration of Allied wcorts to  the  Communist 
countries  taken  as a whole is close  to  what  the 
average  coefficients would be if  applied  separately 
to  the  sales of the NATO countries  to  the  Soviet 
Union,  Czechoslovakia, Pola ld  and  Rumania,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  coefficient  established  for  imports 
by NATO member  countries from the Comunist countries 
taken.together  is  noticeably  lower  .than  the  figures 
for  Allied  purchases  from  these  four  Communist 
countries  considered  indiviaually,  This is  extremely 
noticeable  in  the  case of North  American  imports;  the 
explanation  for  this  may be that  each  Communist 
country sells on  Western  markets - and particularly 
on  the  North  American  market - articles which are 
varied  but  fairly  different  from one country of 
origin  to  another, 

- Lastly,  it is necessary  to  point  out  that  the  trade 
f lows  between  the EEC and. the  Communist  countries 
cover a gamut  of  commodities  which is wider  than 
that  in  the  case of dealis94s  between  North  America 
and the Communist  countries, T h i s  is  particularly 
noticeable  in  the  case  of  Allied  exports,  but  remains 
difficult  to  explain.  However,  it  is  possible  that 
sales by each of the EEC member countr2es  are  to  some 
extent  complementary;  in  %his  case,  it  would  not be 
surprising if the  degrees OP specialisation  in  the 
exports of the  latter  considered  individuaily'should 
be higher  than for the  Cornunity as a whole.  To make 
a more detailed  analysis, it would be necessary  to 
examine  the  degree of specialisation in its  trade 
with  the  East  of  each member of  the  &ropean Community, 
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