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The a ttached report has been pr epared mainl~ on the 
basis of OECD forei60 tl~de statistics ccmpiled by the 
International Staff ( 1) ; it consists of: 

- the r eport proper, which deals 'I'.'i th the pattern 
o~ f oreign trade between the NATO countr ies end 
the Communist countries in 19761 developments 
in 1977 end t.l-J.e outlook for 1978; . 

two Annexes, the first containing a de tailed 
analysis of trade between the NATO and 
Communi s t countries in 1976(2) e.nd the second 
consisting of a series of statist ical tables 
and graphs. 

SPECIAL NOTE 

Tables 3 to 5 inclusive, plus graphs, 'l'/ill be issued 
in English within the next few days. Meanwhile please refer to 
the French text (already distributed) for these. 

(Signed) J. BILLY 

NATO, 
1110 Brussels. 

AC/127-D/560 of 6th November, 1977 
Communist countries: 

Eastern Europe: Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria, R()!I!Bni a, 
Czechoslovakia and GDR 
USSR 
China 

Others: ft~bania, North Kor ea , Nor th Vietnam 
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TRADE BE:TWEEN THE NATO AND COMMUNIST COU1~TRIES IN 1916 
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Communist countries in 1976 

(i) NATO countries' expor ts 

(11) NATO countries' 1m!>orts 

(i11) Trade balance 

(iv) Ilia in Alliance eA'j)Orters and 
import~rs • 

(v) Deg:'se of dependance on tTade 

B. 1977 trends in trade between the NATO and 
the Communist c0\11ltries 

C. Outlook 

A. 

C. 

D. 

IU 

NATO cotL'ltries' trade with the lISSR 

NATO countries' trade with the '1:ast 
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Table III: 

Table IV: 

Table V: 

Graphs 
I-IV: 

Recaoltulatlon of the overall 
grow:;'..h o~ NATO cotmtrles' trade 
wI th the Communist countrIes and 
wi th the world ( exports) between 
1959 a."'ld 1976 

RecapItulation of total ~rth 
of NATO countr ies' t!-ade with 
the Communist countries and vi th 
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and 1976 

NATO countries I trade .... 1 th the 
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TRADE BE1WBBN _ NAro..lu'IID C~ST COUNTRIES IN 1916(4 ) 
• r;. 

This !"eport- sets out to ilnalY!le- the patt&1"ll or trade -
bp. ween the NATO and Commtmist countries in 1976, the trends 
in 1977 aneL t~e outlook f9r 1978~ I :t al·so has two Annexes, 
one conslstL"lg of a deta1J.ed analysIs of tl'ade in 1976 end the 
second providing a series of statistical tables. - -
A. PATTERN OF THADE BET':lEEN TH;:: NATO AND CO!-1MU!UST COUNTRIES nr 1970 

2. In.. 1976, trade between the -ATO and Col!l!ilUDlst 
countries (valued at ~40.3 millierd) grew ~y a modest 7:~ (2r, 
which was well belm .. t~e 1975 flgui"e of 19:$0. It vas in -marked 
ccntrast to the oyersll trade of member countries of t~,e 
Alli~~ce, which sho~ed a sharp -up~(3). __ This_decline in the 
growth, of trade was uIlevenly spread, with sales by the NATO 
group ($22.7 m11l1ard 1 falling sl1ght1y ("'1 ~~ ) end CO!llllftmbt 
sales ($17.7. millIard) rIsing sharply (+2<>%). ' The latter I s 
trade deflclt(4) consequently dropped !rom the. all-time ~gh 
of $8 3' mi1l1.ard in 1975 to ~5.0 milliard "rh11e their trade 
gap (4) with the OECD industrIalized market econo:IIY countrIes 
shrank trom $11.1 to $1.8 millIard. - . 

- -,..-
- (1) !!ATC countries:' e::;poz:ts 

3. Atter a dramatic rIse in 1975 (+78%), exports from 
Alliance countries to RUBsia (SB.9 milliard) rose by only a 
verI modest 3.5% In 19'16 solely due to en .1ncreaae..1n..Scviet 
North Amencan graIn purchases during the fIrst half Qf the 
year to compensate for tll!! poor 1915 ~est. Apart ,from -this, 
the remaining AllIed seJ.es - mainly capl tea goods and sem1-
manufactures · ... .:, to aU 'intents aDd purposes -marked tIae "(-1%), 
in cont rast to the 58% -rIse recorded the _previous year. Faced 
with the need to continue bIg grain impcrts end _re~1.t!S_ . __ 
trade _ gap~ecause of Its .debt burden Vis-A-vis the· capitalist 
countries, the SovIet union in '19i 6 halted the growth in Its 
purchases of ' lnclustrie l goods. HC7'lTever, -::he volUlM of the __ 
latter dId not go down because of t he stagnation 1ri the unit 
value (expressed in dollars) of nales by Alliance member 
countriest5-). 

(1) 1.11 referenCes to trade ben'leen the Fede:,al Republic of 
Germany and the Communist countries in this r eport include 

- -intra-German -era G- . Because iff the1.r- S11el:1'll:l-na1:ure. these 
t ransactions are not included ' in the Federal German foreign 
trade statistics or in those of t!le O;;;CD. The data In thls 
document comes from ~~irtschaft und StatlstikD. 
The low~st growth rate recorded since 1968. 
The overall t r ade of these countries "':mt from +45~ in 1975 
to +13~ ; In 1976. 
On a f~b-cif basIs. 
See Annex I, paragraph 2. 
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4. E.."qlOrts by I~ATO ~ountri~ s to Eastern EurO'De 
($11.9 milliard) showed an even ~maller ~crease in 1976 than 
in the previous year (2.7;:' as against 9.9; ;). This points to 
a continuation of the effort to hold down tile inCL'ease in 
convertible currency imports which was noted in 1975. At the 
same time, t.lle drop in 1976 in the average pZ-1.C9 (expressed 
in dollars) of sales by Alliance countries led to a slIght 
growth in the volume of East European purchases after the 
stagnation of 1975(1). 

5. The Alliance countr-i p.s I exports to China 
($1.7 milliard) registered a 2/' :; decline in 1'176· lIainly 
because the Chinese government was trying to balance 
its external payment s. 

(11) Imports by NATO countries 

6. The economic pick-up in the I.;ATO countries in 1976 
helped the Communist count r ies t o s eD _ considerably more on 
their mar~ets . ~orts by Soviet ~ussia (56 . 3 milliEL~ ) rose 
by 31 :"; (compared ~li t.'l gs; th3 pre'!i.ous year), mainl!' because 
of increased oil sales (2) • Thei l' volume increase was however 
lower, probably no more than 2~ ; , because of their enhanced 
un! t value. Imoorts by members of the Alliance from Eastern 

$9.4 milliard)' ex-panded by 15:~ in '!olume and value 
ii'i)€ired with 65-; in value in 1975. Lastly, AllIed buying from 

China ($1.2 milliard) was up by 19.-; (3~ it1. 1975). 

( 11i ) Trade balanc,!!. 

7. In 1976, the Communi s t countL'ies succeeded in 
narrowing their trade gap wi til the NATO countries, which the 
previous year had reach d an all-time high. The Soviet 
deficit dim1nished from $3 . 4 t o $2.1 millia~ while that of 
Eastern Europe as a whole also wen t down though only from 
$3.4 to i2.~ milliard ; a s before, Poland's t rade accounted for 
half the deficit. The Allied co~~~tries' trade SUT'Dlus with 
China went f r om $1. 2 m!llIcrd in 1975(3) ·~o only ro.4 milliard. 

(3) 

See .\nn~x I, paragrap~ S. 
According to Sovie t s tatis '~ics, saJ.e :: 0:: on t o r.::ember 
countries of i:he t..llia'1c l: rose: froo 3J . 1 mi l l ion tons in 
1975 t o 1. 0 oillion tons in ~ ':i7 6 (see Annex I, 
pa...-agraph 4). 
The f igu::'es in t hi s p.:lragraph co!:\e from '"!estern 
statisi:ics and are , ther-efor-0 , f ob-cif. 
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8. The COmElDist countries! traee deficit bas fallen 
mainly becwlse the value ot- their- sales has ris en taster than -
that of their urchases. However. special mention ' should be 
made . of the influence of price movements. In 1976. the Soviet 
Union apparently achieved a bi~ ~roveoe~t {appro~teiy 
.. -13M -in its ter llls o.r t rade (ezpressec in eollers); i1': the 
doilar prices of Sovie~ e~l~s . and importa had remained 
unchaDied1 the deficit vls~-v!s the me~rs ot the_Alliance 
would proDably have been $2'.9 lII1111ard in 1976. So the -
i mprovement in the ter~s of trade acc~unts torJ almost two~th1rds 
of the drop .. in the Soviet deficit. The ilI!provement in the 
terms' of trade had les s effect- in. the case of·~tern Europe 
where, ~~l'ressea ,in dollars, it was ' probably 'oYJ e:t5out ~. 
Be_ that. aa . it may, U the prices _ (~' doll-ars~ he.d .. eme.ined as 
before, the- areals trade- gap with the ' A111ance~ countr1es would 
have been $2 .65 milliard 1n 1976;- price movements', therefore, 
accountec1. for one-quarter of the reductic:;} in the area' s trade 
deficit. -J • 

9. In 1S'l6, the _ was again 

7 

the main su.pp11er of s foUm·red, 
as in 197·5, by the ;3'6ce. Sales-to those ' 
three · countries } • . and $3~' milliard 
respectively and account , 1'$ and 1 115~ . or 68~ -in allOt 
of total sales by the countries of the Alliance The Federal 
~~~~5i~~~ Italy and France. in that order. were the o . purChases totailing $5.9(2} $2 . 6 and 

__ $2,.2.....milliard or 332 •• ...1~Land 12.5% (60.~ i !!_allj of i!!lPo,!:ts 
by the NATO group of countries. 

(v) Degree of dep9ndenc e on ~rade 

10. In 1976 the irr;portance of the COllIOUl'..1st ccnm.tl'i.e s as 
trade outlets for the countries of the Alliance -rema:1ned -small ; 
the share o~ total exp'or..ts. from NATO courltries taken. by the 
Communist Cowlt l'ies 8JDOwlted to only 4.~. dl1Ch ~la8 rather 
less than the corresponding- figure-tor 1975 {5.1};H3).~ '!bis 
drop reflects the alight fall-off in 1976 in sides by .Alliance 
member countries to the CCV!J!!!tm-ist countries at a time WEltl 
overall NATO country exports wer.e cont1nu.i,ng to- expand. The 
Communist countries slightl:y improved-their position, as sup­
pliers to the J.llied countries (.!roLl 3.2,,1n 19r5 to -3 .• /I·~ ) ( 4). 
(1) ' The figure of $B . 6 mill~ara iriclUdes- sales to the dbk 

(.$1.7 milli ard)- s part of intra-German trade. 
(2) The figure. of $5 •. 9 milliard includes purchases from the 

GDR (~1.5 milHard) as part of intra-Ge-:-:na.n trade. 
See Annex II. Taole I 
See AnneA II, Table II 
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al though their contribution remained fairly i nsignHicant. 
Only Iceland obtained a comparatively large proportion (1 4%) of 
its imports from the East, mainly as a result of its special 
agreements with the Soviet Union to supply it with oil. 

11. On the other hand, the NATO group of countries are 
important trading partners for the COllllllUJlist world. In 1976 
they took 19% of Soviet and 2~ of East 1o..'uropean total exports; 
for imports, the corre5i>onding percentages were 2~ and 27~{ 1) , 
and they are believed to have accounted for 1a,/i of China' s 
exports and 28% of its i mports(2). 

12. The industrialized Capitalist countries as a ~ole 
supplied 41" of Russia's imports and took 31" of its exports; 
the corresponding figures for Eastern Europe \<fere 3~ and 
27'5'(3) • At the same time, wi thin the COllllllUnist grouping cer­
tain countries, Poland, for example(4) traded more than others. 
In the case of China, it seems that the ~ countries supplied 
~ of imports and took 4~ of exports (5) • These very high 
percentages are explained by Japan's leading pos ition aJ:IODg 
China's trading partners (6). 

13. In contrast wi th last year's trend(7), the share of 
the Allied countries, and more generally speaking that of the 
advanced market economy countries, in the total trade of the 
European ColillllUnist countries showed an upward t endency. This 
is mainly because the growth in trade be tween the Soviet Union 

(7) 

ources: v e , cs. 
Calculations ba sed on estimates of total Chinese trad e made 
by the CIA and published in "China Trade Reportn, Volume 
XV, December, 1977 . 
Source: GATT 1971 annual report. 
The developed market economy countrie s accounted for 51% 
of Poland's 1m{lorts and 34" of its exports in 1976 
(source: GATT) • 
Source: See note (2) to paragraph 11 ab ov e • 
In 1976, trade between Japan and China was a s follows : 
Japanese exports = $1,663 million; Japanese i mports = 
$1,371 million (source: OECD). 
According to GAT!', the share of the advanced warket economy 
countries in Soviet and East European foreign trade has 
developed as follows: 

Soviet and East European exports 
Soviet anj East European imports 

1974 -
32.5" 
38.~ 

12Z2 
27.fi}{, 
37.Y,l\ 
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1m 
29.1" 
37. 4% 
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and the East European countriec a:1d between those c:; .. ·.'t r ies and 
t he West has slowed do"m appreciably b:' comparison \>il th 1975. 
Intra-CpMECON(Europe) trac.9 expanded by 5OS:\ in 19.75 end by 
only 11%(1) in 1976. 

E. 18r '~ i1 ~ BEMP '!HE NATO AND THE e HPl~O rr S ~ _ 

14. During the first half of 19Fe' the imbalance in trace 
between the NATO and CommunIst countres was further reduced, 
wi t." exports from member cOunt.r!6S of t he Alliance ($11,077 
III1111on) dropping by . 5~ in colIIMl'ison wi th the corresponding 
period in 19'16 and sales by tb Ea-st .E1l1"cpeaL cQuntries 
(~, 957 million) gcing up sl1iiltly (+6.5"). :rrus led to , 8Il 
appreci~ble reduct~on _ i~ _~~ tra4e defi cit o~ the Co~ist 
contr~es, whiph, went. from J3,25j ml..llion III ,.ianuary to June 
191b ~o ,,2,120 million. 

15. During the seme .period, e~orts from Allied countries 
to the Soviet Union ($4,510 million) dropped 6% in co~!so~ 
nUl thli fIrst Iiiii£ of 1976. ;::. Thh fall-off was cauoed- by the 
big reduCtion (-36%) in buying on the North AmerIcan market(2) 
because of the halving of Sov iet grain purchases (3) • On the 
other band sales by the 1::ur:'pean member countries of the 
All1anca (4~ rose by 9"". J... extrapolation of the linear ten­
dencies observed since the se~ond half of 1975 suggests that 
for 197:7 as a whole export/S from the ~pean NATO countries 
may total about ~6. 5 milliard and North American exports !about 
$2.2 milliard(5). Rus s ian imports from the Alliance count l;."les 
should therefore amount to $8.7 milliard lIhich is a little 
below the 1976 figure of $8.9 l!Iil11ard. 

(1 ) 

-
Source: UN i col}omic nu:tietin ,-ior EUrOpe No, 29. Accora-
1ng to the estimates made by the Secretal'i" t of i;;il~ 
Economic Co~ission for b~rope in Genev~ , tnis f~l-off 
reflects a ~aller ~ise In .th~ volume of tr~sactions 
(plus ~ in 1976 as egai:nst' pl us 85t> in 1975 ) ~Ild above all 
much SIiUlller price r-ises in 1976 (+5 .~) than 1n 1975 '. 
(+20%). 
See Annex II, Table V. 
Soviet grain purchases in !lorth America dropped from 
$1 ,262 million L'1 the first half of 1976 to ~52 million 
during the first h:l.lf of 1977. 

ell Alu ex TI, Tabl~-V .--. - - -. ---- ---
~t there is a large measure of uncertainty over the , 
likely value of Soviet grain purchases during the "las.t 
three months of 1977. 

,. ~ .. s.. r LE-D. 
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16. Fm o Janu... ry to June 19T1 , Soviet sale s on Alliance 
markets ($3 ,424 Dil l i on ) ro s e by a modest 5% . This probably 
reveals a f cll-off i n tl:e vol1l!!le of trade since the prices of 
certain t r aditional So.,,;;'e t exports .... ere notably higher(1). 
For the whole year, the v alue of Soviet sales on Allianca 
markets could be i1'1 the re~ OIl of m. 3 milliard , which would 
be a 6% improvement on 1970 . This means that SWiet Russi,a' s 
trade gap with the membe r countries of the Alliance wculd be 
around $1. ~ milli erd i n 19 /7 a s against 112.1 milliu-d the year 
be ~ore. 

17. During the firs "t six months of 1977, Alliance 
countries' exports to Eastern Euror ('5,833 million) rose by 
only~. This is l ar gel. Y the resu t Mr ef.forts by these 
countries to cut back their convertible currency purchases by 
lI!eans of increased c entral ized import restrictions and the 
reduction of non-essen t ial purchases. Judging from the linear 
tendencies obs erved fro u July 1975 to June 1977 . deliveries by 
J;uropean NATO countrie s could amount for the vlhole of 1977 t o 
some $10.8 II!illiard and North American sales to aro~~ $1. 2 
millia rd. Total s al e s by membe r countries of the Alliance 
would therefore be $12.0 milliard .. hich is comparablp. \n th the 
1976 performance ($1, . 9 millia rd). 

1A . During the s ane half-yea r , i o? orts by NATO COU!ltries 
from Eastern Europe ( $ ~ . 860 million) ro s e by 8%; the fi gure for 
the year a s a whol e is likely to be about 7'i~ , ,.mich means that 
the value for these imports would be $10.1 milliard. 30 the 
East European trade gap could come to $1.9 milliar~ in 1977 as 
against $2. 4 mi l liard in 1976. 

19. All in al l , ~:t.TO countrie s' exports t o the ::uro~an 
Communis t countries could total f,20. 7 millia rd i n 19'fl Ii! the 
sales bY those countri es to the Alliance group coming to 
around $17. l: milliard . Thi s would put the co mbiLed Soviet 
Ul11on/Eastern EUI~pe tra 1e gap at arc~~d $3 .} milliard (as 
aga inst $4.5 mil lia rd i n 1976). On the strength of the trends 
recorded between July 1975 and JU1'le 1977, sales by QECD 
countrie s to the People 1s Republics could total between $29.0 
and 1129.5 c:illiard i n ~977 ana the.'. r purchases between $24.0 
and $24.5 milliard. The Soviet and East Europe An trade gap 
with the non-Communis t i~dustrialized co~~ri~s would conse­
quently be about $5 raill i:l r d (as compared ~Ii th ~6. 6 millia rd 
in 1976). 

(i' It s eems, tor exenple , thet the Russ~ans nave 1ri~reased 
the price of their oil deliveries by 1~~ : moreover, during 
the f i rst six mont hs of 1977 , the wor ld pri ces f wood 
rose by 19"~ i n c OIJPar i son wi th t h e s ame period of 1976. 
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20. Between J a."1uary and June 1917, Alliance countries' 
sales to China ($614 million) slumped by 45%; this trend re­
flects the completion of transact1on~connectcd·w1~~fg con­
tracts~ for - tbe supply of ind~strial plant conclud~ in. 1973 
and 1974 and also the government's "determination"td restrict 
ioports which have to be paid for in foreign currenCy with a 
view to redress1ng the .external paycents situation. Apart 
fro!ll Canada(1), the fal1-off~in sales by -oembers of the 
Alliance will probably continue, thx.:pugbout p1e -year wfth 
Chinese purChases from these couatries ' aoounting to approxi­
mately j1. 3 milliard in 1977. During, the ftrst sbc 'onths of 

, the year, purchase s oy the Jtllied countries (l618 -million) 
rose oy a modest 3.5% ~d this trend, probably cont~~ed -
throughout the year, which woUld . put Chinese sal:es in the 
region of $1.3 milliard. So in 1917 China was ,probably able 
to balance its trade with the NATO group of countries after 
experiencing a defi::it of e425 million in 191~. '-

21. The incomplete 1nform~tion available end an extra­
polation of trends would suggest that Chinese buying from the 
OECD countri es could reach a total of $3.3 milliard in 1977 
and sales to the same countries a tote]: of $3.0 milliard . 
China I s trade gap ,,_1. th the non-Communist developed countries 
would thus stDlld at around $300 mll10n, as compared with 
1l85/i millio;"! the year bef ore(2). 

C. OUTLOOK 

(i) Trade with the Soviet Union and ~astern ~pe 

22. To achieve the productivity gains necessary fo r 
their econooic growth, the -European COIIll:runist co~tries will 
continue to depend to some extent on 1"estern technology. It 
may therefore be expected that tbeir imports of equipuent end 
semi-finished goods from the \test, and particularlY-fro m the 
member countries of the Alliance, will remain substantial. 

23. In the case ot Soviet Russia, flagging output in 
some Western Siberian. deposits will probably result L. -large 
orders being placed for -Western equlp1:1en t to reactivate the 
workings; certain -sources(3) consider that -.uch orders coUld 

__ aunt to ~1 milli~~ I 1& expectea...tba.t...otba O1'ders wi 11 
be linked wi th th e !1evelopment of off-shore 011 drl1~ing and 

(1 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

canadian sates-Will prObabiy rIse aurIng the se~ond half 
of the ye ar a s . a re~t of the Chinese order - placed in 
June for three Dillion tons of ..oeat : - . 
It is worth remembering', however, thilt Hong Kopg and, to 
a lesser extent, Singapore, are important sources of 
foreign e:cchrulge- 1"or the Chinese economy. 
Source; "Business Week", 17.10.77. A ,400 i:l1111on co ntract 
for the supply of equipment of this type i s cl.so currently 
under negotiati-on .... i-th French- f-irOl-s (SOur.ce: nLe Figaro~, 
29.7.77). 
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the Russians are also potential purchasers of gas-line pumping 
equipment. In a different area altogether, the preparations 
for the Olympic Games in Moscow are likely to generate large­
scale buying by the Soviet Union. So far, the contracts 
connected with the Games are reported to be worth e1 
milliard(1) • 

24. Grain transactions "'ill again be an important element 
of East-Vest tr-de in 1978. Because of the indifferent 1977 
harvest (2) , the Russians will have to import large quantities, 
perhaps as much as 20 million tons, mainly from the United 
S~ates. For the period Octooor 1977 to September 1978 the 
United States bas raised the cei~ing for Soviet purchases with­
out prior consult~tions from 8 to 15 million tons. In Eastern 
Europe, Poland may purchase 3.5 million tons of grain from the 
United States (as compared with 2.4 million tons in 1976 and 
1977) and the GDR 2 :nillion tens (2.3 in 1976 and 1977)('). 

25. SprIng 1978 should see the start of the EEC-COf·mCO N 
negotiations for an agreenent on economic co-operation. The 
outcome of cuch discussions is bound to be lic1ted however as 
the two bodies do not see eye- to··eye on the scope of such an 
agreement. COI1r::CON s eems to wa.."lt a comprehensive agreement 
with commercial provisions , while the EEC wIshes to consIder 
commercial issues separately with each of the Co=n1st 
countries and to restrict its dealing s with COMECOn per se 
to specific fields such as exchanges of infor~tion. 

26. In all likelihood, Western credits , and particularly 
officially-backed credits, will continue to play an important 
rOle in the expansion of i1est ern exports. The recent gr=~ing 
by Italy of a credit line of $650 million to the Soviet Uruon 
is worth noting, and so too is the grant of self-aoortizing 
credits for specific projects reimbursable in kind. According 
to the Secretariat of the United Nations Economic Co=ission 
for Europe, the total of such publicly-announced l oans for the 
period 1976 to 1980 is $12 cilliard (of which $i O c111iard are 
for the Soviet Union)( !I). A yearly average of 2.4 millIard 
dollars-worth of }lest-::::uropean and North American sales are 
therefore generated by credits of this type. 

ouree: - I . 

Accordi~ to a recent statement by the ChaiI"I:lan of the 
GOSPLAN (see the 16.12.77. issue of "Le Monde"')' the 1977 
harvest was 195.5 million tons. 
Source: n East-~rest Trade News", 2.11.77. 
Source: United Nations Economic Conmission fir surope 
Economic Bulletin No. 29. The data cover the Western 
ccuntries as a whole and not Just the members of the 
Alliance . 
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27. But the corollary to these_ Viestern facilities is the 
growing debt burden of the :european ComDJm1st cOUll-tries. 
Expressed in net tertlS, at the end of 1976 this in debtedness­
stood ' at bj:!tween $32 and .35 milllai-d accord1-nt to the EconOmic 
COIIII:IIstion , for :F.':lrope ald at app:rC}xlpatel~ ~40- mil.-iJ.~rd accord­
Ing to QOs't other so'tJrces. The confldence- of Western- bankers 
111 ttle Europe~~ C0IJIrul11st countr1:es -as buyers ,:se_e .t9 _ have 
increased 1.n 'recent ::lontils. Sowever, -ror ·certain countrIes ... 
such as - Pola.."lj ar..d Bulg~rla, tile debt -servlci:Jgj convertibie. 
currency earning ratIo !teems to have r_ach'ed the l1ijllt or- whS.t 
15 acceptable. ". - J 

28-. 1.5 a result, SOviet and Ea:st Europe_all 1mports will 
depelld 'more and mo~e pn theIr expprt ~arw.ligs on V.estern 
markets. M. st of the countries in, the area (particul~y . 
Poland and Hungary) are strIving- 'to r t!~and their _-!!siern sal.ea 
by dlrectlng 'Qore L"lveatcent~to export~seetcrs or ~troducing 
n;easures d'e!:i~ed to encourage the _proliUct1'l)n ot' eXpOrtable ' 
goods and the 1tIprovemerl't'. of markl!t1pg. But- these measures, 
and especially those -ror the adjustQent of:~~6duct10~, oay 
be_ar .. tr\lit only gradually. In the lmmedlate future, the -
develoPoent of the value of Eastern ables to the Vest wlll. -
dep~d mainly on Weste!D decand ~"la- price movements. Lastly. 
doubts remain over ttle fUture eXportable Soviet on- SIlrpluses. 

29; In the abert/medium term, transactions governed by 
clear~a~reeoents are likely to become more laportant be- -
caLIse . ~I):nmunlst countr!es are ' 1Qc!,eas~ngly i ncl1ne-d to 
IlDk their "urchases with arrangeQ8Dts of this kind('!). In­
the longer . nm, the future ot such operations is more _proble­
matical sillce they have dra\olbacks for tl;Ie "-'estern. partners in 
that they tend to r .. -ute trade fiexib1l1ty in" a way which is 
incompatible \oIi th cl: ;,.,. iing western demand and to curtail ,_ 
c~m~etition; they _are hamp~d _by the l1cited No!th- Aoer1can _ 
and West Eul' opean de= t .or tne gooos offered(2) an , .flis t1.y, 
they are liable to 'Pushout the small-and medium-sJ.zed firms 
which on their own are rarely capable of marketing the goods 
recei ved in excha.r.ge for ... >hat they supply to the COEm"n i st 
countries. 
(1 j 

(2) 

clearIng agreeoents accoun~ror an average of between 25 
and 30% 0 the value of the big contr~ct~ negotiated 
recently. (Source : United Nations Economic Bulletin for 
Europe, No. 29). . 
There Is, for example, an excess offer of jron pellets 
(project Oskol between German acd SOviet enterprIses) and 
of il~n ore (proJect Kost~s between Finland and the 
Soviet Union) _( source: AC/127-WP /5.35) • !1oreover-, the ';lest 
European cheQ1cal inaustty federa~ons are increasingly 
conce.med o-ITer Soviet bloc deliveries of chemical goods, 
particularly f ertilizers. The :Buropean Community Iaay be­
come responsible for superviSing clearing agreements in 
this area. (FL~ancial Times, 19.10.77). 
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(11) Trade wi th China 

30. All the inform ti on ava! lable confircs the intention 
of the new Chinese rulers to open up their COlmtry more tully 
to ~!estern and Japane se imports. But in the 1=ediate fUture 
any bie resumption cf buying by China seems improbable because 
no large-scale equipment contracts like those concluded in 
1973 and 1974 have ye t been s igned(1). Furthermore . the f act 
that China was obliged in 1977 to import enoI'LlDUS quantities 
of grain(2) may Iilean that for the time being no i mporlant 
industrial orders will be pla ced because of the continuing 
tight repaYQents situation. 

31. Despite a global trading surplus of some $900 million 
in 1976 and a probably even h1e;her one in 1977. ChL"la's 
financial posi ticn recains precarious ; al tboueh its r e serves do 
not exceed /&2 c1lliard its "deferred payoents" reiJ:lbursement 
cowaitcents probably eoounted to e1.5 milliard in 1977(3). 
The government still s eems reluctant to take full advantage of 
Western financial facilities ~"ld nothing has come of the 
rumours of a possible £1 milliard loan which circulated L"l 
London banking circles a f ew months ago. At pre sent, the 
Chinese seem. as in the past. to accept only the "deferred pay­
Llents" system a.'ld t o have l imitej recourse to certain short 
term operations such a s renewable inter-bank deposits • . 

32. The long-tero trade agreement under negotiation 
(which may be signed early in 1978) between China and Jailan(4) 
may well reinforce the latter' s already leading 1IOsition in 
Chinese foreign trade. However. the Chinese also seem set on 
eJq)and!ng their trade with Western Europe. After eJq)lan.atory 
talks early in 1977. the Europe nn Commission sent its member 
cOlmtries a draft negotiating mandate whi ch eay open tt.e way to 
the signing of a non-preferential trade agreeoent be~·,een the 
I:EC and China . 
{1, 

(2) 

( 4 ) 

chlIiese IliiPorts of compiete inllUstrlat piant :l!l WI3 ana 
1974 were worth /&2.3 millia rd and only _0. 5 milliard in 
1975 and 1976 (Source: Far Eastern Economi c Review, 
19.8.77). 
According to the Financial Tices (20 . 7 .77 ) China ordered 
11.8 million tons of gra in for delivery betwean January 
1977 and August 1978. 
Sources: "China Trade Repor t". October 1977 and "East 
West Trade News " 6.7 . 77. Furthermore. according to the BIS 
statistics published by the "Far Eastern Economi c Review· 
on 26 .8.77. China had a debt of $500 million on the London 
inter-bruL~ m~rket. 
Under t~~ t e r ms of this agreement. between 1978 and 1982 
China will supply ,-apan wi th oil and coal in ex chang e for 
equipcent and serili-oanufactures. According to "Le Monde" 
(4-5 .12.77.) J apan will deliver 15 million tons of oil 
in 1982. 
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, -
Tf-ADE BE'nu:ml THE 11k1 PlID THE IjOMMUNIST COUNTRIES IN- 197-6: 

~ olm'l'ttY STl'tlrts 

A. J!ATO C9tJNTRIF.S' TRATW !I.TH THE USSR 
(i) Export..:!. 

! 
... 

1 . In 1976, and especiall.y- during the first six mOil~hs 
of that year., the Soviet Union, continued to buy fTe.in f rom 
the Uni t.e4l .. .sta.:tes .and;Cana~ .tn .~.:~t1t1es .', -ofi.s the 
indifferent 1975 haP""es~¥. ' other- hand t~e Russians 
curtailed imports. of capital equipcent and semi-m~LUfactures 
t/ith_ th!! r~suJ:~_j;hat there was a ~P of 5% in NATO European 
countries sal-es t~o,Q78 m n on , i rli c compriSe mal "fUY - -
these goods, after an increase of 52" in 1975(2'). 

2. The trend in the volume of trade seems to have bean 
simiiar~ to- that- dc5cribedal)ove.~The iriift v ue, iii . ~ te 
States doHars, of Allied eXports dropped by around, -i;-5!;j t he 
arop In ren t erms was therefore around 6%. This figure is 
in marked contrast to the 1975 one of -55%(3). However, 
leaving aside United States and Canadian sales of grain, 
whicr. ~uctuete greatly, it emarges that the unit value of 
sales by NATO member countries droppea~DY 1% in 1976; this 
means-that theiT volume-~ _S-M.:.l.{-4-) .• - Thl> ,. 

(2) 

cco 0 ov e s a _s C8, ur 1e I c en 
year 11 •. million. tons o!. ,grain (2.0 million t ,ons of 
wheat and 9.9 millIon tons o'f maize) were imDorted from 
the United States and 2.0 million tons o· '~heat from 
Canada. - l' -

It should however be noted that in 1976 sales of capital 
equipment and semi-finished goods (SITC Itecs 5 to 7) by 
the United States ($759 million) continued to rise 
~+ 18%) bU"J; at a much slower tempo than in 1975 (+ 13·05V). 
,Source: US Department of Co~~erce). 
See C-M(77)12, Annex I, paragraph 3. 
However, the estimates of the development of unit value 
and of the vol~e of transactions deduced irOD it are 
subject to a fairly wide margin of error f or statistical 
reasons and so can only provide no appro~ation. III 
this study the estimates have been arrived at by consider­
ing the growth of t he unit values, e7.pressed in ~tiorull 
currency, of the ~otal sales of capital equipment and 
semi-manufactures t o the Soviet Union by the ~~ 
Alli&nce country e:qlorters and then weighting the 
results with t he individual shares of t hese exporting 
countries in the Soviet market in 1975. Lastly, the 
figures obtained have been corrected to allm'! fo r 
vary~ de[ r ees of depreciation in 1976 of the United 
States dollar in relation to the currencies of the other 

, AIIies. - ~- -----~.----, --
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AlmEX I to - 2-
lC71?1-!f7550 
str1kingly dif ferent from the previous trend ; in 1974 the 
increase in real terms in Soviet purchases was between 15 and 
20% end in 1975 40%(1). 

TABLE I 

GRAIN SALES BY NORTH .AI1ERIC~ NATO COtJNTRIES TO Tim 
~OVThT OIltON n'l 1 ~_5 apd '916 

(millions of ~ US) 

i -----... _ _ Period Jan./ July/ 
: Exportilig- ___ Total June Dec. Total 
I country - -. 1975 1976 1976 1976 

I 

United States 1113 936 423 1359 

Canada 354 326 139 465 

NATO America 1467 1262 562 182l:--
Sources: United States: US Department of Commerce 

Canada Data proVided by the Canadian 
Delegation 

(1) See e-M(ri}12 , Annex t , par agraph 3. 
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• 
3. ktlart !~1cm Portuguese ..sales, _which trebl~d lIh11e 

remail'iing SIIIcl.l in absolute tenas.. (_55 mUli'on),. ;;ho_ highest 
growth rate rej?iistered was f or :..lnited stateS ($2~300 tlill1on) 
and Canadian ('541~ mill1on.) -.exports which rose by 25 and 35~5 
respectively. · Conseq\$ntlY'r the r:orth American share:in 
sales 1?Y All'ied countries to Soviet Russia cont.1nued to 'grow 
in 19'16 (26'; -in 1975 to 325'). iIn Eurooe there. was a Sha.rn 
drop in exp0:'ts -by BelgiUII (-16~~), Iceiand (-31,.), -
Netherls.nds (-17%) and NOniai' (-2~). Tbe pattern of Russian 
purchases from its main Allied ~pliers in 2Uro e v1=. the 
Federal Republic of Germany (~,684 mUlion ' , France <_1,119 
million), pta±y (~3 .IIU1.1o~ and. the Un.tted Kingdom ($432 
mH.l1on) evol.v.ed -similarly L"1 ea ch case, being slightly lower 
th:>.n til 1975 (by ~ for Prance arid 71> for the United Kingdom). 

" 
( 11) Iinports 

4. NI..TO country imports froc the USSR in 1976 ($6.866 
million) regi-stered a sharp U{Jturn nising ~ 31 )~ ,coi.llpered with 
9% in 1975. Heasured in re.al terLfS. -:the i.ncr ease WErS around 
20% or twice that of the pr.evious' vear (1) . . ~his 1"llpl expana10n 
is exp"1ained almost entirely by a .further increase in $olr1e.t 
011 sales Which rose froo:! ·30.1 millien -rona· ill 1..975 Jto. 4:1.0 
mil"l.ion tons i.e. by 36)~ (2). In "1976 the .v:alue. o:f oil :In. total 
Soviet -t>xports to 'ATO meI;lber coulltr.1es rose to ·55~ (a s ~a1na.t 
48Jl. in ~ 975 ).(3) • - . 

~ 

5. The European members of the Alliance took 9&''<I 
($6,58~ illion) of NAT countries' ~rts ~roo the Us&~. 
The Federal Republic of Germany, It y, the Unlted- ltfiigOOm and 
France, in that order , weI-e t.he best custolllers ,_ aEE...ounting 

(1 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

The rIse In the Uiiit value ~1 S~ret exports In -~ 9,{6 Eis 
been estimated at 1~o; this !iIDlr.e is b.asei1 on a c:.OIil­
parisen -betwe.en the change. in value and 1:1. volumel of oil 
sales on the J.llied markets as well as on available infor­
cation on the world prices for the other main products 
1MIk'1ng up Sov i~t ~al'il5 . -- - The- -inc reese- -in--reel- -1:&l'!!1S:- in-
1975 of Allied procurements troD .SOViet Ru.8sla has been 
estimated at be~teen 5 end 10,; (see C-K(77)12, Annex I, 
par~aph 6). 
Source: Sov iet data publiShed in ~The Oil ~d Gas Journal", 
15.8.77_ I ::lports of 011 from the ·-Col!llilUJlist c~les by 
NArD countries '1,111 be deal t ~Ji th"" in dete1l in th~ ~conocic 
Directorate's J..nnual neport on this subject. . 
Percentages bused on S~~iet statistics. 
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betvaen thew for 75~ of Alliance countries' total iDports. 
Imports by Gerazuy (~1,702 million), Italy ($1,355 Eilli~) and 
the United Kingdom ($1 ,193 million) sh~~ed a sharp rise of 31~, 
55~ and ~ respectively which 1s in ~arked cont~st to the 
small rise, and in the case of the United Kingdom, the drop 
recorded in 1975. By contrast, Soviet exports to France ($915 
million) rose appreciably less in 1976 (+1~) than in 1975 
~ +31~~) • For North American purchases there was a drop of 13% 
~27% in 1975) in United States 1mporta ($221 million). 

(iii) Trade balance 

6. Because exports expanded much faster than imports, 
in 1976 the Soviet Union was able to narrow its tra de gap with 
the NATO countries to $2,063 million (_',380 million in 1975). 
If the gap still recains wide this is chiefly because the trade 
imbalance With North ADerica (~2,574 millions; ~ million in 
Canada's favour nnd $2,087 million in the United States' 
favour) was even higher than in 1975(1). 

7. On the other hand, the European me:nbers of the 
Alliance, who had a surplus of ~1 ,423 million in 1975 found 
themselves wi t.h a doefici t ("If $512 million in 1976. Of these 
countries, only the Federal Republic 0: Germany and France 
achieved surpluses (~983 million ~,d J204 million respectively) 
~ich are, incidentaily, appreciably below last year's perfor­
mance (_1,530 million and $375 D1llion respectively). The 
United Kingdom's traditional deficit further increa sed from 
$426 million in 1975 to $761 million in 1976. 

B. NATO COtTh~' TRADE ~iI TH TID! EAST EUROPEt.N COUNTRIf:S 

(i) Exports 

8. Export s by the :.'ATO countries in 1976 were ~11 ,865 
million, or 52% of al.l A12ied sales to the Comounist countries 
as a whole(2); the r a te c f growth was extremely modest (2.7%) 
and well below the 1975 figure of 9.~. It would seem, 

(1 ) 

(2) 

i'ne correspond! g fleur e s In 1 ~i?5 Showed a j, .563 
o111ion surplus for the United States a., d a ~374 million 
surplus f or Canada. 
By way of comparison, sales to Soviet Russia and China 
a ccounted f or 39% nnd 7% respectively of Allied exports 
to the COlJ:JUList countries. 
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however, that in feal tem~_ the trend of business- was sllglitly 
~f<ferent for, ,af'\:er stagnating in 19'i'5, proc:::recents ~ 
E£'stern El.1rope apparently \lent up s11&11-:;ly, by around S,s in 
1976(1). . 

9. Imports by the~East European countri,es did not _ 
develop ¥D1formly, purchases by Czecbosl~akia (~j.622 mi~!on) 
picked. up_very well (froc . 4% in 1915 to 16.5j i!l 1976,) l. and 
those of the GDR ($2(505 milHon).grew slightly at -ttie- same 
rate as in 197 5J (11 ~ J • At the _ same time, Allied. exports to 
Polanc;l. (.4.093 !!lillian) marked tillle ai'tlfr_ ~ising by t6~ in 
1975. The same trend was noticeable for tne lsecond year ' 
running in the case of Hungary ' (,,1,288 cUllon) and Roi:lan1a 
($1,619 million). Bulgarian imports (.737 ~m1ll1an) al~ed 
badly (-1~). ' , . 

10. In 1976 the Federal Republic 01 Gemany a,ga1n had 
the best supplier record with its L5% share renei n1n;s virtually 
uncbanged because of the stagnatipn 01 s~~es <'5,255 m1ll1an)(2). 
France. whos~ exporte (.1.616.,million) were up by 11%, con­
firmed ' its position as the second Clost 1z;portent ,suppller- with 
a total share of 14% • . United states! deliveries ($1.194 _ 
mil~on) registered a high (26%) level of growth. and ret/laced 
the former third runneX'MlP Italy. whose sales ($982 !Jillion) 
fell by 1~. East European ' i/lli'orts from tho :Inited Ki:l3dom 
Here down 10% (1749 million) ,. . - , 

(11) Imports 

11 • Imports by RATe countrle a , from 'Eastern Europa in 
1976 ($9.448 ' mll110n or 53% of all /.:Lliance procurements from 
the. C.ocmnm1st countr~ea)(3) ,·ro.e by ~~. !ro~ one year to -the 
next, as cotIpared with 6% in 1915. In real terma., the ciove­
ment~was even more marked'; atter tw BL1cceS8ive~ years-.()! .stag­
nation the volume rise in Eaat i!uropean exports in .1976 W3S • 

(1 j 

(2) 

(3) 

• . . 
In 1975, the rIse Ll the unli value of iSst 1.uropean 
imports has been estimated at 1~ (see C-M(77)1Z, Annex I, 
paragraph 9). On the basiS of calculations identical 
with-those descF1bed-in-paragf'ep~bo¥e , ha5-be' 
estlll1l.ted that the unit value in 1976 (expressed in US 
dollars) of East European procurements droppeu ' by 2.3%. 
Of which 1,694 dollars-worth went to the GDR a s part of 
intra-German trade . 
Imports from Soviet Russia and China accoul1ted f o.r 39% 
and 7% respectively oi purchases by Alliance cou.~tries 
fro m +.he Communist countries as a whole. 
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equal to the rise in value < 1) • This development was probably 
helped by the economic pick-up and the active stockpiling which 
occurred in 1976(2). 

12. Poland, whose sales <112,796 million) were up by 1?')D, 
remained the NATO countrIes' lead1~ supplIer; its share in 
Eastern Europe's exports to the NAlO countries was 29";, the 
same' as in 1975. Sales by Bulgaria (~ million) and Romania 
(,1,632 million) showed the most rapid recovery with an in­
crease of 3~ and 22% respectively, compared witb a growth of 
~ 2nd a drop of ~ respectively in 1975. The 1 l l.% increase in 
the value of Hungary' s e~-ports (111,076 million) is in contrast 
with the drop of ~ raported in 1975. On the other hand, 
allied procurements in Czechoslovakia ($1,261 million) grew by 
only a modest ~, the saJlle as last year. Imports froe the GDR 
totalled 112,273 eillion (+13%). 

13. Of the NATO countries, the FRG remained l:astern 
Europe's best customer : Its Imports ('3,853 011110n)(3) were 
up 1~ and accounted for 41% of such lcports by the ~.ATO 
countries taken as a whole. France purchased 1,OSO million 
dollars-werth of goods, a rise of 1~, while purchases by 
Italy ($1,096 Dillion) and the United Kingdom (t676 million) 
registered a lower grmo[th rate of 5% and 8"" respect! vP~y. 
UnI";ed States purchases froe Eastern 1'urope ($61f3 million) 
ro 8'l sharply by 35% after the 12"fo drop recorded in 1975. 

'i11) Trade balance 

'4. In 1976 Czechoslovakia's defltit Increased from $204 
milli~. to _361 million, while that of the GDR ($233 million) 
x:emainll". at roughly tbe sane level as the year before. At the 
same tillt-, ROLlBl1ia went froe a defici t of ~87 million in 'j 975 
lo a small. 1Ull>1us <_13 million) and al tbough it re~ned the 
biggest, kl.and' s trade gap narrowed significantly, from 
_",706 ell:':on to t1,293 million. The Bulgarian and Hungarian 
dafici ts al~ shrank from ~580 o1111on and _361 million in 
1975 to 332e 'Uld $212 million. 

(1 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

Iva.!.la6ie !ilformatlon for ~976 woUld seee to tndicate 
tila~ the r:se in the unit ,"alue of Alliance country 
il:l?Gr~s freo Eastern EuroPE was nil. 
J.c~ordng 'to the (LCD, stock movements in 1976 accOUDted 
fo." c~ of u.e average 5.576 growth of GNP in the seven 
m21!l :ountries of the Allla:lce. 
OJ W!ch ~1, 538 cane from ';he GDR as part of intra­
GOJ!:l8."l trade. 
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15. The FRG''S traditional- surplus Showed an spprecie.Dle 
arop. t o ~1 -,402 million(1 ) - m , 1976- from-the 1975- figure of 
$1,956. As for the other Allied countrie'S which bad good ' sur­
pl uses, th;at of the tmited- ~a-te'S went up noticeably ; from- f;472 
million to $551 c1llion, while ' France's surplus- (jil536'lIil1ion) 
remained practicallY tne same • . Italy, however, re&istered a 
deficH of ~11 4 million sftel" its 1975 IlUrplus of .106~ m1ll1on. 
The trade gaps of Denmark and 'l'urkey further wiaea(!d ·-{from _ 
$108 million ar.d $121 million to $130 and $145 million 
re specti vel y ) • 

C. NATO COtil~RlES ,TRft.DE ~!ITH CHINA ~-- ~ ... _-i-..~ 

(i) Ixporcs _ __ _ 

16. In 1976 -exports by members of the Alliance to China 
($1,676 rullion) dropp~d by 24", This b'ig reduction, which 
was also a feature of ~apan's salesJZ), refiects Chinn 's- . 
docestic difficultias in 1976 and the ,{forts of its· lUlers _ to 
limit tlie deterioratl~n of the external paymeats situation-

17. ":Uh an increase 0 1~1.n... the value -of ita. st>~es -
(~623 million), the FRG in 1976 reinforCed- its leading position 
among the ' NA'ro countr.1esl its share- of overall Alliance sales 
went f ro :!!' 2lf1.; in 1975 to '37% . French expoF-ts. (~~55 llI111ion), 
the second largest , went down slightly while lta1y al'ld the 
United Kingdom (with $127 and $125 milion respective1y) showed 
a more marked decline of 12% and 30% respectively. Lastly, 
Chinese. purchc ses..fro.Ja tho Unite.d--S.tates ($U6 .. millionj W'er~ 
halved for the second year running.~ - . 

(ii) Imports 

18. 11ter more or less marking time in 1975 (y3%) , 
imports by the member cour.t ries of the Alliance from the 
Chinese People ' s Republic registered a fairly big~ rise in 1976 
to ~1 ,251 million (+199~) . J.!ost of China's exports went to the 
FP.G ($271 million) end then the Unit pd state.s (:$202 ' million), 
France ($194 -million), the Unit«i -Kingdom ($156 llI1ilion,) and 
Italy (~155 million). 

(iii) Trade balance 

19. The ~rA'l'O cOUlitries' trad1.~ surplus dr.oppetl sharply 
in 1976 from the 1975 figure- of $1,168 1II11uon to ~425 mllion. 
The Chinese almost succeeded" in br1.ng1ng their trade w1:th 
North America back into balance by ..re~c1ng ~-.!!~icit. with 
(1) InciUding $156 mIlllon from the GDk as part of ihtra-

German trade. ' -
(2) In 1976 Japan's sales to China ($1,663 million)' ~lere down 

by 26%. i.e. almost the same percentage as for the Allied 
countries (souree: . OECD) -. ---- -----
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Canada from '315 to e110 million and by achieving a surplus of ,66 II1l1ien in their dl'allngs with the United States (as coc­
pared with a deficit of $145 milli on in 1975). The surplus 
earned by the European NATO countries also went do'olll sharply 
(from no? million in 1575 to $381), a drop which wa s solely 
attributable to the Federal Repub11c of Gennany and France 
(.352 and '160 million respectively); all the other countries 
in the ,roup1ng either balanced t l'leir trade or showed a SIiIall 
deficit. 

D. NJ.TO COUNTRIES' TRADE ~ !I TH '!HE 0'mER COMMUNIST 
COONTkItS(1) (Z)(j) 

(i) Exports 

20. After a drop of 3O~ in 1975 , exports f roc the NATO 
countries t o the other C o~unist countries ($208 million) 
dropped again in 1976 by 1 5~ . This mainly reflects the drop 
in Allied sale s to North Korea (from $144 million to $91 
million), perticula rly the exports of the Federal Republic of 
Geroany and Denoark which plummeted from ~6 and ~O m lllon 
to f,42 and '2 million. Albanian purchases (e38 million) fell 
by 3~ and came mainly f ro m Italy. F"..1rChases by North Vietnam 
(also $38 million) went down 17% mainly because of the halt in 
Norwegian deliveries, which were worth e18 million L~ 1975. 
Lastly, French sales almost doubled from $13 to $23 
m1111on(4) • 

(1) 

(2) 

t3) 

( 4) 

The term Rother e oiiiliiUIilst countries& refe rs to 1l1 uania,. 
NGrth Kor t: a and North Vietnam . 
The countH statistics used in this secti on nre taken from 
those col~cted by the Bureau of Intelligence and Research. 
(Source : Bureau of I ntell i gence and Research, Report No. 
872 of 28th Octo be r, 1977 and 635 of 30th Noveu ber, 19'76). 
The OECD series from which the f i gures in document 
AC/127-D/560 are taken show a figure of $284 million for 
United States sales in 1975, a figure which did not appe ar 
previously in the statistics of that prganiza-I;.i on used in 
the drafting of docucent AC/127-D/538. Since it has not 
been possible to i dentify the destination of these exchanges 
by reference to t he more compl ete n~ statistics, i t is 
assumed that a computing error has ari s en. The SaDe applies 
to French imports , where the figure of $100 million appears 
to be far too hit=;h. Accordingly, the comparisons between 
1975 and 1976 are based on the inforwation in docunent 
AC/127-D/f28 for 1~. 
The SUD 0 the toW-for each country ($167 million) doe 
not tally with the tot o.l of $208 million 'dh i ch is 5i ven 
without det ails L, the aBCD statistic s. 
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21. Sales by the nother COCQUnist countries" on Alliance 
markets went down froE $i 54 million in 1975 to e109 L1111ion in 
1976 mainly because ~:orth Korea's sales were practically 
halved (froe $108 to )558 mInIon). Purchases by NATO countries 
from Albania and North Vietnam ($33 and $8 million respec­
tively) remained at aroWid the same level as the previous 
year. 

(iii) Trade balance 

22. According to the OECD figures, the NATO c01.lOtries' 
surplus went ull slightly froJII $92 million in 1975 to· $99 
million in 1976. At the same time, a compilation of the 
figures for trade be~leen the members of the Alliance and 
Albania, North Korea and North Vietnam reveals an appreciable 
reduction in this survlus, which on this basis totalled only 
$68 million in 1975. This contraction solely concerns 
Albania's trade de f icit (from $22 to $5 million). North 
Korel'.! s and North Vietnali1' s trade deficits wi ttl the lined 
countrIes ($3J and $3D mIllion respectively) remained ~t the 
same level e.s in 1975. 
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- -1- " !EX II to , 
lcl'21-i('1550~ 

, 
"­, TJ.BLE I 

NATO COUNTRIES' EXPORTS TO THE COMMUNIST COUNTRIES AS ;. _ _ _ pMCWAGE OF TWY tofU EXPORts f 

'--- --.:...- ---
- - - -~ 

r, -1912- 1--1-91?- -1~7""" 19T§- r '1og1c - ... I .' ~"';'. I -

- 3;1 
r T.' 

. ,. 
Belglum/Luxembo~ 2-;-4 '3. , -

&. 2 
J. . • 

Denmar k : '. 3.9 3.5 '3.9 4.0' '.2 
France 

. 
~.O · I- ',9 ~.1 · 4.1 5.8 5.6 

Federal Republic 
of Germanj (1) 6.6 7.0 7.6 8.3 9.5 8·: 3 

, 

Greece 22.0 13.6 11.7 12.1 11.7 11.6 
I I , , 

1~ .4 r Iceland 23.1 12.1 8.7 16.9 10 . 4 -Italy 5. 8 i · 7 4.8 5.9 6.8 5.7 , , 
Netherlands 1.7 "2.1 ?2 12 .6 2.8 2.1 

I -
Noz,way 

" 
4.8 '.7 i5 .5 .2 5.3 3.7 

Portugal 2.3 0.6 0.6 p .9 2.2 4.7 
Tu!'key 

I 
12.2 1 .9 10.1 10.6 8.8 8.6 

, t.;nl~ed · K1~dom ~.5 '.2 3 . 3 .!3.1 3.4 2.8 
• - -

Total -NATO Europe 407- ~06 
. " r 4- \5.3 - 6."'" f- ' " : " 

.I. __ , 
_ }._1. > - 2..G-

'- ' ;, .c . Canada 1'8 - -2.::;- 1- ~ .-1 , I I I 
3. 1 

.. 
United States .0 1.8 B.5 ' i ·3 3.2 , 
To~ Nor-tb- • -'- -L 

. -
~- , 

AmerIca ' 0.9 2.2 3.3 '2. 2 3.1 3.0 
-

Total NATO -- 3.3 - , .. -7- - 4 .. 3- - 4.3 - 5. r 406 
, 

I I . -- . _ ..... _. ----

{1} :n the case or the Federal ReRU$llc 01 Germapy. the 
figures ~nclude s!lles to the GDR as "part of intra­
Ge~en trade, which acqount~d for 2.0~ of , total FRG 
exports in . 1960, .~1.~ . in, 1}~n, 1.6~ in 1973, '1'; 6% in 
1974, 1.7~ In 1975, and 1.~· In 1976. 
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TABLE II 

NATO COUNTRIES' mPORT~ FRot1 THE COMMUNIST pRIES AS A 
PERCEtiTXGE OF f fiE.l.R 10'm IMPOR 

1960 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 

BelgiUm/luxembourg 2.2 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.2 1.8 

DeIllDS.rk 4.9 3.4 3.8 4.6 5.2 4.8 

France 2.8 3.1 3. , 2.9 3 .6 3. 4 
Federal Republic of 
Germany(') 7 .1 5. 9 6. 2 6. 4 6. lf 6 .6 

Greece 7 . 9 5.5 5.5 4.7 5.3 6.8 

Iceland 22.7 ,10 . 4 8.9 13.5 12 .5 1· .. . 0 

Italy 6. 1 I 6.2 5.8 4 .9 5. 4 6.0 
f etherlands 2 .6 . 2 . 1 2 .0 2 . 3 2 . 5 2.6 
Nontay 3 .4 3. 2 3.0 2.8 2. 7 3.2 
Portugal 1 . 5 0 . 9 1 .0 0.8 2.2 3.9 
Turkey 9 .1 10 .8 8.5 7. 1 5.7 6. 4 
Un1 ted Kingdom 3. 6 3.8 3.6 3 .2 3. 1 3. 6 

Total NATO Europe 4.5 4 . 2 4. 2 4.0 4 . 2 4. 1+ 

Canada (fob ) 0 .3 0 . 8 0.8 0.8 0.6 0 .7 
United States (f ob) 0. 5 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.9 0 .9 

Total NATO North 
AIIIet-lca 0. 5 0.7 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.8 

Total NATO 3.3 3.1 3.2 3.1 3.2 3.4 

( 1) In the case of the Federal RepublIc of Germany, the 
f igures i nclude purchases from t he GDR as part of 
intra-German trade, ' ... hi ch accounted for 2 . 6;' of total 
FRG imports in 1960, 1 . 8~; in 1972, 1.~ in 1973, 1.8~ 
in 1974, 1.8% in 1975, and 1.~ in 1976. 
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