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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

To the Congress of the United States:

I submit herewith the sixth semiannual report of operations under
the Mutual Defense Assistance Control Act of 1951.

The report covers the period July to December 1954. To give
adequate perspective in judging the impact of the act, however, it
has been necessary to range beyond the immediate problems of free-
~ world security controls on East-West trade.

Thus, to explain Moscow’s objectives and actions, the report re-
views recent developments in Soviet-bloc foreign economic activities,
especially its actions in underdeveloped countries and its attempts
at economic penetration.” It also illustrates Moscow’s efforts to play
off one nation against the other, divide the free nations and neu-
tralize trade controls. It looks behind these events to take note of
some of the difficulties facing free-world traders in their dealings
with the Soviet bloc, and finds in the economic situation within the
bloc countries some of the explanations of the recent developments
in East-West trade. :

Although these overtures of the Soviet bloc present a continuing
challenge, they have thus far failed to divide free nations which are
cooperating in the control of strategic materials. These nations,
although willing to trade in peaceful wares, have not only refused
to ship strategic materials but have strengthened their controls over
war-potential items.

In preparing this report, my staff has drawn heavily upon the expert
knowledge of other agencies which have responsibilities in the field
of economic defense. ’

Harorp E. Stassen,
Director, Foreign Operations Administration.

Junz 30, 1955
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PREFACE

Strategic Trade Controls in the Last Half of 1954

Fifteen nations which carry on some 60 percent of the foreign trade
of the free world are working together in a program, begun in 1949, to
control the shipment of strategic goods to the entire Soviet bloc.
During the second half of 1954, by far the most important happenings
in this program came in July and August. It was in those 2 months
that the group of governments agreed upon a substantial revision of
the lists of commodities controlled toward the U. S. S. R. and its
European satellites. No reductions were made in the broader free-
world controls over shipments to Communist China.

The revisions which were made and the reasons for those revisions— .
also the long negotiations that led up to them-—were described in the
fifth semiannual Mutual Defense Assistance Control (MDAC) Act*
report, 7'he Revision of Strategic Trade Controls, published on No-
vember 23, 1954.. Strictly speaking, that report covered the first six
months of 1954, but the narrative was carried into August so that the
full account of the revisions would be available in a single document.

The present report deals with what Moscow has been domfr in its
economic relations with the free world.

Some further developments in the control program should be men-
tioned. = The additional enforcement measures agreed upon in the
summer of 1954 and described in the last MDAC report have gone
into operation. As expected, it took a while for the separate countries
to work out the detailed regulations and procedures, within the frame-
work -of their own laws, but by the end of January 1955 the new
control measures were in operation.

T'ransaction controls are designed to prevent evasions of export
controls by prohibiting sales of embargoed goods to the Soviet bloc
by residents of free-world countries regardless of the source of the
goods. _

Transit controls are designed to prevent the diversion to the Soviet
bloc of embargoed items ostensibly bound from one free-world country
to another. A coordinated system of transit controls for all par-
ticipating countries went into effect January 16, 1955,

With these cooperative measures the free-world governments are
now in a better position to combat illicit trade than they were six
months previously. :

* Battle Act.
vii



While the 1954 revisions tightened controls on trade in strategic
materials, they also relaxed restrictions in other directions so as to
provide greater opportunities for commerce between the free world
and the Soviet bloc in nonstrategic items. Such trade, it was recog-
nized, could not only be of material benefit to the people on both sides
of the Iron Curtain but could possibly serve to lessen political ten-
sions. We said in the last MDAC report, page 24: “It remained
to be seen whether the opportunities would result in a sudden or mas-
sive upswing of East-West trade, because such a rise depended, as
always, on the ability and willingness of the Soviet bloc to engage in
peaceful trade on a large scale. But at least the cooperating nations
had made it unmistakably clear to the world that they were willing.”

As of this writing, no spectacular expansion of East-West trade
has taken place since August 1954 when the free-world commodity
lists were revised. Total trade between the free world and the Soviet
bloc increased in 1954 over 1953 levels; exports to the Soviet bloc
by 24 percent and imports by 7 percent. But this rise took place
mainly in the first half of 1954 and the trade was more nearly level
in the second half. (See Chapter II for more details.)

A note on the China trade will be appropriate in this introduction,
since not much will be said about the Chinese Communists in the main
body of the report. The available data indicate that the free world
traded with Communist China at nearly the same dollar value in
the second half of 1954 as it did in the first half. For the year as a
whole, the trade appears. to have dropped off a little from 1953.
Estimates for 1954 indicate that the value of the goods exchanged
was close to that of 1952, and 1952 was the lowest of all postwar
years. TFollowing are the exports of the free world to Communist
China for the last 5 years, expressed in millions of United States
dollars:

1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 (est.)

452.1 446.2 272.6 287.6 285.0-
And here are the free-world imports from Communist China during
the same 5-year period:

1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 (est.)

534.7 524.7 365.0 434.1 371.2

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce. Tigures unadjusted for price changes.

One country which showed a marked increase in its trade with
Communist China in 1954 was Japan. Japanese exports to the
Chinese mainland were $600,000 in 1952, $4.5 million in 1953, and
about $19 million in 1954. Japanese imports from the Chinese main-
land were $15 million in 1952, $30 million in 1953, and $41 million
in 1954. '

Japan is a member of the group of 15 nations which coordinate their
strategic trade controls. Japanese exports to the Communist Chi-
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-nese were the same kinds of nonstrategic goods as were shipped by the

European members of that group—fertilizer, textiles, medicines, and
the like. The Japanese embargo until 1954 was much stricter than the
internationally agreed embargo, but by the summer of that year
Japan had pruned its list down to the international level.

The economic problems of the crowded Japanese Islands are great
indeed. They must increase their sales abroad in order to pay for
the large imports which they must have. It is not surprising that
Japanese businessmen are seeking bigger markets in every direction.
Communist-controlled markets, however, show no promise of being
sufficiently large and satisfactory to help very much in solving Japan’s
trade dilemma. Incidentally, Japan’s fotal exports, in 1953 and 1954,
increased from $1,275,000,000 to $1,630,000,000, but its total imports
were about $2,400,000,000 in each year.

What is the answer for countries with acute trade problems such
as Japan?

The real answer is a dynamic, year-by-year expansion of markets in
the free world, a steady building of economic strength and improve-
ment of living standards in all continents. And that would be good,
not only for Japan but also for other nations and for people every-
where. The universal expansion of economic well-being along with
an ever increasing realization of the freedom and dignity of the in-
dividual—this is an answer to the dogmas of Communism. It is the
hope of the world.,



CHAPTER 1

Moscow’s Economic Arm

They are pfwing the streets of Kabul.

The city is located high on a plateau in the Hindu Kush Range,
west of the Khyber Pass Tt is the capital of the ancient kingdom of
Afghanistan. To it come motor and camel caravans loaded with wool,
silk, carpets, hides, spices and dried fruit, to be exchanged for return
cargoes of cotton, tea, and sugar. Afghanistan hasno railway system
and five roads carry all the motor traffic. Commerce threads its
tortuous way over the mountains to this commercial center much as
it did in the days when Afghanistan fell to Tamerlane as a strategic
Pprize.

Centuries ago the country was known to be rich in minerals—for
example, gold, lead, coal, sulfur, iron, antimony, and nitrates. Its
mountains no doubt still abound in mineral wealth, but the outside
world receives meager evidence of Afghanistan’s natural resources,
and in fact knows llttle of what goes on there.

Afghanistan was once a “hermit” kingdom, and foreigners were
rarely admitted. In recent years, however, the Afghanistan Gov-
ernment has shown an interest in broadening its contacts with the
West. The government has engaged school teachers from the United
States, and American engineers have laid out an ambitious program
of economic development. An important irrigation and flood con-
trol project is now in progress with the aid of United States funds
provided through the Export-Import Bank.

Recently, other visitors have come with materials and equipment,
and they are overseeing a street-paving job in Kabul. These for-
eigners are from across the northern boundary—from the U. S. S. R.

These are not the first Soviet technicians to come to Afghanistan
from the U. S. S. R. In 1951, Moscow sent its experts to help build
a gasoline storage system. In September 1954, Radio Moscow said
that this project had been completed and that Afghanistan had given
the U. S. S. R. a contract to construct additional gasoline storage
facilities.

1 Technical assistance by the U. S. Foreign Operations Administration in Afghanistan

and elsewhere is.described in the President’s Report to Congress on the Mutual Security
Program for the 6 months ended December 31, 1954.



Also in 1954, the Soviet Government contracted with Afghanlstan
to invest $3.5 m11110n in the building of two grain elevators, an elec-
tric flour-grinding mill, and a bread-baking factory. The work was
to be completed in 1956. The loan was to be repaid in 5 years begin-
ning in 1957. The Soviet Government would receive 3 percent inter-
est each year on its investment.

In addition, Czechoslovakia has extended a credit to Afghanistan
to be used for industrial construction, including a cement plant, a
leather-processing factory, and a textile mill.

These loans would be repaid in Afghan products, and thus repay-
ment is tied in with Soviet plans for an expansion of trade between
Afghanistan and the Soviet bloc, and possibly for a larger measure
of Afghan dependence upon this trade.

Theme of the Chapter

East-West trade, that is, the value and commodity composition of
the exchange of goods between the Soviet bloc and the free world,
will be discussed in later chapters. But the exchange of goods, of
course, is not the only economic activity that the Soviet-bloc Com-
munists conduct in free-world areas. The main purpose of the pres-
ent chapter is to give a brief survey of their other economic activities
in the free world. _

In doing this, we are confining the chapter largely to the Soviet-
bloc’s economic arm in free-world regions outside Europe. It is not
that the Communists are neglecting Western Europe in their foreign
economic operations—they are not, although in some countries they
seem to be “marking time.” The reason for taking a longer look at
what goes on in the underdeveloped regions is that the activities there
are more novel,

The Dilemma of Development

It is estimated that the current loans extended to Afghanistan by
Soviet-bloc countries probably amount to a little over $10 million
to be used over the course of several years. By Western standards,
these are small enterprises financially, but they carry considerable
economic and political significance to both Afghanistan and the
Communist entrepreneurs.

The Afghanlstan Government is faced w1th a dilemma of develop-
ment and it is not alone in that dilemma. The general problem is
common to many burgeoning national economies in Asia, Africa, and
Latin America.

In order to develop their natural resources, promote the growth of
agriculture, modernize their processing facilities, extend their trans-
portation and communications, and generally improve the well-being
of the people and the national economy, these countries need invest-
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ment and technical advice from abroad. The leading Western indus-
trial nations passed through such a stage in earlier centuries. Today’s
underdeveloped nations can turn not only to private investors but also
to international organizations whose aims are to assist in such evolu-
tion. But many countries are coming of economic age at the same
time. Thus the demands are great, and the channels for assistance are
often slow and cumbersome.

Now the Communist governments are presenting themselves as a
new source of potential help in economic development. The countries
that need outside help are wondering what it may ultimately cost them
to accept Soviet offers. They are looking back over Communist his-
tory to discern, if possible, any parallels which might illuminate the
intentions and the reliability of these new financiers.

Earlier Patterns of Soviet Investment

Unfortunately, there are no direct parallels by which they can test
their current adventures with the investments of Communism. A
brief review of earlier Soviet foreign economic activities along these
lines, however, can be helpful.

First, let us recall that it was only two decades ago that the Soviet
Union itself was skeptically inviting foreign capital—mainly in the
form of foreign technicians and technology—from America, Germany,
and other industrially advanced nations to help thrust ancient Russia
forward out of economic feudalism through the throes of the industrial
revolution into the 20th century. Although the Soviet regime sought
this technical help from abroad, the leaders were so suspicious of
contacts with foreigners that they often supervised the work to the
point of obstruction.

Soviet attitudes toward foreign investment activity are distinctive
in other ways. The official Communist propaganda views on foreign
investment have been continually displayed in verbal and visual pic-
tures of the foreign investor as an ugly symbol of “bloated and deca-
dent capitalism.” The interest on his investments was typified as’
the sin of profit and the tool of anticipated exploitation of the people.
This propaganda assault upon the foreign financial activities of non-
Communist nations and their citizens has served often to obscure the
foreign financial operations of Communism,

Communist investments in. foreign publishing firms, theatres, and
other arms of Soviet propaganda and party activities abroad were
fairly common even before World War II, Furthermore, there is
some evidence that investments in Outer Mongolia were used success-
fully—and in Iran, unsuccessfully—as instruments to further political
domination of these target areas in the 1930’s. But foreign investment
as an enterprise of the Soviet state has come into its greatest use only
in recent years,



Investment is the process of lending money, equipment or services
with the view of obtaining an income or profit. Soviet Communist
investments abroad have some special characteristics worth noting.

Contrary to some impressions, Communist doctrine does not pre-
vent Communists from using capitalist investment techniques. Local
Communists have set up enterprises in a number of Western European
countries, such as Belgium, France and Italy. One of the most pub-
licized current examples is found in the operations of the Communist-
owned and Communist-dominated trading firms in Italy, which not
only serve the U. S. S. R. in procurement of needed goods at good
prices, but also, through their business profits, act as important sources
of revenue for the Communist Party. (The Italian Government has
recently announced that it is now taking more forceful action against
these firms.) The investments of Communism are meant to yield not
only revenue but also broader economic and political benefits for the
U. S. S. R. and international Communism. They are certainly not
meant to be profitless.

A second feature of the investments of Soviet Communism is the
low expenditure of Soviet resources which the investment usually
entails. In the former enemy countries, immediately after World
‘War II, the capital which the Soviet Government “invested” was
primarily, and often exclusively, the resources located in the host
country which the T. S. S. R. had in one manner or another acquired
or expropriated.

In Eastern Europe, very substantial Soviet “investments” were
built on German war assets which the Soviet Government legally or
- illegally acquired in Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria, and the Soviet
zone of Austria. These holdings were tremendous. For example,
estimates made in 1948 of German assets in Hungary alone were as
high as $100 million. In many cases, the U. S. S. R. “invested” these
assets to develop the now well-known “joint companies.” In these
institutions, nominal domestic management was always subordinate
to actual Soviet direction. The proceeds flowed back to Moscow, often
at a rate which seriously impaired the progress or future health of the
enterprise, even though no products or equipment had ever gone out
from the U. S. S. R.

In the Far East, the entry of Soviet troops into Manchuria and
North Korea made it easy for the Soviet Government to acquire similar
assets that had belonged to the Japanese.

The pattern of Soviet interests is discernible and significant. The
areas often chosen for investment are transportation, power develop-
ment, storage facilities, and other strategic points of the economy.
In China, the months of August and September 1945, were an espe-
cially active time for the creation of Soviet-controlled and joint com-
panies. The Sino-Soviet Treaty of August 1945, gave to the U. S. S. R.
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joint rights in the ownership and operation of the Chinese Changchun
Railroad and subsidiary enterprises, and also provided for the estab-
lishment of four joint companies in Dairen. During the same period,
the U. S. S. R. acquired operating control of the Dairen Machinery
Works, the Shahoku Railway shops, and the Dairen dockyard. The
Soviet-controlled Dalny Bank was put in charge of issuing local cur-
rency, and the major portion of foreign trade in Dairen was reported
to be handled by the U. S. S. R.

In addition to these holdings in Dairen, the U. S. S. R. by means
of expropriation and forced sales by Russian emigres, acquired out-.
right control of various stores, lumber concessions, coal mines, and
light industries in Manchuria.

There can be little doubt that Soviet Communism, as a general rule,
considers investment abroad as a means of economic and political
penetration as well as a means of acquiring—at low cost—materials
and revenues from abroad and disrupting free-world ties in these
areas. In Bulgaria, Hungary, Rumania, and China, the Soviet Gov-
ernment has recently sold back its interests in some of the joint com-
panies to the local governments. The U. S. S. R. has maintained its
economic influence through tightened trade arrangements and central
Communist economic planning directed from Moscow.

The Picture and the Propaganda

Moscow’s economic wooing of the areas outside Europe during 1954
received much public notice. It became clear that this was a serious
campaign. The reports; however, often tended to exaggerate the
favors that the Soviet Communists were bestowing on the objects of
their attention. '

Unless a postaudit is made on each of the innumerable reports, it
is easy to get the impression of Soviet Communist - enterprises
springing up all over Asia, North Africa, and Latin America. If
one were confined to the Communist information media and believed
what was said, one could easily reach the conclusion that the Com-
munists alone value these underdeveloped countries as equal partners,
provide scores of competent advisers to solve their problems, and offer
all sorts of developmental assistance out of a vast reservoir of Com-
munist goodwill and economic achievement.

The exaggerated impression of Soviet economic activity is not due
to accident or careless reporting. Communism and its spokesmen
work assiduously to see that every Soviet demonstration of goodwill
or economic capability is presented to the world through a magnifying
glass of propaganda.

It is important that their efforts not be exaggerated in the free
world, for to do so would be to play right into Communist hands; they

5



hope to give a false idea of their economic strength and intentions.
As a matter of fact—

in many quarters the Soviet intentions are viewed with skep-
ticism; ,

the ability of the Communists to give large-scale assistance—
without seriously impairing their own development—is in some
doubt;

and actual Soviet-bloc investments to date have been very small
compared with the assistance which has been flowing into the same
areas since 1949 under the auspices of the United Nations, the
United States and other countries of the free world.

A Variety of Methods

A year ago in East-West Trade Trends, the fourth MDAC* re-
port, we described some of the devices which the Soviet bloc was
beginning to employ in “Reaching Outside Europe” (pp.32-34). The
activity of 1953 and 1954 in non-European areas of the free world
can now be summarized in a little more detail.

1. Investments

Many of the activities in underdeveloped regions which have come
to notice in the last year or so might be termed “investment” or de-
velopmental assistance, such as the construction of gasoline storage
facilities in Afghanistan already mentioned.. There are hardly any
instances of outright grants or even monetary loans to free-world
governments; exceptions are a gold loan to Finland and several cases
of relatively small contributions for disaster relief. The “invest-
ments” take the following form:

—supplying technicians to assist on special projects;
—supplying capital equipment or supplies for construction of
specific facilities;
—supplying capital equipment and commodities on credit.
We shall note in later sections how, in almost all countries, the
Soviet talk far exceeded the transactions.

2. “Advertising”

For all their adeptness at political propaganda, the Soviet Com-
munists for a long time did not go in for the advertising of products,
either at home or abroad. Since the war, however, they have ap-
parently realized the advantages of advertising. Billboards, bro-
chures and full-page newspaper advertisements are gradually gaining
prominence at home and abroad. This probably reflects the influence
of the Czechs, Hungarians, and East Germans, who were experienced

* (Battle Act.)
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world traders before they were fenced in behind the Iron Curtain.
Within the last 2 years, the Soviet bloc began putting out more sales
literature and bought a good deal of advertising space in foreign news-
papers, such as in India, Burma, Indonesia, Egypt, Brazil, Guatemala,
and the Dominican Republic.

One of the most recent splurges was a full-page advertisement in
the T¢mes of India of Bombay, on March 22, 1955. In it, the trade
representation of the U. S. S. R. in India announced the opening of
showrooms of machinery and equipment, with pictures of equipment
and an invitation to businessmen, industrialists and engineers to visit
the display.

3. Trade Fairs

Exhibits at trade fairs were the No. 1 form of Soviet-bloc advertis-
ing in 1954, and an activity which probably ate most heartily into
the Soviet foreign economic budget. The purposes of this activity,
of course, were far broader than commodity sales promotion.

Since 1952, the Soviet bloc has been increasing its participation in
international fairs in the free world. In 1953 and 1954, Soviet-bloc
countries were represented at between 40 and 50 fairs respectively,
compared with representation at 30 in 1952 and 5 in 1951 and 1950.
Actually, the Soviet bloc had 5 or 6 fewer exhibits in 1954 than in
1958, but at the same time increased by 5 their special individual
national exhibits of their products in free-world countries, aside from
the international fairs. Figure I lists the international fairsin which
the Soviet-bloc countries participated in 1954.

The U. S. S. R. in 1954, in addition to staging individual exhibits
of its products at Copenhagen and New Delhi, sent exhibits to 11
international fairs. The Soviet bloc, as a whole, has been increasing
its participation in fairs outside Europe. While in 1952 three, or
10 percent of its exhibits, were in those areas, in 1953 it exhibited at
nine such fairs (18 percent of the total) and in 1954 at 13 (26 percent
of the total).

Observers of the Soviet-bloc exhibits at trade fairs in 1954 con-
cluded that the displays were designed more to impress the crowds
than to attract prospective buyers. The Soviet-bloc countries gen-
erally refused to arrange their wares on a commodity basis, side by
side with the products of other nations. They insisted on exhibiting
in their own national pavilions, which lent themselves more readily
to propaganda feats.

An example was a U. S. S. R. pavilion used at one of the Western
European fairs, which was typical of displays shown in other free-
world countries. An illuminated reproduction of Moscow’s Red
Square, in color, dominated the entrance. On either side were spec-

- “tacular graphs showing increases in the output of minerals, steel, and
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FI1GURE I.—SoVIET-BLOC PARTICIPATION IN INTERNATIONAL Fairs, 1954 .

~~_Soviet-Bloc Participants_ - —.oo..... . ° M i)
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—~— . o 5] b 3 2 24
~ @ 1 38 |=2| §| 3|8 § |88
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Location of Falrs \\ 5 S a & a 5 213
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Viennal __.__________._____-__| x x XX | X |ooo)eao] X |oool
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Liege. . |- b b RN (SR FRUSUIPNN PR (SR
Luxembourg_ . ___________._____|._____ b S PR RN VPRV (RN IRPRN J
Denmark: Copenhagen_ .. ________|._____|-o____ b IR NS FROUN) SN (I
United Kingdom: ) .
London3_ _____________________ X X oo x| X |eooo| X |aaos
Camberley_ . - _ili|ooion SSRNN FEOUUON RSO (SRRSO M I <
France: -
Lyon_ _ . b SIS, JEPSUES DR RO PRPRVEN RN (RSP,
Marseille_ - - |____ b-SNN RO RSN RPN PR RPN I
Paris 4 _ . | ___ XXX X | XX | X |---o| X |__C
Strasbourg. .. | ... X |ecio| X Jeeeo| X |aoaolaoos
Germany:
Frankfurt5 ________________________________ X | XX |ccma]|omoo|omaa|aaan
b PRV (RN RN FRUR IR R
Greece: Salonika._____.__.________ x X X | X emoa|ooee] e oo
Ttaly:
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French Morocco: Casablanca__.___|._____ X feoon| X |oeoo|oooo|eoio]eao-
Indonesia: Djakarta._ .o ______ X X X [ X foooo]ecao]eaac]aaan
Syria: Damaseus_________________ X X o |eceo| X |ecoo|eeoo] x| x
Turkey: Izmir___________________ b- N (R S I S D G P S

t Includes bloe participation at the Vienna Spring Fair, Mar. 14-21 and at the Vienna Fall Falir, Sept.12-19.
2 Includes bloc participation at the 37th International Auto and Cycle Exposltlon, Jan, 16-27; at the
International Falr, Apr. 24-May 5; and at the Farm Machinery Fair, Feb. 13-20
ou 3 Includes bloc partlclpatlon at the 3d British Food Falr, Sept. 17-18 and at the International Motor Show,
t. 20-30.
4 Includes bloc participation at the International Business Machine and Oflice Equipment Exhibit,
Oct, 13-24; at the 41st Salon d’Auto Exhibit in October; and at the International Fair, May 22-June 7.
5 Includes bloc participation at the Frankfurt Spring Fair, Mar. 7-12and the Frankfurt Fall Fair, Sept. 5-9.
8 Includes bloc participation at the 62d International Industries Falr, Mar. 30-Apr. 8 and the '63d Inter-
national Industries Fair, Sept. 7-16.

power. Much display was given to alleged expenditures on public
health and physical culture in the U. S. S. R. There was an operating
table and an X-ray machine. Light classical music was played on the
upright and grand pianos on display. Above was a photograph of
smiling, bemedaled heroes listening to a parlor concert. The over-all
theme appeared to be that of an expandmrr peacetlme economy devoted
to satisfying consumer wants.
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Soviet-bloc exhibitors at trade fairs were generally unable or re-
luctant to furnish information on prices, specifications, delivery sched-
ules, replacement parts, local agents, and distributors. A large part
of the bloc exhibits consisted of machinery impressive to the un-
trained eye, but not to the prospective buyer. The bloc countries,
moreover, did not gear their displays to the markets of the countries
where they exhibited. And it was often apparent that they were not
prepared to manufacture for export many of the products they were
featuring. At the Chinese exhibit of agricultural and industrial
machinery at Damascus, for example, the Chinese Communist exhib-
itors flatly refused to quote prices or appoint sales agents for these
items. :

4. Trade Agreements

In a sense, the trade agreements are another form of advertising as
Moscow uses them. Figure ITT on page 16 shows how the trade agree-
ment network has expanded in 1954, especially in areas outside Europe.

5. Exchanges of Economic Missions

All through 1954 the Russians laid down the long red carpet for a .
stream of missions from abroad. The exchange of missions was given
a high priority. Previously most of the Kremlin’s invitations went
to labor delegations (some of which were out-and-out Communist-
front orgamzatlons) but in 1954 the groups ranged from industrial-
ists to artists. Many of them were related to trade and other economic -
matters,

Some of the missions that were exchanged in connection with trade
agreements were official delegations; others were private businessmen
from free-world countries. Besides trade delegations, other groups
concerned with economic matters included specialists in agrlculture,
rail transportation, and industry.

It would be a mistake to fail to point out that Moscow in many cases
is entertaining groups and individuals who have no interest in pro-
moting Communism. :

The Voice of the Kremlin has been very bitter about free-world
visitors who reported the poverty and economic obsolescence which
they observed. And some of the visitors from the so-called underde-
veloped areas have been quite outspoken about such Soviet conditions.
Tt is possible that the leaders of the Soviet Union are still weighing
the advantages and disadvantages of the new approach.

6. Permanent Trade Representation

Besides the exchange of delegations, the Soviet bloc has expanded its
crop of permanent trade offices in the free world, especially in the non-
European areas.” For example, Communist China opened a trade of-



fice at Kalimpong, India, in March 1955. East Germany established
a permanent trade mission in Cairo early in 1954. Bulgaria posted its
first trade representatives to Alexandria and Damascus in 1954. Hun-
gary has had permanent trade representation in Brazil since December
of 1953. In addition, a number of the trade agreements signed in
1954 provide for the establishment of such Soviet-bloc offices. Since
this is almost always a one-sided affair, it is of special significance as a
means of Soviet-bloc economic penetration abroad.

Sample Operation

India is the only country besides Afghanistan where the Soviet
bloc has run the gamut of these economic exercises. The Soviet Com-
munists have been interested in India ever since they came to power,
but the current economic attention is nevertheless something special.
As is often the case, a much-publicized trade agreement with the
U. S. S. R. put the courtship by the Soviet bloc into the spotlight.
This was a 5-year agreement, concluded on December 3, 1953, and was
accompanied by an exchange of letters in which a permanent Soviet
trade mission was established in India and a vague offer of Soviet
technical assistance was formally accepted.

The first apparent move to implement the technical assistance
clause was seen in the news that three Soviet mining engineers had
been sent to study an industrial diamond mine in Northern India,
mapping the area and estimating the need for more equipment.
. The U. S. S. R. has apparently offered to meet the entire expenses of
the experts and to furnish mining machinery in exchange for pay-
ment in industrial diamonds, in which the Soviet bloc happens to be
deficient.

There have been various miscellaneous activities in India; for ex-
ample, since November 1954, eight Soviet technicians have been work-
ing at the Indian Statistical Institute.

In the last months of 1954, rumors kept cropping up in the press
about negotiations between the U. S. S. R. and Indian Governments
for the construction of a steel plant. The interest was heightened
by the fact that some Western nations also were involved in India’s
preparations to expand her steelmaking capacity.

On February 2, 1955, India and the U. S. S. R. signed an agreement
under which the U. S. S. R. would plan, and later construct, a steel
mill in central India with a capacity of 1 million tons a year, to be
completed by the end of 1959.

The cost of the mill is estimated at around $200 million. The Rus-
sians apparently will invest around $95 million in the project, pro-
viding machinery and technical assistance. They will receive a re-
turn each year equal to 214 percent of their investment. India will
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repay the loan over a period of 12 years, the first payment to be made
when the first equipment arrives.

The U. S. S. R. will guarantee the plant’s operation for 6 months
and provide technicians for 3 years after the mill reaches full
operation.

Under the contract, Moscow must submit detailed plans within
9 months; these plans must be approved by the Indian Government
and costs of equipment to be furnished by the U. S. S. R. must not
seriously exceed $91 million. If the plans are rejected, India must pay
the U. S. S. R. for all expenses connected with drawing them up. If
the U. S. S. R. fails to comply with any clauses, India has the option
of canceling the contract.

Moscow Invests in Promises

The rest of the story of Soviet foreign economic ventures is, for
the most part, one of promises and unconfirmed reports. But these
should not be ignored. Some may yet be redeemed, and at least they
create an impression in some people’s minds that the U. S. S. R. and
its satellites are real and reliable friends of the underdeveloped areas.

oIn Iigypt, the Soviet Commercial Counselor advertised the
U. S. S. R.s readiness to extend a varied program of technical co-
operation. Earlier, there was considerable discussion in the Egyp-
tian press of an alleged Soviet offer of technical assistance in building
the Aswan Dam, but it later appeared that no such offer had been
made,

® There were rumors of negotiations on possible East German eco-
nomic aid to the Sudan.

® Pravda said the U. S. S. R. was giving technical assistance to
Iran. The nature or extent of the aid was not made known.

®To Ceylon, the U. S. S. R. has made vague offers of technical and
capital aid.

o In Burma, the Communist Chinese Government proposed an ex-
change of students and technicians to help in the development of a
textile industry.

® A Czechoslovak diplomat in Indonesia indicated that, if requested,
Czechoslovakia could make technicians available to instruct and train
workers to run the factories of Indonesia. An Indonesian official has
been quoted as saying that a Communist government had offered two
“substantial loans.”

This brings up the only other project in Asia for which the Soviet
bloc is known actually to have contracted in 1954 or early 1955.
On February 8, 1955, it was announced that the Indonesian Govern-
ment had signed an agreement with East Germany for the purchase

“of sugar mill equipment. East Germany was to send 50 technicians
to aid in the construction and operation of the sugar mill.
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® The Hungarian-Argentine trade agreement signed in August
1953 provided for technical assistance in the installation of Hungarian
caplta] equipment.

® Radio Prague described a distillery in Argentlna on Whlch “al-
most 50 Czech speclahsts” had worked.

® A trade and credit agreement was concluded between Argentina
and the U. S. S. R. in 1953 and renewed in 1954. It got worldwide
publicity. Among other things the agreement provided for a Soviet
credit of $30 million. In 1954 an Artrentme delegation spent 2
months in Moscow trying to arrange for the purchase of capital goods
under this $30-million credit. They came back empty-handed. As
of early 1955, there appears to have been no substantial implementa-
tion of the credit provision. It is an intriguing case in the annals of
foreign trade.

Summing It Up

The activities we have been discussing in this chapter can be briefly
summarized in this way:

Underdeveloped regions of the world need capital from abroad to
help them build their economies.

They have obtained considerable assistance from free-world govern-
ments and international organizations. '

In recent years the Soviet Union has been saying in its propaganda
that it was prepared to offer technicians, equipment, and credits to
underdeveloped countries. European satellites have echoed the
sentiments.

In 1954 the gestures became more sweeping and more noticeable.

Some techmclans and some equipment were sent to Afghanistan.
In India, negotiations for the building of a steel mill on credit gave
an indication that Moscow had grown more serious about technical
assistance.

Elsewhere the Communist gestures were still largely confined to
propaganda, promises, and unconfirmed rumors.

There was an increase in Soviet-bloc participation in trade fairs and
other forms of advertising. The Communist governments have man-
~aged to convey an impression among many people that they are doing
much more than they are.

Though the Soviet bloc is hardly likely to launch a big-scale aid
program, it could supply a number of technicians and a limited amount
of capital goods to underdeveloped regions, if it decided to do so in
order to make either economic or political gains.

Meantime the whole free world—developed and underdeveloped—
may wish to keep a skeptical eye on the “investments” and other
activities of Moscow’s economic arm.
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. THE SOVIET BLOC SHARE IN WORLD TRADE
1954

SOVIET BLOC INCLUDES:

*U.S.SR.

« European Satellites
* Communist Ching

* North Korea

* Northern Viet Nam

SOVIET BLOC

($3.458.000,000)
FREE WORLD
97.8%
$152,542,000.000)

POPULATION AREA (Square Miles)

f sovi oc
SOVIET BLOC [ 10,000,000 3
0.000 (Total World Trade approx. $ 156 billion)

FREE WORLD FREE WORLD
50,000,000 42,000,000
{66.0%) ( )

SOURCE: Trade figures—Depl.of Commerce
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TRADE OF FREE WORLD WITH BLOC, 1947-54 -

Billons of US. Dollars

2.0

2.0

FREE WORLD
EXPORTS

70 BLOC

FRELWORD
MPORIS
FROM BL0C

Figures unadjusted for price changes, do not accurately show trend in physical volume.

No reliable price index is avallable. All 1954 figures preliminary.
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CHAPTER 11

The Picture of East-West Trade in 1954

In 1954, East-West trade kindled a lively interest around the globe.
This was a year in which the countries dominated by the Kremlin
were actively promoting wider economic relations with the free world,
but in the interest of correctness it must be reported that their talk
surpassed their performance. :

The two-way trade between the free world and the Soviet bloc in
Europe and Asia increased in value by 15 percent over 1953, a modest
growth of the sort which was expected on the basis of rising trends
at the end of 1953. Goods flowing to the bloc increased 24 percent;
goods flowing out of the bloc increased by 7 percent.

This brief, upward trend in East-West trade, however, now appears
to have reached a plateau. In some geographical areas and in some
commodities a moderate decrease seems to be underway. Goods mov-
ing to the bloc from the entire free world were less in the second half
of 1954 than in the first half. Signs of a possible ebbing of the two-
way trade are not surprising if it is remembered that the 1954 increase
represents, in a large part, a recovery by the U. S. 8. R. from an
abnormal drop in its trade with the free world in late 1952 and very
early 1953. There is reason to think that it may be difficult for the
Soviet bloc to maintain trade at the 1954 level.

East to West, and West to East

The increased level of trade in 1954 between the free world and the
entire Soviet bloc was brought about by an increase in both the
imports and the exports of the U. S. S. R. and the European satellites,
offsetting a decrease in the trade of Communist China with the free
world. The total value of East-West trade between the free world
and the entire Soviet bloc in 1954 was above that of 1950, 1952, or
1953, but was still below that of 1951 and the peak years of 1948 and-
1949. Since prices have soared high in the meantime, the physical
volume of goods moving in 1954 was smaller—in proportion to the
volume in those peak years—than is shown by the dollar values.
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FREF WO/?lﬂ TRADE WITH THE SOVIET BLOC

(Mitlions of Dollars)

|948 (I) 1000 ISIOO 201007 -
EXPORTS - ; V1,08

IMPORTS

1952
EXPORTS

IMPORTS

1953
EXPORTS

IMPORTS

I954 (EST)
EXPORTS

IMPORTS

F*INCLUDES $3. MILLION (MPORTED BY UNITED STATES FROM OUTER MONGOLIA IN 1952 AND $6.7 MILLION IN 1933 8 $ 6.0 MILLION EST.IN 1954

SOURGE: OFFICIAL STATISTICS OF FREE-WORLD COUNTRIES, COMPILED BY COMMERCE DEPARTMENT, NOT ADJUSTED FOR
PRICE GHANGES. ALSO NOT ADJUSTED TO EXCLUDE SWISS WATCHES WHICH APPEAR IN QFFICIAL STATISTICS AS
EXPORTS TO GHINA BUT ACTUALLY WENT TO HONG KONG AND OTHER FREE-WORLD DESTINATIONS. ( FIGURES ROUNOED}

The Soviet bloc’s increase in imports dominated the year’s Kast-
West trading. This was especially true of the U. S. S. R., whose
imports from the free world increased from $424 million in 1953 to
a postwar peak of $585 million in 1954, while its exports to the free
world rose from $374 million to $470 million. Imports of the Eastern
European satellite countries also increased more than exports, but this
did not lead to the deficit found in U. S. S. R. commodity trade.

The U. S. S. R. 1954 excess of imports over exports, amounting to
about $115 million and coming on top of a $50 million excess of imports
the year before, was made possible by especially large sales of Soviet
gold to Western Europe in late 1953 and early 1954. These gold ex-
ports led some observers to wonder whether the U. S. S. R. could afford
to go on buying Western goods at the rate they were buying them in
early 1954, Toward the end of the year, there were signs of read-
justment. Russian imports from the West were cut down, while Rus-
sian exports expanded, so that in the second half of 1954 the U. S. S. R.
had an export surplus in its commerce with the free world. In order
to do this, U. S. S. R. imports from the free world during the second
half of the year were cut by about $80 million.

The European satellites as a group had an export surplus in East-
West trade in 1954, shipping out more than they received, as did Com-
munist China. This is more usual for those countries than for the
U.S.S.R. Even so, some of the individual European satellite coun-
tries developed heavy excesses of imports over exports in the course of
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the year. As in previous years, there were several instances in which
a Western European country had to suspend its sales temporarily
because the satellite trading partner failed to keep its exports up to
the levels necessary to pay for imports provided for in the agreement
and was going too far into debt.

Much of the increase in trade between the free world and the Euro-
pean Soviet bloc that occurred from 1953 to 1954 came from outside
of Western Europe. Most noticeable were the big purchases by the
U. S. S. R. of products, such as meat, in Argentina and Uruguay.
Soviet-bloc trade increased with Pakistan, Brazil, New Zealand, pos-
sibly Australia, and on a smaller scale with India and Indonesia.
Although trade figures for 1954 are not complete, and all 1954 totals
are preliminary estimates at this time, there is no doubt that this
Soviet-bloc commerce with non-European areas began to fall off in the
latter part of the year. It appears to have faded partly because the
Soviet bloc was unable, or unwilling, to provide enough exports of
the right kind at the right price for those areas.

Western Europe also had a share of the 1954 increase in East-West
trade, and here the trade level—that is, the sum of exports and im-
ports—was still on the upgrade in the second half of the year.

United States imports from the Soviet bloc totaled $49 million in
1954—about the same as in 1953 ($46 million). Polish ham was the
principal commodity with imports valued at $16.1 million. Furs and
fur manufactures primmrily from the U. S. S. R. accounted for $9.5
million and were second in importance. These two items accounted
for more than one-half of total Soviet-bloc exports to the United
States. United States exports to the bloe in 1954 were slightly under
$6 million ; the major part, however, consisted of food shipments to
Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and East Germany under the President’s
Danube flood relief program which amounted to about $2.5 million.
Wool rags accounted for $1.2 million.

Trade Agreement Network Spreads

Like the preceding year, 1954 was notable for the signing of new
trade agreements, and for the revival of old ones which had been
allowed to lapse. The network of bilateral trade pacts between the
free and Soviet worlds was considerably increased in this way. New
agreements made good newspaper stories, but the publicity given to
them may have created exaggerated impressions of the development
of the trade itself. Experience shows that a trade agreement provides
no assurance of any particular level of trade.

Figure ITT lists the most recent trade agreements in effect in 1954
between each pair of Soviet-bloc—free-world trading partners.
Twenty-eight of these agreements were brand new, that is, there were
no previous trade agreements between the countries involved.. In
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Fraurs III

U.8.8.R.

Bulgaria

Czechoslovakia

Hungary

Poland

MosT RECENT TRADE AGREEMENTS IN EFFECT BETWEEN COUNTRIES OF THE SOVIET BLoc AND THE FREE WoRLD DURING 1954

Soviet Zone,
Germany

Germ&nsii(federal

Jan. 1, 1954, to
Deec. 31, 1954.

July 1, 1953, to

Dec. 31, 1965,

July 28, 1954, to
July 27, 1955.
July 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31, 1955,

Oct. 27, 1953, to
Oct. 26, 1954.

Jan. 1, 1954,
Dec. 31 1954,

Jan. 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31, 1954,

Jan. 1, 1954, to

Dec. 31, 1954,
Suppl. — (Sept.
4) 1954.

Nov. 1, 1954, to
Oct. 31, 1955.
Apr. 21, 1947, to
Apr. 21, 19/8.
Annual tacit re-

newal.

Jan. 28, 1947, to
Jan. 27, 1948.
Annual tacit re-
neweal.

*Jan. 1, 1954, to
Mar. 31, 1955.

Jan. 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31, 1954.

Sept. 1, 1953, to
Dec. 31, 1954,

June 15, 1947, to
Dec. 31, 1948.
Annual tacit re-
newal.

Jan. 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31, 1954.
Jan. 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31, 1954.

June 1, 1954, to
May 31, 1955.

Apr. 1, 1954, to
Mar. 31, 1955.
Ext. to June 30,
1955.

Jan. 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31, 1954.

Jan. 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31 1954,
Sept. 16, 1954, to
Aug. 31, 1057.
Annual quotas

to 1955.

Feb. 1, 1954, to
Jan, 31, 1955.

Jan. 1, 1954, to
Deec. 31, 1954.

Sept. 1, 1954, to
Aug. 31, 1955.

Mar. 1, 1954, to
Feb. 28, 1955.

June 1, 1954, to
May 31, 1955.

Jan. 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31, 1954.
Ext. and suppl.
—to June 30,
1955.

June 5, 1954, to
June 4, 1955,
Mar. 1, 1953, to
Feb. 28, 1954.
}%xt to Dec. 31,

1955,
Jan. 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31 1954,

Oct. 1, 1953, to
Sept. 30, 1954.

Feb. 1, 1954, to
Jan. 31, 1955.
Oct. 1, 1954, to
Sept. 30, 1955.

Apr. 1, 1954, to
Mar. 31, 1955.
Jan. 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31, 1954.

Mar. 1, 1953, to
Feb. 28, 1954.
E;Xt to June 30,

Dec. 1, 1954, to
Nov. 30, 1955.

July 1, 1953, to
June 30, 1954.

*Jan. 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31, 1954.
Jan. 1, 1954 to
Dee. 31, 1954,

July 1, 1953, to
June 30, 1954.
Ext. to Dec. 31,
1954

Jan. 1, 1949, to
Dec. 31, 1949.
Annual tacit re-
newal.

May 1, 1954, to
Apr. 30, 1955.
May 1, 1954, to
Apr. 30, 1955.

Sept. 3, I.94§ fo

*Jan. 1, 1954, to

June 1, 1954, to
Apr. 13, 1954, to

Dec. 19, 1954, to

*Jan. 1, 1954, to

*Jan. 1, 1954, to

Dec. 31, 1954.
Suppl.—July 19,
1954, to Dec. 31,

954.
*Jan, 1, 1954, to

Dec. 31, 1954.

*Dec. 23, 1953, to

Dec. 31, 195,

*QOctober 1954, to

Dec. 31, 1955.

*Jan. 1, 1953, to

Dec. 31, 1953.

*July 1, 1954, to

July 1, 1955

*Jan. 1, 1954, to

Dec. 31, 1954,

*Jan, 1, 1954, to

Dec. 31, 1954




Switzerland__.._... Apr.1,1948. In- | Jan. 1. 1949, to | Apr. 1, 1954, to | Oct. 1, 1953, to | July 1, 1949, to | Aug. 1, 1953, t0 |- o oo |ommomocaacacs
definite. Dec. 31, 1949. Mar. 31, 1955. Sept. 30, 1954. June 30, 1954. July 31, 1954.
Annual tacit re- Annual tacit re-
newal. newal.
TUrkey oo e emcecccccmeemm I [, July 1, 1953, to | June 1949, to May | July 1, 1948, to | Apr. 15, 1954, to | *Apr. 1, 1954, to | oo
June 30, 1954. 31, 1950. Auto- June 380, 1949. Apr. 14, 1955. Mar. 31, 1955.
matic annual ex- Annual tacit re-
tension. newal.
United Kingdom. | |aoe o July 1, 1953, to | Sept. 1, 1954, to | (Nov. 11) 1954, t0 oo oo i mimm i cemecccce|cccccccmecmmmme e
June 30, 1954. Aug. 31, 1955. 1956.
Finland_____..._.__. Jan. 1, 1954, to | Jan. 1, 1954, to | Jan. 1, 1954, to | Jan. 1, 1954, to | Jan. 1, 1954, to | July 18, 1953, to | Jan. 1, 1954, to | May 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31, 1954. Dec. 31, 1954, Dec. 31, 1954. Dec. 31, 1954, Dec. 31, 1954. Dec. 31, 1954. Dec. 31, 1954. Apr. 30, 1955.
Suppl.—Dec. 13,
1954, to Apr. 30,
IL. Qutside Europe 1955.
Jan. 1, 1954, 10 |eecemomooeoccananan (Aug. 22) 19540 |occem i ciccecee| e mcmem e e memme ettt e et e e
Dec. 31, 1954, One year.
____________________ e m e || mmmm e mmm e mm | e e m e e mmmmmmm e | e mmmmmmmmemeemmeem-=| JaD. 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31, 1956.
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ Jan. 1, 1954, to
Dec. 31, 1955.
(Mar, 26, 1954) 0 |- oo fm e cm e ceceaa{memcdec e e e |cmmemcmcmc e e Jan. 18, 1954, to |- oo e |eceeeicicmmmaano
Mar. 26, 1955. Jan. 17, 1955.
Jan. 1, 1954, to | June 1, 1953, to | Nov. 17, 1953, to | June 17, 1954, to | Jan. 1, 1953, to | Mar. 23, 1954, to | Oct. 16, 1954, to | Oct. 14, 1954, to
Dec. 31, 1958. Dec. 81, 1954. Dec. 31, 1954, Dec. 31, 1955. Dec. 31, 1954. Dec. 31, 1954. Oct. 15, 1955. Oct. 13, 1956.
________________________________________ July 15, 1954, to | July 1, 1954, to | May 1, 1954, to | July 1, 1954, to |-—-—...____________| Sept. 1, 1954, to
July 14, 1955. June 30, 1955. Apr. 30, 1955. June 30, 1955. Aug. 31, 1955
Iran___....._____. ADr. 1, 1954, t0 [cooooco oo e m e c e ettt |ttt e e e
Mar. 31, 1955.
Tsrael o | L Dec. 20, 1954, t0 |-ococoaoomooooaaoo Feb. 26, 1954, to | July 1, 1954, to | Sept. 9, 1954, t0 |- oo |ommimcimccaaeaos
Dec. 31, 1955. Feb. 25, 1955. June 30, 1955. Dec. 31, 1955.
Lebanon__._.._...__ Sept. 11, 1954, to | oo ... Nov. 20, 1954, 10 |acoceoooomcomocmcce]occcccmececmccme e Feb. 14, 1954, to (... ...
Sept. 10, 1955. Nov, 19, 1955 Jan. 31, 1955.
Syria . e e Mar. 27, 1958, 0 [ac oo oo e
Mar. 26, 1954
Argentina____.____._ August 1954, 10 |eeoocmoooooomaeooo Sept. 3, 1952, to | (Apr.22,1954)._..[ Jan. 1, 1954, tO |-o oo .. Sept. 6, 1954. [ __________
August 1955. Deec. 31, 1954, Dec. 31, 1954. One year.
Brazil .| e e May 17, 1953, t0 |ecevcocccacamcaaaans (NOV. 23,1954),  |oceocmam e me e et
ay 16, 1954 One year.
MexiCO. oo oo [ m el NOV. 9, 1949, 0 |ocooom oo c oo cm o e
Dec. 31, 1954
Paraguay. oo v oo ecc e Noy. 15, 1953, to | Nov. 1, 1953, £0 e oo |ameccamcccccc e e cmcceccc e cemm e e e cecee =
Nov. 14, 1954. Oct. 31, 1954.
Annual tacit re- Annual tacit re-
newol. newal.
Uruguay...ccceee-- July 28, 1954, t0 |-coeoomoo oo i emcceeo|em e e e e mca | eee e e cme e e e e *June 29, 1954, to [-ooo . ..
July 27, 1956. June 28, 1955.
NoTEs:

L1

Italics: First postwar agreement; in effect in 1954 but signed in previous year.

Bold Face: First postwar agreement.

*—Nongovernmental agreement.

Dates within parentheses indicate date of signature; effective date not available.



addition, there were several new agreements not listed on the chart
that provided payments mechanisms without schedules for delivery
of commodities.

The Soviet Union, as in 1953, was especially active in adding new
agreements to its trade network in 1954. Communist China now has
trade p‘lCtS with four non-Communist countries in Asia; only one of
these was in effect before 1954. Tast Germany and Rumanm accounted
for 17 of the new agreements.

As in 1953, the most novel development in the field of East-West
‘trade aoreements was the expansion outside Europe, although the
great majority of trade pacts are still with Western European coun-
tries. Many of the non-European agreements are noticeably vague.
But they do attract attention to the Communist countries, and thus
form a part of their campaign to extend their prestige and influence.

The Permanent Pattern of Priorities

In late 1953 and early 1954 a big topic of public discussion in the
East-West trade field was Soviet purchases of consumer goods. .

The vast, undersupplied consumers’ markets ini the U. S. S. R. and
some of the satellites were often eyed eagerly by Fast-West traders
seeking outlets for the free world’s abundance. During that period
the novelty of sizeable increases in Soviet-bloc buying of foodstuffs
and raw materials and products for light industry caused some to be-
lieve that the Soviet-bloc markets were at last being opened. This
optimism existing in some circles was fed by the propaganda of Com-
munist governments proclaiming interest in their peoples’ welfare,
and also by the natural hope of the free men of the West to see the
harness loosened from the Soviet bloc’s captive populations.

On the other hand, many in the West, recalling similar periods i in
Soviet history, were skeptical. They doubted that the commercial
forays for food and fabrics represented any fundamental change in
Soviet economic policies which would create a permanent expansion in
East-West trade.

By the end of 1954, the optimism had considerably faded and the
- skepticism had grown. It became apparent that the primary con-
cern of the Soviet bloc in foreign trade, as in the past, was still the
procurement of equipment and raw materials for its basic industries.
This concern can be noticed in different aspects of the bloc’s foreign
trading operations—in the bilateral trade negotiations, in the char-
acter of their statements in meetings of the United Nations Economic
Commission for Europe (ECE), in the foreign and domestic propa-
ganda, and in the actual shipments flowing into the Soviet areas from
the free world.

One of the Western Europeans who had attended the April 1954
meeting of the ECE’s Trade Consultative Group summed up his
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impression of Soviet trading interests something like this: The
Soviets are not interested in a large revival of East-West trade; they
only want to buy specific items like copper, electrical machinery, ete.,
which are called for in their plan; and to get these items, they are
willing to buy other goods as well and to sell a minimum amount of
their traditional exports.

The Soviet bloc’s concentrated interest in industrial equipment and
raw materials is most obvious in the trade promotion work of
COFRACI, a private organization in France, one of the European
propaganda groups which grew out of the Moscow Economic Confer-
ence of 1952. Such groups direct their message primarily to business
circles. An article in the COFRACI Bulletin for January-Febru-
ary 1954, urges the French to develop their trade with Bulgaria and
Rumania. TFirst, importers are urged to buy quantities of Bulgarian
cereals, fruits, vegetables, tobacco, and eggs. Then, a long list was
cited of “the French products desired by Bulgaria.”

Metal-cutting machinery; forge and press equipment; electrical ma-
chinery; minirg machinery; grain-grinding machinery; metallurgical
machinery and rolling mills; transportation and handling equipment
pumps and compressors; chemical, food and construction industry
machinery; woodworking machinery ; medical and laboratory appara-
tus; bearings; ferrous metals; galvanized steel sheets; tin; steels;
soldering electrodes; aluminum (in blocks) ; aluminum semifinished
products ; nonferrous metals, products, alloys; copper (in blocks) ; cop-
per, semifinishied products and wire; steel-aluminum conductors; chemi-
cal products ; tanning products and dyes, analine dyes ; pharmaceuticals,
superphosphates; refractory materials; magnesium bricks; automobile
tires ; raffia ; cotton thread ; woolens.

The bid for expanded French trade with Rumania is similar. But
COFRACI does not stop at urging such trade deals. Speaking of
Czechoslovakian trade, COFRACT openly presses the French to make
“concessions” so they can increase their trade and procure from Czecho-
slovakia such items as “coal tar, coke and coke dust, timber and paper
pulp.” The article warns: “The French Administration cannot hope
to obtain these products without making a few concessions. It is the
interest of all industrialists for the Administration to do so as these
concessions involve the export of French products which have been
affected by the Battle Act, aluminum, primarily.” This type of con-
tinuing pressure to break up the multilateral system of security trade
controls is, of course, familiar.

The commodity pattern of Furopean Soviet-bloc imports in the
postwar period shows a continual emphasis on three major categories
of products: machinery, metals and metal products, and transport
equipment (especially marine).

Only a few free-world countries have published their det‘uled com-
modity trade data for 1954. From the fragmentary information that
is available, there is every reason to believe that the Soviet bloc’s buy-
ing of machinery in the free world did not decline.
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Wanted: A Merchant Fleet

The fourth MDAC report, Fast-West Trade Trends (pp. 32-33),
described how the Soviet bloc went on a “shopping spree” for ships
during 1953. Even though many of the orders will take several years
to fill, 1954 deliveries of vessels constructed in the free world for the
Soviet bloc clearly showed the effect of the new Soviet interest in
acquiring a merchant marine.

The bloc has shipyards of its own, but these cannot turn out enough
vessels of the types desired to satisfy the demands of the economic
planners for military and merchant marines, and the yards concen-
trate on vessels for military use. The Soviet Union and Poland are
the only bloc countries with fleets worth mentioning. Many of the
ships are slow, old, and badly in need of repair. These fleets together
are not yet large enough to carry all the goods shipped in intra-bloc
trade, not to mention East-West trade. For example, Soviet Russia’s
tanker “fleet” increased from 163,000 gross registered tons in 1953 to
218,000 gross registered tons in 1954. But the U. S. S. R. still has only
a handful of tankers, and this shortage is serious. The 15 free-world
countries that cooperate in strategic trade controls prohibit the sale
of tankers to the Soviet bloc. In Chapter IV will be found the story
of how the Soviet Union pressed the Danes unsuccessfully in 1954 to
sell them two tankers, and even broke up the trade negotiations when
they couldn’t get their own way. In such cases, there is no doubt of
the impact of free-world strategic trade controls on the military capa-
bilities of the Soviet bloc.

On the other hand, the Soviet bloc can obtain many types of cargo
and fishing vessels and marine equipment not on the free-world
embargo list.

During the first half of 1954, deliveries of ships of various types
from Western Europe (excluding Finland) to the Soviet bloc amounted
to $12 million, which is well above the value of $8 million for the
vessels delivered in the entire previous year. (Finland is the largest
single exporter of ships to the Soviet bloc and made deliveries amount-
ing to $46 million in 1953 and about $50 million in 1954.) A substan-
tial portion of these purchases were used vessels which are in heavy
demand by the bloc.

In addition to the deliveries in 1954, the Soviet bloc placed orders
for a large number of new non-strategic-type vessels to be built in
Western European shipyards for delivery in 1955 or later. Their
interest appears to be chiefly in merchant ships, refrigerated ships,
fishing vessels, and specialized harbor craft.

Meat, Bread and Butter

The European countries of the Soviet orbit bought much more food
in the free world in 1954 than in the year before. The rise appeared
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to have been checked in the latter part of the year. There was in-
creasing evidence that many of the orders were one-shot affairs. The
free-world farmers who furnished the foodstuffs were realizing—if
they had not known all along—that their new customers were not
necessarily permanent ones.

In any case, the amounts, whether rising or falling, were small in
- terms of the immense populations to be fed. A privileged few may
have eaten better, but the imports could hardly have benefited the
many.

During most of 1954, meat was short in the Soviet Union and ra-
tioned in some other Soviet-bloc countries. Meat being scarce, and
livestock production being chronically behind plan and in deplorable
shape, the Communists turned to the free world as an additional source.
By October 1954, the Soviet Union had bought or contracted to buy
from free-world countries 142,000 tons of beef, mutton, and pork.
This is more than seven times the quantity of meat brought into the
U. 8. S. R. from the free countries in 1953. The largest suppliers were
New Zealand and Uruguay, followed by Argentina, Denmark, and
France in that order. Soviet buyers also found meat in South Africa,
Kenya, Canada, and Ireland.

All these purchases made the U. S. S. R. the Wor]d’s third largest
meat buyer in 1954, In addition, Czechoslovakia and East Germany
each committed themselves to buy 5,000 tons in their trade agreements
with free-world countries.

The Soviet bloc imported more fish, too. This might well have been
part of ‘the attempt to deal with the meat shortages. Imports of
176,000 tons in the first half of 1954 may be compared with 91,000 tons -
in the same months of 1953, and almost 214,000 tons in all of 1953.
Norway, Sweden, the Netherlands, Iceland, and the United Kingdom
weré the main suppliers. For Iceland and Norway, the Soviet bloc
became a market of considerable importance, buying 23 percent and
15 percent, respectively, of their fish exports i in the first 11 months of
the year.

As for butter, the U. S. S. R., in 1954 as in 1903 was the world’s
second largest buyer and 1mported at least 28.5 thousand tons (not
all countries have reported yet). East Germany bought almost
19,000 tons, about two-thirds as much as the U. S. S. R. On the other
hand, Poland, which was the No. 2 buyer in the Soviet bloc in 1953,
apparently ended its purchases. According to figures which the
U. S. S. R. gave to the United Nations Economic Commission for
Europe (ECE), almost all its butter imports in the 1953-54 season
were re-exported to satellite countries, and the same program is
planned for 1954-55.

One of the most interesting of all changes in the pattern of Soviet-
bloc imports is the recent influx of bread grains from the free world.
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This is especially interesting because Eastern Europe has traditionally
relied upon grain as its leading ewport. The shifts in the Soviet bloc’s
grain trade will be described in the next section.

What Can the Bloc Sell?

The problem of what to export is a perennial one for the U. S. S. R.
and its European empire. The major traditional exports of most of
those countries have been products of farm, forest, and mine. Yet,
these products are hungrily sought by those responsible for the ambi-
tious heavy industrial program which has been the main economic goal
of Soviet planners. Furthermore, the Communist economic system
has stacked the cards against agriculture. At the same time the
system is not conducive to the production of the high-quality indus-
trial goods which can compete in markets where the products of
Western industry are available.

This dilemma has gnawed at the foreign-trade planners of the
U. S. S. R. ever since the first 5-year plan was started in 1928. It has
come to plague the European satellites ever since their “Sovietiza-
tion.” The problem in the satellites has been further aggravated by
Moscow’s policy of having “first call” upon satellite production.

Thus the sources of Soviet-bloc products. that are exportable to the
free world have been drying up.

The traditional grain exports of Eastern Europe, including the
U. S. S. R, have been dwindling. Exports of wheat, rye, barley, oats,
and corn from the European Soviet bloc to the free world dropped
from 2,875,000 tons in the 1952-53 season to 1,256,000 tons in the
1953-54 season. (See Figure IV.) Prospects for the 1954-55 season
are no better. Contrary to all previous practices, the Soviet-bloc
countries stopped including grain on their list of goods available for
export to the West, which they distributed in the ECE meetings.
Furthermore there have been delays and cancellations in connection
with the Soviet bloc’s existing commitments to deliver grain.

Hungary, the former breadbasket of central Europe, imported large
quantities of grain in 1954. Poland had become a net importer of
grain in 1952, and Rumania, a grain-producing nation, has had severe
difficulties in meeting its obligations.

In late 1954 these countries were forced to import grain on a large
scale from Western Europe, and to make these purchases in some
cases by means of private Western European credits because they
were already overdrawn on their credit facilities with the Western
government. ' ’

Additional information on the increasing flow of grains—especially
bread grains—from the free world into the “breadbasket” regions
behind the Curtain will be available when more trade figures come in.
The story may deserve telling in some future MDAC report.
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F1GURE IV.—GRAIN ExPORTS FROM EUROPEAN SOVIET BLOC TO THE FREE WORLD IN
THE LAST 3 SEASONS

[In metric tons]

Year U.8.8.R.| Bulgaria | Rumania | Hungary Poland Totals
611, 156 21,773 642, 269
242,518 |- oo e 242, 518
157,998 32,917 202, 862

1, 065, 438
1,900, 530

2,292 1,459,433
21,674 2,192,113

635, 307 63,636 | 34,888 |_._.______.. 846, 007
136, 572 213, 866
176, 286 210, 289
106, 671 304 | 9,940 | __|eeoo_ll__. 116, 915

" 202,805 207, 155
40, 835 96, 284
23,978 23, 978
274,053 401, 772
41,863 133, 740

15, 846 65,874

Total of all 5 grains from European Soviet bloc:
1001-52 e e ea—————— 2,924, 495

1 Czechoslovakia.

Coal from Poland is another Soviet-bloc export of traditional im-
portance. It too has been declining as an export to the free world.
Most of this drop occurred before 1954. There was no sign of revival
in that year. Some of the satellites were having difficulties in coal
output.- The reduced exports were apparently due to both declining
output and to the increase in coal requirements within Poland and in
other Soviet-bloc countries.

Petroleum from the U. S. S. R. and Rumania appears to have re-
placed grain as the No. 1 export of the European Soviet bloc to the free
world in 1954. The two commodities are fairly close in total value,
and petroleum seems, temporarily at least, to be on the way up. In
quantity, the petroleum exports from the Soviet Union and Rumania
amounted to 4.5 million tons in 1954, compared with 1.7 million tons
the year before. New purchasers were found, for the first time in
some cases, in Algeria, Kgypt, Israel, Argentina, India, and Turkey.
Most, of the exports, however, went to Western Europe, and made up
about 5 percent of its total petroleum consumption. - For certain coun-
tries the percentage was higher; the marketing arrangements which
had been set up in Finland and Iceland in 1953, developed in 1954 to
the point where the U. S. S. R. was supplying almost all the oil imports
of these countries.

Risks in Reliance

The situation just mentioned concerning oil is not unique. There
are other cases in which the U. S. S. R. has become the major supplier
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~ or purchaser for a given commodity in the foreign trade of a given
free-world country. This is more often true in regard to Soviet pur-
chases than sales. For example, in 1954 the U. S. S. R. bought 43 per-
cent of Argentina’s linseed oil exports and 27 percent of her exports of
butter ; 23 percent of Iceland’s fish exports; and during the first half of
1954, 50 percent of Uruguay’s meat exports.

When, as between two free-world countries, it is said that one of
them takes a certain percentage of another’s exports or supplies a cer-
tain percentage of its imports, this means that the numerous separate
transactions of various private (and often highly competitive) in-
dividual buyers and sellers have been added together to compute the
totals flowing in commerce across the national boundaries.

But when we speak of the transactions between a free-world country
and a Communist-ruled country, it is a different matter. On the
Communist side, the trade statistics represent the purchases or sales
of a single large buyer or seller, the state Ministry of Trade. This
single trader—the government—therefore has a considerable influ-
ence on trade patterns. When it changes its sales or purchase plans,
either calculatedly or through the pressure of new economic condi-
tions at home, the change can have a sharp impact. Sometimes the
U. S. S. R.s sudden exits and entrances have created quite a stir in
free-world markets. For example, the sudden re-emergence of the
U. S. S. R. on manganese markets in late 1953 and 1954 was possibly
one of the various factors disrupting and depressing India’s foreign
markets for manganese in 1954. v

When the U. S. S. R. or another Soviet-bloc country becomes a very
large or sole supplier to a free-world nation, its withdrawal can result
in serious problems. And the mere threat of withdrawal can generate
pressures which can be exploited politically.

For many countries, all of this is more of a potential problem hover-
ing in the background of East-West trade than a current danger. Tt
is, at present, just one of the difficulties of trading with the Soviet
bloc. These difficulties are described in some detail in chapter IV.
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CHAPTER 111

The Voices of Moscow

“The practical task of Communist policy is to incite one against
the other * * %, We Communists must use one country against
another.”—Lenin, 1920.

In the tumultuous three decades since the death of Lenin, nations
seeking peace and friendly relations across all borders have been
frequently subjected to this Communist tactic of “one country
against another.” One of the fields in which the tactic has been em-
ployed over and over is that of East-West trade.

The Soviet bloc’s long-term objectives in its economic relations with
the free world may be summarized as follows:

1. To drive wedges among free-world nations at every oppor-
tunity. ’

2. To supply their own economy, especially the industrial-
military base, with imports which help the bloc become more
powerful and less dependent on the free world.

3. To increase the reliance of free-world nations on the bloc
for markets or supplies, and thus make those nations more
vulnerable to bloc pressures.

An analysis of the East-West trade propaganda with which Mos-
cow supports its objectives .shows the recurrence of the following
themes:

e That Soviet-bloc countries are always interested in the expansion
of world trade, and that they conduct trade without restrictions or
prohibitions and without interference in the internal affairs of other
countries.

® That trade equals peace; peace equals trade. '
@ That the Soviet bloc offers vast, stable crisis-free markets; that
economic crisis exists or is imminent in the free world—and that trade
with the bloc is the means of achieving economic stability.

® That trade with the Soviet bloc helps non-industrial countries
develop their economies, and this trade should be substituted for
economic relations with the United States and Western Europe.

® That free-world strategic trade controls prevent the expansion
of East-West trade and are responsible for its low level, and that the
program is not multilateral but is imposed by the United States.
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© That “other” free-world countries have more liberal dealings
with the bloc and are taking steps to expand trade, while “your country
is being left behind.”

Around and Around

By these propaganda lines, Moscow seeks to accomplish many goals
within its long-term objectives. One of these is to rouse merchants in
each free-world trading nation against the strategic trade controls
of their government.

By telling merchants in each country that “other” countries are
profiting enormously through East-West trade, the Communists aim
not only to stir up bad feeling and weaken free-world unity—in ac-
cordance with Lenin’s instruction to “incite one against the other”—
but also to achieve certain economic goals. They are trying to get
strategic goods. They are also trying to improve the terms on which
they buy goods. The idea is to foster rivalry among free-world
businessmen, so that they will grant them credits, lower their prices,
or make other concessions in the hope of snaring the business.

Many of the things that the Communist propagandists say in one
country would not bear repeating in another. Much of the propa-
ganda is tailored for an audience in a specific notion and is not
exportable beyond its borders.

For example, on October 14, 1954, Radio Moscow announced in
a broadcast to West Germany: “Profitable trade with the East has
‘had to cease * * *. West Germany’s traditional trade with the East
is dead * * *, In no other European country have United States
authorities been able to restrict the trade with the East.”

At the same time the Communists were saying something different
in the United Kingdom. There, they tried to convey the idea that
British traders are being outdistanced by the West Germans in the
race for rich markets behind the Curtain. For example, on March
1, 1955, Radio Moscow said in a broadcast to the U. K. that the
VVestern strategic trade controls were causing “greater competition
for the world market,” and as a result, “Britain is being forced to
cede her position to West Germany * * *” (The British are
warned about the Japanese too, and, of course, the Japanese are
- warned about the British.)

The Communist line in West Germany would also have sounded
strange to someone in Denmark who happened to pick up a copy of
the Danish Communist newspaper, Land og Folk. On January 9,
1955, this paper declared that Germany’s trade with the East was
causing the port of Copenhagen to be outdistanced by West Germany’s
port of Hamburg. For this, Land og Folk blamed Denmark’s ad-
herences to the free-world controls over strategic materials. The Com-
munist newspaper said that in West Germany the controls were “ap-
parently not taken so seriously.”
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Ttalians are told that they are the last to take steps to increase their
trade with the Soviet bloc. The Italian Communist newspaper
UUnita, in a typical article in June 1954, repeated a Communist charge
that West Germany had exported Italian sulfur to Rumania. The
article said that “after all, many other capitalist countries, first of all
Great Britain, are deriving great benefit from the expansion of their
trade * * * "Why should we not follow these examples?”

When a Soviet-bloc country entertains a trade mission from a free-
world country, or signs a trade agreement with it, Communist prop-
agandists in other free-world countries try to spread the news—and
rub it in. After a group. of private British businessmen visited Mos-
cow in February 1954, West Germans were told that “England, the
home of many discoveries in the past, has especially distinguished her-
self * * *  The emissaries of the city of London set sail for Moscow
to return with orders worth 20 million pounds.” (The same broad-
cast, in March 1954, announced that a “sensational piece of news” had
just been received from America. Actually the “news” was a rela-
tively moderate fluctuation in steel production, but the announcer said :
“The economic crisis which has been looming for so long has arrived
and it is gathering momentum like an avalanche, carrying with it and
destroying everything in its path. The masters of Wall Street stand
helpless by the sickbed of the capitalist economy.”)

A typical illustration of how the propagandists report the signing
of trade agreements was the Moscow broadcast to Italy on March 1,
-1954, picturing greater East-West trade as one of the remedies for
Italy’s economic difficulties and saying: “Numerous countries have
accepted this Soviet proposal, and trade agreements have been con-
cluded with France, Argentina, Denmark, Greece, Norway, Iran and
others.” :

In Austria, the Vienna Communist daily paper opened an article
entitled “East-West Trade—Big Business for the West” by demand-
ing: “Does the government intend to wait until the others have got
ahead of us?” This article highlighted West Germany’s trading ac-
tivities with the Soviet bloc.

Back in West Germany, a Communist broadcast announced that
“negotiations have been going on successfully in Moscow recently with
the representatives of English and French business circles.”

And in France, businessmen were told that other countries were
leaving the French behind.

In the Persian language there are broadcasts calling attention to
Ceylon’s trade with Communist China. Broadcasts are beamed to
Latin American countries painting a bright picture of Argentina’s
trade agreement with Soviet Russia. And thus it goes, around and
around, different words but fundamentally the same tune in every
place.
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CHAPTER 1V

Problems in East-West Trading

Western merchants can do business with Soviet-bloc countries.
They can successfully carry on trade with Communist governments,
and many of them would like to carry on more than they do—that is,
in the types of goods which would not contribute directly to military
power. But business with Communist governments is not con-
ducted in the manner that is normal between free-world commercial
enterprises. It is different in many ways, and the merchants soon
learn what the differences are. Some of them even learn the hard way.
They can gain nothing by ignoring the special problems they must face.

One of the prominent features of the year 1954 was a noticeable
increase in public recognition of those special problems. The press of
Western Europe contained many articles pointing out the difficulties
of trading with the Soviet bloc. Representatives of almost every
Western European government, even while seeking peaceful KEast-
West trade, spoke out plainly concerning various obstacles that the
Soviet bloc places in the way of normal trade. At the trade consulta-
tions sponsored by the United Nations Economic Commission for
Europe (ECE) in April 1954, Western trade experts repeatedly men-
tioned the failures of Soviet-bloc countries to send them the amount
of goods they desired at a price and quality they could accept.

This growing disposition to deplore the difficulties did not, of course,
lead the West to drop its interest in such markets and supplies as may
be had in Eastern Europe. But it did have the effect of further de-
flating the Communist-promoted myth that beyond the Iron Curtain
there exists a vast potential of reliable, profitable, and satisfying com-
merce which remains untapped only because of the free world’s selec-
tive controls over strategic exports. Despite the continued efforts of
Communist propagandists (discussed in Chapter ITI), this old myth
gives way increasingly to an awareness that the chief obstacles to a
large-scale expansion of East-West trade are inherent in the Soviet
economic structure and policies.

A good many of the special problems facing East-West traders stem
from the nature of the Soviet-type economy and the fact that the
trading system is a 100-percent state monopoly.!

1 “How the Kremlin Controls Trade” was described in East-West Trade Trends, the
fourth MDAC report (May 1954), pp. 6-T7.
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Lack of Reciprocity

The Soviet system in its dealings with the free world is characterized
by a lack of reciprocity. A Soviet-bloc country seeks privileges that
it will not accord to other peoples and governments. For example, it
does not allow the businessmen and traders of free-world nations to
live on its territory, either to establish. and keep up contacts with
prospective buyers or to keep an eye on local conditions in order to see
what goods they might buy. But the Communist government main-
tains trading staffs in all free-world countries where it has a trading
interest. Recently,the U.S.S. R. has been entertaining private trade
missions from time to time for specific purposes, but they are still
carefully screened by the Soviet Government. The businessman, in
dealing with Soviet-bloc governments, is still prevented from follow-
ing his normal practice of working through an office or agent on the
spot, and hopping a plane whenever he wants to talk over a deal with
the customers or suppliers.

Veil of Secrecy

This exclusiveness is a part of the veil of secrecy that surrounds
Soviet Communist activities. Economic developments in Soviet-bloc
markets are guarded like military secrets. Discussion of markets and
prospects, except by accredited high officials, is prohibited by law.
Soviet-bloc governments do not follow practices common in other
trading nations of publishing data on trade opportunities within the
country for the guidance of the foreign businessman. Nor do they
provide information on the results of their foreign trade transactions.
One motive for this may be the advantage of inducing traders—armed
only with hearsay and not facts—to outbid each other into terms
favorable to the Soviet-bloc government. In the regular trade
bulletins of the UN Statistical Office, one can find summaries of the
official trade returns of 58 countries, but not the U. S. S. R. and its
satellites. In the fall of 1954 the U. S. S. R. slightly modified its
secrecy policy by furnishing figures to the ECE on its trade with
Western Europe. This was the first time any such disclosures have
been made since 1937. The figures have, of course, been derived all
along from the published statistics of Western European countries,
but the Soviet action was encouraging, and free-world countries can
hope that it was an initial step that will be followed by other similar
movements toward relaxation.

Discrimination Under Cover

The Soviet Government has often said it has no export control laws.
True, there are no published rules and regulations. These are un-
necessary because all trade is conducted by the government. The
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plans drawn up periodically by the government simply omit any
items—and there are many more than in the West—that it does not
wish to offer in any particular markets. To make quick changes, a
secret directive circulated among the bureaucracy will suffice. Thus,
even in the face of existing formal trade agreements or contracts to
deliver, Soviet-bloc goods can be and are effectively withheld from a
trade partner without any public announcement,

As the one buyer or seller for the entire U. S.'S. R., the Soviet Min-
istry of Trade is in a powerful position to discriminate against trade:
partners who are in disfavor for one reason or another. It can easily
manipulate the price asked or offered in a manner to discourage any
purchase or sale in which the Soviet Government has lost interest.

Price Manipulation

A state-controlled economy, in its monopolistic trading- operations,
is not closely governed by such considerations as costs of production
and domestic price levels. The sale of some of its goods abroad below
cost is not.economically fatal to such an enterprise. Moreover, such
sales are common since the primary purpose is not to make a profit
on an individual export transaction, but rather to earn purchasing
power for the procurement of specified products from abroad, or to
acquire political gain.

When the Soviet bloc buys goods in the free world, the purchase cost
does not determine the prices at which these goods are offered in the
Iron Curtain markets. It is estimated that the butter which the
U. S. S. R. buys in the world market for 45 cents a pound is sold for
the equivalent (at official exchange rates) of $3 a pound in the state
stores. Similarly, oranges are imported at 214 cents apiece and sold
at $1.25; the people pay $1 a pound for sugar which the government
bought at 3 to 4 cents a pound.

Communist Preoccupations

The preoccupation of the Communists in drawing the Soviet-bloc
countries ever closer together and in forcing industrialization upon
them is familiar. How this affects trade has been discussed previ-
ously. The fluctuation in grain exports described in Chapter ITI is a
good-example. The Soviet-bloc governments are not shy in admit-
ting the preferences that are accorded to intra-bloc trade. And intra-
bloc trade has grown enormously at the expense of East-West trade.
The U. S. S. R. conducts over 80 percent of its trade with countries
inside its own orbit. ,

Behind all this is the Soviet Communist drive to become independ-
ent economically and politically from any non-Communist influ-
ences—not necessarily to exclude trade but to put it on their own terms.
And this preoccupation provides real problems for any outsider trying
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to develop a permanent market pattern with the Communist countries.
It has helped create the reputation acquired in trade circles that the
U. S. S. R. is “the one-time buyer.”

One-Time Buyer

The President of the Federation of British Industries recently ex-'
pressed the attitude of many free-world businessmen on the problem of
dealing with the Soviet monopolies:

Few, if any, of us would put down an exbensive new plant or build-
ing to cater for trade with countries where initial orders may never be
repeated regardless of the price, regardless of the value we may offer
but simply on political grounds.

The reasons for not repeating an order may be either economic or
political, but the problem is the same for free-world industrialists.

Soviet interest in importation of machinery is keen. But a good
deal of it is not a continuing business. The free-world exporter has
no way of checking the Soviet market to see if his sale is one of the
frequent ones which the Soviets have no intention of repeating.

Some foreign machines are imported just to be copied. They are
sent to research institutes where they are carefully studied and copies
turned out to enlarge the domestic supply and reduce the need to de-
pend on foreigners for such machines. The Soviet governments do
not honor international patents. In a very real sense, the research in-
stitutes serve in part as a substitute for normal foreign trade ties.

The foreign businessman engaging in trade with the Soviet Gov-
ernment has found it impossible to plan or maintain a durable com-
mercial relationship by standing ready to fill its needs for the type
of merchandise he is especially competent to supply .

For example, in the late 1920’s American manufacturers put a good
deal of resources and sales efforts into providing high-grade products
and building goodwill among Soviet purchasers of their tractors and
other agricultural equipment. The effort did not pay off. After
1931, the Soviet Government struck farm machinery from its import
list, and the expenditure of foreign exchange on this product came to
a sudden halt. From $41,902,000 in 1930 and $37,887,000 in 1931,
United States exports of farm machinery to the U. S. S. R. dropped
to $119,000 and $109,000 and $12,000, respectively, in 1932, 1933, and
1934.

Ups and Downs

In normal commerce between pairs of countries, it is not unusual to
see fluctuations in trade levels from year to year because of changes in
the availability or prices of the goods. However, the swift and erratic
swings of the pendulum that mark the commerce of the U. S. S. R.
are somewhat different. They cannot be predicted on the basis of
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the commercial considerations which traders can observe and under-
stand. A new decision, handed down by the Communist Party, can
create a sudden spurt in demand for new products on a foreign mar-
ket—or it can disrupt an established set of export-import arrange-
ments between free-world suppliers with equal suddenness. All too
often the Soviet-bloc governments appear and reappear in individual
markets either as buyer or seller with no ‘tpparent economic reason for
their behavior.

For example, the Soviet Government Wlthdrew from Tceland’s
foreign markets in 1947. Total trade dropped from $9.7 million in
1947 to $2 million in 1949. The U. S. S. R. stayed out of Iceland’s
markets until 1953. In the latter year, however, official Soviet policy
called for a display of concern for the Soviet consumer and a display
of a new interest in the trade of selected countries; apparently Iceland
qualified as a country of current importance to the interests of the
U.S.S. R.

The U. S. S. R., always a sporadic buyer of Australian wool, once
again entered the Australian wool market in May 1953, after an
absence of about 214 years. Soviet bidding was characterized by bids
well above the customary prices and also above the limits which Aus-
tralia’s traditional customers could offer, thus disturbing the market.
The volume of total U. S. S. R. imports from Australia, as well, has
fluctuated sharply from about $0.7 million in 1947 up to $31 million
in 1949, dropping to $25,000 in 1952 and rising again to $31 million
for the first 10 months of 1954.

In Mexico, the Soviet Union made its appearance some years ago
as a sizeable buyer of a fiber called henequen. In 1948, Mexican
exports of henequen to the Soviet Union amounted to $10 million.
In 1949 they declined by half, and then they disappeared altogether.

In July 1954 the Soviet Government broke up negotiations for a
trade agreement with Denmark by its insistence that the Danish Gov-
ernment reverse its previous decision and commit itself to build two
tankers for delivery to the U. S. S. R. The Danish Government char-
acterized the Soviet ultimatum as politically motivated.

There are other examples of these ups and downs in selected coun-
tries. Some abrupt changes, like the Soviet bloc’s cutting off trade
with Yugoslavia, were done for admitted political reasons. Others
remain unexplained. '

Uncertainty After the Deal

The last year has brought forth several widely publicized exqrnples
of the uncertainties of trading with the Soviet bloc.

Beginning around March 1955 there were a number of newspaper
despatches which reported that the Soviet Union had cancelled some
of the orders previously placed in free-world countries. Later re-
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ports indicated that some of these orders were reinstated afterwards.

During recent postwar years, Finnish manufacturers of prefabri-
cated housing expanded their capacity in order to take care of the
Soviet demand for the product. One of the reasons for the industry’s
optimistic planning was the 5-year trade agreement between Russia
and Finland i which the former committed itself to import an
average of 600,000 square meters of housing from Finland annually
during 1950-55. Soviet negotiators, however, in January 1955, re-
duced the 1955 quota of purchases to 250,000 square meters
as compared with the 1954 quota -of 750,000 square meters. and
900,000 square meters each during 1952 and 1953. This leaves the
future of this important Finnish export commodlty in a condition
of uncertainty.

Questions of Quality

One of the biggest problems in East-West trade has been the poor
quality of many Soviet-bloc products. The free world’s complaints
are confirmed in the words of the Communists themselves. Both in
the U. S. S. R. and the satellites, high officials have urged better
quality and have been critical of shoddy goods. These admissions,
of course, were made only in the home audiences.

The case of the East German. trucks is an interesting one. In the
courts of one of the Western nations in July 1954, two' representatlves
of an East German automotive monopoly were summoned to answer
complaints of the Western purchasers. These buyers demanded that
the contract to buy the vehicles be legally canceled because of their
defective quality. Following is a passage from the complaint to the
court:

The truck was in use from 13 February to 2 April 1954, when the gear
box broke and as no replacement parts were available, the purchasers
have not since been able to use the truck. Three days after the truck
was purchased the relay was broken and the charge warning light showed
whatever it pleased. “The relay caught fire and threatened to set the
whole truck afire. The relay was replaced but then the dynamo burned.
The steering mechanism was broken a little later. The gear box was
broken the first time. The gauges ceased working; the lights worked
badly. The tires fell apart since they were made of old, probably war-
time tires, by recapping. The handbrake broke. Both windshield
wiper motors burned out. From one gide all the wheel bolts broke off .
and the overload spring brackets broke one after the other. The chassis
of the truck was bent badly. On the third working day the dumping
equipment became unoperational. The capacity of the load-platform
was 28 percent smaller than advertised.

No one would suppose that all Soviet-bloc exports are that bad. But
unfortunately, free-world buyers of Soviet and satellite products all

too often have trouble getting their money’s worth—and this applies
to many kinds of goods. :
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The complaints over the defective trucks were probably no surprise
to the East German authorities. A month earlier, a more succinct
description of the problem—a little understated—had appeared in
their periodical Kraftfahrzeng Technik: “It is common knowledge
that some of our bicycle, motorcycle, and car models no longer reach
international technical standards.”
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CHAPTER V

 Economic Courses in Eastern Europe

‘What has been going on behind the Curtain which may have a bear-
ing on East-West trade?

Official statements appear from time to time within the Soviet bloc.
Some of these have been reports on the growth of production; others
have-urged greater efforts in selected portions of the economy. The
facts given the outside world by which these statements could be
judged are extremely scarce. What does come out is frequently in
confusing or m1sleachng form.

 After Stalin died in March 1953, there was a series of official state-
ments which were widely interpreted to indicate a “softer” policy.
Internally, the Soviet regime announced a new course. Much was
said in official speeches and in the Soviet press about concern for the
consumer. Externally, a desire to build up more friendly relations
with the “capitalist” world seemed to be displayed, although hostile
words and actions were mingled with the conciliatory gestures. The
European satellite countries followed the lead of the U. S. S. R., and
Sometimes appe‘lred to outdo the Kremlin with “new courses” in their

© own economies.

These events of 1953 and early 1954, as well as the Soviet economic
developments of the preceding decades, were described in the fourth
MDAGC report, East-West Trade Trends, issued a year ago. It was

_pointed out there (p. 17) that the Soviet-bloc rulers had “made a great
fanfare about supplying more consumer goods to their people without
basically changing their war-oriented economy. »

Recently there have been new events in the U. S. S. R. which have
fascinated the world. Early in 1955, Malenkov resigned as Premier,
confessing incompetence in the pursuit of an improved agricultural
program. ‘

During the same general period, both before and after the Malenkov
resignation, the official propaganda about heavy industry became more
noticeable, and certain Soviet economists who had written about an
increase in consumer goods were rebuked. Iichoes again were heard
in the European satellites. And because the gestures toward the con-
sumer had coincided with the time when Malenkov was the Soviet
Premier, some observers in speculating about the 1955 events tended
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to identify Malenkov personally with a so-called “soft” policy and to
identify his successors with:-a “return” to the “hard” Stalin policy of
concentrating upon heavy industry. '

It is not our purpose here to present an analysis of the power strug-
gle in the Kremlin. But inasmuch as the policies of rapid heavy in-
dustrialization were never basically overruled, it would certainly be
- risky to identify any 1nd1v1duals—whether they be Malenkov, Bul-
ganin, or Khrushchev—with either an overruling or a “return.”

In trying to interpret the different statements made from time to
time by the Soviet leaders, it is important to remember that official
pronouncements of all types, and this includes the output of the state-
owned press and radio, are part of a carefully prepared propaganda
“line.” This does not mean that everything one hears is untrue. Offi-
cial statements may or may not be genuine expositions of a policy
which will actually be carried out. But they are sure to be part of a
campaign to manipulate public opinion for purposes which will not be
openly expressed. A shift in the “line” is a new tactical maneuver.

With this in mind, let us examine some of the actions that have been
taken in the economies of the Soviet-bloc countries while all the talk
was going on.

It will be found that more remained the same throughout the 1953-
55 period than was changed.

It will also be found that conditions in the satellites were quite dif-
ferent from those ini the U. S. S. R., despite the similarity in speeches.
The conditions were different to start with, different actions were
taken, and different results followed.

Inside the U. S. S. R.

By the time Stalin died in 1953, the output of steel, coal, cement,
machinery, and so on, was well above 1940 levels. In the early post-
war years the rates of growth had been rapid, in part because they
largely represented restoration of facilities damaged during the war.
These high rates were not sustained; in fact, since 1950 the rates of
increase have been declining. - By 1953 it was clear that some of the
goals set for 1955 in the fifth 5-year plan would not be fulfilled. . Most
significant was the lag in the productivity of labor. This meant that
in order to attain 1955 production targets, more labor would be needed
in industry than could well be spared from other sectors, unless the
system could be made more productive.

- The greatest difficulties, however, were in agriculture. A consider-
able setback had occurred during the war. The total crop acreage and
the number of livestock were-not restored to the prewar (1940) levels
until 1951. And even then, the yields per unit of land and per . animal
were so low that agricultural ou¢pu¢ did not approximate prewar out-
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put until 1952. Then in 1953 it slipped back again below the prewar
level.

In the meantime, the population had grown considerably. Neither
food supplies nor housing had kept pace with this growth. Light
industry (such as textiles, clothing, and food processing) had been
neglected by comparison with heavy industry, and retail trade was
highly inefficient. All of this meant that despite the progress in heavy
industry, and despite the new importance of their country in world
affairs, the people of the Soviet Union were probably worse off as
consumers, especially for food supplies, than they had been in the
late 1930’s, which had been no bed of roses.

The low level of consumption and the unsatisfactory productivity
of labor in both industry and agriculture are connected with one
another. The Soviet rulers are eager to stimulate their people to
work harder by means of the old capitalist incentives such as piece
rates and bonuses. But why should a man break his back to make a .
little more money when there is hardly anything he can buy with it%

These problems had been recognized and studied before Stalin died.
There are indirect references in his last major statement on economic
policy to some.of the reforms which appeared in 1953 and 1954.
Undoubtedly his death had some effect on the timing and extent of
their introduction. - But the 1953 shift in the propaganda line which
was intended to show a new concern for the consumer exaggerated
‘the differences between pre-Stalin and post-Stalin economic policies
in practice. Basic objectives of the regime remained unchanged, and
even the means of attaining them were not as radically altered as they
were made to appear.

In August 1953, Malenkov spoke in general terms of improved con- -
sumer prospects, but nothing specific was promised until late October.
From then on, a series of high-level decrees raised the 1955 targets
for retail trade, for the food industry, and for other light industry,
describing these planned goals in much more detail than earlier an-
nouncements. The descriptions were mouth-watering, but the changes
in output actually were moderate in most cases.. The whole effect was
presented as a 2-to-3-year push, which apparently was to taper off
in 1956. '

Other decrees were aimed at the rejuvenation of agriculture. In-
creased incentives were offered to farmers to produce more, both in
their collective farm work and on their own private plots. Some
reforms were also made in the organization of Soviet farming.

How was all this to be achieved? Partly by an increase in the
government’s investment in agriculture and light industry, partly by
reforms in the Ministry of Trade, and more fundamentally, by a
hoped-for increase in the productivity of the econoniy as a whole; The
government seemed to hope this last could be accomplished by a series
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_of measures designed to increase the efficiency of management in in-
dustry. The high degree of centralization had bound the managers
up in a'good deal of red tape and restrictions, and the regime ap-
parently believed that a certain degree of decentralization might free
the plants for more efficient work. Higher productivity in agricul-
ture was to be stimulated by lowering the high taxes and by raising

the low prices of farm produets.

" Ttisimportant to note that no cutbacks in planned output for heavy
industry were ever mentioned in the U.S. S. R., althourrh the satellite -
governments did mention such cutbacks.

Throughout the year, statements reminding listeners of the im-
portance of heavy industry were included in all major Soviet speeches

-on the economy, including Malenkov’s own speech of August 1953.

Actual performance in 1953 showed only one change from trends
prevailing until then. Retail trade moved up fast at the end of the
year. .Since there had been no corresponding increase in output, this
increase in trade resulted from selling off accumulated inventories at
reduced prices, a sort of Communist “fire sale.”

Farm output in 1953 showed no improvement—in fact it worsened—
and the increase in industrial output was less than in 1952.. '
~ In 1954, however, over-all industrial output increased at a slightly

" higher rate than before. Retail trade did not; apparently the “fire

sale” wasa one-shot affair. Agriculture still hgged badly, although

output was larger than in 1953. Investment in light industry during

1954 was. raised, but remained a very small fraction of the total. - There

was.increased output in both heavy and light mdustry If anything,

this increase was larger in heavy industry than in light. In short,
the regime got.what it wanted most—some increased productivity—
while the average consumer got very little more than before.

In 1955, attempts to revive agriculture continued; budget alloca-
tions in agriculture increased. The decentralization measures intro-
duced in 1954 remained in effect. In late 1954 some Soviet spokesmen
went back to talking more insistently about heavy industry and less
about the consumer. The 1955 budget showed an increase in the
allocations to heavy industry and a cut in light industry. But these
changes should not be overemphasized, since it must be remembered
that the Soviet Communists never actually sacrificed heavy industry
or went all-out for the consumer.

Inside the European Satellites

. The shifts in the propaganda line within the European satellites
were similar to those in the U. S. S. R Thls applies both to 1953 and
early 1955.

But the circumstances were dlfferent The satelhte countries were
relatively new to Communism. They were only in the early stages of
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transition from a free-world type of consumer economy to a Soviet-
type of war economy. The satellites showed greater signs of malad-
justments before 1953 than were found in the economy of the U. S. S.R.
Jn a very general sense they were suffering from the same diseases
as the U. S. S. R. in 1953, with rates of increase in industrial produc-
tion falling and with agriculture stagnating. But the ailments were
much worse in the satellites. The actions taken in the satellites under
the 1953 “new courses” were much more sweepmtr They were even
less successful.

‘Ambitious long-term industrialization plans had been started in
these Eastern European countries around 1950. These weére stepped
up to very high levels during the Korean War. Signs of economic
strain beeame quite noticeable in 1952, and the situation grew worse
in 1953. By then it became clear that many of the targets for indus-
trial growth could not possibly be achieved in 1954. So a large ele-
ment in the “new course” introduced in 1953 was a reduction in these
targets for 1954 to levels which were more likely to be obtained in

. practice. Rather than admit failure, it was possible for satellite
leaders to speak of a reorientation of the economy to help consumers.
- (In some cases failures were acknowledged.) ‘

The graph below (Figure V) shows the extent to which the orlgmal
plans for 1954, alre‘tdy the most modest since the adoption of Soviet-
style planmng in these countries, had to be modlﬁed at mldyear be-
cause of the failures in the early months.

If Soviet agriculture was sick, the crisis in satellite agl lculture was
even more acute. The Communists were uprooting the traditional
forms of farm production and substltutmg Communist collectiviza-
tion. But collectivization was progressing slowly.

The collective farms have not proved to be efficient organlzatlons,
even in the U. S. S. R. But there, at least, the farmers have had 20 .
years of experience with them. They passed through a period in the
early 1930’s when almost the entire farm-owning population in the
U. S. S. R. lost their farms in one swoop and either had to join a
- collective farm or work at forced labor. Herds were slaughtered,
farm production fell sharply, and many people starved.

The satellite states, though pressing hard to reshape agriculture into
Communist patterns, shied away from this extreme and tried to col-
lectivize more gradually. The result has been a state of confusion
and uncertainty all around: The private farmers had no incentive to
work hard when their success would only make them better targets
for persecution and expropriation, and the minority who were already
collectivized felt put upon and had little incentive to labor for the
state. Consequently, agriculture in the satellites has fallen off badly.

Under the “new courses” satellite agriculture received more atten-
tion from Communist rulers, as it did in the U. S. S, R. Investment
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was increased and concessions of various kinds were made to the
farmers, even including for some countries the permission to leave
collective farms under certain conditions.

In many of the Eastern European countries, consumption and liv-
ing standards which had been higher than in the U. S. S. R. began
to fall as soon as Sovietization plans were imposed, and were falling
lower each year. This had a special impact on peoples who had known
something better and who had had Communism thrust down their
throats so recently. _ ’

These conditions in industry and agriculture varied somewhat as
between satellite countries, and so did the remedies which were ap-
plied. Hungary represents one extreme, in that industrial failures
and agricultural resistance were probably the greatest. The adop-
tion of “new course” measures in 1953 was earliest and most extensive
in Hungary, and furthermore Hungary was the only country where
official repudiation was made in 1955. Poland is probably the best
example of the other extreme—that is, most like the U. S. S. R.—in
having the slowest and least change, first one way and then the other.
We shall examine the events in Hungary in some detail, because they
bring out most clearly the problems of the last 2 years. But it must
not be thought that Hungary’s experience was unique in kind; most
of what happened there was also happening in Czechoslovakia and
Rumania, and to a lesser degree in the other countries as well.

Hungary and the “New Course”

In July 1953, Prime Minister Imre Nagy and other Communist
leaders stepped forth with sweeping proposals for reform of the
Hungarian economy. They said that previous programs for indus-
trialization had been too ambitious, that Hungary should devote more
of its efforts to agriculture and should import products of heavy
industry from other Soviet-bloc countries better equipped to produce
them.

In line with this thinking, the emphasis on heavy-industry targets
was lessened, and some projects on which construction had begun were
abandoned outright. In an effort to encourage the farmer, the- gov-
ernment reduced his taxes and his compulsory deliveries to the state,
raised the prices of farm goods, and gave permission to individuals to
leave collective farms. This last was the most extreme change.

From then on, there was a good deal of confusion.. Old-line Com-
munists in the Hungarian Party didn’t like these new-fangled ideas,
and forced some back-tracking. At the same time, the dominant group
under Nagy was still pushing its program, and they blamed all
economic failures on the “left deviationism” of those who could not
appreciate the merits of the new policy. Many of the planned goals
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were revised again-in 1954. New farm decrees were issued, often
contradicting the effect of the decrees that had come before.

The farmers’ reaction was interesting. About half of the collective
farm members pulled out and returned to private farming, even though
they had to do so under more and more unfavorable conditions.

. Farmers who were forgiven their. past failures to pay taxes or make
compulsory deliveries went on to further delinquencies, feeling that if
they could get away with it once, they had the frovernment on the run
and could do it again.

Labor discipline in the factories also deteriorated. The usual goal
is not only to increase production but also to increase it by a larger
amount each year. Total production in 1954, however, increased
much less than its already modest plan. According to government
announcements, production in heavy industry even dropped by 3.1
percent. At the same time, the government’s bill for wages zoomed,
partly as a result of unauthorized wage increases made by factory
managers in efforts to make their quotas. Lower productivity plus
higher wage cost equals gross inefficiency.

" 'The 1954 output of coal, needed to keep other industries running,
fell short of plan by 650,000 tons, even though more labor was forced
into the pits.. Output ¢ of electric-power apparently rose only 5 per-
cent in 1953, as compared with 10 percent as originally planned. It
was ‘mounced that. steel output (given only for open-hearth steel,
but this is the bulk of Hungary’s steel output) fell 4.1 percent below
1953, which means that production was 12 percent below plan. Light
1ndustry reportedly increased production about 10 percent, but the
increase was less than in any year since 1950. Harvests of wheat and
rye, the largest Hungarian crops, decreased; acreage was said to be
6.9 percent larger than in 1953, but the yield per acre was said to have
been 22 percent lower. Poor weather and the Danube flood were
partly responsible for this last failure. But in addition there were
collection failures in almost all crops.

And what of the consumer who was supposed to beneﬁt from the
“new course”? Manufactured consumer goods increased, but not as
much as planned. -Retail sales increased, but the largest percentages
of increase were found among items such as butter, candy, radio

“sets, and bicycles. Such goods are beyond the reach of most of the
population. The supply of bread was even more meager than before.
Housing was extremely short; by October 1 only 13,000 of the 40,000
new dwellings planned for the year had been completed.

These are all quantity figures; it is impossible to describe in gen-
eral terms all the complaints about quality which appeared in the
papers. (The papers do print criticisms of specific shortcomings but
never any general criticism of the government.)
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To put it bluntly, the “new course” in Hungary had fallen on its
face. Instead of solving old problems it created a lot of new ones and
- left the old ones about where they were before.

And in the first week of March 1955, Premier Nagy also fell. The

Central Committee of the Hungarian Workers (Communist) Party
denounced him as a “rightist deviationist” who had undermined the -
economy. The Central Committee stated in confused terms its in-
tention of restoring the top priority of heavy industry. The switch"
was not complete; it was still claimed that the pre-1953 pace of in-
dustrialization was exaggerated, and that the June 1953 decisions were
right but had been incorrectly applied. The Central Committee re-
- ports: indicated a crackdown on workers and farmers, the latter
through a renewal of the collectivization drive and a return to harsher
collection policies. The committee also proposed an increase of 5.7
percent in industrial output in 1955. This is apparently no more than
a return to their original schedules for 1954 and 1955.
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Conclusions

Most of this report has been on Soviet-bloc economic activities in the
free world. ' The purpose is not to reveal new facts, but to summarize
and bring into focus the over-all picture of what the Soviet bloc has
*.been doing. The intention is to give the reader some idea of Soviet-
bloc operations and activities abroad and the related problems which
confront the United States Government and the other governments
.and businessmen of the free world. The five chapters of the report
are actually just one chapter of the much bigger story of relationships
between the free world and the Soviet bloc. The fifth MDAC
report, The Revision of Strategic Trade Controls, told another part of
this larger story. But even that is not the whole of it; for economic
defense, including strategic trade controls, is but one aspect of the en-
tire foreign economic policy of the United States and the free world.

‘An over-all appraisal of foreign economic policy is, of course, beyond
the scope of this report. Some of the most recent activities of the
United States in this broader field were described in the President’s
Report to Congress on the Mutual Security Program for the 6-month
period ended December 31, 1954. But the broader picture must be
kept in mind if the facts and fictions surrounding Communist foreign
economic activity are to be seen in proper perspective. If perspective
is lacking, there is apt to be either an exaggeration or an under-estima- -
tion of the problems which confront the free world in economic rela-
tions with the Soviet-bloc countries. The situation calls for neither
undue alarm nor apathy. This government constantly studies the
implications of what the Soviet bloc does in its economic relations with
the free world, and takes them into full account. :

Following are some of the main imiplications and conclusions that
emerge from the developments we have described in the five chapters of
this report :

® As we have seen, 1954 was a year when East-West trade showed
a moderate increase and the trade agreement network expanded. The
Soviet bloc. increased its imports faster than its exports, but the im-
ports began to taper off in the latter part of the year.  Prospects are
not bright for another general increase of East-West trade in 1955.
T£ the recent trend in Soviet-bloc exports continues, the over-all level of
TFast-West trade may even decline. :

® Some of the expansion in East-West trade in 1954 came out of the
sizeable increases in Soviet-bloc purchases of food. The Communist
regimes had made promises to their consumers. Domestic production
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was 1nadequate chromc and acute problems plagued agriculture,
Though the imports of food made a certain impact in some foreign
markets, they did not have any real effect on Soviet-bloc living stand-
ards. For example, the U. S. S. R. purchases of meat—one of the most
spectacular increases in imports—were only enough to provide a few
meals during the entire year if it had been distributed throughout the
population. As it was, the meat went on the tables of the privileged
few. In any case, consumer goods imports seemed to drop off as the
year went on, and the Soviet consumer is left pretty much where he was
before—with lots of propaganda and not very much to eat or wear.

® Soviet-bloc purchases of all sorts from the free world in 1954
demonstrated the continuing primary interest of the Communist coun-
" tries in procuring capital goods to keep-their forced industrialization
rolling along. In order to fulfill their plans to build a merchant ma-
rine, they also kept on shopping in VVestern shipbuilding markets for
bargains in both old and new vessels.

® Moscow used various approaches to interest the underdeveloped
countries in becoming “economic partners” of Soviet-bloc Communism.
- Although the propaganda outdistanced the actions, there was no doubt
that the Soviet interest and intentions in these areas were serious.
They can be expected to continue. The underdeveloped countries face
a dilemma in their need for outside help.

® Free-world merchants cannot conduct business with Sov1et-bloc
countries in the manner that is normal between free-world commercial
enterprises. One of the prominent features of the year 1954 was a
noticeable increase in public recognition of the special problems which
~ confront those who trade with the Sov1et-bloc countries. -

® An important obstacle to East-West trade is the Soviet bloc’s
inability to act as a reliable supplier of traditional exports, especially
farm and forest products. This is illustrated by the recent rise in
Soviet-bloc imports of grain, which has traditionally moved in the
other direction. Another major difficulty in trading with the Soviet
bloc is its demand for special concessions in many of its deals. These"
difficulties arise largely out of the nature of the Communist economic
system and its forms of trading. . '

® In order to obtain raw materials or as a part of their effort at
economic and political penetration, the U. S. S. R. and some of the
satellites may in the future sell small additional amounts of capital
goods in the free world, at least as token deliveries to the underdevel-
- oped areas. However, a large increase is not likely under present
Soviet-bloc plans, and apparently could be made only at very heavy
sacmﬁces within the European Soviet bloc and China.
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® Looking back at the period 1953 to 1955, one main conclusion
appears: Despite various alterations in the whole East-West trade
picture, there is more that remains the same than has changed—both
internally and externally in Soviet foreign economic policy. If any-
thing, this last year has shown more clearly that commodity exchanges
entered into by the Soviet-bloc countries are invariably connected to
broader government economic and political motivations in which
trade is not an end in itself but a vehicle of an often aggressive total -
foreign policy. There is a growing appreciation of these facts in the
free world. '
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APPENDIX A

Trade Controls of Free-World Countries

This appendix summarizes the national trade-control measures of
the countries cooperating with one another in the multilateral control
system. The descriptions of their controls are supplementary to in-
formation contained in the main text of the report. Descriptions of
the trade controls of other friendly countries have been contained in
similar appendices to previous MDAC reports, and, since their con-
trol procedures have in most cases not undergone substantial revision,
they are not repeated in this appendix.

As indicated in previous reports, much of the detailed information
on security trade controls has a security classification. Thus these
descriptions must, in a public report, be presented in somewhat general
terms. In most cases, they concern primarily the basic export license
and customs control procedures originally established for directing
foreign trade to particular currency areas, conserving goods in short
supply, and for other economic or financial reasons. Security trade
control has been generally exercised through these basic procedures,
supplemented to increase its effectiveness, by import certificate-deliv-
ery verification (IC/DV) procedures, shipping controls, and recently
adopted transit and transaction controls. The descriptions which
follow describe the main features of these national control systems.
The countries are arranged in alphabetical order.

BELGIUM-LUXEMBOURG
License Requirements

The basic legislation from which the present import-export control system in
Belgium has developed was a law of June 30, 1931, modified by the law of
July 80, 1934, which authorized in broad general terms the regulation of
Belgium’s foreign commerce to promote the general economic well-being of the
country. The convention with the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg on the 23d of
May 1935, amending the economic union convention of 1922, established also a
combined Belgo-Luxembourg Administrative Commission (the Commission Ad-
ministrative Mixte Belgo-Luxembourgeoise) and in this way provided a central
agency for coordinating the import and export licensing procedures of Belgium
and Luxembourg. Pursuant to the 1935 convention, when the appropriate agency
of either government desires to modify or expand regulations pertaining to
import and export controls, the recommendation is discussed with the appro-
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priate agencies of the other government; their agreement having been reached,
the new policies are communicated to the Mixed Comimission which then trans-
mits identical instructions to the Belgian Central Office of Licenses and Quotas
and the Luxembourg Office of Licenses. This procedure insures close coordina-
tion of the import and export licensing operations of the two governments in
order that the general economic welfare of both may best be served.

The control over exports effected by the requirement of export licenses is
reinforced by special controls applied at the time of the actual export of the
licensed merchandise. Submission to these special controls is required as a
previous condition to the obtaining of certain licenses, these special additional
controls being applied by reason of the special nature of the merchandise to be .
exported or to assure the direct delivery of the merchandise to its foreign
destination.

Applicants for export licenses must make a declaration that they are familiar
with the conditions upon which licenses are issued and the regulations relative
to exchange controls, and that they accept these conditions and regulations
without reserve. The applicant also acknowledges that the licenses are not
transferable and that any irregularity in his application or utilization of the
license subjects him to possible refusals of any new export license applications
and may expose him to prosecution for a criminal offense. HExporters of prod-
ucts whose final destination is controlled must sign an undertaking that their
exports are not to be re-exported. In such cases, the exporter renounces his
right to obtain any subsequent export licenses in all cases for which nonre-
export declarations are required, if the present undertaking is evaded.

Transit Controls

A royal decree of January 17, 1955, authorizes the Minister of Economic Affairs
to impose a transit licensing requirement for certain items coming from or going
to countries he may designate. A second decree of the same date by the Minister
of Economic Affairs requires the production of a Belgian transit license, or a
transit authorization certificate (TAC) issued by certain countries, for the ship-
ment through Belgium in transit of items named in the decree coming from the
countries participating in the TAC scheme and destined for any of the Soviet-
bloc countries. Luxembourg issued similar decrees January 20 and February 1,
19565.

Financial Controls

Prior authorization is required for all buying and selling transactions abroad A
by Belgian and Luxembourg residents. The exchange control is carried out by
the Belgo-Luxembourg Exchange Institute.

Shipping Controls

Belgium has taken action to prevent the carrying of strategic goods in Belgian
ships to Communist Chinese and North Korean destinations.

CANADA

Authority for the control of exports in Canada is derived from the Export and
Import Permits Act, an act of Parliament, which came into effect on June 1, 1954.

Permit Requirements

The Canadian approach to export control is based on two lists: (i) The Export
Control List of strategic commodities for which export permits are required for
practically all commercial exports to any destination, except the United States,
and (ii) the Area Control List of countries, the shipment to which of any goods
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requires an export permit. The Area Control List comprises all Communist
countries plus Hong Kong, Macao, and Indochina. General export permits are
in effect which enable shipments of a list of nonstrategic items to Hong Kong;
shipments of casual gift parcels of trivial value to Communist countries; ship-
ments to Canadian diplomatic missions; ete. ’

Transaction Controls

Under the act, Canada has also enacted a form of transaction control whereby
it becomes an offense for a resident of Canada to knowingly cause or assist any
shipment of strategic goods to be made from Canada, or any other place, to
Communist countries.

Transit Controls

New regulations were made effective January 16, 1955, regpecting transit ship-
ments. These regulations stipulate that no person shall transship or cause or
assist in the transshipment of or accept for transshipment to a country included
in the Area Control List any goods included in the Export Control List, unless a
transit authorization certificate covering such goods and issued by the exporting
country, or by the country of residence of the exporter, hag been presented to and
endorsed by a Canadian collector of customs or, in the absence of such certificate,
approval for the transshipment has been given by the Minister of Trade and Com-
merce, or by a person authorized by him to do so.

‘An export permit is required for all goods originating outside Canada when
tendered for export in the same condition as when imported, without further
processing or manufacture in Canada. Goods in transit in bond on a through
journey on a billing originating outside of Canada, clearly indicating the ultimate
destination of the goods to a third country, do not require a Canadian export
permit. Foreign goods passing through Canada to a third country without a
through bill of lading require a Canadian export permit. (If such goods repre-
sent United States shipments of controlled goods passing through Canada to
third countries, they must be covered by a United States export permit.) All
Canadian goods having an undeclared ultimate destination require export per-
mits. Shipments of United States goods through Canada must be accompanied
by a copy of the United States export declaration form.

Export controls are administered by the Export and Import Permits Section
of the Canadian Department of Trade and Commerce.

DENMARK

License Requirements

Export licenses are required for all commodities, except certain agricultural
products, if the goods are exported to or intended for end use in countries which
are not members of the European Payments Union or are within the dollar area.

For the goods enumerated in the below-mentioned Commodity Lists A and B,
export licenses are required, irrespective of the country of destination.

List A of the Danish export regulations consists of items of strategic signifi-
cance, For most of these items the licensing authority is the Board of Supply,
but the Ministry of Justice controls exports of arms, munitions, military equip-
ment, and machinery for the production thereof. For the exportation of
ships, the. Board of Supply must obtain prior approval from the Ministry of
Commerce, Industry, and Navigation.

List B consists of nonstrategic goods. Export licenses for these are issued by
the Board of Supply, the Board of Health, the Ministry of Public Works, or the
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National Bank of Denmark according to the nature of the commodity concerned.
Denmark has instituted import certificate-delivery verification procedures.

Exchange Controls

The National Bank of Denmark exercises strict controls over all transactions
in foreign exchange. - Earnings in foreign currencies must be repatriated and
sold to the bank unless special exceptions are made.

Transit Controls

The export controls apply.to.merchandise exported from the Copenhagen free-
port, including exports from transit or bonded warehouses and goods from free-
port or private warehouses. They also apply to goods in transit through Den-
mark, unless these are transiting on a through bill of lading and there is no
change in ultimate destination. In addition, Denmark has adopted the TAC
scheme. These control measures thus prevent unauthorized diversion of em-
bargo goods in transit through Denmark.

All transit transactions financed by Denmark are subject to control by the
national bank, regardless of whether the goods in question actually pass through
Denmark or are forwarded directly between the countries of origin and destina-
tion. In its administration of these provisions the bank observes the same
rules as the export control authorities with which the bank cooperates closely
in this field.

Shipping ‘Controls

An arrangement has been made by the Danish Government with Danish
shipping companies to prevent the carrying in Danish vessels of strategic goods
to Communist China and North Korea. This arrangement is implemented
through a licensing system operated under a voluntary agreement with Danish
shipowners.

FRANCE

License Requirements

Export licenses are required for over one-half the commodities identified
in the French tariff nomenclature. Governmental authority for this control
is contained in various decrees, the latest dated November 30, 1944, These
decrees also permit addition to or removal from the list' of controlled com-
modities merely by publication of a notice in the Journal Officiel.

Applications for license to export, as submitted by French exporters, are
examined by the Ministry of Industry and Energy, by the Office des Changes
(where monetary and financial factors are given consideration), and on occa-
sion by appropriate technical committees- and personnel in other agencies.
At the time the application for export license is submitted, the exporter may
be instructed by the Ministry of Industry and Energy to submit a sample,
photograph, blueprint, drawing, or other detailed description of the commodity
in question. These data are used in determining the advisability of issuing
the export license requested. At the port of éxit, random samples of actual
exports are extracted by customs officials and these are compared by competent
technicians with the original data submitted with the license .application.
This procedure is designed to assure in as many instances as practical that
the commodity exported is identical with the commodity for which the export
license is issued.

In the event fraudulent action on the part of the exportei is found and can
be legally established, the exporter is subject to confiscation of the goods in
question and fines ranging upward to four times the value of the shipment
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plus penal servitude. The control system in operation in France makes it
possible to block or encourage exports to any destination of commodities
requiring export licenses.

Transit Controls

On December 30, 1954, and January 12, 1955, the 'rench Government published
new regulations effective respectively on the 1st and 15th of January 1955
concerning the regulation of imports, exports, and re-exports of a certain number
of products which enter France under transit status. In essence, these regula-
tions state that the products affected cannot be diverted to certain specified
countries (which comprise the Soviet bloc) if their exportation begins in
countries participating in the transit authorization certificate scheme unless
the country of export so authorizes the change in destination.

Financial Controls

"All transactions in foreigﬁ exchange engaged in by French residents, par-
ticularly those in which a French resident takes title to foreign merchandise,
require the prior authorization of the French Government.

An “exchange commitment” (guaranteeing the return to the government
of the exchange proceeds of a transaction) is required for all exports and .
re-exports of merchandise to which a French resident holds title. Where the
products concerned are subject to export license, the export license suffices for
the exchange commitment.

Shipping Controls

In order to avoid the transport on French vessels of strategic commodities
to Communist China, the French Government has reached agreement with the
only French shjpping firm operating on the China run that the latter will not
transport commodities of any description to Communist China unless these are
covered by export license or permit indicating Communist China as the destina-
tion and issued by the IFrench Government or a friendly foreign government
maintaining the same level of controls as concerns strategic items to China
as is maintained in France.

The French Government has also instituted controls to deny bunkering facili-
ties to vessels transporting strategic commodities to Communist China.

GERMANY (FEDERAL REPUBLIC) AND WESTERN BERLIN

License Requirements

No commodify can be exported from the Federal Republic of Germany or
‘West Berlin unless it is covered by an export declaration (Ausfuhrerklaerung)
which is issued by the interior customs authorities. However, certain types of
exports require a special export declaration (Sonder-Ausfulrerklaerung) which
is granted by the same customs authorities only after a certificate of approval
(Lieferungsgenehmigung) has been obtained, as appropriate, from the Central
Export Control Office of the Federal Government or the Central Licensing
Agency of the West Berlin Senate.. A certificate of approval is required for
the following:

(a) Ixports to all countries in the free world of all commodities on the
German “restricted list” in excess of DM1,000 (ball and roller bearings are ex-
cluded from this procedure and therefore require a certificate of approval re-
gardless of the value of the shipment).

(b) All exports to the European Soviet bloc, Communist China, North Korea,
North Viet Nam, Hong Kong and Macao, with the exception of certain non-
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strategic groups of comniodities, i. e., foodstuffs, certain types of textiles and
consumer goods.

The German “restricted list,” which is similar to the Umted States “posmve
list,” comprises commodities under control for security and short-supply reasons
and includes all items covered by Title I and Title Il of the MDAC Act.

Exports to numerous western countries, including peripheral countries, are
subject to one form or another of end-use checks. Import certificate-delivery
verification procedures have been in operation since July 1951.

In conjunction with the issuance of either the export control document or
the special export control document, the. interior customs authorities observe
a definite procedure for physical inspection of commodities being exported.
Additional control over commodities being exported from the Federal Republic
is exercised by the border customs authorities,

Financial Controls

All triangular transactions between residents of Western Germany and West
Berlin and residents of other areas are subject to either a general or a specific
transit trade permit (Allgemeine or Einzel Transit Handels Genehmigung) issued
by the foreign trade banks. A specific transit trade permit is needed for all
transactions where the final destination of the goods is in a Soviet bloc country,
Hong Kong or Macao. Before the granting of a transit trade permit, the trans-
action in question is not only screened with respect to the currency problems but
also in regard to the strategic nature of the goods. The latter screening is done
" by export control officials who have the power to prevent the transaction.

Transit Controls

Certain items are prohibited for intransit shipments on the grounds of health
and sanitation, but the number of items so prohibited is very small and the
prohibited list has not been changed since 1939. German customs officials may in-
spect transit shipments at the border and remove any items prohibited under
German law. They then seal the containers of all other goods and such goods
are permitted to proceed, in accordance with international agreement on transit
traffic, without further inspection or restriction, except to insure at the exit
border that the original customs seals remained unbroken.

Effective January 15, 1955, the Federal Government implemented the transit
authorization certificate scheme (TAC). Under the German procedure, transit
shipments of strategic commodities listed by the Federal Government and origi-
nating in a COCOM country, which are destined for the Soviet bloc but are not
accompanied by a transit authorization certificate, will be detained pending
proper clearance by the exporting country. The same procedure will be followed
for strategic transit shipments which originated in a nonparticipating country
but where the principal of the transaction is a resident of a COCOM country.

Intransit shipments arriving in the freeport of Hamburg are subject to a
customs documentary and' physical check before being allowed to enter the
freeport. When in the freeport, such shipments are under the control of the
freeport authorities, and may be loaded, unloaded, or reloaded only with their
approval. The destination of intransit shipments arriving in the freeport of
Hamburg traveling under a “through bill of lading” can only be changed upon
instructions of the original shipper, while the destination of intransit goods
traveling under an “ordinary bill of lading” can be determined by the respons1b1e
local forwarding agent.

Intransit. shipments consigned to West German firms and remaining in the
freeport of Hamburg for shipment to a consignee outside Western Germany,
require an intransit trade permit (Transit Handelsgenchmigung), except when
the goods are returned to country of origin. Such intransit trade permits are
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issued by the State Central Banks after careful scrutiny of the West German
firm and in accordance with the same regulations applying to shipments of West
German origin, and approval by the West German Central Export Control Office.
West German firms must be listed in the official trade register in order to qualify
for an intransit trade permit.

A similar procedure is enforced in the freeports of Bremen and Bremerhaven,
with the exception that the functions within the freeport are carried out by
federal customs authorities rather than freeport authorities. This procedure
also applies to Cuxhaven, Emden, and Kiel, which are freeports of very minor
importance.

GREECE

License Requirements

Export licenses are required for all strategic commodities, all minerals, and
for certain nonstrategic commodities for which export quotas have been estab-
lished. For nonstrategic shipments, licenses are issued by the Bank of Greece
in accordance with directives from the Greek Foreign Trade Administration,
Ministry of Commerce. For strategic shipments, including those to the Soviet
bloc countries, licenses must be obtained from the Foreign Trade Administration.
In the case of countries with which Greece has bilateral trade agreements (which
includes the Soviet bloc countries), such licenses are limited to the quantities
specified in the respective agreements.

Transit Controls

A transit shipment whose final destination is not indicated on the manifest
or shipping documents must be licensed by the FTA'prior to being re-exported.
If the destination be indicated, no export license is required.

Financial Controls

Foreign exchange proceeds must be surrendered to the Bank of Greece.

Shipping Controls

Effective March 17, 1953, the Greek Government prohibited Greek-flag vessels
from calling at Communist ports in China and North Korea. This was accom-
plished by the Greek Council of Ministers Act No. 204 of March 17, which was
enacted into law by the Greek Parliament on May 7. Violators are punishable
under the provisions of law No. 2317 of 1953, published in Greek Government
Gazette No. 61 dated March 17.

The Greek foreign investment law (No. 2687 of 1953) provides that foreign
vessels transferred to the Greek flag may only be resold to countries named in
the instrument of approval executed at the time of the transfer of the vessel to
Greek registry. So far, such instruments have not included Soviet-bloc countries.
With only minor exceptions, the sale to other countries of Greek-flag ships not
covered by an instrument under law 2687 requires the prior approval of the
Greek Government.

Current bunkering controls require licensing both by the Bank of Greece and
the customs authorities. Ship repair controls require licensing by the customs
authorities. In neither case is the licensing control based on the nationality of
the vessel to be serviced nor, in the latter case, the type .of materials used for
repair or installed.

ITALY

License Requirements

All commodities listed in the new Tabelle Esport (the Italian export list)
dated March 3, 1955, require an export license to all destinations, except Somali-
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land, which is issued by the Ministry of Foreign Trade. All items internationally
accepted for embargo or quantitative control are included in the Tabella Esport.
Goods not listed in the Tabella are exempt from license, but must be exported
in conformity with exchange regulations, which vary according to the country
of destination and clearing or other financial agreements. .

All exports to Communist China, Czechoslovakia, and Eastern Germany require
an export license; while licensing of exports for other Soviet-bloc countries is
covered by special regulations for each country. Export and import licenses for
trade with Communist China and Eastern Germany are presently granted only
to SPFEI, a special entity under the Government agency ARAR, appointed to
administer this and which acts as agent for firms wishing to trade with these
countries. .

Exports to the Soviet bloc also require bank validations, as virtually all trade
with the Soviet bloc'is conducted under bilateral agreements which specify the
commodities that may be traded and the methods by which payment is to be made.
Normally, shipments to the East comprise only those commodities specified in a
trade agreement with an eastern country. In order to facilitate checking of
eastbound shipments, trade with the Soviet bloc is funnelled through selected
frontier customs points.

The formulation of export control policy and the administration of the export
licensing system are the primary responsibility of the Ministry of Foreign Trade.
This Ministry is advised by a special interministerial committee.

Italy is employing 'import certificate-delivery verification procedures and car-
ries out end-use checks for shipments to destinations outside the Soviet. bloc,
particularly for questionable transactions involving goods of a strategic nature.
The country of origin is notified if an attempt is made to divert a shipment.

Financial Controls

Financial control over all export transactions is maintained through the
licensing system and through implementation of existing exchange control
regulations.

Strict bilateral trade agreements with almost all members of the Soviet bloc
have constituted, in effect, a financial ceiling on exports to IEastern IEurope.
Ttalian exports to Communist China, for which there is a unilateral compensation
arrangement but no trade agreement, must be paid for in hard currency or must
be exchanged for goods acceptable to the Italian Government, an arrangement
that has severely restricted Italo-Chinese trade. Italian exchange control regu-
lations would not normally permit payment for imports from the Soviet bloe in
hard currencies, although sterling is occasionally used in payment for the few
items not included in the trade agreements.. In certain instances ship charters
are - completed for sterling when -circumstances warrant or it is considered
convenient.

Transit Controls

In order to implement the international TAC agreement on transit controls,
instructions were issued to Italian customs offices on January 2, 1955, to the
effect that foreign commodities in transit through Italy, in order to be considered
in direct transit, must be covered by commercial or freight documents showing
ultimate destination of the commodities to a specific foreign country, which
destination should be clearly noted in the origin of the shipment. For embargo
items directed to the Soviet blog, this requirement may be met by the presentation
of a transit authorization certificate. If a shipment of this kind arrives at an
exit customs point without the proper documentation to establish that it is in
direct transit; customs is required to hold the commodities in'storage until its
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status can be clarified. These regulations should, in conformity with COCOM

agreements, effectively close the loophole previously caused by the lack of control

over shipments in direct transit. )

In the case of indirect transit shipments, a check is also made on the regularity

of the transaction from the foreign currency standpoint. - Operators contemplat-
_ing indirect transit operations must submit an application to the appropriate
“agency (Bank of Italy, directly or through authorized bank; or Ministry of

Foreign Trade, General Directorate for Currencies) when any. item listed in

part A of the Tabella Esport (which includes all strategic items except Inter-

national List III) is purchased abroad. To allow a certain flexibility, a transit
" operator may purchase the goods abroad and have them shipped to Italy before
making application to the Ministry of Foreign Trade; however, in this case he
must submit to the bank which holds his currency account a written commitment
that the goods will be sent directly to Italy and not diverted. He must also
obtain the clearance of the General Directorate for Currencies before the goods
can be onforwarded through Italy to another country.

The routing of both direct and indirect transit shipments is kept under sur-
veillance to ascertain that it is natural and normal and to avoid routing that
may facilitate diversion.

Shipping Controls

The Ministry of Merchant Marine has drafted a bill which, when enacted into
law, will give the Ttalian Government the power to exercise control over shipping
traffic with countries of the Soviet bloe. The bill contemplates quite severe
penalties to be imposed upon owners and masters of ships failing to comply
with regulations established by the Ministry of Merchant Marine. Considera-
tion of this bill by Parliament has been delayed for more than a year and a half,
however, and there seems to be no immediate prospect that it will be enacted
into law.

Penalties

Penalties that may be imposed under Italian law for violations of export-
control regulations include (1) imprisonment up to 3 months, (2) fines up to
40,000 lire, and (3) confiscation of the merchandise involved. These penalties
have on occasion been supplemented by fines as high as 50 million lire ($80,000)
for crimes committed in connection with false customs declarations or currency
violations in -export transactions. Persons and firms under investigation for
illegal export transactions are denied foreign trading privileges. .

Irregularities under the customs law may be punished by fines from 2,000 to
20,000 lire, while other infractions may incur the penalties contemplated by the
penal code. :

JAPAN
License Requirements

Licenses from the Japanese Ministry of International Trade and Industry are
required for exports of any commodity on the Japanese export control list. No
exports to North Korea have been permitted since the outbreak of the Korean
War. Exports to Communist China are limited to nonstrategic items. Exports
of strategic items to any other Communist bloc country are strictly controlled.

End-use checks are made also on suspicious exports of strategic items, and
the import certificate-delivery verification procedure has been utilized since
April 1, 1953.
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Transit Controls

Intransit cargo is offloaded under customs supervision and is normally kept
in a bonded warehouse or other area under the -complete control of customs
officials.

Japan applies transit authorization certificate procedures to certain offloaded
intransit cargo destined for the Soviet bloe exported from any country cooper-
ating in the TAC scheme, or which was exported from any country if the principal
in the transaction is a resident of:a COCOM country.

Financial Controls

For balance-of-payments reasons, Japan closely controls its receipts and ex-
penditures_'of foreign exchange., These controls are not related to security meas-
ures except indirectly in connection with trade with Communist China and the
Soviet Union.

Trade with these areas is largely confined to barter transactlons which must be
settled on the basis of back-to-back or escrow letters of credit approved by for-
eign exchange banks. '

Shipping and Bunkering Controls

Since June 1951 it has been required that bills of lading issued by carriers for
strategic items licensed for export must contain a “Notice to Carrier” stating
that delivery of the goods to countries other than the destination designated in
the export license is prohibited without the express permission of the licensing
authority.

Japanese shipowners have been notified that Japanese vessels are not author-
ized to carry strategic goods to Communist China from Japan or from any other
country unless shipment has been licensed by a COCOM country. )

Administrative measures also have been adopted to prevent foreigners from
- chartering or using Japanese vessels to carry contraband goods to Communist
China or North Korea. The Ministry of Transportation has announced that
applications for approval of a bareboat or time charter of a Japancse vessel to a
foreigner must show that the charterer has guaranteed that during the period
of the charter the vessel will not enter any port in Communist China or North
Korea with strategic goods on board the vessel unless the shipment has been
licensed by a COCOM country.

The Ministry of International Trade and Industry furthermore has instructed
Japanese oil companies not to furnish fuel bunkers to any vessels carrying
strategic goods to Communist China or North Korea unless the shipment has been
licensed by a COCOM country.

THE NETHERLANDS

License Requirements

All exports from the Netherlands are subject to export licenses.. General li-
censes are granted on transactions of $2,500 or less involving most industrial
products and on transactions of $250 or less involving some items appearing on
the international control lists, provided that these transactions are with either
OEREO or dollar area countries. Under this system, an exporter completes and
submits the export license to the Netherlands customs which then approves
the transaction without prior reference to the licensing authorities. Individual
licenses are required for all other transactions, including those involving the
balance of the items on the international list regardless of whether or not the
‘transaction'involves goods valued at $250 or less. :
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Export licenses are generally issued by the Centrale Dienst voor In-en Uit-
voer (Central Import and Export Office). The IQ/DV system is applied ex-
tensively. If an application for the export of strategic goods is made, the
“CDIU” informs the exporter that an export license may only be granted after
an import certificate has been produced. In such cases, the applicant is also re-
quired tosubmit a delivery verification form in due course.

If strategic goods are to be exported to countries not participating in the Ic/
DV system, the final destination is checked in most cases before the export
license is granted. If the application concerns transactions of less strategic
importance, the exporter is obliged to prove, on the basis of customs documents,
a bill of lading, or other documents, that the goods arrived in the country of des-
tination. Finally, the customs authorities have the right to satisfy themselves
that the goods to be exported are identical with the description thereof on the
export license when the goods leave the country. They can also stop the export of
goods if it appears that they are being sent in a direction which does not con-
form with the final destination specified in the export license.

Financial Controls

All transactions by Netherlands residents involving payment to or received
from a party abroad are subject to foreign exchange licenses issued by the
- Netherlands Bank. The export license generally includes authorization for
individual banks to act on the proposed transaction. '

The IC/DV system is also applied to these transactions to the extent ap-
plicable. In other cases, end-use checks ate conducted on a large scale.’

Shipping Controls

The Netherlands instituted voyage controls in May 1953 aimed at preventing
the carriage. of strategic commodities by Netherlands ships to Communist China
and North Korea except pursuant to special permission.

Transit Controls

Pursuant to royal decree regarding the transit control of strategic commodi-
ties, strategic goods sent from participating countries or shipped for the account
of a resident of one of the participating countries which after unloading pass in-
transit through the Netherlands to the Soviet bloc are subject to control. In
this connection, a list of strategic goods subject to such transit control has
been published.

NORWAY
License Requirements '

All commodities to be exported to any destination require export licenses.
The licensing authorities using existing powers can prevent the export of any
item for security reasons.

Norway applies import certificate-delivery verification procedures.

Transit Controls

Goods which are to pass through the territory of Norway may be re-exported
without license only if it is clearly stated by their conveying documents that
the goods are going straight to the foreign destination. If the re-export does
not take place within 90 days, a Norwegian export license must be secured. The
destination listed on the original documents must remain the same, and the
goods may not be transformed in any way during their stay in the country. The
customs authority applies a control to that effect. An export license is required
for all commodities in transit to a Soviet-bloc country even though the re-export
takes place within 90 days. There are no freeport areas in Norway.
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Financial Controls

Strict exchange controls are maintained by the government through the Bank
of Norway. The granting of an export license carries with it the obligation
on the part of the exporter to relinquish the foreign exchange to the Bank of
Norway as soon as received from the foreign buyer; a maximum of 60 days
is allowed between export and remittance, although under certain circum-
stances the government may grant the exporter an extension of time.. Transfers
of capital from Norway require the prior approval of the Bank of Norway.

Shipping Controls

The Norwegian Foreign Office announced publicly in April 1953, that the
Norwegian war risk insurance group had refused to insure Norwegian vessels
delivering strategic articles to Communist Chinese and North Korean ports.
The Foreign Office also announced that Norwegian ships had not violated the
United Nations Resolution of May 18, 1951, prohibiting the shipment of strategic
material to Communist China and North Korea. Several allegations that they
had done so had been investigated and found to be unjustified.

PORTUGAL

License Requirements

All exports are subject to licensing under regulations issued in 1948 except
that export licenses are not generally required for shipments to Portuguese
overseas provinces. Portugal’s export trade with the Soviet bloc is not im-
portant and consists almost entirely of cork, which is not on any strategic or
restricted list. The Portuguese colonies exert varying degrees of export control.

Transit Controls

Portuguese controls over goods in transit are now under revision and are
expected to be amended to establish additional safeguards against undesirable
diversions of strategic commodities. ) )

Financial control is exercised over all exports as a part of the license control
. system. ’

TURKEY

License Requirements

Export licenses are required for most of the important export commodities,
including all goods considered to be of a strategic nature. The goods which
are subject to export licenses appear on List IT attached to the Turkish foreign
trade regulations issued in September 1953. For the goods appearing on that
list, export licenses are required for shipments to all destinations; the licenses
are issued by the Ministry of IEconomy and Commerce, with the exception of
some agricultural commodities for which authority to grant export licenses has
been delegated to other organizations. Goods not appearing on List II may
be. exported upon the presentation of a customs exit declaration which is based
on the exporter’s application. All exports are subject to strict foreign exchange
regulations. .

Turkey applies im'port certificate-delivery verification procedures with respect
to the shipment of strategic commodities.

Transit Controls

Goods which are to pass through the territory of Turkey may be re-exported
without license only if all shipping documents (including bill of lading and
ship’s manifest) and outer containers carry the name of the Turkish port of
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transit, the phrase “in transit to” and the name of the city and country of
destination. Goods entered in transit may be re-exported without further con-
trol; however, the government reserves the right to inspect transit shipments
in cases of suspicion of irregularity. The re-export of goods covered by “in
transit” bills of lading, without an export license, is contingent on proof that
the goods were not purchased with foreign exchange made ‘available by Turkish
authorities.

The re-exportation of all foreign goods cleared through Turkish customs is
subject to the authorization of the Ministry of Economy and Commerce.

The Turkish Government is authorized by law to establish free zones in’
Turkish ports, but thus far no such free zone has been established.

Financial Controls

Strict exchange controls are maintained by the government through the Min-
istry of Finance and the Central Bank. Turkish exporters are required to sell
to a bank in Turkey.the foreign exchange proceeds of exports within 3 months
from the date of exportation and within 15 days of the date of receipt of the
foreign exchange by the exporters. Foreign exchange may be sold to persons
and firms in Turkey only by banks, against permits issued by the Ministry of
Finance. All payments in foreign exchange, from funds available abroad to
persons and firms.in Turkey, are subject to the authorization of the Ministry of
Finance. Other capital transactions involving foreign exchange, by persons
and firms in Turkey, are also subject to the authorization of the Ministry of
Finance.

UNITED KINGDOM

License Requirements

The export control system in the United Kingdom is similar to but mnot
identical with that of the United States. It is administered by the Board of
Trade. Although the present system grew out of measures originally promul-
gated at the start of World War II, its primary purpose now is the safeguarding
of the country’s requirements of strategic and short-supply goods, and the
restriction of the flow of such items to undesirable destinations. The United
Kingdom security trade control program was instituted in 1947.

The United Kingdom export control mechanism operates in the following
manner : : _ .

The consolidated order, which encompasses all the items subject to control,
is a published document and revisions are issued in the form of statutory orders
which are also published in the Board of Trade Journal (an official weekly).
The list is arranged into three schedules. The first schedule lists goods which,
in general, cannot be exported to any destination without a license. The second
schedule lists additional goods of no strategic interest which, in general, can
be exported to any destination without a license. The two schedules are, how-
ever, subject to two qualifications. TFirstly, a limited number of goods included
in the first schedule can be exported without license to destinations within the
British Commonwealth, Ireland, and the United States. Such goods are listed
ih the third schedule. Secondly, no goods, even those included on the second
schedule, can be exported to North Korea or to China, Macao, North Viet Nam,
and Tibet without a license.

The extent of the restriction on individual items is reflected in the admin-
istration of the control. Strict control is maintained over items which are
prohibited exportation-to certain-areas, as, for instance, aircraft, firearms, am-
munition, atomic materials. The exportation of a wide range of goods of stra-
tegic importance,  including: rubber, to Communist China is prohibited, as is
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the exportation to the Soviet bloc in Europe of a somewhat narrower range of
commodities. The export to the Soviet bloc of many other items is subject to
limitations as to quantities permitted to be shipped. In addition, there is the
great bulk of items on which control is achieved through case-by-case scrutiny
of individual license applications.

The United Kingdom has effectively implemented import certificate-delivery
verification procedures. .

Transit Controls

The United Kingdom has had in effect since November 1951 a system whereby
certain items arriving from other countries are subject to transshipment con-
trol. Individual licenses are required for all of the items on the licensing list
before any of the goods, after being landed in the United Kingdom, can be
transshipped to any destination other than the British Commonwealth, Ireland,
and the United States. The present control is operated over all goods embargoed
to the Soviet bloc. In administering the control, the British authorities nor-
mally grant licenses when they are satisfied that the goods will not be diverted
to the Soviet bloe, China, ete., contrary to the wishes of the exporting country.

The United Kingdom also cooperates fully in the implementation of the TAC
scheme. ' -

Transaction Controls

As one of the reinforcement measures to strengthen security controls agreed
when the Soviet-bloc embargo list was reviewed in 1954, the United Kingdom
introduced a control on merchanting transactions operative from 7th January
1955. This control prohibits the disposal by persons in, or ordinarily resident
in, the United Kingdom of specified strategic goods which are situated outside
the United Kingdom to any authority of, or person in, the Soviet bloc, China,
Tibet, or North Korea, or to any other person if the person disposing of the
goods has reasonable cause to believe that the goods will be imported directly
or indirectly into the Soviet bloe, China, Tibet, or North Korea. The goods
covered by the control are those which are subject to embargo for Soviet-bloc
countries.

Shipping Controls

In order to restrict further the flow of strategic goods to China and as an
additional measure of control, a statutory order (titled the Control of Trade
by Sea (China and North Korea) Order, 1953) was made on March 13, 1953,
pursuant to which the Ministry of Transport and Civil Aviation is empowered
to control all shipping to China and North Korea. In essence, the order applies
to all British ships having a gross tonnage of 500 tons, limits the type of trade
in which the ships may engage and the voyages which may be undertaken,
affects the class of cargo or passengers which may be carried, and imposes
certain conditions on the hiring of ships. Approximately a hundred items are
listed in a schedule which is an integral part of the license issued under the
order in question. These items are banned from carriage to China in British-
flag vessels. '

While formal shipping controls were not adopted until March 17, 1953, Brit-
ish shipping circles were kept under fairly close scrutiny by the government
ever since the adoption on May 18, 1951, by the Additional Measures Committee
of the United Nations, of the resolution to apply economic sanctions against
China as a result of her aggressive intervention in Korea.

Complementary controls over the bunkering of vessels carrying strategic
cargo (as defined in the Shipping Control Order) to China were adopted at the
_same time that the order affecting shipping became operative. These controls
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are administered by the Ministry of Fuel and Power on an informal basis, in
cooperation with British oil companies which deny bunkers to ships carrying
strategic cargo to China.

UNITED STATES

Export Controls in General

The Department of Commerce is responsible for controls over nearly all
commercial exportations from the United States under the Export Control Act
of 1949, as extended.

The Department of State is responsible for control over the exportation of
arms, ammunition, and implements of war; the Atomic Energy Commission ad-
ministers controls over the export of major atomic energy items; and the Depart-
ment of Treasury administers controls over the exportation of gold and narcotics.
All such items require export licenses, and shipments to the Soviet bloc are
not permitted.

Administration of Export Controls by Commerce Department

All commodities exported to any destination, except Canada, from the United
States, its territories and possessions are subject to export control. There are
three main techniques utilized in the administration of such controls:

1. Shipments of commodities contained in the Positive List* are under control
to virtually all destinations.

2. For some commodities, a general license is authorized permitting exporta-
tion to virtually all friendly destinations without requiring that an export license
be issued.

3. All commodities, whether or not on the Positive List and irrespective of
any general license provisions, are under licensing control to subgroup A desti-
nations (i. e., Soviet bloc, including Communist China and North Korea), Hong
Kong and Macao.

The Comprehensive IExport Schedule published by the Bureau of Foreign Com-
merce (BFC) of the Department of Commerce must be consulted in order to
determine whether a validated license is required for the exportation of a given
commodity to a specific destination as well as to determine other export control
regulations of the Commerce Department. The Comprehensive Export Schedule
is supplemented 2 or 3 times a month by BFC's Current Export Bulletin. The
Secretary of Commerce’s Quarterly Report to the President and the Congress
reports major policy changes and activities of the Department of Commerce in
carrying out its export control activities.

The two main policies as indicated in the Export Control Act which is admin-
istered by the Department of Commerce are export. controls for security and for
short supply reasons. The objective of security controls as embodied in the
Export Control Act of 1949, as extended, is to exercise the necessary vigilance
over exports from the standpoint of their significance to the national security.
The controls were designed to deny or restrict the exportation of strategic com-
modities to the Soviet bloc in order to impede the buildup and maintenance of
the Soviet war potential. Shipments of all commodities to Communist China
and North Korea are embargoed while shipments to other Soviet-bloc destinations,
Hong Kong, and Macao are either denied or restricted. In addition, all proposed
shipments of strategic commodities to all destinations, except Canada, are care-
fully scrutinized to assure that the goods will not be transshipped or diverted
to unfriendly hands. The Commerce Department has developed procedures to

1The Positive List of Commodities is a current list contained in the Comprehensive Ex-

port Schedule showing the commodities which require a validated license from the Bureau
of Foreign Commerce of the Department of Commerce.
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prevent the frustration of our own export controls which would result from
shipping a strategic item to a country which (1) ships identical or closely similar
items to the Soviet bloc, or (2) would use the American item. directly in the
manufacture of strategic itéms for the Soviet bloc.

In order to prevent the transshipment abroad of United States commodities,
the Department of Commerce also has regulations covering the unauthorized
movement of United States commodities after they leave United States shores.
These regulations generally referred to as the “destination control” provisions
are designed to prohibit the re-exportation from the country of ultimate destlna-
tion except upon written authorization from BFC. These regulations also re-
strict ships, planes or other carriers from delivering United States origin goods
to ‘other than the destination specified on’the export control’ documents. In
addition, the United States participates in the international IC/DV (import
certificate /dehvery verification) system described elsewhere in this report.

In addition to United States export controls for security reasons, it is neces-
sary to administer export controls for short supply reasons in order to protect
the domestic economy from the excessive drain of scarce materials and to reduce
the inflationary impact of abnormal demand. Such controls are usually exer-
cised by means ‘of export programs or quotas fixed by the Secretary of Commerce.
The easing of supply programs in recent months has led to the prompt lifting of
nearly all domestic controls over materials; such actions have generally been
followed by the relaxation of related export controls for short supply reasons.
Thus, export controls for short supply reasons do not play as important a part
as before in comparison with security controls.

Transit Controls

A validated export license is required for the exportation from any seaport,
land frontier, airport, or foreign trade zone in .the United States. of certain
strategic goods in transit through the United States which originate in or are
destined for a foreign country. The commodities so controlled are the ones
which are identified on the United States Department of Commerce Positive
List by an asterisk. These procedures are used to implement United States
participation in the TAC scheme.

" Shipping Controls .

Department -of Commerce Transportation Order T-1 denies any United
States-registered vessel or aircraft authority to carry items listed on the
Positive List, or arms, ammunition and implements of war or fissionable ma-
terial, to any Soviet-bloc destination, Hong Kong, or Macao without a validated
license issued by BIFC or other appropriate licensing agencies or the express
permission of the Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation. This order
includes shipments from foreign ports as well as from the United States.

Department of Commerce Transportation Order T-2 has the effect of pre-
venting the transportation of any commodities directly or indirectly to Com-
munist ‘China, North Korea, or areas under their control, by United States-
registered vessels or aircraft. It also prohibits American shlps and aircraft
from calling at any port or place in Communist China.

A validated license is required for delivery in United States ports of specified
types of petroleum and petroleum products to foreign vessels, if the foreign
carrier has called at any point under Far Bastern Communist control, or at
Macao, since January 1, 1953, or will carry commodities of any origin from the
United States destined directly or -indirectly for any such point within a period
of 120 days in the case of a vessel, or 30 days in the case of any aircraft. This
regulation also requires that if a carrier is registered in or under charter to a

68



Soviet-bloc country or is under charter to a national of a Soviet-bloe country
it will be necessary to apply to BFC for a validated license.

American petroleum companies at certain foreign ports are prohibited without
a Treasury Department authorization from bunkering any vessel bound for a
Communist Far East port or Macao or which is carrying goods destined for
Communist China or North Korea. Similar restrictions apply to the bunkering
by these companies of vessels returning from Communist Far East ports or Macao.

Financial and Transaction Controls

The Foreign Assets Control Regulations, administered by the Treasury De-
partment, block the assets here of Communist China, North Korea and their
nationals and prohibit unlicensed dealings involving property in which Com-
munist China, or North Korea, or their nationals, have any interest. The regu-
lations prevent the use of United States financial facilities by those countries
and their nationals. These regulations also prohibit the unlicensed importation
of goods of Chinese Communist or North Korean origin.

Treasury regulations also prohibit Americans, including foreign subsidiaries
of United States firms, from participating in the purchase or sale of certain
important commodities for ultimate shipment from any country outside the
United States to the countries of the Soviet bloc. These transactions controls,
which are complementary to the United States export control laws, are ad-
ministered by the Treasury Department under Foreign Assets Control
Regulations.
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APPENDIX B

Text of the Mutual Defense Assistance
Control Act of 1951 [H. R. 4550], Public
Law 213, 82d Congress, 65 Stat. 644,

- Approved October 26, 1951

AN ACT To provide for the control by the United States and cooperating foreign
nations of exports to any nation or combination of nations threatening the
security of the United States, including the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
and all countries under its domination, and for other purposes. .

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may
be cited as the “Mutual Defense Assistance Control Act of 1951.”

TITLE I—WAR MATERTALS

Skc. 101. The Congress of the United States, recognizing that in a
world threatened by aggression the United States can best preserve
and maintain peace by developing maximum national strength and by
utilizing all of its resources in cooperation with other free nations,
hereby declares it to be the policy of the United States to apply an
embargo on the shipment of arms, ammunition, and implements of
war, atomic energy materials, petroleum, transportation materials of
strategic value, and items of primary strategic significance used in the
production of arms, ammunition, and implements of war to any nation
or combination of nations threatening the security of the United
States, including the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and all coun-
tries under its domination, in order to (1) increase the national
strength of the United States and of the cooperating nations; (2)
impede the ability of nations threatening the security of the United
States to conduct military operations; and (3) to assist the people
of the nations under the domination of foreign aggressors to reestab-
lish their freedom. _

It is further declared to be the policy of the United States that no
military, economic, or financial assistance shall be supplied to any
nation unless it applies an embargo on such shipments to any nation
or combination of nations threatening the security of the United
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States, including the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and all
countries under its domination.

This Act shall be administered in such a way as to bring about the
fullest support for any resolution of the General Assembly of the
United Nations, supported by the United States, to prevent the ship-
ment of certain commodities to areas under the control of govern-
ments engaged in hostilities in defiance of the United Nations.

Sec. 102. Responsibility for giving effect to the purposes of this
Act shall be vested in the person occupying the senior position author-
ized by subsection (e) of section 406 of the Mutual Defense Assistance
Act of 1949, as amended, or in any person who may hereafter be
charged with principal responsibility for the administration of the
provisions of the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949. Such per-
son is hereinafter referred to as the “Administrator.”

Sec. 103. (a) The Administrator is hereby authorized and directed
to determine within thirty days after enactment of this Act after full
and complete consideration of the views of the Departments of State,
Defense, and Commerce ; the IBconomic Cooperation Administration ;
and any other appropriate agencies, and notwithstanding the pro-
visions of any other law, which items are, for the purpose of this
Act, arms, ammunition, and implements of war, atomic energy ma-
terials, petroleum, transportation materials of strategic value, and
those items of primary strategic significance used in the production
of arms, ammuntion, and implements of war which should be embar-
goed to effectuate the purposes of this Act: Provided, That such deter-
minations shall be continuously adjusted to current conditions on the
basis of investigation and consultation, and that all nations receiving
United States military, economic, or financial assistance shall be kept
informed of such determinations. :

(b) All military, economic, or financial assistance to any nation
shall, upon the recommendation of the Administrator, be terminated
forthwith if such nation after sixty days from the date of a deter-
mination under section 103 (a) knowingly permits the shipment to
any nation or combination of nations threatening the security of the
United States, including the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and
all countries under its domination, of any item which he has deter-
mined under section 103 (a) after a full and complete investigation
to be included in any of the following categories: Arms, ammunition,
and implements of war, atomic energy materials, petroleum, transpor-
tation materials of strategic value, and items of primary strategic
significance used in the production of arms, ammunition, and imple-
ments of war : Provided, That the President after receiving the advice
of the Administrator and after taking into account the contribution
of such country to the mutual security of the free world, the impor-
tance of such assistance to the security of the United States, the
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strategic importance of imports received from countries of the Soviet
bloc, and the adequacy of such country’s controls over the export to
the Soviet bloc of items of strategic importance, may direct the con-
tinuance of such assistance to a country which permits shipments of
items other than arms, ammunition, implements of war, and atomic
energy materials when unusual circumstances indicate that the cessa-
tion of aid would clearly be detrimental to the security of the United
States: Provided further, That the President shall immediately report
any determination made pursuant to the first proviso of this section
with reasons therefor to the Appropriations and Armed Services
Committees of the Senate and of the House of Representatives, the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate, and the Committee
on Foreign Affairs of the House of Representatives, and the President
shall at least once each quarter review all determinations made previ-
ously and shall report his conclusions to the foregoing committees of
the House and Senate, which reports shall contain an analysis of the
trade with the Soviet bloc of countries for which determinations have
been made.

Skc. 104. Whenever military, economic, or financial assistance has
been terminated as provided in this Act, such assistance can be re-
sumed only upon determination by the President that adequate meas-
ures have been taken by the nation concerned to assure full comphance
with the provisions of this Act.

Sec. 105. For the purposes of this Act the term “assistance” does
not include activities carried on for the purpose of facilitating the
procurement of materials in which the United States is deficient.

TITLE II—OTHER MATERTALS

Sec. 201. The Congress of the United States further declares it to
be the policy of the United States to regulate the export of commodi-
ties other than those specified in Title I of this Act to any nation or
combination of nations threatening the security of the United States,
including the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and all countries
under its domination, in order to strengthen the United States and
other cooperating nations of the free world and to oppose and offset
by nonmilitary action acts which threaten the securlty of the United
States and the peace of the world.

Skc. 202. The United States shall nenotlate Wlth any country re-
ceiving military, economic, or financial assistance arrangements for
the recipient country to undertake a program for controlling exports
of items not subject to embargo under Title I of this Act, but which
in the judgment of the Administrator should be controlled to any
nation or combination of nationsthreatening the security of the United
States, including the Union of Soviet Socmhst Repubhcs and all
countries under its domination.
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Skc. 208. All military, economic, and financial assistance shall be
terminated when the President determines that the recipient country
(1) is not effectively cooperating with the United States pursuant
to this title, or (2) is failing to furnish to the United States infor-
mation sufficient for the President to determine that the recipient
country is effectively cooperating with the United States.

TITLE III—-GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 301. All other nations (those not receiving United States
military, economic, or financial assistance) shall be invited by the
President to cooperate jointly in a group or groups or on an individual
basis in controlling the export of the commodities referred to in Title
I and Title IT of this Act to any nation or combination of nations
threatening the security of the United States, including the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics and all countries under its domination.

Sec. 802. The Administrator with regard to all titles of this Act
shall—

(a) coordinate those activities of the various United States
departments and agencies which are concerned with security con-
trols over exports from other countries;

(b) make a continuing study of the administration of export
control measures undertaken by foreign governments in accord-
ance with the provisions of this Act, and shall report to the
Congress from time to time but not less than once every six months
recommending action where appropriate; and

(c) make available technical advice and assistance on export
control procedures to any nation desiring such cooperation.

Sec. 303. The provisions of subsection (a) of section 403, of section
404, and of subsection (¢) and (d) of section 406 of the Mutual
Defense Assistance Act of 1949 (Public Law 329, Eighty-first Con-
gress) as amended, insofar as they are consistent with this Act, shall
be applicable to this Act. Funds made available for the Mutual .
Defense Assistance Act of 1949, as amended, shall be available for
carrying out this Act in such amounts as the President shall direct.

Sec. 304, In every recipient country where local currency is made
available for local currency expenses of the United States in con-
nection with assistance furnished by the United States, the local
currency administrative and operating expenses incurred in the ad- .
ministration of this Act shall be charged to such local currency funds

. to the extent available.
~ Sec. 305. Subsection (d) of section 117 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1948 (Public Law 472, Eightieth Congress), as amended, and
subsection (a) of section 1302 of the Third Supplemental Appropria-
tion Act, 1951 (Public Law 45, Eighty-second Congress), are repealed.
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APPENDIX C

Statistical Tables

Trade of free world with the Soviet bloc, annually 1947—54.
and semiannually, 1952-54.

Tradeof free world with the Soviet bloe, quarterly 1952—54.

Exports of principal free-world countries to the Soviet
bloe, 1951.

Imports of principal free-world countries from the Soviet
bloe, 1951.

. Exports of principal free-world countries to the Soviet

bloc, 1952.

. Imports of principal free-world countries from the Soviet

bloc, 1952.

. Exports of principal free-world countries to the Soviet

bloe, 1953.

Imports of principal free-world countries from the Soviet
bloe, 1953.

Exports of principal free-world countries to the Soviet
bloc, 1954.

. Imports of principal free-world countries from the Soviet

bloe, 1954.

. Trade of free-world and COCOM countries with European

Soviet bloc, 1947-54.

. Trade of COCOM countries with the Kuropean Soviet

bloe, semiannually, 1951-54.

. Trade of COCOM countries with U. S. S. R., semiannually,

1951-54.

Trade of free-world and COCOM countries with Com-
munist China, 1947-54.

Trade of free world with Communist China, annually and
semiannually, 1951-54.

United States trade with the Soviet bloc, 1937, 1948 and
1952-54.

United States exports to the Soviet bloe, by principal
commodities, 1948 and 1952-54.

United States imports from the Soviet bloe, by principal
commodities, 1948 and 1952-54.
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Table 10a. Free-world exports to the Soviet bloc, by principal
commodity groups, 1951-53.

b. Free-world imports from the Soviet bloc, by principal
commodity groups, 1951-53.

GENERAL Nore.—Unless otherwise noted, the Soviet bloc comprises
the following: Soviet European satellites, which include Albania,
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Soviet Zone of Germany, Hungary, Poland,
and Rumania; U. S. S. R.; Outer Mongolia; North Korea, beginning
1951; and China for which data since 1949 refer (as far as possible)
to mainland China, Manchuria, Inner Mongolia, and Tibet.

SOURCE FOR ALL TABLES: International Economi¢ Analysis Division, Bureau of Foreign
Commerce.

TABLE 1.—TRADE oF FREE WoORLD WITH THE SOVIET BLOC, ANNUALLY 1947-54 AND
. SEMIANNUALLY 1952-54

[In millions of United States dollars]

: Total European | European Commu-
Period covered Soviet bloc | Soviet bloc | satellites U.8.8.R. nist China
Free-world exports

2,005, 7 1,333.5 856. 5 477.0 672.2

1,968.5 1,434.2 900. 7 533.5 534.3

1,679.6 1,355.1 918. 4 436.7 324.5

1,544, 8 1,092.7 791.6 301.1 452, 1

1,687.9 1,241.7 854, 2 387.5 446. 2

1,438.3 1,165.7 682, 4 483.3 272.6

1,388.9 1,101.3 677.8 423.5 287.6

\;ggr 1054 1. 1,720,0 1,435.0 850.0 585.0 285.0

1952: .

Firsthalf ... 725.7 606. 2 340.9 265.3 119.5

953Second. half e 703, 0 549.9 334.9 215.0 153.1

Firsthalf ..o .. 638.6 470.4 312.4 158.0 168.2

Second half. ... 745, 4 626.0 360. 5 265. 5 119. 4

54 .
First half . __________ . 902, 7 768.1 416.2 351.9 134.6
Second half 1 ... 817.3 666. 9 433.8 233.1 150.4
Free-world imports

1,424,7 1,006. 8 732.9 273.9 417.9

2,008.0 1,519.7 1,026.0 493.7 488.3

1,799, 1 -1,371. 5 1,090.7 280.8 427. 6

1,726.6 1,191.9 939.8 252.1 534.7

21,883.0 1,358.1 967.5 .390. 6 524, 7

21,625.6 1,257.5 794.4 463.1 365.0

21,620,0 1,177.2 803.1 374.1 434.1

Year 1954 1_ 21,738.0 1, 360.0 890.0 470.0 371.2
1952:

First half_ ___ ... 2 840.6 668. 3 398.4 269. 9 171.7

Second half . ___________ 2781, 4 585. 6 393.2 192. 4 193.3
1953:

Pirst half _ .- 2748.0 518.4 376.2 142.2 225.7

54Second half . 2868.2 655.0 423.1 231.9 208. 4
954:

First half ___ .. 2794, 5 616. 6 426. 4 190. 2 176. 4

Second half ! ______ . . ... ... 2943,5 743. 4 463.6 279.8 194.8

See general note above, listing countries included in the Soviet bloc.

NotE.—Figures are unadjusted for price changes. Semiannual figures are based on monthly data which
are unrevised and partially incomplete. They will not, therefore, add exactly to annual totals.

1 Estimated as of Apr. 1, 1955, 2 Includes Quter Mongolia.

80



TABLE 2,—TRADE oF FREE WoRLD WITH THE SOVIET Broc, QUARTERLY 1952-54

[In millions of United States dollars]

Total Soviet blog | Furopean satel- U.S.5.R. Communist
. Period covered
1952 | 1953 1954 | 1952 | 1953 | 1954 | 1952 | 1953 | 1954 | 1952 | 1953 | 1954
Exports to the Soviet bloe
January-March.__..____. 360. 5| 337.0| 441,1| 178.6( 163.6] 194.4| 141. 5| 78.3| 173.6| 40.4| 95.1| 73.1
April-June.-.__ _-| 365.2| 301.6| 461.6| 162.3| 148.8| 221.8| 123.8| 79.7| 178.3| 79.1| 73.1| 6.5
July-September_.._.___| 334.6| 308.1| 375.4] 153.0| 157.0| 214.6| 102.3| 99.2| 90.9| 79.3| 51.9| 69.9
October-December_..___ 368.4[ 437.3| 1441,9( 181.9| 203.5/1219. 2| 112.7| 166.3(1 142.2| 73.8| 67.5 180.5
Imports from the Soviet bloc
January-March .[2440.7|2347.8| 2396.4| 212.6| 176.7| 204.7| 133.9| 63.7| 102.9| 93.8| 105.4| 88.1
April-June.._. -12399.9|2400.2) 2398.1| 185.8| 199.5| 221.7) 136.0| 78.5 87.3| 77.9| 120.3| 88.3
July-September._______|2372.0[2408.3| 2469.2| 189.9| 189.2| 232.6/ 90.6| 111.9| 145.2] 90.4| 104.9| 90.7
October-December._.. .. _|2409. 4]2459.9| 1 2474, 3| 203. 3| 233. 9(1231.0( 101. 8| 120.0[! 134. 6| 102, 9| 103. 5[t 104. 1

See general note on p. 80, listing countries included in the Soviet bloc.

Nore.—Figures are unadjusted for price changes. Quarterly figures are based on monthly data which are
unrevised and partially incomplete. They will not, therefore, add exactly to annual totals.

1 Estimated as of Apr. 1, 1955.
2 Includes Outer Mongofia.
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TABLE 3A,—EXPORTS OF PRINCIPAL F'REE-WORLD COUNTRIES TO THE

Sovier Broc, 1951

[In millions of United States dollars]

‘ Com-
0353 70 T — World | Total Soviet bloe |EUropean BUROReat ir g g g munist
China
As per-
Total Total centfage Total Total Total Total
3. ola. ota. 0. ota. 0 . ota. ota.
Exporting country value value cx}zorts value | value value value
0
world
United StateS- o ooooocee- 16,602.3 28] @ 2.8 2.7 S NC)
Canada- oo .. 3,608.0 . (&) .6 .6 [©) .3
OEEC Countries, total..| 27,238.4 810.6 3.0 757.6 590.3 167.3 53.0
Austria_ . ..o 453.8 60,5 13.8 59.7 5.7 @ .8
Belgium-Luxembourg - _| 2,651.4 64.4 2.4 55.0 41.7 13.3 9.4
Denmark__._._._______ - 838.8 40.0 4.8 39.9 39.7 .2 .1
France . ... ____.____ | 4,174.4 40,5 1.0 38.5 33.6 4.9 2.0
Germany, “Federal Republlc -| 3,508.5 103.2 2.9 99.2 99.2 )] 4.0
.................. - . .4 4 .4 .4 E*) ®
3.5 7.9 3.5 3.5 *) [O)]
.1 ) -1 .1 @) ™
66.0 4.0 65.1 41. 4 23.7 .9
40,0 2.0 39.7 38.1 1.6 .3
29,2 4.7 28.5 16. 4 12.1 W7
4,8 1.8 4.8 L5 3.3 Q]
126,7 7.1 125.2 91.8 33.4 1.5
86,0 7.9 60.3 55.3 5.0 25.7
24,7 7.9 24.7 22.6 2.1 *)
120, 6 1.6 113.0 45.3 67.7 7.6
Finland._ ... ___________ 866. 5 4148, 4 17.1 147.6 26.1 4121.5 .8
Yugoslavia ... 183.7 *) * * * * (@]
NEAR EAST AND AFRICA
) 7.7 1] U 583.2 54,9 9.4 53.9 46.7 7.2 1.0
French Morocco 251.9 3.1 1.2 3.1 3.1 *) (&)
Gold Coast-________ 3 9.6 3.8 9.6 .1 9.5 (*)
5 22,6 3.8 22.6 .4 22.2 *)
® ® @ ® ™) ()
2,1 46 2.1 2.1 @) ()
.8 4 .8 .8 (2) )
L6 2 1.6 1.6 ) (2)
8,5 2.1 .9 *) 7.6
280,7 36.% (2) [©)] *) 280.7
30.9 1.9 17.7 4.1 13.6 13.2
.6 ok ® A ® .6
2.4 4 2.3 2.3 (%) .1
5.8 4 ® ® ™) 5.8
92.9 4.7 60. 4 36.3 24.1 32.5
72,6 9.7 27.2 23.0 4.2 45.4
@ (@) ® ® (O ®
Australia__ .. _____________. 2,047.0 55.5 2.7 54.5 . 413 13.2 1.0
New Zealand_ __.______________. 694.8 26,1 3.8 26.1 22.6 3.5 ®
LATIN AMERICA
Argentina_ oo oooooo___. 1,152.3 34.5 3.0 34.5 34.5 (2) )
il 1,757.4 7.9 .65 6.6 6.6 (*) 1.3
236.3 .6 .2 .6 .6 (@] (O]

See general note on p. 80, listing countries included in the Soviet bloc.

NotE.—Exports include reexports for the following countries: Australia, Ceylon, Gold Coast, Hong
Kong, India. Ireland, Japan. Malaya, New Zealand, Pakistan, Sudan, Union "of South Africa, "United
Kingdom, and the United States.

1 Less than 0.05 percent. 4 Includes reparations delivered to U. 8. 8. R. valued at $53,899,000 in 1951,
2 Less than $50,000, ) *None,

3 Not reported.
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TABLE 38.—IMPORTS OF PRINCIPAL FREE-WORLD COUNTRIES FROM THE
Sovier Broc, 1951

[In millions of United States dollars]

. Com-
\Imports from World | Total Soviet blog |European|Euronean iz o o p | mynist
bloc satellites China
As per-
Total Total cent?ge Total Total Total Total
'ota. ofa [ ota ota ota ota
Importing country value value iIIrlDOI‘tS value value value value
rom
world
| | |
United States. _....ooooeoo___ 10, 867. 4 110.3 1.0 63.8 ‘ 36.3 27.5 146.5
Canada 3,877.1 8.3 .2 6.5 6.0 .5 1.8
OEEC Countries, total .| 33,727.8 | 1,100,4 3.8 936.1 661.8 274.3 164.3
Austria.________________________ 652.7 719 11.0 71.6 71.6 @) .3
Belgium-Luxembourg._. | 2,544.0 57.8 2.3 39.4 22.6 16.8 18.4
Denmark -l 1,012.5 70,7 7.0 62.1 52.4 9.7 8.6
France.____._____ - 4,546.2 70,5 1.6 53.1 39.4 13.7 17.4
Germany, Federa .| 8,5837.5 136,7 3.9 87.9 87.5 .4 48.8
Greece - 398.4 .6 .1 .6 .6 ) *)
Iceland... - 56. 7 * 3.9 6.8 3.9 3.9 [©) *)
Ireland.____._____ - 572.9 7.7 1.8 6.9 6.4 .5 .8
Italy and Trieste. .| 2,166.5 80,9 3.7 73.0 50.9 22.1 T 7.9
Netherlands.... 2| 2,5061.3 66.9 2.6 49.6 35.6 14.0 17.3
Norway.__.___ - 877.3 29,4 3.8 27.0 16.8 10.2 2.4
Portugal ._._. - 329.4 1.8 .6 1.4 1.4 ) .4
Sweden______ . 1,775.2 137.0 7.7 129. 5 116. 4 13.1 7.5
Switzerland__ | 1,364.4 57.4 4.2 44. 5 39.1 5.4 12.9
Turkey.__..... - 402.0 20,0 5.0 19.9 19.9 ) .1
United Kingdom._...__________ 10, 930. 8 287.2 2.6 265.7 97.3 - 168.4 2.5
OTHER EUROPE )
Finland___ ______________________ 676.0 108, 2 16.0 107.5 66. 1 41.4 W7
Yugoslavia_ .o 390. 8 ™) @] @) ™ (@] ™
NEAR FEAST AND AFRICA
43.2 b.4 42.3 22.0 20.3 .9
15,8 3.6 3.2 2.7 .5 12.6
2,2 1.2 2.2 2.2 @ @
23,6 9.5 23.5 4.6 18.9 .1
4.3 3.0 4.2 4.2 [O) .1
10.5 3.1 9.8 9.6 .2 .7
3.6 3.0 3.5 3.1 .4 .1
9,0 7 8.4 8.4 ©® 6
f 2.4 .7 15 1.2 .3 .9
Hong Kong.. - 852.3 155.1 18.2 4.1 3.7 .4 151.0
ndia..______. .| 1,770.3 38.4 2.2 9.7 8.1 1.6 28.7
Indochina._.._ - 303.9 7.6 2.6 .9 .9 () 6.7
Indonesia. _ - 873.2 6,8 .8 4.3 4.3 ) 2.5
apan.____. _| 2,047.9 424,0 1.2 2.2 2.2 Q) 21.6
Malaya._.._. 11,5421 46,7 3.0 5.2 5.2 (@) 41:5
Pakistan_._ - 519.9 24,6 4.7 7.6 6.3 13 17.0
Taiwan. ... ... 134.0 6.8 5.1 .1 .1 ®) 6.7
OCEANIA
Australia.._ .. ... 2,112. 5 31.6 1.6 23.8 21.6 2.2 7.8
New Zealand.. ... 578.3 2,9 5 1.4 1.0 4 L5
LATIN AMERICA
Argentina__ -] 1,360.8 38.6 2.8 38.5 38.5 2) .1
Brazil - -| 2,010.6 10.3 .6 1 10.3 10.3 ﬁ’) Q]
Uruguay--- - 309. 4 1.1 4 1.1 1.1 2) )

See general note on p.80, listing countries included in the Soviet bloe.

bll United States imports from Outer Mongolia are included with China since data are not separately avail-
able.

2 Less than $50,000.

3 Not reported.

4 Includes imports from Outer Mongolia of $200,000.
*None.
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TABLE 3¢.—ExPoRTS OF PRINCIPAL FREE-WORLD COUNTRIES TO THE
Sovier Broc, 1952

[In millions of United States dollars]

Com-
European| European {
Exports t0- - o-ccacaecanan World Total Soviet bloc oc | satellites |0 5 S R. nélﬁllllllit
As per-
Total Total centfage Total Total Ttél Total
ota. otal - of ota ota o o
Exporting country value value ex;zorts value value value value
0
. world
United States - 15,200.7 1.1 [O)] 1.1 1.1 @) *)
Canada. ... - 4, 396. 4 .6 Q@ .6 .6 ® *)
OEEC Countries, total... | 27,185.5 788.8 2.9 744.8 513.4 231.4 44.0
Austria 3 64.5 12.7 64. 2 63.9 .3 .3
Belgium-Luxembourg_ . 60.1 2.5 50.5 44.6 14.9 .6
Denmar A 35.2 42 35.0 21.2 13.8 .2
France . 42,0 1.1 38.8 32.3 6.5 3.2
Germany, Federal Republic. L 92.9 2.8 90. 1 89.9 .2 2.8
reece 3 . . .8 . .4 () *)
Iceland. 3 2,8 7.1 2. 2.8 ('; g‘)
Ireland_.._____ 3 @ O] ® (O] (6 *)
Italy and Trieste.. 3 59,4 48 55.7 35.3 20. 4 3.7
Netherlands___ 3 36.4 1.7 36. 4 3L5 4.9 (2)
NOTWaY e ciaaas 3 29.9 5.8 28.2 17.9 10.3 17
Portugal .. . 3 7.2 3.0 7.2 1.3 5.9 (2)
Sweden.____.______._____.___._ . 118,2 7.5 117.6 73.1 4.5 .6
Switzerland. _______________.___ 1,100.1 60, 8.5 42. 4 40.0 2.4 18.0
Turkey. . ilaees 362. 9 20,3 5.6 20. 2 17.8 2.4 .1
United Kingdom_._____.______-. 7,632, 2 159.1 2.1 146.3 41. 4 104.9 12.8
OTHER EUROPE
Finland.____ .. ... 717.6 3183,8 25.6 177.2 21.9 3155.3 6.6
Yugoslavia____.._____._._.__... 246. 5 ™ ™ ™ ™ ™) ™)
NEAR EAST AND AFRICA
Egypt - 416. 8 73.0 17.6 64.1 35.3 28.8 8.9
French Morocco- . L5 N 1.5 L5 ™ @
Gold Coast.... 12,0 5.0 12.0 “ 12.0 ™
24,3 16.1 24.3 1.0 23.3 ™
.2 .5 .1 [0) .1 .1
2,6 6.1 2.6 1.4 1.2 (2)
.8 .6 .8 .8 Q] (2)
21 .2 2.1 2.1 *) )
28,9 9.2 2.9 2.4 26.0
91.0 17.9 * *) ™ 91.0
16,4 1.8 6.2 2.0 4.2 10.2
. ¥ ® * (O] .1
9.8 1.1 9.8 9.8 * ®
. .1 .2 ® .2 .6
30.3 2.4 30.3 20.9 9.4 @
119.6 22.5 35.7 20.3 15. 4 .9
[© TR NS ®» ® Q] ®
OCEANIA
Australla_____ ... __.____ 1,716. 2 8,9 .5 8.3 8.3 @ .6
New Zealand. .. ..__.___...._ 673.6 10.0 1.5 10.0 10.0 * ™
LATIN AMERICA
Argentina_____________ emmeas 709.5 12,9 1.8 12,9 12.9 ®) éﬂ)
Brazil____. 6.5 b 6.5 6.5 *) 2)
Uruguay 1.3 .6 1.3 1.3 ™ *

See general note on p. 80, listing countries included in the Soviet bloc and note on table 3a for countries

whose data include reexports.

1 Less than 0.05 percent.
2 Less than $50,000.

3 Includes reparations delivered to U. 8. 8. R, valued at $35,719,000 from January to September 1952 when
reparations deliveries were terminated.

4 Not reported.
*None.

84



TABLE 3D.—IMPORTS OF PRINCIPAL FREE-WORLD COUNTRIES FROM THE

Sovier Broc, 1952

[In millions of United States dollars]

Com-
: European| European| -
Imports from..........._ World Total Soviet bloc bloc | satellites | 9 8.8.R. né%!:ﬁit
As per-
Total Total cent?,ge Total Total Total Total
N 'ota. ota o ota ota ota To
Importing country value value ix?ports value  value value value
rom
world
United States. ... _ooooooo._ 10,716.8 167.3 0.6 39.6 22.8 16.8 24.6
Canada_ ... __.___________.____ 4,120.3 8.7 .2 7.4 5.0 2.4 1.3
OEEC Countries, total._| 32,322.1 925.4 2.9 867.7 565. 4 302.3 57.7
Austria. . 653. 6 73.6 11.8 73.6 73.5 .1 ®
Belgium-Luxembourg... 2, 460. 5 37.4 1.5 32.7 2.1 11.6 4.7
Denmark........_..... A 39,2 41 39.2 28.1 11.1 ]
3 63.0 1.4 57.4 38.7 18.7 5.
3 105.5 2.7 87.9 83.9 4.0 17.6
.| 846.2 .6 .2 .6 .6 @ (%)
3 3.7 6.7 3.7 3.7 @ ™
2,3 N 2.0 1.8 .2 .3
86,8 3.7 84.6 50. 5 34.1 2.2
59.3 2.6 54.4 28.8 25.6 4.9
35.5 4.1 32.3 20.9 11.4 3.2
.8 .2 .7 .7 [O) .1
108.4 6.3 107.6 87.6 20.0 .8
45,4 3.8 35.5 32.7 2.8 9.9
20.6 3.7 20.6 20.6 * @
243.3 2.5 234.9 72.2 162.7 8.4
........................ 7917 153.5 19.4 153.2 7.6 81.6 .3
..................... ) *) ™ ™ * ™ ™
BEgypbee . 628.3 46.3 7.4 45.6 14.5 3L1 .7
French Moroceco_....___ 515.8 8.6 1.7 3.1 3.1 22) 5.5
. Gold Coast---._.____ 186.4 1.6 .9 1.6 1.6 2) [©)
1] 165. 2 27.4 16.6 27.3 3.4 23.9 .1
173.2 4.1 2.3 4.0 4.0 @) .1
321.1 5.0 1.6 4.9 4.9 @ .1
177.2 5.5 3.1 5.4 5.3 . .1
Union of South Africa....__.__. 1,172.9 4.4 A 4.4 4.4 ® ®
FAR EAST
Ceylon. .o iaas 357.5 8.0 2.2 1.1 .8 .3 6.9
Hong Kong._________. 661. 4 146, 6 22.2 1.3 1.0 .3 145.3
India. ... _.o.._.___ 1,688.0 40,4 2. é 6.4 4.6 1.8 34.0
Indochina._.__._____ 448.4 8.2 1. .8 .8 ® 7.4
Indonesia 924.0 5.3 .6 3.4 3.4 ® 1.9
Japan._ 2,028, 8 17,9 .9 3.0 2.5 . 14.9
Malaya. 1,256.9 42,5 3.4 3.0 3.0 ® 39.5
Pakistan. 609. 7 8.6 1.4 6.0 5.6 . 2.6
Taiwan._. ... 187.2 9.7 6.2 0] O] ™ 9.7
OCEANIA
Australia....____.__.____._____ 1,734.8 14,0 .8 10.5 9.4 1.1 3.5
New Zealand . ... 644.2 2.3 4 1.6 1.4 .2 .
LATIN AMERICA
Argentina______________________ 1,177.3 17.1 1.6 16.8 16.8 *) .3
Brazil ... ____._.___. X 5.9 .3 5.9 5.9 *) )
Uruguay 1.1 4 1.1 1.1 *) ™
See general note on p. 80, listing countries included in the Soviet bloc.
! Includes imports from Outer Mongolia of $3,100,000.
2 Less than $50,
3 Not reported
None.
343901°—55 85



TABLE 3E.—IEXPORTS OF PRINCIPAL I'REE-WORLD COUNTRIES TO THE
Sovier Broc, 1953

[In millions of United States dollars]

Com-
. European| European
Exports t0_ - ooaoomaas World | Total Soviet bloc bioc | satellites |0 S-S- R. nélllllllli.;t
As %Jer-
: centago
Exportiug Total | Total of Total | Total | Total | Total
ountry value value ex;{orts value valuo value value
)
world
N
United States 15, 766.8 1.8 m 1.8 1.8 (? *
Canada _| 4,184.8 .5 ) .5 5 ® *)
OEEC Countries, total..| 27,602.6 804.4 2.9 709.0 518.2 190.8 95. 4
Austria___ . _________________ 537.6 58,5 10.9 58.5 57.0 .5 @
Belgium-Luxembourg | 2,259.3 66,1 2.9 64.7 48.2 16.5 1.4
Denmark.__.._._.____ - 893.9 44,3 5.0 44.0 23.1 20.9 .3
- . 63.3 1.6 50. 34.9 16.0 12.4
Germany, Federal Republic___| 4,483.2 140.3 3.1 115.3 113.6 1.7 25.0
Greece - 132.0 8.3 6.3 8.3 6.5 1.8 ®)
Iceland.. R 43.3 8.6 19.8 8.6 3.1 5.5 %)
Ireland - 319.2 .4 .1 .4 .4 ™ ®)
Ttaly and Trieste.._. 2| 1,488.1 62,7 4.2 58.0 34.9 23.1 4,
Netherlands. .. o 2,129.0 60,9 2.9 56.9 34.2 22.7 4.
Norway.- 508.6 32.9 6.5 32.0 16.9 15.1 .
Portugal - 218.5 5.6 2.6 5.6 1.0 4.6 @
Sweden..___________ 1,477.0 69,7 4.7 67.0 45.2 21.8 2.
Switzerland...______ - 1,204.4 60,8 5.0 34.3 31.4 2.9 26,
Turkey. . .cooooan - 396.0 29,3 7.4 29.3 26,9 2.4 (@)
United Kingdom._....___....___ 7,524.7 92,7 1.2 75.2 40.9 34.3 17.
OTHER EUROPE
Finland._ -l .. 572.0 179.3 31. 4 173.9 28.4 145.5 5.4
Yugoslavia.... .. ____....___ 186.0 * * * @) ™ ™
NEAR EAST AND AFRICA
E L 394.5 48,2 12.2 37.8 25.9 11 10. 4
French Morocco.-.--- -269. 4 L9 7 1.9 1.9 * 2)
Gold Coast.___.____ 251.4 10,1 4.0 10.1 [©) 10.1 (*)
Tran. . ... 89, 6 11,2 12.6 11.2 2.3 8.9 (@]
Iraq. 55.5 1.7 3.1 1.4 1.3 .1
Israel_. 57.5 2.0 3.4 2.0 .9 1.1 ™
Sudan.___.___________ _ 127.5 .1 .1 @ @ ()] .1
Union of South Africa 920.7 1.8 .2 1.8 1.8 (O ®
FAR EAST .
Ceylon.. .o 329.3 51.5 16.6 .6 6 * 50.9
Hong Kong..._..... 478.4 94.6 19.8 *) *) ™ 94. 6
India..__o_.o.__._ 1,114.3 14.6 1.8 7.3 6.5 .8 7.3
Indochina_._________ 95. 4 ® (@) ® ® ® ®)
Indonesia._......... 819.6 4.5 .6 4.5 4.5 [©] @)
Japan.._ 1,274.8 4,6 .4 .1 .1 (2) 4.5
Malaya 951.2 15,56 1.6 13.6 13.6 (*) 1.9
Pakist: 438.9 19,8 4.6 12.5 5.1 7.4 7.3
Taiwan..-.._. 127.6 ® ®* @ ® ® ®
oo CEANIA
Australia..._ .. ... 2,021.5 62,2 3.1 56,9 23.8 33.1 5.3
New Zealand.__._______________ 659. 7 11,1 1.7 1.1 1.1 * *)
LATIN AMERICA
Argentina__.___________________ 1,147.8 24,4 2.1 24.4 13.1 11.3 ®
Brazil __________ 1,539.3 11.3 .7 10. 4 10.4 ) 9
UTrUBUAY - mccececmccmme 269. 8 1.2 4 L2 .9 ®)

See general note on p. 80, listing countries included in the Soviet bloc and note on table 3a for countries
whose data include reexports.

1 Less than 0.05 percent.
2 Less than $50,000.

3 Not reported.

*None.
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TABLE 3F.—IMPORTS OF PRINCIPAL FREE-WoRLD COUNTRIES FROM THE
) Sovier Broc, 1953

[In millions of United States dollars]

N\
Com-
European European s
Importsfrom.____.._..__ World | Total Soviet bloc bloc  satellites |0 S- S- R. Iglﬁr:nlzt
As per-
Total Total cent? £ Total 1 tal Total
'ota) ota o otal Tota! Tota! ota
Importing country value value infnports value value value value
rom
world
United States. . .....o..._._. 10,873.8 145.7 04 36. 4 25.6 10.8 0.6
Canada 4,449. 4 6.0 .1 4.9 4.0 11
OEEC Countries, total__| 31,379.2 9241 2.9 795.9 552.0 243.9 128.2
Austria_ .l . 545.7 60,1 11.0 59.1 59.0 .1 1.0
Belgium-Luxembourg. _| 2,422.6 47.4 2.0 40.1 23.4 16.7- 7.3
Denmark._______.___ 1,000. 3 40,6 4.1 38.5 30.1 8.4 2.1
France 51,4 1.3 40. 4 23.5 16.9 11.0
167.9 4.3 134.7 119.1 15.6 33.2
Greece.. . ... 204.3 3.8 1.3 3.8 3.6 .2 O]
Iceland. - 67.8 5.8 8.6 5.8 4.2 1.6 ™
Ireland.__. 513.6 2,7 ¥ 1.9 1.0 .9 .8
Italy and Trieste 53,8 2.2 46.4 37.1 9.3 7.4
Netherlands. 68. 6 2.9 53.5 22.2 31.3 15.1
Norway._. 43.9 4.8 40.3 23.3 17.0 3.6
Portugal. .9 .8 .7 .7 ) .2
Sweden. . 61.4 3.9 59,8 49.7 10.1 1.6
Switzerla 50,7 4.8 34.6 30.5 4.1 16.1
Turkey...___.. 29,5 5.6 29.5 29.5 ™* O]
United Kingdo 235,6 2.6 206. 8 95.1 111.7 28.8
OTHER EUROPE
182.3 84. 4 180.7 91.1 89.6 1.6
* (@) ™ ™ ™ ™
38.6 7.7 37.9 23.8 14.1 .7
13.2 2.7 6.0 6.0 ™ 7.2
2.1 1.1 2.1 2.1 ® *
16.4 9.7 14.5 5.3 9.2 1.9
6.0 3.1 2.9 2.9 Q) 3.1
2.4 .8 2.4 2.4 ® ®
3.6 2.4 3.6 3.2 .4 Q]
3.2 .8 3.2 3.2 @ ®)
f 45.5 18.5 L6 16 ® 43.9
. 150,0 22.1 @ ®) ® 150.0
3 7.9 .7 4.4 3.5 .9 3.5
: 6.0 1.5 ® @ @ 6.0
X 7.0 .9 4.9 4.8 .1 2.1
Japan.._ . _____________. X 37.8 1.6 8.1 6.0 2.1 29.7
Malaya. oo oo 1,057.9 40,3 3.8 5.9 5.9 (2 34.4
Pakistan. ... ______________ 350.2 4.2 1.2 1.2 .12 )] 3.0
Taiwan. ... __._______ 191.7 5.8 3.0 @ ® ®) 5.8
OCEANTA
Australia__._.___._____________. 1,289.3 10,7 .8 6.5 4.8 1.7 4.2
New Zealand________________.__ 457.8 19 A 1.3 1.2 1 .6
LATIN AMERICA
Argentina_._________.__.___..__. 861. 6 15.3 1.8 15.3 15.3 * ®
Brazil___. 9.9 .8 9.9 9.9 () (3)
.8 4 .8 .8 ©

See general note on p. 80, listing countries included in the Soviet bloc,

1 Includes imports from Quter Mongolia of $8,700,000.
2 Less than $50,000.

3 Not reported.

*None,
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TABLE 3¢.—EXPORTS OF PRINCIPAL FREE-WORLD COUNTRIES TC THE
Sovier Broc, 1954 *

[In millions of United States dollars]

\
| European| European Com-
Exports t0. . ceauceemaas World = Total Soviet bloc bloc | satellites | 0- S S.‘ R. n(l}tlxlxjgit
As per-
Total Total centfage Total thal Total Total
otal 'otal 0! 'ota o 'ota. otal
Exporting country value value ex%orts value value value value
. 0
world
United States..--cococcameaman- 15,076.8 6,0 ® 6.0 5.8 0.2 ®)
Canada. «oceooomoiaacaeas 3,982.5 6.1 0.2 6.0 1.0 5.0 0.1
58.8 9.6 57.5 56.0 1.5 1.3
66,8 2.9 66.3 42.0 24.3 .5
6L9 6.8 61.5 43.2 18.3 .4
82,8 2.0 74.1 43.2 30.9 8.7
Germany, Federal Repubhc_ --| 5,354.1 207.0 3.9 185. 5 172.9 12.6 2.5
Greece (11 months) A 8.5 6.8 8.5 5.9 2.6 (O]
Teeland.._ . .______.____ 12,9 . 249 12.9 5.0 7.9 (%)
Treland. - -.ooooo_._ .3 -1 -3 B™ *
Italy and Trieste. ... ..._____ 62,8 3.8 56.6 31.3 25.3 6.2
Netherlands 85.8 3.6 84.8 52.0 32.8 1.0
Norway._... 45.1 7.7 45.1 2.8 2.3 ®
Portugal 6.2 2.4 6.2 1.4 4.8 ®
Sweden- oo 67.4 4.8 66.7 43.9 22.8 7
Switzerland_.__..______. 59.1 4.8 35.8 32.2 3.6 .3
TUrkey. - - oomoeeeomeoeoe 53.8 16.1 53.8 48.6 - 5.2 *
United Kingdom 115,2 1.6 95.8 56.3 39.5 19.4
OTHER EUROPE
Finland._ ... 681.0 190.3 27.9 183.7 37.1 146.6 6.6
Yugoslavia... - 235.6 6.1 2.6 6.1 5.1 1.0 0)
NEAR EAST AND AFRICA
Egypt el 399. 4 56,3 141 4.9 39.5 5.4 11.4
French Morocco..._.._. J| 366.7 3.0 .8 3.0 2 .6 *
Gold Coast (11 months)._. 283.7 18,6 6.6 18.6 *) 18.6 *)
Tran (6 months)...__.__.._ - 53.5 12.4 23.2 12.4 11.1 [O)
Iraq (9 months).__._______ - 33.7 .4 1.2 ™ ™ ™
Israel (11 months)____._. - 76.8 3.1 40 3.1 2.3 ™®
Sudan (11 months)___.__....__.. 107.9 .9 .8 7 7 *
Union of South Africa (10
months) L1 .2 1.1 1.1 *) O]
Ceylon_ - ooooooeeaee 0. 46,9 18.3 .4 4 O] 46.5
Hong Kong 68,4 16.2 ™ ™ ™ 68. 4
______________________ 617.6 1.6 10.4 5.3 5.1 87.2
Indochma (10 months) e ® *) ® ® ® *
Indonesia 9,1 1.1 6.8 6.4 . 2.3
apan ............. 24,1 1.6 5.0 5.0 (%) 19.1
Malaya..__-.._____._ 16,7 1.7 10.3 10.3 (%) 6.4
Pakistfm (11 months). 29,8 9.3 7.3 3.7 3.6 22.5
AIWAN -« ieaomaae ® * ® ® ®» ®
OCEANIA
Australia___...__.__.__ 3 55.5 3.3 52.3 21.5 30.8 3.2
New Zealand 84, 4 15,6 2.3 15.5 7.3 8.2 .1
LATIN AMERICA
Argentina (7 months) 622.9 74,6 12.0 74.6 27.4 47.2 O]
Brazil (10 months) .| 1,250.7 19.6 1.6 17.1 17.1 *) 2.5
Uruguay -« cccoccoccmccmcacacan (U] 23,7 *) 23.7 3.8 19.9 ).

See general note on p. 80, hstl.ng countries included in the Soviet bloe and note on table 3a for countries
whose data include reexports :

1 January through December except where noted.

2 Less than 0.05 percent.

3 $6,000 only, representing shipments for the use-of a diplomatic mission of a friendly foreign country.
4 Not reported.

5 Less than $50,001

¢ Excludes exports ‘to Tibet for October-December.

7 Not available.

* None,
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TABLE 3H.—IMPORTS OF PRINCIPAL FREE-WORLD COUNTRIES FROM THE
Sovier Broc, 1954 1

[In millions of United States dollars]

1 [
Com-
\Imports [20) W World | Total Soviet bloe |European|European vy g g p ' munist
bloc .| satellites China
As per-
Total Total centfage Total Total Total Total
otal ota o otal 0 ota o
Importing country value value il?ports value value value value
rom
world
AN
United States-....oooo..__..__ 10, 206. 7 249.3 0.5 42.3 30.5 11.8 30.2
Canada. oo 4,221. 4 5.6 1 3.9 3.2 7 1.7
OEEC COUNTRIES
Austria.. .o oo ool 634.8 60,3 9.6 59.5 58.1 1.4 .8
Belgium-Luxembourg.. .| 2,550.0 51.3 2.0 49.1 21.1 28.0 2.2
Denmark._.._______ | 1,161.9 44,6 3.8 44.3 28.6 15.7 .3
Trance...o-o.cocoooooe | 4,215.3 76,2 1.8 66.8 26.6 40.2 9.4
Germany, Federal Republic..._| 4,708.8 226, 3 4.8 190. 2 168.0 22.2 36.1
Greece (11 months)....__ - 300.8 8.3 2.8 8.3 7.1 1.2 *
Iceland....._.____ - 69.4 12,7 18.3 12.7 4.6 8.1 [©)
Ireland...__.. - 503.8 L9 L4 1.7 1.1 .6 .2
Italy and Trieste. | 2,401.0 64,8 2.7 62,7 30.0 23.7 2.1
Netherlands. ... -l 2,813.0 58.8 2.1 52.6 29.6 23.0 6.2
Norway...... | 1,018.6 4.2 4.8 41.8 28.5 13.3 2.4
Portugal ... - 350.4 .9 .8 N 7 *) .2
Sweden...___ - 1,776.3 69,7 3.9 68.1 41.4 26.7 1.6
Switzerland.- - -l 1,305.1 49, 4 3.7 38.4 32.9 5.5 11.0
Turkey. . ...... ol 418.3 45,5 9.5 45.5 42.1 3.4 ®
United Xingdom... -] 9,461.0 2317 2.4 206. 5 89.6 116.9 25.2
OTHER EUROPE
661. 5 190,1 28.7 187.3 98.9 88.4 2.8
333.6 3.8 1.2 3.8 2.7 1.1 *
NEAR EAST AND AFRICA
D74 o] 7R, 458.9 26,9 5.8 26.1 19.5 6.6 .8
French Morocco...... - 479.8 13,7 2.9 2.8 2.7 .1 10.9
Gold Coast (11 months). - 178.3 2.6 1.5 2.6 2.5 .1 )
Iran (6 months).... - 104. 5 14,6 14.0 10.6 4.8 5.8 4.0
Iraq (9 months).__ - 148.0 5.3 3.6 2.3 2.3 *) 3.0
Israel (11 months) - 263.9 6.3 2.4 6.3 4.7 1.6 Q]
Sudan (11 months)... . 8.8 6.9 8.7 8.5 .2 .1
Union of South Africa
months) .ol 2.6 .2 2.6 2.6 ) ®)
FAR EAST
Ceylon. oo 293.4 33.1 11.8 1.1 .7 .4 32.0
Hong Kong-. - 601. 2 121,1 20.1 *) ® * 121.1
India. . cecooooeoooo -|81,232.2 610.4 .8 6.4 4.0 2.4 64,0
Indochina (10 months). - 280. 8 7.0 2.5 O] ) ) 7.0
Indonesia (11 months)- - 580.3 13.2 2.3 10.1 9.5 .6 3.1
Japan______________ ol 2,399.4 48,4 2.0 7.6 5.3 2.3 40.8
Malaya ... -l 1,025.6 32,7 3.2 1,2 4.2 O] 28.5
Pakistan (11 months) - 297.2 2.8 1.0 1.3 1.1 .2 1.5
Taiwan . oo oo 211.4 3.4 1.6 Q)] O] ® 3.4
OCEANIA
Australia.._ 12,8 .8 8.8 7.4 1.4 4.0
New Zealand... 2,3 4 1.7 1.3 .4 6
LATIN AMERICA
Argentina (7 months).__. - 560.4 32,7 6.0 32.7 22.4 10.3 (%
Brazil (10 months)... -| 1,356.8 14,0 1.0 14.0 14.0 (%) (°§
Uruguay O] 2,6 *) 2.6 2.6 %) ¢

See general note on p. 80, listing countries included in the Soviet bloc.

1 January through December except where noted.

2 Includes imports from Outer Mongolia, of $6,800,000.

3 Imports from China were $179,000 in January-December 1954,
4 Less than $50,000.

8 Not reported.

6 Excludes imports from Tibet for October-December.

7 Not available.

* None.
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T'ABLE 4.—TRADE OF FREE-WORLD AND COCOM CouNtirIES WITH IDUROPEAN SOVIET
Broc, 1947-54

[In millions of United States dollars]

Exports to European Soviet bloc

Imports from European Soviet bloe

'I;fggl Total Eu:%pean 'I;;)etgl Total European
Year world COoCOM COCOM world COCOM COCOM
1

Percent Percent Percent Percent

Value |Value offree |Value | offree | Value | Value | of free | Value | of free

world world world world

EUROPEAN SOVIET
1,333.5 | 785.8 68.9 | 410.2 30.8 | 1,006.8 | 504.4 50.1 | 390.3 38.8
,434.2 | 576.1 40.2 | 429.7 30.0 | 1,519.7 | 809.8 53.3 | 688.3 46.8
1,355.1 | 645.1 47.6 | 570.2 42.1 | 1,371.5 | 792. 4 57.8-| 701.9 61.2
1,092.7 | 533.4 48.8 | 502.4 46.0 | 1,191.9 | 732.0 61.4 ) 641.6 53.8
, 241.7 | 512.2 41.3 | 508.8 41.0 | 1,358.1 | 752.1 66.4 | 679.7 50.0
1,165.7 | 519.8 44.6 | 517.9 444 | 1,257.5 | 695.1 56.3 | 645.1 61.8
1,101.3 | 542.5 49.3 | 540.2 49.1 | 1,177.2 | 684.0 58.1 | 634.6 63.9
11,435.0 | 757.5 52.8 | 740.5 61.6 [11,360.0 | 823.4 60.5 | 769.5 56.6
EUROBEAN
SATELLITES

. 2 62.8 | 316.7 37.0 732.9 | 338.4 46.2 | 303.6 41. 4

447.8 49.7 | 333.9 37.0) 1,026.0 | 484.5 47.2 | 452.5 4.1
506. 8 56.2 | 446.0 48.6 1 1,090.7 | 612.3 66.1 | 563.9 61.7
437.5 55.8 | 407.9 61.6 939.8 | 546.4 58.1 | 495.1 532.7

383.2 44.9 | 379.9 44.5 967.5 | 468.8 48.6 | 424. 4 3.9

335.5 49.2 | 333.8 48.9 794.4 | 396.2 49.9 | 365.9 46.1

383. 4 56.6 | 381.1 56.2 803.1 | 443.1 56.2 | 407.5 50.7
2529. 5 62.3 |25617.7 60.9 | 1890.0 |2520.0 58.4 (2480.9 54.0
247.6 51.9 | 93.5 19.6 273.9 | 166.0 60.6 | 86.7 381.7

128.3 240 95.8 18.0 493.7 | 325.3 65.9 | 235.8 47.8

138.3 31.7 | 124.2 28. 4 280.8 | 180.1 64.1 | 138.0 49.1

95.9 31.8| 94.5 31. 4 252.1 | 185.6 73.6 | 146. 5 58.1

129.0 33.3 | 128.9 33.3 390.6 | 283.3 72.5 | 255.3 65.3

184.3 38.1 | 184.1 38.1 463.1 | 298.9 64.6 | 279.2 60.3

159.1 37.6 | 159.1 37.6 374.1 | 240.9 644 | 227.1 60.7

2225.7 38.6 12220. 5 37.7 | 1470.0 |2302.4 64.3 (2287.6 61.2

See general note on p. 86, listing countries included in the Soviet bloc.

NoreE—COCOM countries are Belgium, Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Greece,
Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Turkey, United Kingdom, Canada, Japan, and

United States.
1 Estimated as of Apr. 1, 1955.

2 Incomplete. Excludes trade of Greece for December.
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TABLE 5.—TrADE oF COCOM CounTries WitH THE FuroPEAN SovieET BLod,

[In millions of United States dollars]

SEMIANNUALLY, 1951-54

1951 1952 1953 1954
Country

First |Second| First |Second| First |Second| First |Second

half half half half half half half half

Exports to European Soviet bloc
Total COCOM.___..__.___.__. 250.0 | 262.2 | 270.5 | 249.3 | 221.1 321.4 ‘ 373.3 384.2
European COCOM..____.__... 247.1 | 26L.7 | 209.7 | 248.2 | -219.9 320.3 ! 369.2 371.3
Belgium-Luxembourg 30.2 24.8 32.1 27.4 33.2 3L5 33.2 33.1
Denmark. 17.1 22.8 18.4 16.7 12.3 3.7 37.8 23.7
France--oc-oooccoaeoaacoao. 18.7 19.9 21.0 17.8 25.0 26.0 37.2 36.9
Germany, I‘ederal Republic. - 58.1 41.1 28.8 61.3 37.3 78.0 77. 4 108.1
Greece_ .._.________________ .1 .3 .1 .3 4.4 3.9 5.2 5.6
Italy and Trieste..._____. 29.1 36.0 26. 7 29.0 23.8 34.1 31.4 25.2
Netherlands............ 18.5 21.1 22,1 14.3 15.0 41.9 37.9 46.9
16.0 12.5 12.3 15.9 12.5 19. 5 24.2 20.8
2.2 2.6 3.4 3.8 3.6 2.0 4.5 1.7
13.8 10.9 11.4 8.8 13.8 15.5 3.6 22,2
43.3 69.7 93.4 52,9 39.0 36.2 48.8 47.1
2.9 .5 .8 1.1 1.2 1.1 4.1 12.9
2.5 .3 .5 .6 .9 .9 .9 5.1
.4 .2 .3 .3 .3 .2 3.2 2.8
® * (O] 20O ® ® 5.0
Imports from European Soviet bloe

Total COCOM._.________.c. 374.8 | 377.3 | 354.0 | 341.1 | 282.5| 40L.5| 3545 468.9
European COCOM. ... 333.6 | 346.1 | 329.5| 315.6 | 256.0 | 378.6 | 329.4 440.1
Belgium-Luxembourg. ..o 20. 4 19.0 13.0 19.7 14.2 26.0 20.0 29.1
Denmark..._....__.._. 32.0 30.1 19.3 19.8 17.7 20.8 22.5 21,8
22.0 31.1 36.6 20.8 26.5 13.9 30.8 36.0
39.3 48.6 27.5 60. 4 48.9 85.8 80. 2 110.0
T@ECC- - - < oo ooeeeecee .4 .2 .1 .5 1.3 2.5 4.1 5.2
Italy and Trieste- 44.2 28.8 41.7 42,9 25.1 21.3 29.5 33.4
Netherlands..___. 26.9 22,7 25.7 28.7 16. 4 37.0 21.7 30.8
14.3 12.7 14.1 18.2 14.3 26.0 21.1 20.6
.7 .7 .2 .5 .5 .3 .2 .6
9.7 10.2 7.6 13.0 12.7 16.7 18.0 27.5
123.7 | 142.0 | 143.7 91.1 78.4 | 128.3 81.3 125.1
41,2 312 24.5 25.5 26.5 22,9 25.1 28.8
United States__ .. o _______ 35.7 28.1 19.5 20.1 20. 4 16.0 19.7 22,6
Canada._..__ 3.6 2.8 2.7 4.7 2.2 2.7 1.6 2.4
Japan_._ 1.9 .3 2.3 .7 3.9 4.2 3.8 3.8

See general note on p. 80, listing countries included in the Soviet bloc.

1 Less than $50,000.
* None.
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TABLE 6.—TRADE oF COCOM Countries Wrirx U. 8. §. R., SEMIANNUALLY, 1951-54

[In millions of United States dollars]

1952 1953 19564
Country
Second | First |Second | First Second
half half half half half
Exports to U. 8. S.

Total COCOM. ... . ..o 89.3 | 114.4 69.9 47.2 1087
European COCOM._. 89.2 114.4 69.7 47.2 196.4
8.1 11.8 3.0 3.0 3 11.6
.1 8.2 5.6 1.4 . 1.9
4.0 3.3 3.2 3.4 . 11.7
Q) ® .2 .1 4.8 7.8
*) (O] Q) 1.3 1.9 3.6
15.0 9.1 11.3 6.9 14.1 11.2
.7 3.1 1.8 2.2 17.8 15.0
5.6 4.4 5.9 5.6 13.0 11.3
2.1 2.9 3.0 2.7 4.1 W7
2.1 1.8 KR .5 4.7
51.5 69.8 35.1 20.6 19.6 19.9
Other COCOM.. .1 @ .2 (O] 2.9 2.3
United States- - SRENON ® ® ® .2
anada.... *) ® ® ® 2.9 2.1

Japan_.._. *) *) .2 Q] O] ®

Imports from U. S. 8. R.

Total COCOM.oae . { 156. 4 176.8 | 122.1 69.2 1186.0.
European COCOM______..._.. | 140.7 1 166.9 | 112.3 62.3 1178.4
Belgium-Luxembourg . . ......._.__. 7.8 3.1 8.5 4.1 10.5 17.5
5.3 8.0 3.1 3.1 8.5 7.2
9.8 12.5 6.2 7.4 18.1 22.1
.2 .1 3.9 5.2 7.7 14.5
® ™) @) ® .5 3.7
5.8 17.2 16.9 4.3 9.3 14.4
9.2 14.3 1.3 5.8 7.4 15.6
5.6 3.8 7.6 3.6 5.9 7.4

O] () O] (O] @) ®
) ) ()] ()] .9 2.5
97.0 107.9 5.8 28.8 40. 4 76.5
15.7 9.9 9.8 6.9 7.2 7.6
15.2 9.4 7.4 6.4 5.8 6.0
. .5 1.9 .3 .2 .5
©] ©] .5 .2 1.2 1.1

1 Incomplete. Excludes trade of Greece for December.

? Less than $50,000.

3 July-November only.

¢ Not reportedi n source.
*None.
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TABLE 7.—TRADE OF FREE-WoORLD AND COCOM COUNTRIES WITH COMMUNIST CHINA, 1947-54

[In millions of United States dollars]

To‘j:‘?(}r{dree Total COCOM countries United States Tovj:vaz)lrgee Total COCOM countries United States
Yeor Percent of ' P f Percent of P T
ercent ol ercent o ercent o ercent o
Value Value | ood exports| VAU |world exports|  Velue Value \ooid imports] VAU |world imports
Exports to Communist China Imports from Communist China
672.2 482.7 71.8 353.5 52.6 417.9 182.0 T8 116.7 27.9
534.3 364.7 68.3 273.4 51.2 488.3 204.8 41.9 120.3 24.6
324.5 127.4 39.8 82.7 25.5 427. 168.9 39.5 107.1 25.0
452.1 102.8 22.7 46.5 10.3 534.7 265.9 49.7 146. 5 27. 4
446.2 31.1 7.0 (1) g’) ’ 524.7 212.7 40.6 46.5 8.9
272.6 25.7 9.4 *) *) 365.0 87. 4 23.9 24.6 6.7
287.6 70.7 24.6 *) *) 434.1 140. 2 32.2 .6 .1
3285.0 76.9 7.0 ) (O] 33712 126.7 84.1 .2 .1

Note.—China data, since 1949, refer as far as possible only to mainland China, Manchuria, Inner Mongolia, and Tibet. For list of COCOM countries, see table 4.
1 Less than $50,000.
2 Less than 0.05 percent.
2 Estimated as of Apr. 1, 1955.

4 $6,000 only representing shipments for the use of a diplomatic mission of a friendly foreign country.
* None.
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TABLE 8.—TRADE oF FREE-WORLD WITH COMMUNIS T CHINA, ANNUALLY AND SEMIANNUALLY, 1951-54

[In millions of United States dollars]

Semiannual
Annual
1951 1952 1953 1954
First Second First Second First Second First Second
1951 1952 1953 1954 half half half half half half half half
Exports to Communist China

Total . _____ 446. 2 272.6 287.6 1285.0 306. 6 139.6 119.5 153.1 168. 2 119.4 134.6 1150. 4
1.0 .6 5.3 3.2 .5 .5 .2 .4 1.4 3.9 1.1 2.1
- 9.4 .6 1.4 .5 7.9 | 1.5 .3 .3 1.3 .1 .2 .3
- 7.6 26.0 50.9 46.5 ™ 7.6 12.5 13.5 25.0 25.9 17.9 28.6
- .1 .2 .3 .4 .1 @ .1 .1 .1 .2 .1 .3
- 1.0 8.9 10. 4 11. 4 .9 .1 2.5 6.4 4.9 5.5 10.3 1.1
- .8 6.6 5.4 6.6 .4 .4 .1 6.5 L0 4.4 1.2 5.4
- 2.0 3.2 12. 4 8.7 L5 .5 .9 2.3 9.7 2.7 5.4 3.3

French Morocco_ - __.___...__________ - ™ ® ®) ® @ (@) ™ ® * @ * ®
Germany, Federal Republic- - 4.0 2.8 25.0 215 3.3 .7 .2 2.6 13.7 * 113 8.0 13.5
Hong Kong_ .o ____ - 280.7 91.0 94.6 68. 4 201. 5 79.2 29.1 61.9 63.7 30.9 3.8 36. 6
India._____ - 13.2 10. 2 7.3 47.2 6.6 6.6 7.0 3.2 4.6 2.7 2.9 443

Indochina_. - .6 .1 ® ()] .5 .1 ® .1 ®) ®) () (8
Italy and Trieste.___._____________ - .9 3.7 4.7 6.1 .8 .1 2.0 L7 3.9 .8 3.6 2.5
o) 6123 4 USSR - 5.8 .6 4.5 19.1 5.1 .7 .3 .3 2.3 2.2 4.7 | 14. 4
Malaya. .ol - 32.5 ® 1.9 6.4 32.5 * 3) ® .2 17 2.5 3.9
Netherlands....___________________ - .3 ®) 4.0 1.0 .3 ®) ®) ®) 2.6 1.4 .4 .6

Pakistan__________________________ - 45.4 83.9 7.3 7225 22.8 22,6 54.5 29.4 3.6 3.7 22.5 *
Sweden-___ - 1.5 .6 2.7 .7 .5 L0 .2 . 2.3 .4 .2 .5
Switzerland. . 25.7 18.0 26. 5 23.3 13.1 12.6 7.3 10.7 15.7 10.8 9.6 13.7

Taiwan_._. ® ® ®) ® ® ® ® ® @) ® ® ®
United Kin; 7.6 12.8 17.5 19.4 5. L9 19 10.9 8.7 8.8 8.2 11.2

United States.._____...____.....____ ® ™ ™ ® @) O] * @) ™ * @ ®
Other free-world 6.1 2.8 5.5 12.1 2.6 3.5 .4 2.4 3.5 2.0 4.0 8.1
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TABLE 8,—TRADE OF FREE-WORLD WITH CoMMUNIST CHINA, ANNUALLY AND SEMIANNUALLY, 1951-54—Continued

Semiannual
Annual
1951 1952 1953 1954
First Second First Second First Second First Second
1051 1952 1953 1054 half half half half half half half half
Imports from Communist China
Total._. 524.7 365.0 434.1 1371.2 269. 2 255. 5 171.7 193.3 225.7 208. 4 176.4 | 1194.8
Australia 7.8 3.5 4.2 4.0 3.3 4.5 2.3 1.2 19 2.3 2.0 2.0
Belgium-Luxembourg. 18.4 4.7 7.3 2.2 11.1 7.3 2.5 2.2 4.2 3.1 1.4 .
Ceylon .9 6.9 3.9 32.0 .4 .5 .3 " 6.6 22,1 21.8 16. 3 15.
Denmark_____._______ 8.6 ) 2.1 .3 5.4 3.2 ® ) 2.1 ® .3 o)
.9 .7 .7 .8 .5 .4 .4 .3 .3 .4 .3 .
.7 .3 1.6 2.9 .1 .6 .2 .1 .1 L5 1.9 1.0
17.4 5.6 11.0. 9.4 13.0 4.4 3.1 2.5 5.2 5.8 4.4 5.0
- 12.6 5.5 7.2 10.9 4.6 8.0 4.0 L5 4.7 2.5 5.4 5.5
Germany, Federal Republic - 48.8 17.6 33.2 36.1 17.7 31.1 8.2 9.4 14.8 18. 4 16.0 20.1
Hong Kong._ .. ___.______._____ - 151.0 145.3 150.0 121.1 79.7 71.3 60. 7 84.6 84.9 65.1 53.0 68. 1
India. .o o - 28.7 34.0 3.5 440 15 27.2 10. 2 23.8 1.4 2.1 2.1 419
Indochina.__ .. ... .. - 6.7 7.4 6.0 57.0 2.7 4.0 3.3 4.1 3.9 2.1 4.1 62.9
Italy and Trieste.-o-oooooemoooaooo . - 7.9 2.2 7.4 2.1 5.9 2.0 .9 1.3 4.3 3.1 .8 1.3
Japan_ . . .. - 21.6 14.9 29.7 40.8 14.6 7.0 5.6 9.3 12.6 17.1 18.1 22.7
Malaya oo oo - 41 5 39.5 34. 4 28.5 21.7 19.8 21.0 18.5 20.3 14.1 14.9 13. 6
Netherlands_.._____________________. - 17.3 4.9 15.1 6.2 10. 4 6.9 2.8 21 11.8 3.3 3.4 2.8
Pakistan_ 17.0 2.6 3.0 1.5 11.3 5.7 1.4 1.2 1.2 1.8 .8 8.7
Sweden. . 75 .8 1.6 L6 4.9 2.6 .2 .6 .6 10 L1 .5
Switzerla 12.9 9.9 16.1 1L0 8.9 4.0 3.5 6.4 8.1 8.0 5.5 5.6
Taiwan_._ - 6.7 9.7 5.8 3.4 1.8 4.9 4.5 5.2 2.9 2.9 1.8 L6
United K 215 8.4 28.8 25.2 10. 2 11.3 5.0 3.4 12.0 16.8 10.8 14. 4
United States 46. 5 24.6 .6 .2 318 14.7 22.6 2.0 .2 .4 .1 .1
Other free-world coun 21.8 16.0 20.9 20.0 7.7 14.1 9.0 7.0 6.1 14.8 1.9 8.1
Note: China data refer as far as possible to mainland China; Manchuria, Inner Mongolia and Tibet.
1 Estimated as of April 1, 1955, § July-October only.
2 Less than $50,000. 7 January-November only.
* 3 Not reported. 8 July-November only.

4 Excludes exports to and imports from Tibet for October-December. *None.
3 January-October only. .



92

TABLE 9A.—UNITED STATES TRADE WiTH THE SOviET Broc CoUNTRIES, 1937, 1948, 1952, 1953, anxp 1954

[United States statistics; in thousand dollars]

Exports, including reexports

Qeneral imports

Country
19371 1948 1952 1953 1954 1937 1948 1952 1953 1954
Total Soviet bloc. .- - o oo 143, 892 396, 641 1,097 1,776 5, 964 206, 506 233,482 67,311 46,127 49, 204
Blocin Europe. - .o o 94,‘ 189 123,241 1,097 1,776 5,958 102, 884 113,138 39, 586 36, 437 42,277
U 8.8 Rl 42,892 27,879 20 19 219 30, 768 86, 825 16, 818 10, 791 11, 809
European satellites. .. ... ___________..________ 51, 297 95, 362 1,077 1,757 5,739 72,116 26,313 22,768 y 30, 468
Albania__.___ . 147 344 * b2 BE: 1 PR 52 65 8
Bulgaria_____ . - 490 2,086 24 5 5 1,862 831 275 353 311
Czechosovakia - 13,233 21, 563 75 40 1,005 37,183 22,125 1,477 2,262 3,064
East Germany - n. s. s. n. s. s. 622 1,079 599 n,s. s. n.s. s, 7,118 6, 683 3,794
Estonia._ - 1,244 [ (SR S (R, 937 (&) IS P S IR,
Hungary. ... _________ - 693 8,020 69 2 2,476 5,512 1,613 2,013 1,717 1,335
Latvia ... _____________ - 1,744 b N RO FOSRSRIN PR 767 2 P JR N
Lithuania. ... ___________ - 511 b S ;TN PN NN 1,172 10 01 |ececieooe- 1
Poland gmd Danzig___________________ - 26, 207 55, 675 286 622 1, 588 19, 568 1,249 10, 247 14,295 21, 570
Rumania. . al. 6,938 542 | o 66 4,978 480 683 372 382
Blocin Asia_ ... 49,703 273,400 |2 e o 26 103, 622 120,345 27,725 9, 690 7,017
China (including Manchuria)... ... _______________ 3 24,605 4611 179
Outer Mongolia 5 49,703 273, 400 103, 622 120,345 { 3120 9,080 6,830
North Korea_ -l n.s.s. n.s.s. n.s.s. b« V-T2 ) R (RO

Note.—Columns may not add exactly due to rounding.

! Data represent direct shipments only which in prewar years greatly understated the trade with Central European countries; for a total of direct and indirect imports of United

States merchandise see foreign country statistics.

2 Represent shipments for the use of a diplomatic mission of a friendly foreign country.

3 Consisted chiefly of strategic materials specifically licensed for import.

4 Consisted chiefly of strategic materials specifically licensed for import in 1952 but not actually imported until 1953, and Chinese material located in free countries before December

1950 and purchased in those countries by Americans.

5 United States does not consider Outer Mongolia as a part of Communist China; traditionally for statistical purposes, however, Outer Mongolia was included with China through
]952* Separate figures for this area have been compiled since January 1953, the 1952 breakdown is estimated.

Less than $500.
N. s. s.: Not shown separately.
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TABLE 9B.—UNITED STATES EXPORTS TO SOVIET BLoc COUNTRIES, BY PRINCIPAL COMMODITIES,

[United States statistics; in thousand dollars]

1948, 1952, 1953, Axp 1954

China and Outer

U.S.8.R. European satellites ! Mongolia 2
Commodity
1948 1952 1953 1954 1048 1 1952 1953 1954 1948 1954
Total, including reexports..._ .................... 27,879 20 19 219 95,362 1,077 1,757 5,739 | 273,400 26
Total domestiC. - oo i oo icecicceaeees , 5 15 18 219 94,117 1,017 1,674 5, 6! 273, 027

Animal oils and fats, edible
Dairy products.--oo._....
Cattle hides, wet__.
Calf and kid skins, wet ........
Tallow, inedible______._
Barle;

Wheat and wheat flour_..___.__
QGrains and preparations, n. e. s
Beans and peas, dry ripe..._.

Peanuts_ .. ____._________.
Cooking and salad oils.._...
Tobacco and manufactures.
Raw (01770 s U,

Wool rags
Paper, related products and manufacture!
Petroleum and products-..._________

Iron and steel-mill products

Electrical apparatus........
Industrial machiner
Automobiles, parts and aceessories.
Adreraft o o ceaas

Coal-tar produets_...___..______
Medicinal and pharmaceutical preparations
Industrial chemicals__
Chemical specialties____..__

Books, legal forms and other p:
Scientific and professional apparatus._..
Military and naval equipment, n. e. s.. -
Other exports of United States merchandise- ... _____________

NortE.— Columns may not add exactly due to rounding.

1 Total exports to individual Soviet countries are shown in separate table; East Ger-

many not included in 1948

2 Data for 1954 represént shipments for the use of a diplomatic mission of a friendly

foreign country; exports were nil in 1952 and 1953.
3 Principally to East Germany.

4 Includes $89,000 of reexports of wool rags to Poland and Danzig.

*Less than $500.
N. e. s.: Not elsewhere specified.
N. s. s.: Not separately shqwn.
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TABLE 9¢.—UNITED STATES IMPORTS FROM SOVIET BLoc COUNTRIES, BY PRINCIBAL CoMMODITIES, 1948, 1952, 1953, AND 1954

[United States statistics; in thousand dollars]

U.8.8.R. European satellites 1 Chéusé and China 3 Outer Mongolia
Commodity Monléo%a 2
1948 1952 1953 1954 1948 1952 1953 1954 1948 1952 2 1953 1954 1952 2 1953 1954

General imports. —— --| 86.825 | 16.818 | 10,791 | 11,809 | 26,313 | 22,768 | 25,646 | 30,468 120,345 | 24, 605 611 179 | 3,120 | 9,080 6,839

Imports for consumption 4___________________ 86,186 | 16,808 | 10,780 | 11,676 | 29,168 | 22,460 | 23,574 | 30,963 117,366 | 25,749 978 266 | 3,283 | 8,257 7,385
M_eats and sausage casings_________________________ 913 523 79 49 6| 7,259 | 10,574 | 17,677 673
Fish products including shellfish _ 696 565 311 372 (@) 20 23 12 740
Other foodstuffs..______________ 1 2 4, 856
Furs and manufactures. 40, 688 9,107
Bristles. ... ___ 210 23,135
Feathers, crude. ___________ 3,928

Tobacco, unmanufactured..

Raw cotton and linters___
Wool, unmanufactured ... ... _________________| 1,181 |.o._.__.
Hair and manufactures_
Other textiles and manufactures.
Glass and glass products. . _.
Pottery and clay products._____
Precious and semiprecious stones, imitatio:
industrial diamonds..
Manganese ore.

Chrome ore.

Precious metals, jewelry and p
Fertilizers and fertilizer materials
Fire works__.._______________
Photographic goods. ...
Artworks and antiques__. ...

Beads and fabrics and articles of beads_ -
Vessels returned (Lend-Lease) . ____ -
All other imports_ ... _______._

N OTE.—Columhs may not add exactly due to rounding.

1 Total imports from individual Soviet countries are shown in separate table; East Germany not included in 1948.

2 Trade with Quter Mongolia was reported in statistics for China until 1953. The 1952 data in this table are adjusted figures, showing Outer Mongolian products separately.

3 Since December 1950, United States imports of Chinese merchandise have consisted chiefly of strategic materials, for which import licenses were issued in 1951 and early 1952, and
Chinese products purchased outside China, from countries which had obtained the merchandise before December 1950. . .
4 Commodity data are imports for consumption. Imports for consumption represent merchandise entered immediately upon arrival into consumption or merchandising channels
plus merchandise withdrawn from bonded customs warehouses; ‘‘General Imports” data represent merchandise entered immediately upon arrival into consumption or merchandising
channels plus merchandise entered into bonded customs warehouses.

* *Less than $500.



TABLE 10A.—FREE-WORLD EXPORTS TO THE SOVIET Broc, BY PRINCIPAL COMMODITY GROUPS, 1951-53

[In millions of United States dollars]

Total to Soviet bloc European satellites U.S.8. R. Communist China
Commodity or commodity group
1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953
_________________________________________________ 1,687.9 1,438.3 1,388.9 | 854.2 | 682.4 | 677.8 | 387.5 | 483.3 | 423.5| 446.2 | 272.6 287. 6.
______________________________________________________ 15.5 19.5 60.3 15.2 13.0 22.4 (1) 6.5 37.7 .3 [©) .2
. - 25.5 26. 5 3L3 18.8 17.1 16.6 6.5 9.2 14.7 .2 .2 (O]
Other and unspecified food, beverages and tobacco. ... 94.3 75.8 100.4 | 47.4 | 36.3 68.6 | 4.9 | 36.7! . 368 5.0 2.8 4.0
Oilseeds, fats and oils. - oo . . 23.5 15.0 23.8 14..6 8.9 8.8 7.8 5.7 10.2| - L1 .4 4.8
Crude rubber_ e 204.5 158.1 82.0 27.4 31.2 16. 4 80.3 | 100.9 17.3 96. 8 26.0 48.3
Wood, cork and manufactures, except paper._ ... . ...._... 58.8 73.2 51.9 37.0 26. 2 18.6 20.7 44.5 316 1.1 2.5 1.7
Paper, paperboard and manufactures_._...._._....__.....__ 26.0 25.1 25.3 6.8 5.0 5.9 1.9 9.0 12.5 17.3 1.1 6.9 .
Raw wool and animal hair__ . ___.___________________________ 122.3 50.3 103. 2 95.8 32.7 44. 4 24.7 10.0 40.0 1.8 7.6 18.8
Raw cotton. 121.7 197.9 74.9 77.1 64.3 40. 4 1.2 41.4 15.9 43.4 92.2 18.6
Other and unspecified textile fibers and manufactures - 120.3 86.9 87.6 68.8 52.6 48.6 10.3 24.2 31.0 41.2 10.1 8.0
Other and unspecified inedible crude materials and manufactures 36.9 25.6 26.6 28.0 20.9 20. 4 5.5 2.1 2.4 3.4 2.6 3.8
Fertilizers, crude and manufactured _____________________________ 27.4 37.5 24.0 16.5 14.5 6.3 O] ™* ™ 10.9 23.0 17.7
Nonmetallic minerals and manufactures. .. R 21.8 14.2 211 17.0 13.3 20.1 .3 .1 .4 4.5 .8 .6
Iron and steel and manufactures - [N 107.8 77.8 126.9 | "56.5 63.2 90.3 9.2 12.3 17.3 421 2.3 19.3
Base. metal ores and other and unspecified base metals and m: .
factures_ _ . ____ - 43.7 71.1 68.9 33.2 59.5 50.7 5.4 8.3 12.3 5.1 3.3 5.9
Dyeing, tanning, and coloring mat - 50.1 28. 4 37.1 21.0 15.9 16.1 .2 .2 .9 28.9 12.3 20.1
Medicines and pharmaceuticals.___..._ - 41.3 37.7 40.7 12.2 9.5 4.7 .6 .6 .8 28.5 27.6 35.2
Other and unspecified chemicals - 51.7 41.3 46. 2 24.1 24.7 28.9 2.5 5.4 4.4 25.1 11.2 12.9
Electrical machinery. - 6L. 5 54. 4 52.2 35.7 33.8 28.3 12.9 17.2 16.5 12.9 3.4 7.4
Mining, construction and industrial machinery, including bearings__ 74.7 67.0 69.4 44.2 39.9 39.8 27.4 20.9 22.1 3.1 6.2 7.5
Other and unspecified machinery - 97.3 58.8 44.6 54.9 39.2 28.6 27.2 17.4 10.4 15.2 2.2 5.6
Ships and boats_ oo ocooooooooo_ oo __ - 63.2 74.4 57.9 .2 L5 .5 62.8| 729 57.4 20 ™ *
Other and unspecified transport equipment. - 42.3 14.9 7.7 2.7 12.6 6.9 3.7 2.1 .4 10.9 .2 .4
Prefabricated buildings. - .. ..____.___ - 28. 4 32.5 28.1 .1 .1 * 28.3 32.4 28,1 *) ™ ™
Other and unspecified merchandise_ ... o ool __ 127.4 74.4 87.8 74.0 46.5 45.5 6.2 3.3 2.4 47.2 24.6 39.9

See general note on p. 80, listing countries included in the Soviet bloc.

NoTE.—Values shown above should not be considered exact measures of the trade of the free-world with the Soviet bloc in each commodity group. While strenuous efforts have
been made to achieve comparability from year to year, this has not been entirely possible, owing to limitations inherent in available source materials. Data for 1951 are based on com-
modity groupings not strictly comparable with those for 1952 and 1953. In general the values of specifically identified groups tend to be somewhat understated, as commodity figures
are not available from all free-world countries in sufficient detail to fit into the groups shown. The “other and unspecified”” categories, therefore, include unknown amounts properly
classifiable among the listed commodity groups. Values of commodity groups not available for 1954 at time of printing. .

! Less than $50,000. . . i
*None or none reported in available statistics.

O
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TABLE 10B.—FREE-WORLD IaipPorTS FROM THE SOVIET BLoC, BY PRINcCIPAL CoMMODITY GRrOUPS, 1951-53

[In millions of United States dollars)

Total from Soviet bloc European satellites U.8. 8. R. Communist China
Commodity or commodity group
1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953 1951 1952 1953

Imports, total . e 11,883.0 11,6256 | 11,620.0  967.5 | 794.4 | 803.1 | 390.6 | 463.1 | 374.1 | 524.7 | 365.0 434.1
Live animalsand meat_ ... _________ . __. 79.5 74.9 92.0 64.6 49.8 69. 2 12 8 11 13.7 24.3 21.7
Dairy products. .. 31.0 44.7 51.9 16.4 26.1 21.5 * *) ® 14.6 18.6 30. 4
Cereals and preparations......_ .. ______.._:__._________.__.. 219.9 346.0 229.0 35.8 57.2 59.0 | 155.5 | 246.4 | 119.3 28.6 42. 4 50. 7
Fruits and vegetables. ... ___________._________ 52.0 69. 7 65.3 17.7 16.1 14.1 . .1 .7 34.2 53.5 50. 5
Sugar and preparations. ... ... _________..._ 56. 5 73.1 52.8 37.8 49.0 29.9 14.9 23.8 16.7 3.8 .3 6. 2
Other and unspecified food, beverages, and tobacco-. 112.3 55.8 58.7 38.5 9.1 10.2 20.9 21.7 22.3 52.9 25.0 26.2
Oilseeds. .- oo 1115 43.5 68.3 2.8 4.5 4.0 * Q] (0] 108.7 39.0 64.3
Oilsand fats. . e 54.2 34.6 47.1 8.1 4.3 4.1 @) (%) .3 46,1 30.3 42,7
Wood and lunber, unmanufactured . _____________.___________ 64.0 73.3 105.9 20.5 38.0 46,7 43.5 34.4 58.4 (W) -9 .8
Other and unspecified wood, paper, and manufactures. . _____ 62.5 32.8 27. 4 32.0 15.5 12.9 22.0 12.1 7.4 8.5 5.2 7.1
Wool and manufactures 24.9 111.6 1313 8.3 2.7 5.0 4.6 2.7 5.9 12.0 3.7 14 0
Cotton and manufactures : 58.6 41.4 4.5 24.5 24.5 28.1 16. 2 12.9 11.4 17.9 4.0 5.0
Other and unspecified textile fibers and manufactures_.____ 78.3 35.9 50.0 42.4 14.9 17.6 3.4 2.5 1.7 32.5 18.5 30.7
Furskins and manufaetures. . ... _.__.____________________________ 55.6 143.8 140.1 19 26| 2.6 51.8 39.0 33.7 19 15 L5
Other and unspecified inedible crude materials and manufactures. - 65. 4 70.2 62.5 18.2 14.4 15.5 6.0 3.4 4.2 41.2 52.4 42.8
Fertilizers, crude and manufactured. .- - 22. 4 36.7 37.2 19.8 31.6 30.0 2.5 5.0 6.6 .1 .1 .6
Coal and related fuels R 256. 2 199. 6 173.8 | 244.8 | 1815 | 154.7 11. 2 17.1 16.0 .2 1.0 .1

Petroleum and products - 16.6 25.7 56. 4 11.2 15.8 40.6 5.4 9.9 15.8 ™ @ ™
Other and unspecified nonmetallic minerals and manufactures. - 60.7 52.2 50.3 52.3 4.1 42.3 4.6 5.2 3.0 3.8 2.9 5.0
Base metals, ores, and manufactures. . ... ... - 37.5 318 32.9 24.9 14.1 13.3 8.5 16.0 18.6 4.1 1.7 1.0
Chemicals (excluding fertilizers).________ . ... _____...__. - 60.3 35 43.3 35.4 20.4 21.5 4.8 4.4 5.6 20.1 6.7 10.2
Machinery_ ... _____.__ - 45.1 38.0 41.8 4.4 37.6 41. 2 - .4 .3 .5 .3 .1 .1

Transport equipment_ ____._____ 23.3 18.3 24.7 22.0 16.9 21.6 13 1.4 3.1 Q] ® [©)]
Other and unspecified merchandise.............._.__________ 234.7 140. 5 132.8 | 143.2 | 103.7 91.5 11.8 4.0 21.8 79.5 32.9 19.5

See general note on p. 80, listing countries included in the Soviet bloc.

NoTE.—Values shown above should not be considered exact measures of the trade of the free-world with the Soviet bloc in each commodity group. While strenuous efforts have been
made to achieve comparability from year to year, this has not been entirely possible, owing to limitations inherent in available source materials. Data for 1951 are based on commodity
groupings not strictly comparable with those for 1952 and 1953. In gencral the values of specifically identified groups tend to be somewhat understated, as commodity figures are not
available from all free-world countries in sufficient detail to fit into the groups shown. The “other and unspecified’’ categories, therefore, include unknown amounts properly classifiable
among the listed commodity groups. Values of commodity groups not available for 1954 at time of printing.

1 Includes imports from Outer Mongolia
2 Less than $50,000.
*None of none reported in available statistics.
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