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Shor t  Summary o f  Contents 

Af t e r   t he   f a i lu re  o f  Khrushchev's  attempt i n  1963 t o  
reash t h e  optimum  aim in   the   ex tens ive  COMECON market - i.e. t o  
c rea te  a cent ra l  economic plan and supra-national  authorit ies- - 
Moscow has increasingly  placed  the  accent  on  bilateral   relations.  
This meanB that the USSR has t o  take the in t e re s t s  o f  each C O M X O N  
par tner  more into  considmation  than some years  ago, Moreover9 the 
COMECON countries  are no longer prepared $0 have the i r  economic 
interests   represented  col lect ively  outs ide  the  Soviet   b loc - which 
means i n  fact  under  Soviet  pressure, which still ex is t s .  
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Internat ionnl  Economic Co-operation i n  Xast and \?est 

The methods o f  economic co-operation  within F. group of  
countries  having a free  market economy,  on t h e  one  hznd,  2nd-within 
a group of  countries  having 8 government-controlled economy, on 
the  other hnnd, will necessar i ly  d i f f e r  widely.  Normally, there 
i s  ii steady flow of capi ta l ,   labour  ,md goods between countr ies  
having a f r ee  market economy. Co-operation  tdses  place a t  the- 
l eve l  of the various economic units. General economic policy mF-kes 
use of  specific  arrangements  such as common market  regulcitions. 
Agreements arc made between  the  major industrial   branches which 
lead t o  shcring-out o f  mz.rkets, the   l imi ta t ion  of f i tu re  cio..pp.cities 
e t c ,  At the  lowest  level,  the  individual  enterprises  co-operate 
d i r ec t ly  as independent  elements o f  the economy. 

- 

2. Co-operation smong countries  having a government-controlled 
ecollomy - these  countries do not  use  the word "integrTLtion"-is 
necessarily  centrally  controlled.  Even though lower  luvels of the 
economic hierarchy  have d s o  been  permitted t o  take p m t  i n  this 
co-operat ion,   their   in i t ia t ive  has  been  very l imited,  Hcwever, 
i t  may be  expected that ,  as a r e s u l t  o f  the economic reforms, these 
lower l eve l s  sill p lay   i nc reas iw .   rô l e   i n   fu tu re ,  

O p t i m u m  Solutfon and Real  Situation  in  the  East  

3. From the  point  of view o f  8 government-controlled economy, 
the optimum f o r m  o f  economic co-operation is the common c e n t r d  
economic plan f o r  d l  gartner   countr ies .  I n  view o f  the ex is t ing  
divis ion o f  power i n  the  Soviet  bloc,  such a solut ion would a t  
the same time  offer the most favourable  conditions for the  
dominating power, i.e. the USSR, t o  a s s e r t  i t s  mill. r i t  the 
ins t i tu t iona l   l eve l ,   th i s   un i f ied   p lanning  would correspond t o  
supra-national  authorit ies which would represent COXECON 3s a 
regional  international  orgmization  vis-à-vis  the non-COMXON 
countries. I t  was these economic and procedurd  concepts vhich led 
t o  the  establishment o f  COMECON i n  1949, i.e. a t  zL time vhen the 
p o l i t i c a l ,  militrry and economic  supremacy o f  the  USSR m m  
uncontested  while  the  Soviet Union hereelf  was ruled by an zbsolute 
dictatorship,  

4. This fo rm o f  co-operation - the  optimum solut ion from 
the  point o f  v iew of s t r i c t  government control - has  never  been 
rea l i sed .   In   the  first y e a r s   a f t e r  the estzblishment o f  COMECON 
neither  the  theoretical   nor t h e  pract iccl   technical   condi t ions f o r  
such  planning  centrL?lism  existed;  the "new course" of 1953 m d  the 
revolutionary movements i n  Poland  and Hungary i n  1956 pzrr.lysed 
the COMECON'S ac t iv i t ies   genera l ly .  Then the  f irst  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  
f o r  economic co-operation in   f i e lds   o the r  than  foreign  trftde 
appeared i n  1958, this was in i t ia ted   very   cau t ious ly  through the  
"permment commissions" which were  designed t o  ensure  the 
par t ic ipat ion of each member i n   f a c t u a l  and sometimes even  only 
in  technical  decisions.  Thus s t a r t ed  a development rrrhizh offcred 
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a t   l e a s t  a certain  guarantee  that   the  partners would be  consulted 
by MGSCOW. The r e s u l t s  did not come up t o  exp6ctations. Howevero 
it should  have  been  clear frcm the  beginning  that   satisfactory 

resul ts   could  only be  expected a f t e r  some time had elapsed, 
Klwushchev was determined t o .  reach  the optimum  aim of cooperation 
as  quickly  as  possible. Fcr this purpose,  the  executive  organp  the 
'!Meeting o f  the  Representrtkve's o f  Member Countr ies   in   the Council'* 
was replaced a t  the XVI-Lh C c u r l c i l  meeting on 6,/7 June l 962  by the  
*'CObECON Executive Committee!' which was t o  ensure a. strsamlining 
o f  the supreme COMECON authori t ies ,  A Central  Planning Bureau was 
then t o  be establ ished within the  Executive Committee. 

5. T h i s  optimum solut ion - the   creat ion of a cen t ra l  031ECON 
plan and the  corresponding  supra-national  authorities - f a i l e d  fn 
the summel=' of 1963, and the  Soviet Union ceased t o  object one year 
l a t e r .  The decisi  on against the cent ra l   p lan  and the  supra- 
na t iona l   au thor i t iea  was due t o  protests  b:? Rumania and probably 
other  countries as well. Rumania's objections were d i rec ted  
against   the   pr inciple  t o  f ix the  posit ion of each partner within 
the framework of the economic and especial ly   the  industr ia l   d ivis ion 
of labour on t h e  basis of the economic leve l   a t ta ined  by each 
Fartner a t   t h a t  period Rumania  considered  that t h i s  pol icy  wcuX 
prejudice  the development of a d ivers i f ied   indus t r ia l iza t ion  of 
her own. 

6. The r e s u l t  of this hard discussion was very  serious, 
Moscow wainow  compelled t o  give much more consideration  thin 
before  to the special   in t 'erests  of each  .partner* and t o  allow  then 
to   par t ic ipate   in   the  concrete   cooperat ion in various  industries.  
The r e s u l t  was €hat from 1963/64 Rumania w i t h d r e w  from cooperation 
in the roller-bearing  industry and the  rolled-stock  production. 
Honever, no other  country has followed'Rumània up t o  nowo A t  t h e  
same time, Moscow became extremely  cautious  'in proposing such large- 
scale  cooperation  projects,  and no f i r ther   technical  commissions 
have been established. Moreover, Uoscov. now followed a pragmatic 
b i l a t e r a l   p o l i c y  and t r i e d  t o  preserve i t s  own in t e re s t s  i n  this 
way. It was t o  Moscow's advantage that the  partner  countries whose 
economic s t ruc ture  is  of special  importance for Soviet economic 
developments - the  Soviet, Zone of Germany and the CSSR - a l s o  count 
' t o  a large  extent on the  Soviet Union f o r  her  support   in  foreign 
policy  matters. A t  t ha t  time Poland was also  ready t o  cooperate more 
closely.n3th  the USSR f o r  reasons of foreign  policy,  and Hungary 
f o r  reasons of domestic  policy. The Soviets  .tried t o  commit Bulgaria 
by grant ing  credi ts .  Thus, although Rumania's act ion has hardly ' 

affected the practical   cooperation between the other COMECON cou1tri;:s 
and t h e  USSR, the extension of Soviet ecar:o;nic r e l a t ions  with 'Easte-?n 
Europe  began to   s tagnate  visibly,  Of a l l  t h e  b a s k  c o n f l i c t s r  the 
routine  coordination of the produckion programme within the-var ious 
branches was least   affected,   but  on ly  meagre rbsu l t s  were obtafned 
as faJ? as concrete  division of l&~jur in  ind-mtry is concerned. 

. .  
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7. Forci,p  trade  remains  the  strongest economic t i e  
the COXECOIV countr ies ,  b u t  especi,Qly with the USSR. Long-tern 
trace  agreements with strict commifments regarding  the  delivery 
cf estzblished  quotas,  concluded in  accordance with planned 
poduction  tmgcts,   determine f r o m  the  outset  the economic c<?,pacity 
of all concerned t o  a high  degree,  Their dependence on t h e  USSR 
f o r  raw material   suppl ies  and an assured  mrrket f o r  c,-..pital goods 
determine  the  relations o f  the more indus t r ia l i sed  CO1,UXON 
m,embers with the USSR and leave them only l i t t l e   l a t i t u d e  for m 
independent  trade  policy.  In view of the  exis t ing power si t w t i o n ,  
the  customary rout ine which hns now been  followed for c?,lmost 20 
y e w s  seems t o  c?.ppec.r not  t o o  unprofitable even t o  th rrtionLyLLy- 
thinking  top-level managers i n  the industr ia l ised  countr ies  
outside  the USSR. If this way i s  consis tent ly  followed, i t  mill be 
possible t o  reduce  costs by mass-production  methods, 

c>"" B i -  and multilateral  Co-operation 

8. A review of -the r e s u l t s  o f  mul t i la te ra l  and bilaterz.1 
agreements,  arrangements  and  actions i n   t h e  economic î i e l d  wi th in  
the Soviet b l o c ,  t iking  into  account   ear l ier  developments  rnd  the 
present   s i tua t ion ,  shows the  following  General  pizture: 

(a )  Pr inciples  o f  Multilater21  Co-operation 

COMECON has  not  reached i ts  optimum r i m  t o  bec0m.e ;:. s ingle  
l m g e  market  with a cent ra l  economic plan 2nd supra- 
nat i inc l   au thor i t ies ;  Under- the  condi t ions  pevz. i l ing 
in   t he  w o r l d  m d  i n  the Soviet  b l o c ,  this i s  now to be 
expected l e s s  than  ever,  This-estimgte o f  the   s i tua t ion  
does  not  exclude Lie, poss ib i l i ty   thn t  Moscow will renew 
i t s  e f f o r t s  t o  reach   th i s  goal &en more favoum.53-e 
circumstances  present  themselves.  Since  supra-nFLtionz-l 
au thor i t ies  d i d  n o t  e x i s t ,  no common decisions were - , 

legally speaking - taken which would h m e  committed 211 
member countries t o  pursue one and the same economic 
pol icy  in   general  o r  i n   ce r t a in   f i e lds .  Formzlly 
spezLking, the common decisions were recommendations which 
have  been more o r  legs followed by the'non-Soviet members, 
depending on the  general   status o f  the  Soviet  hegemony 
o r  their   special   degree of ctependence  on Moscow. 
Decisions wew only t&en with respect t o  the wcrk o f  
the CONECON agencies,  su& as .the creat ion of new 
commissiorLs, the determination o f  work progr:T.mes, de2.d- 
l ines ,   s tc tu- tes   e tc , ,   in   except ional   cases  zlsowr ith 
respect  t o  genuine ccmmon pro jec ts  such as the pipel ine 
and the  high-voltage  grid, 

The reorganization of COMECON cand the beginning of i t s  
prac t ica l  work i n  1953 under new p o l i  ticF.1 conditions 
have  been  guided theore t ica l ly  by the  r ight Gf say of all 
members and special  cOnsidera.tion o f .  t h e i r  ovm in t e re s t s ,  
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n2 DLa2c eve2 th i s  first phasc o f  " p a c t i c a l "  Work has not gone much 
'UeyGnd theoretical   preparations,   thc r igh t  of the mcm3cm l a i d  
down i n  .Lne ~ I O S C O W  Declaration o f  30th October, 1956, t o  t ake   the i r  
Ovrn i n t e r e s t s  as the  basis of  co-operation has not become filly 
ef rec t iye  UP t o  nowo  The diverging  inte2ests   becam  al l   the  more 
c l e a r l y   a ~ p a r e n t ,   t h e  nore thc common projects  were rea l i sed ,  

(b)  go--operation i n  pract ice  

The tzsbs  given t o  COfECON c m s i s t e d  o f  common 
ecorlomic pla-n,qing, d i v i s i m  o f  labour a d  spcc ia l i sa t ion  
of production,  Co-ordinated  intra--Dloc  trade with 
corresplonding  payments  systems  and - during  the l a s t  few 
years - discussions about  certain  reforms of the 
Goverr~cnt-controlled sys tem, 

H i , ~ r i c ~ ~ ~ v e l o p m e n t  -.  .-a 

9, us t o  1956 each  country,  under a forced  industr ia l izat ion 
prdgramne, had t r i e d  t o  b u i l d  up and expanc?. as  many indus t r ia l  
branches  as  possible, t o  which Moscow agreed and only  intervened i f  
these measures  were contrary  to i ts  own in t e re s t s ;  as from 1958 
( theore t ica l ly   a l ready  from 1956) the  plans were t o  be  co-ordinated 
before  they came in to   forceo  

10, This multi lateral   co-ordination took place i n  the  various 
11 permanent  commissions", i ,e.   primarily  in  the  special  commissions", 
?or t ka  ra,-ioua i n d u s t r i a l  branchez;, as  well  a s  i n  commicsions o f  

Standardization  Conmission  etc, The plans, which had  hardly  ever 
been f i n a l i s e d  on schedule were now delayed even  moreo I n  t h i s  
zcmnectjon it  has t o  be  taken  into  consideration  that  irdustrial 
ex2zusion in   nos t  COIJECON countries depended aad s t i l i  depends 
prilnarily on Soviet raw mater ia l   del iver ies ,  and tna t  l~oscow is of 
the  opinion that  there  is o n l y  one power within COMECON capable of 
c rea t ing  a fblly-develo?ed, self suf f ic ien t  economy - the U;SR, 

..' , a  more general o r  functional  nature such as the  Finance o r  the 

Ilo Considering  the s i z e  of the ccun-try, the  extent of i t s  
PesoUrces and Its  strength compared with the  other COl!!ECON 
DOmb6x".Gp th i s  assertion  indeed seems jus t i f i ed ,  Thus ,  one can 
EI?eZls: amre O f  an in tegra t ion  of the non-Soviet  economies into  the 
eco;-;Gvn- 
CCUn'trieSo In pr inc ip le ,  t he  plantling of' the  non-soviet  countries 

C . m  @,:?lY supplement Soviet planning,  which intends t o  a e y e l q  
inCh.lStria3- prQd.;Lction ir, th$ Soviet Unlo,r acco,-ding t o  her own aims 
W i t h J U t  coilsidering  the  interests o f  her  COMECOM paa-3, ~;cmmlgly-,  the 

1 Y cf the USER than o f  the mutual ;I'a-i;egldw-tion of a l l  member 
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m o s t  important  agreements  are  those which have t o  b e c S-nc I.ud ed 
between Moscow and the  other   par tners .  Up t o  now,  no pmtner  has 
been able t o  evade these  agreements. T h i s  s i tua t ion  v ! i l l  continue 
for the foreseeable  future  since P~~oscow's po l i t i ca l   and  mili tmy 
superior i ty  2nd the economic  dependence o f  the other COJiECON 
members  on  Moscow permit no other  solution, 

-era1 Procedures  used in  the  'Division o f  Lcibour 

12. All multilr=teral  agreements on economic - especi,'31y 
indus t r ia l  - divis ion o f  labour  within  the f'ramewo& o f  the 
permanent  commissions have met with two d i f f i cu l t i e s ,  On the one 
hand, i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  i n t e r e s t  a l l  COMEOFT members i n  a 
special isat ion programme for ,dl indmtrial   branches,  and, on the 
other  hana, i t  i s  31.~0.. .dirT.icult t o  conclude  concrete  agreements, 
although a basic programme had  been s e t  up when the  principles of 
an in te rna t iond   d iv is ion  o f  labour were l a i d  down a t   t h e  X V t h  
Council  meeting. 

13, Because of Rumania's protest   against  the procedure of 
estcblishing  the programmes f o r  the   spec ia l i sa t ion  znd divis ion of 
labour f o r  the  future  on the  bcsis of the present   indcs t r ia l   l eve l ,  
the   " interest  formulaqq which has Lilways been rcpeated S ince the 
end of 1956 has meanwhile become s o  effect ive th.t i n  some 
industrial  branches .new organizations f o r  the  practicr.1  irnplcmentation 
o f  the  division of k b o u r  have  been  estzblished whose members 
are  i n   f a c t   l i m i t e d  t o  the  interested  par t ies ;   according 80 the i r  
stz.tutes  they m e  n o t  even COMBCON organizations  although they 
carry  out  the COïllIECON' S or ig ind   i n t en t ion&.  T h i s  applii;s t O 
q'Intermet,?llt,  an  organization for co-operntion i n  the f i d d  
of  ro l led   s tee l ,  CS well as  t o  the  organimtion for co-operation 
i n  the f i e l d  c f  r o l l e r  bearings. B o t h  orgmizat ions tltkc binding 
decisions on the  divis ion o f  l n b o u r  whiah are  respected by the i r  
members. 

14. U p  t o  now, experience  with  multilateral ,and b i l c t e r a l  
Co-opcration  with respect  to  specizl isct ion and divis ion o f  labour 
have not  been  very  encouraging. As long as i t  was only c? mztter 
of sett l ing  the  conditions o f  co-operation,  multilaterzl  co-oper?tion 
was not  unsatisfsctory.  At f i r s t ,  s t o c k  hed t o  be  tzken of 
existing  production  capacit ies,   including a l l  technolosiczl 
de ta i l s .  T h i s  stock-t;iking was ent i re ly   possible  on 3. rnultilatclml 
basis although  the USSR was hesitant  in  supplying  informction. 
Agreements on the crezt ion o f  nerv production  branches  partly 
led  t o  concsote  results,  especi=rlly where rclatcd  production  branches 
were .concerned,  such 2s the plastics industry, Difficul€it=s begam 
inmediately when some countrics.were asked t o  discontinue  ccrtakn 
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production  lines, A t  the  multi lateral   level,   the  proving and tes t ing  
staticlns f o r  machinery and equipment shlch was t o  be recornmeruled f o r  
production  (such as f o r  agr icu l tura l  machinery  near  Prague) were a 
su.ccessp However, such  a  procedure is only prac t icable   in   very  
fzw branches, A s  a r e s u l t  of the   tes ts   in   the  agr icul tural   nachinerg 
sector  it was also  possible  t o  come t o  agreements on a breakdown a€' 
production  according t o  certain  types  to.produee  certain models 
i n  coEmon. Howevero most ag-ceements on spec ia l i sa t ion  and divis ion 
of labour were  only of .a  general   natuke,  while no concrete measures 
were taken. For a  long  time  already it had  been the  general   belief 
that   concrete measures of specialisation  could  only  be  negotiated 
through b i l a t e r a l  commissions, but even th i s  method  showed only 
modest r e su l t s .  Exchanges o f  s c i e n t i f i c  and technical  know-how ard 
experience  had  been  arranged by t h e  commissions  concerned from the 
beginning,  There  can  be  no doubt t ha t  many a tzchr-ically backward 
country  thus  acquired - almost f r e e  of charge - information which i s  
normally  the f i n a l   r e s u l t  of a long  period OP development e In. t h i s  
connection, hovrever, the  technological backwardness. o f  the  USSR 
compared with other countries was a handicap: the USSR had. not nuch 
t o  of fe r  t o  the  Soviet Zone o r  the CSSR, I n  the f i n a l  m-alysi.s one 
can  say that although  the  multilat,er:al cornmissfoils have done useL%l 
work i n  the  preparation and c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  conditions  required 
t o  f i nd  a common solut ion f o r  cer ta in   basic   special isat ion and 
d iv is ion  of labour  problems,  practical   resll ts  - however insi@-iri.cmt 
fn general - have  been  nbtained  only on a b i l a t e r a l   b a s i s .  

B i -  and multi lateral   procedures with respec% t.0 IntPa-;b?-co-t&& . . 

. . 15- The. most important f a c t o r  f o r  t h e  economic cohesion o f  the 
Soviet block - intra-block  trade - is  c lear ly  based. on b i l a t e r a l  
agreemnts. It has been the task of the   mul t i la te ra l  COMi3COpJ 
cornmissions fo r   fo re ign   t r ade  t o  establish  eneral   prinsiple,so S'lCh 
as the generally-binding  term of delivery as from 'l JJanUa1.Y 
1958) The p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of delivery and the r ~ w  material  resources 
have  probably  also  been  clarified on a mul t i l a t e ra l  basis. The 
spec i f i c   ro l e  of fore ign   t rade   in  a stricltly  organised, government-. 
control led econoEy also has a cer-bain  effect on the probxem cf 
mul t i l a t e ra l  o r  b i l a t e r a l  =rangements.  Fcreign  trade is not 
intended t o  expici t  wor ld  market price  advantages f o r  sales  an2 
purchases  but i s  primarily desi.gned t o  provide  'ihe  necessary goods 
f o r  fu l f i lment  of the plan, Because of the  overwhelming 
economic  suprermcy of the USSR compmed with the o ther  COMECOPT 
members, especially  her  importmca as a s1qplier O=: r*aw .ma te r i a s  
and buyer of c a p i t a l  goodso Soviet  trade  plays a decis lve  role  
within  intra-block  trade,  Since  the aid-fStics, an importalk 
pa r t  of the   fore ign   t rade  of the other COJli3rJQN membeps has  been 
t ied to the  Soviet Unicn - the peak having beer; reacbsd i n   t h e  l a t e  
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f i f t i e s  - but  even tod,ay the  share  varies between 30 almost 
50%. Irrevoccble  long-term  agreements  vzlid f o r  f i v e  yezrs 01- 
more ensure  that  t he  volume and se lec t ion  of goods produccd v i t l i in  
COLiECOM are  permanent f a c t o r s  of individual economic plms $ - h  icnh 
are   thus  direct ly   re la ted t o  the  plan of the  Soviet  Union, ?'he 
principle  that   the  buyer of  raw mater ia ls   grants   credi ts  t o  t h e  
raw mater ia l   suppl ier  f o r  the  production of raw m a t e r i d s   h m   b e e n  
appl ied  in  some eases   in   the  past   and will be applied  even more 
extensively. i n  f'uture,  thus  tying  the European s a t e l l i t e s  even 
more strongly and over a longer  period of  time t o  the USSR. 

16, The centrally-administered economy of  the  Soviet  type  has 
raised  the  balancing o f  the goods exchange volume t o  the   l evc l  

o f ,  a pr inciple  which has for the most par.t..been  respected. i n  
practice,  This  vcry method has made schematic  bilateralism  almost 
inevi tsble ,  The r i g i d i t y  of this pr inciple  soon showed very 
Wavoumble   e f f ec t s  on intra-bloc  trade,  f o r  instance  in  cases 
where p o d s  were de l ive red   i n  exchange w h i c h  were not  wanbd by 
the  receiving  country. Th i s  led t o  a l imi ta t ion  o f  the foreign 
trade volume o r  at l e a s t  prevented i t s  rapid  expasion.  T h i s  
situation, vhich was c l w l y  recognised by the  leading econcmic 
functionaries,   gcve  r ise t o  an  i n i t i a t i v e  t o  base  intrt.-bloc  trade 
on a mul t i l a t e ra l   bas i s ,   i , e ,  t o  make i t  more f lex ib le  by mems 
of clear ing payments via   the COMECON b'mk (Internat ional  Bank 
f o r  Economic Co-operation).  Hovever, z f t e r  some cautious  attemp$s 
which took  place no less iAan three  years ago,  the r e s u l t s  o f  
these  multi lateral   clearing  experiments  are rather poor,  Although 
i t  w i l l  probably be attempted t o  make t h i s  instrument more 
effect ive,  i t  will not  be  possible t o  overcome the   dec is ive   bar r ie r  
vi thout  making t h e   r d b l e  fu l ly  convcrtible,  For severzl  rc;;r:sons 
inherent   in   the  system,  however, this seems unlikely,  I t  mny be 
expected that several  measures w i l l  be tzken  within  the frc.me-;:ork 
of the  economic  reform programme,  which m i g h t  ccntr ibute  t o  a 
greater  degree of f l e x i b i l i t y   i n   f o r e i g n   t r a d e  a d  thus t o  a 
ccrta4.n ?.movnt o f  mul t i lz te ra l  b a d e  arrangements. Homrevcp, i n  
view of  the  present  trends t o  re lax  t h e  r ig id i ty   wi th in  COM3CON, 
the  Ssviet Union will probably t ry  t o  s t r eng then   b i l a t e r r l   t i c s ,  

-operation_ 

17* The necessary  c lar i f icet ion of the  principles o f  the 
econcmic r e f o m s  which are being car r ied  o u t   i n  all countr ies  
(except Rumanta) requires  multi lateral   dj .s ,ussion.  Especiauy 
the  recent  SovFet  criticism o f  t h e  re foms i n  Yugoslcvia, which 
included  the  insti tutions of '&e s ta te ,   the   par ty  and the economy, 
shows how s t rongly Moscow ob3ects t o  any hasty  and  excessive 
departures f r o m  the  Soviet I jne ,  The example of Yugoslzvia is, 
however, not   tyyical  of developnents witinin the  Soviet   b loc - 
Yugoshvia i s  s t i l l  t o  some extent a non-commiltea country, has 
a spedzib  status  within COMECON, and her  reform  plans go much f u r t h e r  
than those of  the  other  COMECON members.  However, t he  more 
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subs tan t ia l ly   the   in te rml   s t ruc ture ,   the   o rganizz . t ion  ,and the 
trade relations of the member countries a re  affected by t h e  economic 
peform mcasurcs,  the more important Ere ccntinuous  contacts 2nd 
ca-oL6ination.  Especially t h e  problem of price  formztion  crnnot 
be solved by each partner i n   i s o l a t i o n  m ~ d  without  considemtion 
o f  the "neighbour S". 

Th=.RÔl$ of conomic Policy 

18, I n  view of the   generLa  s i tuat ion it  i s  unl ikely  that  
COMECON will appear  an  organizztion  vis-"avis  other  international 
oFganizztions o r  individual  countries. This does  not  exclude  the 
p o s s i 5 i l i t y  t h a t  i t  mimt send observers o r  representatives,   but 
there will be no  common act ion on decisive problems. Todays the 
COMECON members d o  not wish, a s  far as t h e i r  economic in t e re s t s   a r e  
concerned, t o  be represented  col lect ively  outs ide  the  Soviet   b loc - 
which would mean under the s t i l l  exis t ing  Soviet  pressure, 

C onclus  ions 

l g 3  Under a vc.riety o f  aspects,  thc developmsnt  and  the 
present si tmtion of t i e  re la t ions  within COMECON show a t  the 
present stage, decis ive  weight must be   a t t r ibu ted  t o  b i l a t e r a l  
re la t ions ,   espec ia l ly  as far as  the t i e s  of ezch C O M E O N  member 
w i t h  Moscow are  concerned. T h i s  i s  par t icular ly   t rue  s ince,  owing 
t o  t h e  f n i l u r e  of integrat ion,   foreign  t rade i s  now the  strongest 
economic %ic  within  the  Soviet  bloc  and  since i t i S in   the   na tu le  o f  a 
centrally-administered economy that  trade  relations  pk.y c r ô l e  i n  
c e r t a i n   f i e l d s ,  such as the constant   effor ts  t o  or.p.nize a division 
of labour by including  special ised  orsmizat ions which form-lly 
not   par t  of the  COMECON, ..:S well as, i n  the   conf l ic t s  - very  serious 
a t   p re sen t  - about  reforms o f  the  system and other  bcsic  questions. 
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- 
Soviet _&one-p~f Germany t €,Iongolia 
EALKOW p Ju l iu s  GuhiBOSHI\V, De 
(s ince September  1965)  Deputy Chairman o f  the  Council 
Deputy Prime Minister 
Predecessor:  Leuschner,Bruno  (Since  June 1965) 

i 

-* 

o f  i. .. i n i  s t e r s  

Predecessor : Molomdshanz 

."L" Bulgaria 
SUNJNEK, Otakar TODOROV, $tank0 
Deputy  Prime Minister Deputy t o  the Chairman o f  the 
(Since  June 1962)  Council o f  Ministers 

J / i  

' I  Poland 
JARESZEWICZ m Piot r  l/ i 
Deputy ChaiGman o f  the  Council 
o f  Ministers 

i 1 (since  June  1962) 
d 

i I' 
I 

l RUMANIA. 
-CU,, Gheorgue 
Deputy  Chairman o f  the  Council 

l of-Ministers 
(Since  June  1965) 

i Predecessor : Birladeanu 
1 --- Specgal 

\\\, 1 (Since  June 1962) 1 
l 

LE3SBTCHK13, M .A 
Deputy t o  the Chairman of the  

\\ 'L Council o f  Ministers 
(Since Sex% 1965) l '  
Fredecessor: NOWIKOW, Vladimir I 

\ \ l  Hungary 
APRO p Anta1 

1 Deputy Chairman o f  the  Council I 
o f  Ministers 
(Since  June  1962) i 

s t a tus  \ l  Yuaoislavla Renresented b.v the Permanent 
i 
i Recresentativë of' Yugoslavia t o  

CONECON : 
I GRRYISNOVIC 9 A e  j 

NATO SECRET 

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



c . -. Li 

5 ’ C  

4 

OEGAKCZATION OF COMECON 

-’Bureau f o r  general 
Questions o f  t h e  Economic Flan c 

In  terna  t i i jnal  Bank 
f o r  Xconomic 

I 
P 
U1 

1 

I 
P 
Ln 
I 

L” 

and E l e c t r o -  

Years = Beginning Jf‘ a c t i v i t i e s  

Sections o r  Permanent Vorking Groups 
TBmporary Working Groups, Graups cf Experts N_”TO SGCR.ET 

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


