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INTRODUCTION

The socialist transformation of the world,
which began with the Great October Socialist
Revolution and the victory of socialism in' the
USSR, led to the formation of the world socialist
system, This process engendered a new type
of international relations based on a community
of fundamental class interests and aims among
the socialist states, and on their solidarity.

The relations taking shape among the socialist
states and peoples, which unite them, develop
by dint of political and economic necessity:
Defence of the revolutionary attainments and
the strengthening of socialist positions in each
country require their political union and con-
certed action internationally. The importance of
extensive and multifaceted coordination of efforts
among the socialist countries increases during
the struggle between the old and new worlds.
The interests of rapid economic improvement
and rasing of living standards necessitate joint
efforts by those countries in production, science
and technology and encourage them to take
fuller advantage of the international socialist
division of labour.



The fundamental interests of people living in
all the socialist states are served by those coun-
tries coming closer together, uniting and coope-
rating. This process invariably takes place on
the basis of a single type of socio-economic and
political system, a common Marxist-Leninist
ideology, and common aims in striving for so-
cialism and communism. Guided by the require-
ments of the ohjective laws of social develop-
ment, the communist and workers’ parties of
the socialist community work to promote fra-
ternal cooperation between themselves. This new
type of international relations takes shape,
therefore, under the decisive influence of Marx-
ist-Leninist policy and the organising activity
of the fraternal parties.

The concept of international relations involves
a. whole range of social relations—political,
economic and cultural—being established be-
tween individual states and, above all, between
their ruling classes and corresponding political,
economic and other organisations. The nature
of these relations naturally depends on the class-
es participating in them. Relations between
the people living in the socialist countries, be-
tween the state, political and economic institu-
tions that represent the interests of national
contingents of the working class and all the work-
ing people in those states, are imbued with a
~spirit of solidarity and differ radically from
international relations within the capitalist
world. As Marx and Engels once put it, ‘For the
peoples to be able truly to unite, they must
have common interests. And in order that their
interests may become common, the existing
property relations must be done away with,
for these property relations involve the exploi-
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tation of some nations by others: the abolition
of existing property relations is the concern
only of the working class. It alone has also the
means for doing this. The victory of the p1_'01e-
tariat over the bourgeoisie is, at the same time,
victory over the national and industrial conﬂ}cts
which today range ‘the peoples‘ of th(? ~various
countries against one another in hostility and
mity."?

enThey‘factor that dominates the development
of relations between the socialist states and ena-
bles them to surmount the various problems and
difficulties in their path is the profound com-
munity of fundamental interests among the na-
tional contingents of the working class. Interna-
tional relations based on the common fu_nd.amen—
tal aims of their participants—the bulldlng.of
a classless society, securing of full prosperity
and the all-round development of every citizen,
croation of a world brotherhood of pe:oples—-
constitute the historically new type of interna-
tional relations of the future. ‘

In promoting economic and political relat}ons
among themselves, the sociali_st states are gglded
by the principle of proletarian, socialist inter-
nationalism. This signifies a harmonious com-
bination of each socialist country’s and tl.le
whole socialist community’s requirements 1n
day-to-day policy, a proper accord of national
and international principles, and the develop-
ment of fraternal mutual assistance. Just as it
is impossible to satisfy the genu.ine national
interests of one socialist state against t.hose of
the whole community, so is it to satisfy interna- .
tional interests, as experience has shown, to
the detriment of those of individual socialist
states.
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An internationalist foreign policy is typified
by a desire to develop comradely cooperation
and mutual assistance with other socialist coun-
tries economically, politically and culturally,
in the interests of socialism and communism,
to protect revolutionary achievements from im-
perialist encroachment, to eliminate the histori-
cal inequality in socio-economic levels between
the various states. An obligatory prerequisite
for this policy is consistent account of the inter-
ests of each and every country, observance of
equality and mutual benefit for all socialist
countries, of their sovereignty and independence
as well as non-interference in one another’s
internal affairs. At the same time, the content
of this policy is considerably richer and deeper,
in so far as it expresses the fraternal solidarity
of the socialist community, the unity and con-
certed action of the socialist countries, and their
mutual assistance as a determining facet of
their interrelations. : :

International factors of socialist production
development are used more and more widely
as socialist cooperation develops. The most
global and synthesising of these factors is the
establishment of the socialist world economic
system. The development of socialism as a world
system naturally leads to the formation and
improvement of a socialist type of world economy
which differs fundamentally from the world
capitalist economy. The appearance and devel-
opment of a socialist type of world economy
is an objective process that affirms socialist
production on an international scale.

Socialism undertakes the mission of restructur-
ing world economic relations on democratic and
socialist principles. The concentration of pro-
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duction, its socialisation and internationalisa-
tion, are accelerated in the socialist world on
the basis of the new social content of international
relations; a radical reconstruction takes place of
the former international structures of production
and exchange, and there is a continual drawing
together and evening out of the economic devel-
opment levels in the various countries. The
world socialist economy embodies an increasingly
strong community of economic affairs in the
fraternal countries, and their growing multi-
farious interaction, which has become an inva-
riable attribute of socialist development, one
of the major factors behind its comprehensive
advance.

The process of extended reproduction in the so-
cialist countries increasingly depends on the
international socialist division of labour and
the world socialist market. The socialist system
of world economy today embodies more than
half the foreign economic relations of the Soviet
Union and the bulk of the other socialist states.

The communist and workers’ parties and the
state agencies of the socialist countries direct
the development of the socialist world economic
system through an increasingly profound study
of the objective laws of the international so-
cialisation of economic and all social affairs
under socialism. The mechanism has taken shape
and is constantly being improved for the delibe-
rate realisation and wuse of these laws in the
actual planned economic control in each country,
and in economic cooperation between them.
The Council for Mutual Economic Assistance
plays a leading part in this; it is the first ever
collective inter-state organisation of socialist
countries. Over the thirty years of its existence

- 13



it has made a tremendous contribution to pro-
moting the economy of each of the participant
states, to shaping the socialist system of world
economy, and to consolidating the authority
and attractive power of the new type of inter-
national economic relations throughout the
world.

The parties to the Declaration of the Warsaw
Treaty States, signed in Moscow in November
1978 at a conference of the Political Consultative
Committee, noted that there exist great poten-
tialities and reserves for further extending and
"deepening mutually beneficial economic relations
that rest on a solid treaty basis between the
socialist states represented at the conference both
bilaterally and multilaterally within the frame-
work of the Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance, in accordance with jointly approved
principles and in the interests of accelerating
the process of evening out their economic devel-
opment. levels, of encouraging the progress of
each socialist state and raising their welfare.

The transformation of the historically shaped
system of international relations on socialist
principles is a lengthy, multifaceted and com-
plex process. It involves a whole number of stag-
es, requires regular theoretical elaboration and
practical testing of the new principles for orga-
nising international economic affairs. Hence the
even greater significance that attaches to the
_fact that, nowadays, the community of CMEA
countries exhibits a high degree of economic
consolidation; the development of their economic
cooperation has entered a qualitatively new
stage characterised by socialist economic integra-
tion. The greater maturity of the relations
between the fraternal CMEA countries signifies
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a further consolidation of world socialism and
its mounting influence on the fate of world
civilisation.

The volume here offered to the reader is intend-
ed to shed light on the principal features of
socialist economic integration against a back-
ground.of the present-day processes in world
economic development, the peculiar features of
thg current stage and long-term prospects of
this integration; it gives an analysis of the
multifarious aspects of the international impact
of the theory and practice of socialist integration.
The book has been prepared by a group of schol-
ars from Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, the German
Democratic Republic, Hungary, Poland and the.
USSR. It is a collective publication by publishers
in those countries.



CHAPTER1

A TATE ORGANISATION
COLLECTIVE INTER-STA
OF SOCIALIST COUNTRIES

When socialism exceeded the bounds of the USSR
and became a world system, it engendered, as
Lenin had foreseen, ‘completely different inter-
national relations’.! A new, socialist type of
international relations took shape in the w.orld;
behind them lay a unity of fundamental national
and international interests stemming from the
socio-economic nature of the socialist states; a
common ideology, Marxism-Leninism, which is
internationalist by its very nature; common
goals of building socialism and communism;
common objectives in combating imperialism,
in fighting for peace, democracy and social
progress. .
In describing relations between countries in
the socialist community, Leonid Brezhnev 1.1as
said at the 26th CPSU Congress, ‘We are builfllng
a new, socialist world, and a type of truly just,
equal, and fraternal relations between states
never seen in history before.’2 )
The mutual cooperation of socialist countries
and the furthering of their economic integration
are inseparably connected with the activities of
the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance—t}le
first ever collective organisation of socialist
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countries, helping to strengthen the prerequi-
sites for improving the division of labour be-
tween them, extending their economic interaction
and consolidating the position of the socialist
community in the world economy.

CMEA was set up over 30 years ago, in 1949;
it has become a generally recognised organiser
of cooperation between sovereign socialist states,
a form of collective laboratory in which specific
ways and means for implementing a new type
of economic relations are being elaborated and
tested. At the 32nd CMEA Session in June 1978,
the heads of state once again confirmed the im-.
portant contribution made by mutual coopera-
tion to the attainments of each fraternal coun-
try; they ‘expressed their firm determination to
continue persistently to develop and deepen
cooperation of thc CMEA member countries in
economy, science and technology, considering
it an important factor actively contributing to
the successful implementation of the mapped
out plans for socialist and communist construc-
tion, to the strengthening of the cohesion and
inviolable friendship of the peoples of the so-
cialist countries on the basis of principles of
Marxism-Leninism and international solidari-
ty’.3

Experience testifies to the swift growth in
importance of CMEA for each member state,
for cach state’s mounting economic potential,
and the successful resolution of problems in
building and further improving developed so-
cialist society. The range of countries showing
an interest in collaborating with CMEA is grow-
ing. For example, CMEA and the Socialist
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia signed an agree-
ment in September 1964 whereby Yugoslavia
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would take part in CMEA agencies on issues of
mutual interest. This agreement came into effect
on 24 April 1965.2 ) 7 .

The Socialist Republic of Vietnam’s accession

to CMEA in June 1978 at the 32nd CMEA Ses-
sion was evidence of the organisation’s growing
international authority. CMEA has long e_xceeded
the framework of a regional organisation and
has become a collective organiser Qf coopera-
tion between socialist states located in different
parts of the world. Today, the Council embraces
ten socialist countries of Europe, Asia and Latin
America with an aggregate population of some
430 million.
" The CMEA Session mentioned above took
cognisance of the fact that, on iss.ues.of mutual
interest, relevant Yugoslav organisations w01_11d
take part in elaborating and implementing
measures for long-term specific programmes.
The Session welcomed the interest shown by
the Laotian People’s Democratic R(_apl}bhc, the
People’s Republic of Angola, and Socialist Ethio-
pia in extending multilateral and bilateral eco-
nomic and scientific and technological coopera-
tion with CMEA countries. _

The formation of CMEA was a logical conse-
quence of the emergence of a new type of rela-
tions between the Soviet Union and countries
that had taken the socialist road. Even before
Eastern and Central Europe had been completel’y
liberated from the fascist tyranny, people’s
democratic government had been formed in seve-
ral of them. The first inter;sta}te agreem;a&ts

isaging mutual aid in restoring war-ru
22(‘)7non§iesg were signed in 1944. and 1945; these
laid the basis for mutual relations built on the
principles of proletarian internationalism.
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Subsequently, after the war, the political and
economic alliance of fraternal countries acquired
increasingly evident contours. Economically the
alliance was formed three decades ago by the
creation of the Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance.

From its very first steps, CMEA showed itself
to be radically different from other inter-state
alliances and organisations that had existed
throughout the whole history of international
relations. The principles of economic relations
between CMEA countries were formulated in
CMEA collective documents on the basis of
common accumulated experience: the CMEA
Charter (1959) and the Basic Principles of the
International Socialist Division of Labour (1962),
as well as in documents drawn up at international
meelings of communist and workers’ parties.

The Basic Principles, for example, lay down
that ‘by contrast to the international capitalist
division of labour, expressing relations of exploi-
tation of the weak by the strong, taking shape
arbitrarily, in the course of the acute compe-
titive struggle and expansion of capitalist monop-
olies, exacerbating inequality between economic
development levels and leading to the formation
of distorted, one-sided economic structures in
underdeveloped countries, the international so-
cialist division of labour occurs in a conscious
and planned way, according to the vital interests
and objeclives of harmonious and all-round
development for all socialist countries, and leads
lo the strengthening of their unity’.?

As many years of practice have shown, these
principles are utterly realistic and specific.
For example, full equality and sovereignty for
all parties emanate from the very essence of
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socialist methods of organising international
economic affairs. The equality of capitalist
states formally declared by international law
is denied in the sphere of politics, in essence,
both by the continual interference by the biggest
imperialist powers in the internal affairs of other
countries, and by their de facto economic in-
equality. This is most marked in the relations
between imperialist powers and the developing
countries, in the activity of the transnational
corporations which implant sectors of their
subsidiary economy in many countries. Coope-
ration between socialist countries cannot be of
this nature for the very obvious reason that
the parties to trade are states possessing complete
sovereignty in resolving both political and eco-
nomic issues.

It has naturally taken time consistently to
realise the potential of this new type of inter-
national relations.

In the specific post-war circumstances, the
choice of a particular concept of economic devel-
opment for most countries taking the socialist
road was dictated by objective factors. These
concepts reflected, on the one hand, the general
laws of emergence of socialism and the formation
of its material and technical basis; on the other,
they also reflected the specific post-war require-
ments associated with restoring normal economic
conditions and preparing prerequisites for in-
dustrialising the economically less developed
countries.

The main forms of interaction between the
CMEA FEuropean states in the early post-war
years therefore applied to most of them (exclud-
ing the USSR) as external economic conditions
for building a socialist economy. Hence the main
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orientation on tackling tasks connected with
the restoration and development of the economy
of each country separately. It was this that
evidently explains why the proposals in the late
1940s to set up a customs union among a few
socialist states was regarded as premature. The
establishment of the Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance was associated with ‘tasks of exchang-
ing economic experience, providing each other
with technical aid, mutual help with raw ma-
terials, foodstuifs and equipment’.®

It is perfectly understandable that the new
social system in each fraternal country should
have to rely on a corresponding material and
technical basis. Such a basis could, however,
only be formed provided the specific produc-
tion potential of the CMEA countries was uti-
lisod. The newly formed production apparatus,
particularly in those countries that lacked a
developed industry, inevitably reproduced certain
major aspects then prevalent in the production
apparatus of the [raternal states. One side-effect
of this was a certain universalisation of produc-
tion structures, owing to the existence of a
number of general shortages in important
products.

This was bound to have an effect both on
qualitative and quantitative features of the
development of the international division of
labour over at least the first two post-war de-
cades. What is more, it also took time to set up
an effective mechanism of economic cooperation
that was suited to the new type of international
division of labour. As practice showed, this
turned out to be no easy matter afd, in many
essential aspects, it has retained its urgency up
to the present.
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Objective restrictions hampering the full use
of the advantages of the international socialist
division of labour have included primarily the
low starting economic level of some countries
building socialism. Moreover, the industrially
developed socialist states, including the Soviet
Union, had also been faced with difficult econo-
mic problems in post-war reconstruction and
development. All this gave rise to an acute
shortage of resources, including investment com-
modities, which objectively reduced the oppor-
tunities for collective manoeuvre, hampered the
formation of production structures aimed at
satisfying the requirements of other countries
as well as of internal economies. The transfer
across national frontiers of goods and services
'in those circumstances (especially in the imme-
diate post-war years) was to a large extent a
material expression of international mutual as-
sistance, and not a clear-cut planned division
of labour, based strictly on economic efficiency
criteria.

The historical situation and the cold war
policy pursued by imperialist stales made it
necessary quickly to reorientate the geographical
directions of external economic ties of many
socialist countries so as to pool efforts in lifting
the economy. This restructuring forced several
countries to speed up the creation of production
lines to satisfy national economic requirements
that had previously been met by imports from
third countries.

The tackling of such problems demanded active
use of the potential associated with CMEA and
its agencies. The first CMEA sessions had, in
fact, worked out specific proposals for solving
the urgent problems of the ‘starting’ period.

22

Thus, the 2nd CMEA Session in August 1949
deemed it expedient to promote mutual trade
between member countries on the basis of long-
term agreements; it drew up principles for
scientific and technological cooperation and ex-
change of technical experience; it reviewed the
question of ball-bearing production in the CMEA
countries which, in effect, was the first venture
in developing international specialisation and
production cooperation.

Subsequent sessions of CMEA had considerable
importance for setting up the mechanism of
systematic production cooperation. The 7th Ses-
sion in 1956 discussed issues of coordinating
development plans for the major economic sec-
tors of CMEA countries for the 1956-60 period,
covering the engineering, coal, gas and oil,
chemical and timber, ferrous and non-ferrous
metal industries and agriculture. The greater
scale of cooperation enabled this session to adopt
a decision on establishing CMEA standing com-
mittees on economic and scientific and. technolo-
gical cooperation, intended to coordinate the
development of economic ties between the CMEA
states and to organise multilateral economic
and scientific and technological cooperation in
the most important sectors of the economy.

The subsequent growing complexity of the
production structures of the CMEA states and
the further extension of the economic relations
between them produced a need to improve
the forms and methods of regulating cooperation.
It became necessary to move to new, more
effective forms and methods of regulating the
international socialist division of labour, above
all to strengthening planning principles in its
development.

23



By the middle of the 1950s, when all CMEA
countries had consolidated the principles of a
planned socialist economy, it became possible
to. switch to coordinating five-year national
economic plans. At the same time, important
steps were taken to rationalise the prevailing
systems of mutual relations by working out
recommendations for international specialisation
and cooperation of production in certain kinds
of industrial output.

The recommendations then adopted by CMEA

helped to promote bilateral and multilateral -

cooperation and to coordinate the first five-year
economic plans of the CMEA members. The
practical implementation of these recommenda-
tions enabled member states successfully to
fulfil their economic plans, to attain high eco-
nomic growth rates and to carry through radical
socio-economic changes in states dealing with
the tasks of the transitional period from capital-
ism to socialism.

The Meeting of Representatives of Communist
and Workers’ Parties of the CMEA Member
States that took place in May 1958 was of major
importance for resolving the new aund paramount
tasks of cooperation. The Meeting mapped out
a concrete programme ol action for the imme-
diate future. Relying on accumulated experience
of cooperation, the Meeting indicated the need
to coordinate national economic plans for 1961-
65, focusing the efforts of the CMEA countries
and agencies on all possible development of
raw material economic sectors and of energy,
on further boosting new technology, on intensi-
fying speclahsatlon and cooperation of production
‘in engineering.

In the years that followed, decisions were
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taken aimed at further improving the ways and
means of organising mutual economic coopera-
tion. Thus, the Meeting of Representatives of
Communist and Workers’ Parties of the CMEA
Member States, which took place in June 1962,
recognised the coordination of national econo-
mic plans as the basic method of CMEA
activity and the major means of planned and
balanced development and extension of the
international socialist division of labour. This
conclusion came out of the objective need to
put mutual division of labour at the service
of optimising the development of economic
complexes in the fraternal countries, ensuring
a good balance of the community as a whole.
The Meeting approved the Basic Principles of
the International Socialist Division of Labour
drawn up at the 15th CMEA Session. These
principles were the theoretical and methodolo-
gical foundation for implementing practical
measures aimed at intensifying the international
socialist division of labour; they helped to resolve
several new problems that had arisen with the
greater scale and complex1ty of the coopera-
tion strucfure.

The 1960s were therefore noted for a consider-
able intensification of mutual cooperation and
an expansion of the international market of the
CMEA countries. The movement of a growing
number of commodities between the CMEA
members occurred in this period not so much
under the impact of a temporary need or of
relative ‘surpluses’ as, increasingly, through the
planned and profound long-term division of
labour. This was greatly helped by coordination
of many important indicators of economic plans -
for the 1961-65 and 1966-70 periods, the col-
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lectively drawn-up recommendations on CMEA
international specialisation for producing some
4,500 types of plant and machinery and over
2,300 chemical items. No less important was
the conclusion of bilateral agreements envisaging
the cooperation of production of units and
parts, joint research and design, and the joint
financing of production development and raw
material exports.

Bearing in mind the importance of scientific
and technical cooperation, the CMEA Executive
Committee ratified in February 1964 the integrat-
ed plan for coordinating the major research
and development efforts of the CMEA member
countries for 1964-65. The plan embraced 154
themes in the elaboration of which participated
some 700 research institutions of the community.
Subsequently, similar plans were drawn up for
each successive five-year period. They played
a considerable part in combining scientific forces
through a division of labour among countries
for resolving major research problems of an
applied nature and of fundamental theoretical
problems, in strengthening the research base and
training new research personnel.

The growing internationalisation of CMEA
national economies was apparent in that period
in the joint development of means of jnternation-
al transport, in unification of power systems,
in the creation and encouragement of the acti-
vity of international economic and scientific
and technical institutions. In particular, several
new international organisations from the CMEA
states came into being; they included Interme-
tall, the Central Dispatching Board for the Uni-
fied Power Systems, the Common Wagon Pool,
the CMEA Institute on Standardisation, and
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the International Bank for Economic Coopera-
tion.

As CMEA activilies develop, its role as a new
type of international organisation becomes in-
creasingly manifest, it. being seen as genuinely
democratic in structure, decision-making and
the principles of its operation. Problems inva-
riably crop up as the socialist countries move
comprehensively closer; sometimes these are ex-
ceedingly complex. But they are resolved by
the concerted efforts of communist and workers’
parties and of the fraternal peoples. The res-
olution of them on the principles of genuine
internationalism and equality helps to promote
socialist cohesion in the spirit of the tested
principles of Marxism-Leninism, socialist inter-
nationalism, equality and comradely coopera-
tion. '

At all stages of socialist construction, the
CMEA countries have rendered and continue to
render one another far-reaching economic and
technical assistance. As Leonid Brezhnev has
underlined, CMEA has given the world ‘a unique
experience of equal cooperation of a large group
of countries, of the harmonious blending of
their national and international interests, and
of the practical implementation of the princi-
ples of socialist internationalism’.” And at the
9th Congress of the Socialist Unity Party of
Germany it was stressed that ‘socialist economic
integration among member states of the Council
for Mutual Economic Assistance is in full accord
with the common responsibility of CMEA mem-
ber states for the development of socialism.
It is an important means of planned unification
of the economic and scientific potential of the
socialist states and a guarantee of their pro-
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portional development. It helps them promote
a world socialist economy and bolsters the po-
sitions of socialism in economic competition
with capitalism’.®

Economic ties between CMEA members over
the three decades have encouraged the formation
among them of up-to-date economic complexes
based on the heavy engineering industry, of a
powerful scientific and technological base, a
ramified network of research and design insti-
tutions, experimental production units, etc. The
cooperation and mutual assistance of CMEA
countries have effectively helped them to resolve
such a salient socio-economic problem as over-
coming the substantial differences they have
inherited in economic development levels.

The 11th Congress of the Hungarian Socialist
Workers’ Party also stated that the ‘opportu-
nities presented by socialist economic integra-
tion are exceptionally great. Strengthening econ-
omic cooperation with the socialist countries is
a major condition of balanced development of
our economy’.?

As a result, the contribution made by each
CMEA member to the common economic and
scientific and technological potential . of the
socialist community has increased immeasurably.
At the present stage, the socialist states are
able to set and resolve complex and far-reaching
tasks, including those of building and further
promoting a mature socialist society, consistently
combining the advantages of socialism with the
scientific aud. iechnological revolution, and fur-
ther reinforcing the economic foundations of
the economic complexes in all the fraternal
countries. \

The new type of system of economic relations
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that has taken shape as a result of mutual co-
operation among the CMEA states is exerting
an increasingly active influence on the world-
wide division of labour as a whole, encouraging
a reconstruction of its socio-economic structure,
a democratisation of economic interrelationships
between various groups of countries, and a con-
solidation of all progressive trends in the devel-
opment of world economic relations. The growth
in this influence is an exterior aspect. of the in-
ternational socialist division of labour, one of
its most general development trends.

All this vividly demonstrates the advantages
of the system of economic cooperation built
on the principles inherent in socialism over all
systems utilised by the capitalist states and
their economic-political groupings.

The parties to the Treaty of Rome signed in
1957, proclaiming the creation of the European
Economic Community, mnaturally took the
trouble to include formulations designed to give
a propagandist effect, to neutralise opposition
from the general public in Western Europe
to the setting up of this economic and trade
bloc.

Practice has shown, however, that the promises
were only a verbal cover for the real designs
of imperialist integration. The promises included
higher employment and prosperity, a more ra-
tional allocation of productive forces with special
account for the interests of the industrially
less developed regions, and elimination of inter-
state competition. Yet the real designs have been
to pool the efforts of ‘national’state-monopoly
capital in the face of the intensification of the
general crisis of capitalism, the exacerbation of
its irreconcilable contradictions, the increasing
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scale of the struggle against exploitation and
monopoly domination, the mounting campaign
for democracy and socialism, and for a deep
restructuring of the entire system of internation-
al relations.

Assessing the development of the CMEA coun-
tries over recent decades, primary emphasis
must be laid on their dynamism, unequalled
in any other organisation of states. The average
annual national income increment and growth
in industrial output was 7.4 per cent and 9.0
per cent for the CMEA countries over the period
1951-79, while the respective figures were 4.2
per cent and 4.8 per cent in the developed cap-
italist countries. This high dynamic economic
growth among the fraternal countries was largely
founded on the development of their coopera-
tion and mutual assistance, and on utilisation
of the advantages of international socialist divi-
sion of labour. Suffice it to note that the turn-
over in their mutual trade grew over those years
to 91,000 million roubles—i.e., approximately
17.5 times.

During the 1960s, the socialist countries felt
the need for a model of economic interaction
that would enable them to set up an integral
system of economic interrelations taking account
of long-term trends in scientific and technologi-
cal progress, the long-term objectives of socio-
economic growth in the socialist community,
and consistent implementation of the potential
inherent in the mutual division of labour.

The degree of socio-economic homogeneity the
CMEA states had attained by this time paved
the way for strengthening their interaction.
Furthermore, the higher level of development
of the socialist social system incessantly re-
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quired maximum use of all the opportunities for
mutual cooperation in order to resolve such key
issues as increasing production efficiency, acce-
lerating  technological progress and raising
living standards.

The urgent requirements for boosting material
production and its intensification necessitated
a substantial restructuring of the system of
economic interrelationships that had formed by
the late 1960s, and turning it into an instrument
of harmonious and mutually-related development
of national economies of CMEA states, as a
condition for utilising the advantages of large-
scale socialist production on the scale of the world
socialist community. '

The 23rd CMEA Session, held in Moscow i
April 1969 with the participation of heads of
communist and workers’ parties and heads of
government of member states, was a historic
landmark in the development of economic coope-
ration among CMEA countries, and in the com-
prehensive improvement in its ways and means
of operation. The particular importance of the
Session consisted in its substantiation of transi-
tion to a qualitatively new and higher stage of
cooperation—international socialist integration.
As Leonid Brezhnev said in his report to the
24th Congress of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, ‘practice has led us up to this
common conclusion: it is necessary to deepen
specialisation and cooperation of production,
and to tie in our national-economic plans more
closely, that is, to advance along the way of
the socialist countries’ economic integration’.1®

The 23rd CMEA Session defined the guidelines
for elaborating a comprehensive long-term pro-
gramme for the development of economic in-
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terrelations- among the CMEA members. This
programme, approved by the 25th CMEA Session
in July 1971, envisaged specific objectives for
cooperation and the most important joint meas-
ures in major branches of industry, agriculture,
construction and transport. Its importance con-
sists mainly in that it is aimed at closer concerted
efforts by the CMEA member states towards
resolving the key issues of material production
and accelerating technological progress, at a
higher technical level and quality of mutual
deliveries, at satisfaction of the demand for
raw materials and plant in short supply, and at
the production of new lines. It is also aimed at
pooling efforts to surmount the objective dif-
ficulties encountered in intensifying the econ-
omic cooperation among the socialist countries.
At the same time, the programme indicates the
necessary organisational, economic and legal
means for intensifying cooperation; it sets out
effective ways and means for controlling the
process by which the national economies are
brought closer together.

In the Resolution on the Results of the 23rd
CMEA Session, the Political Bureau of the
CPSU Central Committee and the USSR Council
of Ministers made the point that the unanimously
approved decisions, aimed at further extending
and intensifying all-round economic relations
among the CMEA states, were very important
in strengthening the power of each country and
of the whole socialist community and the posi-
tions of the socialist countries in the world
economy. The Resolution further stressed the
great political importance of the decisions taken
at the Session for strengthening the unity of
the socialist community. It instructed the rel-
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evant Soviet organisations to carry out specific
measures to implement the Session decisions
affecting the USSR.

The documents of the International Meeting
of Communist and Workers’ Parties that took
place in June 1969 noted that ‘the socialist world
has now entered a stage of its development
when the possibility arises of utilising on a -
scale far greater than ever before the tremendous
potentialities inherent in the new system. This
is furthered by evolving and applying better
economic and political forms corresponding to
the requirements of mature socialist society,—
which already rests on the new social structure’.11

In concert with other fraternal parties, the
CPSU has made its own contribution to a theo-
retical elaboration of the problems of socialist
integration; it has, in particular, put forward a
number of principled propositions for improving
ways and means of joint planning activity, of
the economic mechanism of cooperation and of
its organisational and legal principles.

The 24th CPSU Congress, the congresses and
plenary meetings of the central committees of
communist and workers’ parties of other CMEA
gountries, have all defined the transition to
1ntf:3gration not only as a long-term strategic
policy, but as a specific directive for -all state
and economic agencies participating in the de-
velopment of mutual economic relations.!?

The long-term programme of socialist eco-
nomic integration adopted by CMEA countries
in 1971, as Leonid Brezhnev noted at the 25th
C'PSU Congress, ‘raises cooperation among so-
c1al.ist countries to a much higher level than
ordinary promotion of trade. For example, it
means joint development of natural resources
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for common benefit, joint construction of large
industrial complexes to meet the needs of all
the partners, and cooperation™between our coun-
tries’ enterprises and whole industries planned
for many years ahead. Implementation of this
Comprehensive Programme has already signifi-
cantly deepened our economic interaction, and
made our economies mutually complementary to
a greater extent to the considerable advantage
of all concerned.™? ' -
The Bulgarian Communist Party noted at
its 11th Congress that ‘in recent years coopera-
tion between member states of the Council for
Mutual Economic Assistance has acquired new
features, being filled with a richer content and
steadily embracing more and more spheres of
social life. The Comprehensive Programme of
socialist economic integration has laid the basis
for a qualitatively new stage of cooperalion.
The first concerted plan for multilateral integra-
tion of measures has also been drawn up and
adopted for the period 1976-80. In future, there
will be increasingly common resolution of prob-
. lems concerning raw materials, energy, fuel,
specialisation and cooperation-of production, the
provision to the population of more varied and
- better quality foodstuffs and industrial goods.™*
This qualitatively new stage required an im-
provement in the economic mechanism of co-
operation between CMEA countries. The complex
nature of objective new problems that arise in
cooperation has resulted in a comprehensive
approach to their resolution with the use of new
forms and methods for controlling external
economic relations.
The Comprehensive Programme furthers and
focuses on principles of interrelationships be-
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tween socialist states; it contains, in essence, a
general plan for joint economic and scientific
and technological activities among the CMEA
countries for several five-year periods ahead.
By d_eepening and enriching the fundamental
principles of - cooperation, the Comprehensive
Programme defines at the same time' a wide
variety of interconnected specific measures (in-
cluding some 200 different measures intended
for research and development and implementa-
tion), it establishes the terms and organisa-
tional-legal mechanism for their realisation thro-
ugh t}}e concerted efforts of fraternal countries.
Adoption by CMEA countries of the Comprehen-
sive Programme has paved the way for a systems
approach to the attainment of collectively set
targets in all areas of cooperation. -

The fulfilment of one vital task envisaged in
the Comprehensive Programme—that of forming
hlg'hly effective economic structures in each
socialist state—is marked down as a result of
the CMEA states achieving the highest possible
scientific and technical level of production that
will secure higher labour productivity; optimis-
ing t_he structure of their economy, thereby
enabling them comprehensively to use natural
resources; deepening international specialisation
and cooperation of production; developing and
mastering up-to-date technology; introducing
advanced forms of production and labour organ-
isation. :

The Comprehensive Programme also attaches
considerable importance to bringing economic
development levels closer together and ‘evening
them out. Attainment of this objective is tied
up with the implementation of far-reaching
economic and political measures, in particular
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with the joint construction and exploitation of
industrial and other projects, the provision of
credit on favourable terms, and the realisation
of large-scale scientific and technological pro-
jects.

Among measures to promote cooperation in
science and technology, the Comprehensive Pro-
gramme outlines those which embrace the joint
elaboration of a strategy for further promoting
science and technology. This strategy involves
the regular holding of consultations on major
issues of scientific and technological policy, the
working out of scientific and technological fore-
casts, joint planning by interested parties in
major scientific and technological problems.

As the Comprehensive Programme notes, co-
operation in planning is the main method for
organising cooperation; a particular feature of
this at the present integration stage is the tran-
sition from coordinating mutual trade to co-
ordinating the economic activity of CMEA coun-
tries directly in the fields of production, science
and technology, and capital construction.

. This can only be done by improved forms of
joint planning activity, notably through the
Coordinated Plan for Multilateral Integration
Measures adopted at the 29th CMEA Session
in 1975, and the inclusion in national economic
plans of clauses for economic cooperation within
CMEA framework. An important part in working
out measures to enhance the degree of planning
in economic cooperation belongs to the CMEA
Committee on Cooperation in Planning, set up
at the 25th CMEA Session.

As a result, a comprehensive system of coope-
ration in the field of planning among the socialist
states is taking shape within the framework of
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CMEA; it enables them to tackle successfully
the most far-reaching economic tasks in industry
transport, agriculture and capital construction’
to implement large-scale projects for developing’
raw material and energy resources, and to pro-
tect the environment. '
The working out of long-term specific pro-
grammes for cooperation (LTSPC) of the CMEA
countries is to constitute a further improvement
of planning principles in resolving important
prob}ems facing countries in the socialist com-
munity. Speaking at the 25th CPSU Congress
Leonid Brezhnev said: ‘On the basis of what haé
been achieved we can now take the next step.
The.present priority is to work out and fulfil
special long-term programmes. Their purpose is
to meet by common effort the rapidly growing
needs in energy, fuel and basic primary mate-
rials, and to satisfy more fully the demand in
food products and manufactured consumer goods
to raise the level of engineering, and expedit(;
dgvelopment of transport. Those are our imme-
diate common objectives. 15
~ Work by the countries and agencies of CMEA
in this area has already paid off. The 32nd Ses-
sion of the Council approved long-term specific
programmes for cooperation in the field of
energy, fuel and raw materials, agriculture and
the food industry, and in engineering. These
programmes were drawn up in accordance with
the decisions of communist and workers’ parties
of the CMEA member states concerning the
d'eyelopment and extension of economic, scien-
tific and technological cooperation among them
and they. reflect agreement among their leaders.
Cooperation programmes are now being ham-
mered out in the field of production of industrial
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commodities for public consumption and trans-
ort. .~
P The long-term specific programmes for co-
operation define a coordinated strategy of co-
operation of CMEA countries over the long term
in appropriate fields of material production;
they specify and develop the Co'mprehenswe
Programme for the Further Extension and Im-
provement of Cooperation and the Development
“of Socialist Economic Integration by the CMEA
Member Countries. The main aim of measures
included in the LTSPCs is to secure economically
justified requirements for energy, fuel and raw
materials, food products, means of production
and ' techniques at an advanced technological
level. Elaboration and implementation of thege
programmes are a new step in promoting mu}tl-
lateral cooperation among the.CMEA countries.
They open up fresh opportunities for even better
use of the advantages of socialism for the benefit
of all the peoples within the CMEA countries.
When the programmes are implerpentqd they
will help to resolve the socio-economic objectives
set by CMEA states in socialist and communist
construction, to secire unswerving progress for
their economies and a further rise in general
living standards, the drawing together and even-
ing out 'of the economic development }e.vels' of
the fraternal countries, extensive participation
by the industrially less develpped among tl.lern
in specialisation and cooperation of pI.'oduc.tlon,
mastering of the latest achievements in science
and technology and an increase on that basis ‘of
the export of manufactured prodl}cts and, partic-
ularly, a boost to the economic qfﬁclency qf
the Republic of Cuba and the Mongolian People’s
Republic.
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In connection with the adoption of LTSPCs on
the basis of the specific interest of countries,
their competent agencies will ensure the imple-
mentation of the measures outlined.

At its 32nd Session the Council devoted con-
siderable attention to discussion of the econ-
omic and organisational questions that had arisen
in conjunction with the extension and develop-
ment of socialist integration. As mentioned in
the Communiqué issued on the 32nd CMEA Ses-
sion, an extension of scales and a deepening"
of the content of cooperation among the CMEA
member states require a further improvement
of the mechanism, forms and methods of CMEA
activities. Guided by the principles of the par-
ties and governments of the fraternal states,
the Session approved a set of measures in this
area. The work of all CMEA agencies was to be
oriented on the priority fulfilment of coopera-
tion tasks in material production, above all
those connected with LTSPC realisation, and on
further strengthening of planning principles in
CMEA work, on raising the effectiveness, opera-
tiveness and coordination in the activities of-
all the agencies of the Council and the interna-
tional organisations of the CMEA member states.

The 26th CPSU Congress noted that life is
setting the task of supplementing coordination
of our plans with coordination of economic
policy as a whole. Also being put on the order
of the day are such issues as aligning the struc-
tures of economic mechanisms, further extend-
ing direct ties between ministries, associations
and enterprises participating in cooperation,
and establishing joint firms.

The deepening of the interrelations between the
CMEA states in the process of their economic
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integration by no means hinders the development
of their economic relations with third countries.
Thus, after: the Comprehensive Programme had
been adopted, the CMEA members’ ties with
other countries and international organisations
actually increased. Notably, at the 27th CMEA
Session in 1973 member countries were recom-

mended actively to. encourage the development -

of wide-ranging cooperation with all interested
countries and international organisations on
environmental problems. The CMEA Committee
on Scientific and Technological Cooperation was
instructed, while working out and implementing
measures for cooperation in protecting and im-
proving the environment, to see that they fitted
in with measures being carried out throughout
Europe. It was recommended to take steps to
extend and deepen cooperation in improving
technological processes in industrial sectors whose
enterprises were the biggest. source of pollution
of the air, water and soil.

The elaboration and implementation of long-
term specific. programmes for cooperation that
encourage the growth of economic potential and
intensification of mutual relations of CMEA
members at the same time create more favourable
conditions for the extensive and effective involve-
ment of the community of these countries in
the worldwide division of labour.

CHAPTER 2

SOCIALIST ECONOMIC INTEGRATION:
A NATURAL STEP IN THE DEVELOPMENT
OF THE WORLD SOCIALIST ECONOMY

Internationalisation of Economic Affairs
Under Socialism

The Marxist-Leninist theory of the growing so-
cialisation of labour and production provides
an initial methodological foundation for analys-
ing the socialist system of world economy.
The internationalisation of economic affairs on
socialist principles constitutes the very deep-
going process that ultimately determines the
direction and nature of all specific manifesta-
tions of economic cooperation and interdepend-
ence between the socialist countries.

Lenin frequently underlined the importance
of this process, pointing out its universal and
all-embracing character. He wrote that ‘all
economic, political and spiritual life is becoming
more and more international. Socialism will
make it completely international.’ ! The growth
and improvement of the productive forces, par-
ticularly the progress in science, technology
and techniques, act primarily as the motive
force behind this process. At a certain stage
of concentration and specialisation of production
its further expansion becomes ineffective on an
internal basis alone.. For normal maintenance
and constant renewal of national production
interaction with other countries is now required,
as is development of an international division
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of labour and exchange. There arises an inter-
dependence and mutually complementary rela-
tionship. in the economic affairs of different
countries; they are internationalised.

The somahsatlon of labour and productlon,
including their internationalisation, constitutes
one of the important historical results of the
capitalist mode of production. The relations of
private property and capitalist exploitation,
‘however, throw up insurmountable barriers to
a constant extension of this process under the
impact of objective requirements of contempo-
rary scientific and technological and social pro-
gress. These barriers fall away when socialist
public ownership of the means of production
takes over. Socialism acts as a powerful accelerat-
or- of the process of production socialisation
on national and international scales. Under the
world socialist system, the internationalisation
of production and exchange is accompanied by
the development of a new type of international
economic relations—those of collectivism, co-
operation and mutual assistance, which deter-
mine all aspects of the given process. This ena-
bles us to talk of the socialist type of internationa-
lisation- of economic affairs as a special process
that ~differs radlcally from capltahst interna-
tionalisation.

The development and improvement of socialist
production is linked most directly to an inten-
sification of the social nature of. labour, its
mounting socialisation, including internationa-
lisation. As a result of this steadily increasing
socialisation of labour, economic relations be-
tween socialist countries are filled with a new
content and enriched with new forms.

- Intensification of the social nature of labour
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under socialism, as a result of its internationa-
lisation, finds a multifarious manifestation in
the deepening of the international socialist divi-
sion of labour, specialisation and cooperation
of production, in expansion of joint planning
activity of the socialist countries, coordination
of their economic policy, .in joint construction
and exploitation of economic projects, and so on.

The international-social character of the work
of production collectives receives recognition
not only indirectly, through the formation of
international value, but also directly, in the
form of international programmes and projects,
the emergence of international coordinating and
economic organisations, the coordination of na-
tional economic plans, and so on.

The founders of Marxism-Leninism *looked
upon socialisation and internationalisation as a
single process occurring above all in the sphere
of production and exchange, simultaneously in
productive forces and relations of production,
and also embracing all other spheres.of society.

With the internationalisation of labour and
production, productive forces and relations of
productlon existing in dialectical unity, exper-
ience the mounting influence of this process.
Productive forces are used more and more within
the framework of both national and international
economic complexes. That is'a direct consequence
of the concentration and division of .social la-
bour, a natural result of its combination and
cooperation. Intensification of the secial nature
of productive forces is manifest in the fact that
the means of production function through the
activity of large groups of people and even the
combined efforts of workers in-different countries.
The socialist system of world economy takes
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shape and develops, so do international socialist
relations of production—i.e., those that are
manifest in the mutual relationships between the
socialist countries: the sum total of relations
that form between state, planning and economic
agencies of the socialist countries for the purpose
of production, exchange, distribution, approp-
riation and consumption of output. These are
relations arising out of joint planning, interna-
tional specialisation and cooperation of pro-
duction, joint construction and exploitation of
economic projects, exchange of commodities and
scientific and technological information, the
pooling of financial resources and creation of
international banks and international transfers.

New elements constantly arise in the sphere
of production relations; they reflect the inten-
sified international character of productive forces,
expressing new, more complex, varied and deep-
going economic interdependence between coun-
tries. Thus, the coordination of the economic
plans of the socialist countries, being the result
of productive forces spilling over their national
boundaries, serves simultaneously as an expres-
sion of the process of internationalisation of
socialist relations of production relating to
economic planning. In studying the socialist
system of world economy, it is therefore import-
ant to examine especially those features and
signs within the relations of production between
socialist countries which reflect the mounting
internationalisation of their economies and which
will, in future, take the form of freshly developed
forms of these very relations.

The constant enrichment of the content, struc-
ture and forms of international relations of pro-
duction is but a manifestation of the growing
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internationalisation of economic affairs. What is
more, the most substantive and fundamental
element of this process is the development of
socialist property relations.

An analysis of the property relations in the
sovereign -socialist states becomes the starting
point for elucidating the specifics both of exter-
nal economic activity of individual national
economies, and of their interaction. The socialist
state, which has a monopoly on the implementa-
tion of all forms of foreign economic relations,
acts in this sphere as the only subject of property
relations. The essence of national-state socialist
ownership does not alter according to the rights
abrogated by various economic departments,
organisations, enterprises or associations of them
in external economic activities. This stems
mainly from the fact that the major economic
organisations—state enterprises and associations
—are not, in socialist conditions, owners of the
means of production and output sold both on
the internal and external markets. Relying on
the levers of economic management at its dis-
posal, the state can exercise effective control
over the activities of individual economic organ-
isations both within the country and in inter-
state mutual relationships; it can guide these
activities so that they do not conflict with over-
all national economic interests. National-state
ownership, viewed from the angle of the develop-
ment of the socialist system of world economy,
not only serves as an important factor of com-
prehensive economic utilisation of resources within
each individual country. At the same time, it
acts as a factor ensuring the necessary conditions
for increasingly successful foreign economic acti-
vities.
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In essence, the interaction of national-state
systems of property expresses the internationa-
lisation of relations of socialist property. The
national-state owners of the means of produc-
tion collectively, through planned cooperation
and concerted action, use an ever growing share
of their means of production. This is, of course,
not yet the emergence of relations of interna-
tional socialist property, but it is no longer
only the national-state utilisation of means of
production. What is taking shape is relations
of joint management, of concerted, cooperative,
combined use of the productive resources owned
by various states. The formation of this interna-
tional socialist property is a protracted process
which will only be completed in the distant
future. 'It cannot, therefore, be carried out with-
out using -certain transitional, intermediate
forms. The multiplicity of these forms makes
it necessary to choose a clear-cut methodologi-
‘cal basis, permitting the main directions in the
internationalisation of relations of socialist prop-
erty to be singled out. These are, first and fore-
most, extension of the cooperation between
socialist economic complexes. Development of
planning relations in the CMEA community
represonts the principal condition for raising the
level of tlie international socialisation of pro-
duction and of the concerted, joint use of a cer-
tain part of national resources. Under socialist
conditions, planning acts as a form in which
the directly social character of labour develops,
both within state- natlonal bounds and interna-
tionally.

- Internationalisation of labour through inten-
sified cooperation of national economic complexes
encourages the formation and consolidation of
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an increasingly extensive totality of common
economic interests in the socialist community.
Development of joint planning makes it possible
to form the long-termn economic growth trends
of the socialist community deliberately; to
outline the future shape of the economy and,
even when requirements are just emerging—the
foundation of newly arising economic interests
of individual countries—to foresee the ways and
means for merging and combining them into the
common international interest of the community.
In other words, the higher the degree of coordi-
nation in the economic development of the sov-
ereign socialist countries, the more their nation-
al resources begin to be used for their common
international objectives, as well as forresolving
purely national issues.

Alongside this process, the very material.
basis for forming and consolidating common
(international) economic interests changes in-
tensively. The joint implementation of large-
scale projects and the growing unification of
production - plants through specialisation and
cooperation signify that national interests are
more and more frequently beginning to be mani-
fest in international unity—as a collective con-
cern for the success of the specifie common cause.
Finally, there is a gradual expansion of the activ-
ities of the various international organisations
taking responsibility, on behalf of and on in-
structions from member states, for direct control
over the collective resources put at their com-
mand. A number of them are engaged in trans-
ferring from indirect use of national resources
for the common benefit of member states to direct
collective international utilisation.

The process of internationalisation of econ-

47



omic life of the socialist states and of the develop-
ment of international socialist relations of pro-
duction is leading to a situation where national

economic systems are increasingly beginning

to supplement one another. There arises a certain
community of economic affairs of the socialist
countries, which is typified particularly by the
presence of certain common economic propor-
tions, common economic and production organi-
sations and institutions, and their own interna-
tional market. The emergence of this community
is a sign of the formation of a socialist system
of world economy.

Lenin foresaw the general trend of socialist
development: socialism, he said, ‘creates new
and superior forms of human society, in which
the legitimate needs and progressive aspirations
of the working masses of each nationality will,
for the first time, be met through international
unity, provided existing national partitions are
removed’.? He foresaw the emergence of a world
cooperative of nations and wrote ‘that there is
a tendency towards the creation of a single
world economy, regulated by the proletariat of
all nations as an integral whole and according
to a common plan. This tendency has already
revealed itself quite clearly under capitalism
and is bound to be further developed and con-
summated under socialism.'s .

Lenin therefore connected the formation of a
socialist type of world economy with the attain-
ment of a certain international unity of the
economies of countries, with a close and regulat-
ed cooperation among nations in satisfying
~ their requirements and interests. The extent of
the development of economic unity and coopera-
tion among the countries differs substantially,
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however, at the various stages in the develop-
ment of world socialism.

Yet, already today, a qualitatively higher
type of international organisation of production
and exchange than that of capitalism, i.e., the
socialist system of world economy, has entered
the stage; it is functioning on the principles of
collectivism, socialist solidarity, joint, planned
regulation of the internationalisation of eco-
nomic affairs. The formation of the socialist system
of world economy may see a combination of
extensive trends involving new countries that
take the socialist path in the system of the in-
ternational socialist division of labour and ex-
change, as well as of intensive ones, distinguished
by a deepening and growing complexity of the
economic interaction between the socialist coun-
tries. S

This gives a new boost to each of its structural
elements which, together, form a certain unity.
Some of these elements are as follows:

(1) the international socialist division of la-
bour as a special form of territorial division of
social labour; international production complex-
es; an international production infrastructure;

(2) a system of international relations of
production and economic laws expressing their
essence; various forms of intermational socialist
ownership of the instruments and means of
production; ,

(3) a system of trade and transfers among the
socialist states, a world socialist market;

(4) an internal state organisational and insti-
tutional mechanism for the development of -
cooperation between socialist states and wutili-
sation of the economic laws of socialism; an in-
ternational mechanism of such cooperation.
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Naturally, individual structural elements of
the socialist system of world economy develop
at different times. The economic -cooperation
of countries, which characterises the unity of
its economic life, is established and consolidated
gradually, over several decades, passing through
various phases. ‘The world socialist market
as a special, socialist system of international
trade and transfers takes shape much earlier
than the international production complexes
operating in a common technological regime or
than the first elements of international socialist
property come into being.

The foundations of the new system of inter-
national cooperation appeared at the same time
as socialist transformations and the beginning
of the building of socialism in countries that

split off from the capitalist system. Important

landmarks in this process were the creation of
the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance in
1949 and the first coordination of five-year na-
tional economic plans among socialist countries
for 1956-60. It was in this period that the main
contours of the new system of division of labour
between CMEA countries came into evidence.

The Soviet Union began to acquire importance
as a major supplier of oil and oil products, raw
materials for the ferrous metal industry and
plant for heavy industry. New brancles of ex-
port specialisation appeared and old ones were
extended in other CMEA countries under the
impact largely of Soviet contracts. The system
of division of labour that was taking shape cor-
responded primarily to the tasks of forming new
sectoral proportions in several CMEA states and
covering acute shortages in various lines of pro-
duction.. At the same time as the new trends
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and proportions in labour distribution appeared,
new principles and forms of relations were drawn
up and passed their first practical test: the
free transfer of technical documentation, fa-
vourable terms for international credit, stable
prices in mutual trade, a special system of
international transfers. The accumulated exper-
ience of these relations enabled the CMEA coun-
tries in the early 1960s to agree on the basic
principles of international socialist division of
labour as a theoretical and, at the same time, a
practical platform for further coordinated deve-
lopment of the economy and of economic col-
laboration. :

By that time, the CMEA states had more or
less fulfilled the immediate tasks of socialist
industrialisation and the technical modernisa-
tion of the economy. Growth in concentration
of production and changes in the macrostructure
of the national economy had required consider-
able improvement also to the microstructure
of industry, the development of new types and
subtypes of production, the creation of ‘higher
echelons’ of the treatment and processing of
primary raw materials, and the development of
specialised types of production. Substantial shifts
in the system of cooperation among the socialist
countries took place in the mid-1960s. They
were associated with the mounting role of scien-
tific and technological progress in ‘economic
construction, with orientation on a mainly in-
tensive path of development and on assimilating
the attainments of the current scientific and
technological revolution.

In these circumstances, such progressive forms
of the international socialist division of labour
as the international specialisation and coopera-

¢® 51




tion of production develop swiftly. A typical
development was the increase in the proportion
of intra-sectoral division of labour among the
CMEA Ccountries as compared with the inter-
sectoral. Yet another new element in develop-
ment of the international socialist division of
labour dates back to this period: it began increas-
ingly to apply to the sphere of research and
design. The CMEA countries started to move
towards coordination and division of labour in
this sphere, away from mutual exchange of ready
scientific results and design plans, away from
the simple technology transfer (mainly from
the Soviet Union).

Together with these and other progressive
changes in the depth and nature of the interna-
tional socialist division of labour, cooperation
in planning became more widespread and effec-
tive; international economic organisations with
important coordinating functions came  into
being. International credit increasingly changed
from being a means of helping industrial con-
struction to becoming a factor of joint resolu-
tion of raw material and energy problems and,
consequently, an instrument for forming new
proportions of the international socialist division
of labour.

By the late 1960s, typical features and trends
were clearly apparent, testifying to the matured
prerequisites for raising the international socia-
list division of labour to a higher plane. At the
turn of the decade there began a transition to
international socialist economic integration.

With the adoption in 1971 of the Comprehen-
sive Programme of socialist economic integra-
tion, the CMEA countries gained a jointly agreed
general policy on interaction in the cconomy
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over the long term. Despite the fact that this
programme is designed for 15-20 years and cov-
ers a multitude of objectives, the successes al-
ready scored in joint planning, specialisation
and cooperation of production, collaboration’ in
science and technology, foreign trade, and joint
investment demonstrate convincingly the vital
force of socialist economic integration and open
up fresh- and great prospects.

Socialist Economic Integration:
Conditions, Laws and Stages

Economic integration of the socialist countries,
the extension and improvement of economic and
scientific and technological cooperation, as the
Comprehensive Programme states, are ‘a pro-
cess of the international socialist division of
labour, the drawing closer of the economies and
the formation of a modern, highly effective
structure of national economies, the gradual
drawing closer and evening out of their economic
development levels, the formation of deep and
stable links in the key branches of the economy,
science and technology, the expansion and con-
solidation on that basis of the international
market of these countries, and the improvement
of money-commodity relations—this process
being regulated by the Communist and Work-
ers' Parties and the governments of the CMEA
member-countries purposefully and according to

lan’.4
P Socialist economic integration of the CMEA
countries is an objectively conditioned process
designed for the long term; it is a process of
development of the community of these countries,
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of their economic relations, that corresponds to
the opportunities and requirements of the present
stage of socialist and communist construction.
This process is being guided by the communist
and workers’ parties; it is increasingly exerting
an influence on the economic development of
CMEA countries. Socialist economic integration
is an'inalienable aspect of the gemeral process
- of deepening the pelitical, economic and ideolo-
gical cooperation between the countries of the
socialist community, and of their comprehen-
sive drawing together.

The purpose of socialist economic integration
is to resolve the major socio-economic problems
in further increasing productive forces, in attain-
ing the highest possible scientific and technologi-
cal level, in raising living standards and strength-
ening the defence capacity of each individual

country as well as the entire socialist community.

The process of socialist ‘economic integration
is based on the objective laws of development
of the world socialist system, above all the world
socialist economy. It is precisely the real econ-
omic processes within the world socialist system
that make it necessary at a certain stage to ad-
vance to a qualitatively new level of interaction
of national economic complexes, and serve as
the material preparation for integration.

The potential for international economic in-
tegration cannot be realised without a purpose-
ful policy on the part of the socialist states.
In the relations between them, political coope-
ration plays an extremely important and domi-
nant role. It stimulates the development of
cooperation in all other areas. Political coopera-
tion is intended to strengthen unity and soli-
darity of the socialist states, to coordinate their

54

foreign policy, their strategy and tactics in
tackling domestic and international problems,
to promote friendship among the peoples of the
socialist community. Political cooperation deter-
mines the foundations of cooperation in 'the
economy, science, technology and culture, whlph,
in turn, helps to bolster political cooperation
of the socialist states. o

The principles and directions of pohtlcal. co-
operation among the socialist states are defined
by the communist and workers’ parties of those
countries. At the same time, they carry out
day-to-day supervision over the dqvelopment of
cooperation in all spheres of social life, they
guide the activities of state and_econpmlc agen-
cies, and of all public organisations in coopera-
tion among the socialist countries. Thanl:is-~to
this cooperation and various forms of inter-
party, inter-parliamentary and inter-government-
al cooperation, professional, cultu.ral and other
public organisations are cooperating with one
another, and contacts are strengthening between
work collectives and towns of the various ‘so-
cialist countries. : .

International political cooperation helps to
implement the principle of socialist international-
ism in all areas of the relations between the so- -
cialist countries; this consists in the tran_sfer
of the principle of proletarian internationghs.m
to the sphere of the relations between the socialist
countries. It has been documented in the pro-
grammes of the communist and workers’ pz_irtles,
in the decisions of their congresses, and in the
constitutions of countries within the socialist
community. It is inscribed in joint documents
adopted at meetings of representatives of com-
munist and workers’ parties of the socialist
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countries, in bilateral treaties of friendship,
cooperation and mutual assistance concluded
between the. socialist countries, in the Warsaw
Treaty, whose organisation is the major centre
for coordinating the foreign policies of the so-
cialist community members, as well as in many
other joint documents of the communist and
workers’ parties, the supreme bodies of state
power and governments of the socialist countries.
As was underlined at the 11th Congress of the
Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party, ‘the for-
mation of the world socialist system has led
to the formation of a new type of inter-state re-
lations within the area of economic cooperation.
And here, together with the principle of respect
for mutual interests and mutual benefit, we are
putting into effect the principles and practice

of proletarian internationalism and fraternal

mutual assistance. The socialist countries are
conducting economic relations of a new, higher
type within® the framework of the Council for
Mutual: Economic Assistance.’

The principle of socialist internationalism
implies the international solidarity of socialist
states, their consolidation and mutual sup-
port in the class struggle under way in inter-

national relations in the world arena, and the

building of socialism and communism. Obser-
vation of the principle of socialist international-
ism is a foundation stone of socialist economic
integration.

The principle of socialist internationalism,
expressing comradely cooperation and mutual
assistance of the fraternal countries, lends a new
social quality to the economic relatlons between
countries; this principle. provides the basis for
the operation within the economies of the so-
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cialist community of laws and motive forces
that are unattainable for capitalism and impos-
sible on the basis of the traditional commercial
principles. They serve the harmonious combi-
nation of national and common interests of the
socialist community and ensure a confident
boost to the economy of each of the fraternal
countries.

- The set of principles on which CMEA’s work
and the process of socialist economic integra-
tion are based includes, in addition to the prin-
ciple of socialist internationalism, the principle
of equal rights; this envisages, in particular,
that each member country has the right to a
single vote when decisions are taken; the: prin-
ciple of voluntary participation and interested-
ness, which guarantees each member country
participation in all measures in which it has
an interest and enables it to refrain from partic-
ipating in any measure of no interest to it; the
principle of sovereignty precluding any inter-
ference in the internal affairs of CMEA -member
states and any coercion to force them to take part
in a measure in which any CMEA member has
not voluntarily shown an interest;. the principle
of reserving for all CMEA member states com-
plete freedom of contact with ‘non-member
states.

The tasks confronting socialist economic in-
tegration are more effectively resolved when
the CMEA member states deliberately  create
the conditions for promoting the integration
process. Transition to the integration stage of
economic cooperation reflects the accumulation
of political social and economic requisites for
progressive qualitative shifts in the development
of their mutual economic ties.
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During the 1960s, the process of quantitative
accumulation of changes in the economy and
mutual cooperation confronted CMEA countriés
with the problem of comprehensively improving
the entire system of forms and methods of eco-
nomic interrelationships with the aim of adapt-
ing them to the fulfilment of fresh tasks in
foreign economic activities. The completion in
the main of the stage of forming integral national
economic complexes in’ most CMEA countries,
except the Soviet Union, led to a situation where
their further autonomous functioning began more
and more obviously to come up against external
economic barriers. The question naturally arose
of a more consistent and comprehensive use of
the potential of the international socialist divi-
sion of labour, and direct internationalisation
of the reproductive function of the division of
labour.

There is therefore every ground for affirming
that a start was made to the integrational pro-
cess, in the full sense of the term, within the
CMEA states' in the years 1969-71, when the
use of its objective prerequisites became the aim
of the concerted economic policy of the socialist
states inscribed in the decisions of the 23rd and
25th CMEA sessions.

At procoding stages the international socialist
division of labour created a new, collective
productive force of the socialist community
indirectly, through its impact on the develop-
ment of productive forces of individual national
economies—that is, only ultimately. At the
present stage the task of promoting this new
productive force is increasingly being resolved
directly, acting as a pre-set goal of concerted
economic policy of the socialist states, aimed at
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using combined efforts to tackle key-economic
problems.

This new approach to the international so-
cialist division of labour is determined by the
development both of the productive forces and
of production relations. The part played by re-
lations of production is apparent, in particular,
in that the enhanced socio-economic homoge-
neity of the CMEA countries creates conditions
conducive to strengthening their interaction (pos-
ing similar socio-economic tasks, the common
approach to management issues, etc.).

One particularly noteworthy feature is the
need to resolve the problem, common to all
countries, of consistently combining the advant-
ages of soclahsm with the attainments of sclen- :
tific and technological progress.

The distinguishing features of ‘the Tpresent
stage of economic cooperation among CMEA
member states lie above all in the fact that ma-
jor changes have taken place in the content of the
direct goals of cooperation. Cooperation up to
the late 1960s was mainly oriented on resolving
balance problems in each country—that is, on
satisfying requirements for goods in short supply.
The international socialist division of-labour
facilitated the balancing of the production and
consumption of many items among the partici-
pants. This balance approach, despite its import-
ance, meant that insufficient use was made of
the advantages of the. international socialist
division of labour in ensuring greater effective-
ness of social production and an acceleration
of scientific and technological progress, this, of
course, being the major designation of the inter-
national socialist division of labour.

In recent years, the need for intensified econo-
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mic development, economy’s greater effectiveness
and better quality of output has become acute
in many ‘socialist countries and has produced
a different, goal-oriented approach to mutual
economic cooperation. - Cooperation has now to
ensure a more efficient economy in each country
and speed up scientific and technological pro-
gress. This evidently requires a deeper interna-
tional division of labour, a variety of mutually
complementary economic structures, the estab-
lishment of really deep-going and stable relations
of international specialisation and production
cooperation, which would be accompanied by a
restructuring, mutual adaptation and optimisa-
tion of their sectoral structures. It would have
to be based on the latest attainments of scientific
and technological progress, a considerable con-
centration of production and consumption linked
with foreign exchange, which would lead to far-
reaching and stable relations of production
specialisation and cooperation. ' o

While retaining and promoting many elements
and- forms of existing economic interrelation-
ships, integration is giving them new aspects,
increasing their effectiveness. It differs from the
previous stage in the far-reaching, mutually
agreed restructuring of sectoral structures. The
mutual adaptation of structures and the greater
extent to which the economies of the CMEA
countries are mutually complementary encourage
the formation of an international reproduc-
tion complex. This is leading to a new state in
the development of the international socialist
division of labour.

Moreover, the integration stage of cooperation
is characterised by a mounting degree of the
international unification of various types of
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resources for joint economic management. In
other words, the transition to large-scale pro-
duction cooperation and specialisation projects
is bringing to the fore the question of joint par-
ticipation in investment, joint use of manpower,
and the setting up of collective transport enter-
prises and means, of international economic
organisations, banks, etc.

The participants in integration, while retain-
ing - their ‘production assets as national-state
property, ‘allocate an ever increasing part of
them for coordinated, concerted utilisation. At
the same time, elements of international share
property arise in the form of joint services and
enterprises. '

Transition to integration also entails the use
of improved forms and methods of joint planned
control over the cooperation process, as well
as coordinated changes in the control mechanism
over foreign economic activities in individual
countries. Both the coordination of plans and
the development of joint planning, joint elabo-
ration of long-term specific programmes for
resolving ' major eéconomic and scientific and
technological problems are typical of this stage
of integration. :

One important distinguishing feature of in-
tegration is the shift of the centre of gravity of
cooperation from the trade sphere to that’ of
production (international specialisation and co-
operation), planning, science and technology,
capital construction, ‘etc. Integration of the
CMEA member states is primarily “productive
in character; it takes place in the sphere of
material = production ‘through appropriate co-
ordination of planning decisions. Consequently,
from being the dominant form of contact between
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countries, trade gives way increasingly to pro-

duction and becomes a subordinate form relative
to production cooperation.

Another fundamental distinguishing feature of
the integration stage lies in the fact that co-
operation becomes increasingly comprehensive
and embraces all stages of the reproductive
process—from research and design to technical
services of the - finished product. Integration
means not only coordination of mutual deliveries
under trade agreements, but above all distribu-
tion of investment and production programmes,
production specialisation and cooperation, finan-
cial collaboration, as well as, if expedient, the
creation of international economic organisations.
Moreover, trade, production, investment and
technical questions are more and more frequently
resolved in parallel, simultaneously. This is
‘where the new approach to cooperation is mani-
fest.

Finally, integration, being an economic pro-
cess, also signifies a new stage in political in-
teraction of socialist states and their ruling
parties. Questions of economic cooperation and
integration are regularly discussed at meetings
of first secretaries of communist and workers’
parties and heads of governments of the CMEA
member states. It is here that the most import-
ant questions of principle are decided. The
greater the scale of joint economic measures,
the more important is stronger friendship among
the peoples of the socialist countries and coope-
ration between communist and workers’ parties
of these countries.

The level of joint use of the economic laws of
socialism by CMEA countries is rising with the
implementation of the Comprehensive Pro-
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gramme. They take into consideration the spe-
cific action of the economic laws of socialism in
the international sphere. This specific action is
caused by the existence of sovereign socialist
states and national-state socialist property, and
the consequent control of the reproductive pro-
cesses by each state in its own country. Econ-
omic relations between socialist countries, joint-
activity of these countries in the economic
sphere embrace certain elements of reproduction
in the CMEA member states, but not their
reproductive processes as a whole. These economic
relations develop on the basis of national-state
socialist ownership of the means of production.
The international exchange of activities is me-
diated. by commodity-money relations. State
foreign economic activities are an inalienable
part of socialist extended reproduction. and
manifest themselves as a factor that encourages
the stable and dynamic development of the
economy of each country.

The current differences in the economic devel-
opment levels of the CMEA member stdtes’
affect the operation of economic laws in indivi-
dual countries and the relations between them.
They affect the quantitative aspects of the
coordination of the member states’ specific
interests, their accord with common interests,
and the processes involved in their mutually
complementary economies. y

Economic integration, in the sense of planned
mutually complementary nature and interaction
of various national economies between capitalist
and socialist countries, is impossible in prin-
ciple. All the same, this does not rule out all
possibility of mutually beneficial economic ties
between socialist states and countries of another
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social system in tackling specific economic prob-
lems.

With the promotion of socialist economic in-
tegration, the national interests of individqal
countries increasingly depend on common in-
ternational interests of the socialist community.
The importance of these common interests grows
in so far as the wider objectives, requirements
and opportunities- presuppose collective interac-
tion.

Common, international interests include the
fundamental features of state interests of indi-
vidual countries; on the other hand, common
interests are an important, fundamental, integ-
ral part of the basic, long-term strategically
important elements of national interests. It is
on this basis that problems are being resolved

increasingly successfully relating to lack of

coincidence of interests over certain aspects of
cooperation (for instance, specific measures in
international specialisation and cooperation of
production, on questions of trade contracts, etc.);
it is on this basis that it becomes possible and
necessary to implement an ever widening range
of measures of an integrational character, to
expand their scale and significance for each
couniry and for the whole socialist community.

As well as resolving problems concerning the
planned organisation and control of economic
and sciontific and technological ties between
CMEA countries through improving the interna-
tional cooperation mechanism, communist and
workers’ parties of the CMEA states focus con-
siderable attention on the orientation of internal
systems for planning and managing the economy,
on the requirements of integration, fresh scales
of cooperation, strengthening the interaction
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of “national economies. Successes of  economic
cooperation in all its other aspects decisively
depend on the quality of planning in the countries
and cooperation between them in planning acti-
vities. )

The deepening.of the international socialist
division of labour objectively leads to .a more
complex system of interrelations of national
economic complexes. This thereby enhances its
role ‘as a system-forming factor, determining
the process of formation and consolidation .of
the socialist- community as an increasingly in-
tegral economic system. In the final count, it
is precisely the change in the role of the inter-
national socialist division of labour in promoting
the national economie complexes of the socialist
countries which is the most far-reaching objective
basis for furthering the integrational process
within the socialist community.

The planned development of mutual economic
ties enables the countries to resolve problems
of economic growth which could not be resolved
with sufficient effectiveness on a national basis.
They include conflicts between (in volume and
material structure) the resources available and
the social requirements; between the scales and
level of effectiveness of each country’s scientific
and technological potential and the mounting
demand of contemporary production for up-to-
date technology; .contradictions associated with
limited opportunities of concentration and spe-
cialisation of production on an internal economic
basis; between the attained level of economic
and scientific and technological potential - of
the CMEA countries and the degree and structure
of their participation in the international divi-
sion of labour (including in the worldwide di-
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vision of labour). Furthermore, stable interna-
tional relations multiply the number of variants
of economic decision-making, thereby helping
countries to select the most effective. They also
stimulate a search for optimal forms of economic
management, inasmuch as they reduce, on the
basis ‘of mutual exchange of experience, the
costs of autonomous decisions in this area.

Under socialist integration, the mutual divi-
sion' of labour is gradually transformed into a
system of planned cooperation of national eco-
nomic complexes within the bounds of the so-
cialist community. This means essentially the
transition of the international socialist division
of labour to a qualitatively new intermediate
state, since it cannot be reduced to the traditio-
nal exchange of activities between isolated na-
tional economic complexes. At the same time,
it does not lose the main features of the inter-
national division of labour. The socialist integra-
tional process intensifies all the principal socio-
economic characteristics of the international
socialist division of labour and creates conditions
for the complete development of its func-
tions.

The practice of socialist economic integration
rests on the developing theory of integration,
behind which lies the concept of a gradual for-
mation of a new international economi¢ commu-
nity of sovereign socialist states. In the light
of this theory, integration acts as a process of
the drawing together of the economic structures
of the socialist countries, their mutually com-
plementary nature and merging of them, and the
formation of a more or less integral inter-state
economic system. It needs particularly emphasis-
ing that the problem of forming the new econo-
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mic community is seen in this concept as one
of forming precisely an inter-state community
whose participants function as sovereign so-
cialist states. This is not a question of creating
some sort of ‘supranational’ entity. It is also
important to bear in mind the gradual, step-
by-step process of forming an integrated inter-
state community, and the need not to confuse
the ultimate objectives of socialist integration
with the tasks that still have to be resolved at
the present stage. This approach is based on
the major methodological tenet formulated by
Lenin at-the Eighth Congress of the RCP(B)
(now CPSU): ‘In dealing with the national
question one cannot argue that economic unity
should be effected under all circumstances. Of
course, it is necessary! But we must endeavour
to secure it by propaganda, by agitation, by a
voluntary alliance.’®

We must approach an analysis of the socialist
integrational process in a dialectical way; we
must not take a simplified view of it merely
as a process leading to an unswerving growth
in‘ the integral nature of the international econo-
mic system of a developing integrated com-
munity. Within its framework a consolidation
and further development of economic funda-
mentals of socialist statehood take place simul-
taneously. As a result of the day-to-day theore-
tical and practical activity of communist and
workers’ parties, an organic synthesis is ensured
of the two mutually connected tendencies in ihe
development of the socialist community: the
comprehensive drawing together of the socialist
countries and the consolidation of their state-
hood. Here in practice is the embodiment of
the Leninist idea of voluntary internationalist
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unity of the working péople from different coun-
tries marching along the road of socialist and
communist construction. As was noted at the
9th Congress of the Socialist Unity Party of
Germany, ‘socialist economic integration of the
members of the Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance is a firm foundation for constant
improvement in cooperation and for a syste-
matic drawing together of socialist nations in
all spheres of social life’.”

An analysis of the present state of economic
interaction of the socialist countries and the
development of the international socialist di-
vision of labour enables us to single out several
trends affecting the stages and prospects of the
integrational process. These trends may be brief-
ly summarised as follows.

1. Cooperation of CMEA countries is in-
creasingly acquiring a comprehensive nature;
this finds its expression in a merging of its
produetion, scientific and technological, foreign
trade and monetary-financial aspects. This is a
result of the growing orientation of cooperation
on resolving large-scale socio-economic -tasks,
the many years of activity of planning and
economic agencies in deepening international
specialisation and cooperation in production and
research.

2. Experience of pooling the efforts of interest-
ed countries in building industrial, ‘transport
and other projects intended for satisfying their
common requirements has been accumulated
and is beginning to yield more and more marked
results,

3. The time horizon eof coeperation is growing
considerably. For example, projects included in
the Coordinated Plan for Multilateral Integra-
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tion Measures will help to consolidate the inter-
action between the national economie eomplexes
of the CMEA countries in material terms for
several five-year periods to come. The same may
be said ‘also about agreements on production
specialisation and cooperation, an ever increas-
ing proportion of which go beyond what was
until recently the usual framework of ﬁve—year
periods.

4. As noted above, socialist integration as a
process that is multilateral in its substance
considerably changes the relationship between
forms of cooperation on a bilateral and multi-
lateral basis in favour of the latter. Multilateral
cooperation is a major direction and an essential
sign of development of the integrational process.
The intensity and depth of multilateral coopera-
tien depend largely on the development of
bilateral contacts. In turn, the latfer acquire
a more obvious integrational character as multi-
lateral relations develop.

‘The noted trends typify mainly the alteration
in conditions and forms of mutual coopération.
To assess the prospécts for deepening the socialist
integrational process, account must bé taken
of the set of requirements for mutual coopera-
tion during the building and further 1mprov1ng
of developed socialism.

No less important is account for the changes
in the material and technical basis of contempo-
rary production, and especially production for
the foreseeable future: These changes also signify
that the very substance of international coope-
ration is changing, hence the need for its forms
to be made more complex and enriched.

- All these trends. have'a long-term character.
They did not come into being yesterday and
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will not exhaust themselves in the next ten to
fifteen years. The goals and principles collective-
ly formulated in the Comprehensive Program-
me therefore retain their importance in the fore-
seeable future. It is on their basis that increased
effectiveness of economic- interaction among
sovereign socialist states is perfectly feasible.

Assessment of the state of the actual interna-
tional socialisation of socialist production is of
particular importance. The socialisation of pro-
duction within state bounds is the historical
starting point for socialist socialisation in gene-
ral, This does not mean, however, that inter-
national socialisation directly reiterates the laws
and logic of national socialisation. The latter
begins with the take-over of the basic means of
production by the socialist state. This take-
over, formulated as a political act, is actually
the starting point for the national socialisation
of production in practice. The international
socialisation of production may receive its final
formulation only when it actually takes effect,
when this socialisation actually becomes a fact.
Meanwhile, the general logic of the development
of 'socialist integration is determined by the
common laws governing the development of
the socialist socialisation of production.

The task of defining the consecutive stages of
socialisl economic integration evidently consists
in assessing the trends that determine the devel-
opment of mutual cooperation for the foresee-
able future, the methods and intensity of their
influence on the character and directions of
this cooperation, and the specification of its
direct objectives.

The first stage is linked with the formation
of an initial economic and organisational struc-
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ture of the community being integrated on the
basis which had been prepared by the previous
development of economic cooperation of CMEA
countries. It follows from this that at the first
stage both questions of a purely integrational
nature are resolved and those of them which had
not been resolved, for one reason or another,
during the base period. At the same time, prin-
cipal foundations, prerequisites or, at least,
general guidelines for resolving tasks in succeed-
ing stages take shape over the whole period.

The second stage may be described as that of
‘structural’ integration, in so far as it depends
on the intensive formation of a mutually con-
nected production structure of the future inte-
grated community, a deepening and development
of planning relations between the socialist coun-
tries. The ‘structural’ stage will probably
take several five-year periods and, evidently,
will go beyond the time limit of the Compre-
hensive Programmme. Virtually the entire integ-
rational process for the foreseeable future will
proceed within its framework. The length of
the stage, as well as the scale of the transforma-
tion in the whole system of interaction between
the national economic complexes, will determine
substantial differences between its initial and
ultimate phases. ‘

We may suppose that in the initial phase., of
this stage extensive international cooperation
of national economies will take place, spreading
to all levels of their economic structures. Inter-
national production and technological complexes
operating under a unified programme and en-
suring an optimal level of production concen-
tration (from the viewpoint of the CMEA com-
munity) will become widespread. We may also
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expect the attainment of a high degree of con-
vergence of the technological development levels
of ‘the national economies on the basis of collec-
tive application' of scientific and technological
achievements. :

To reach the goals of the initial phase of ‘struc-
tural’ integration, it will apparently require
completion of the transition to forms of planned
interaction that will ensure a merging of the
national economies being integrated on all main
levels of planning and economic management
(the national economy, sectors, economic orga-
nisations, enterprises and associations, taking
part in the international division of labour).

Improvement in the commodity-money instru-
ments of mutual cooperation at the stage of
‘structural’ integration, especially in its first
phase, will apparently depend on the formation

of an integrated market of the CMEA commu-

nity on the basis of the planned mutual adapta-
tion of national production structures.

A particular feature of the final phase of
‘structural’ integration will be completion of the
process of forming a basically optimal sectoral
and’ territorial structure of the international
socialist division of labour within the bounds
of the CMEA community. Towards the end of
tho socond phase of ‘structural’ integration,
thereforo, this process will essentially perform its
main functions in the gradual internationalisas
tion of the economic affairs of the sovereigr
socialist states. = o

The third ‘and final stage of integration is
likely to be a matter of the fairly dim and distant
future. Its specific content can, therefore, only
be  discussed with considerable arbitrariness.
The completion of this stage. will also signify
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the rejection of the integrational process itself,
inasmuch as there will be a merging of the par-
ticipants in this process—national economic
complexes—into a single ' economic entity, as
the founders of Marxism-Leninism- frequently
stated.

This scheme of the successive stages of the
integrational process does not, of course, claim
to describe in detail the specific development
of such a complex and multifarious socio-econo-
mic phenomenon. A long time will pass between
its present (transitional) stage, which by no
means represents comprehensive and immediate
integration of ‘all and everything’, and the cul-
minating  stage. Throughout this time, other
factors may come into play; while the overall
trend is maintained, its specific manifestations
may be considerably modified. ) :

From the suggested periodisation, it may be
concluded that the present period in the develop-
ment of the economic integration of the CMEA
countries consists of preparing the material,
organisational and economic prerequisites for
the transition to the structural stage, at least,
to its clear-cut initial phase. Elaboration of
LTSPCs in several key inter-sectoral and secto-
ral complexes is directly aimed at mutual adap-
tation of the basic elements of national economic
structures in the interests of jointly resolving
common socio-economic tasks and raising the
efficiency of the system of mutual division of
labour.

Socialist economic integration is a .very im-
portant direction for raising the level of maturity
of the world socialist economy. At the same
time, it is a fundamental factor serving to build
and further improve developed socialist saciety
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in each of the'socialist countries. This is condi-
tional on the multifaceted role it plays in the
development of socialist productive forces and
of relations of production. This role is particu-
larly apparent in tackling the vital problem of
building and improving developed socialist so-
ciety—the problem of raising the socio-economic
efficiency of preduction both in individual coun-
tries and throughout the whole socialist com-
munity. The broader the processes of integration
and the stronger their influence on the course
of reproduction, the more propitious are the
conditions for improving economic efficiency and
the more successful is the resolution of all the
tasks involved in building socialism and commu-
nism. At the same time, the deepening of the
integrational processes brings into being fresh
prerequisites for a further all-round drawing
together of the socialist countries.

The formation of a new type of international
economic relations and the development of so-
cialist economic integration are important prac-
tical evidence of the prime and fundamental
advantage of socialism over capitalism: social-
ism organises social affairs in a deliberate,
planned way, in accordance with the goals and
intorests of society.

CHAPTER 8

THE INFLUENCE OF THE THEORY
AND PRACTICE
OF SOCIALIST ECONOMIC INTEGRATION
ON THE WORLD ECONOMY

Socialist economic integration is a new mani-
festation of the international essence of the com-
munist mode of production. The development of
socialist economic integration is a paramount
link in the historical process of consolidating
and improving the socialist economy. Integra-
tion acts as an important factor in the increasing-
ly complete realisation of the advantages of
socialist social organisation of production both
in the sphere of mutual economic relations be-
tween socialist states and within the framework
of each individual national economy. Develop-
ment of the integrational processes within the
socialist community shows that socialism takes
advantage of the global progressive trends in
the development of productive forces, which
require economic consolidation of larger and
larger territories and the concerted utilisation
of ever greater economic potentials.
Elaboration of the theory of socialist integra-
tion and its practical implementation consti-
tute yet another historically important testimony
of the correctness of Marxist-Leninist dialecti-
cal treatment of the national question, of which
Leonid Brezhnev spoke in his report ‘The Fiftieth
Anniversary of the Union of Soviet Socialist
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Republics’: ‘The way to ‘cohesion, unity and
the all-round integration of nations lies through
their complete liberation from social and na-
tional oppression, through the creation of the
most favourable conditions for the development
of each nation.’ * Integration is a trusted path
of the fullest realisation_ of national interests
on the basis of attainment of common objectives
for an advance of the whole world socialist
system and in complete accordance with them.
‘The international relations of the new type,
which are characteristic of the world socialist
system, for the first time in history enable it
to eliminate the unresolvable contradictions in-
herent in capitalism in the relations between
nations and states. Integration testifies to the
development and improvement of international
socialist relations of production, and the pin-
pointing of more and more new opportunities
and advantages of them. The prospects for build-
ing a new society in each country and in the whole
world socialist system are linked by the peo-
ples of the socialist community to consolidation
of unity and solidarity of socialist states. Friend-
ship and close collaboration among the peoples

- of the socialist countries are an earnest of the

success of each people building socialism and
communism. This cohesion engenders the motive
force of social development—the internationalist
solidarity of the peoples of the socialist com-
munity. C

" Socialist economic integration applies to the
major directions of international activity by
states of the socialist community; its aim is Lo
create external conditions conducive to the pro-
motion of socialism and the building of commu-
nism, to consolidate genuinely peace-loving and
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democratic principles of internatienal communion
that would facilitate the social -progress of man-
kind. Accordingly, the international activities
of countries of the socialist community would
serve to do the following:

(1) to fortify the friendship and.cooperation
of the fraternal countries, to improve interna-
tional relations of the socialist type, to facilitate
the advance of the socialist community in the
interests of each socialist state; )

(2) to extend the favourable influence of so-
cialism to all world development, as is ensured
by the example of socialist and communist
construction and by the ideological-political
and moral influence on, and the material sup-
port of the socialist countries for, all progressive
forces in the world today; i

(3) to ensure world peace, to remove tension
in relations between countries  with different
social systems, to affirm in practice the democra-
tic principles of international intercourse, peace-
ful methods of resolving disputes among states,
to respect the rights of -liberation movements
fighting against colonialism and neocolonialism
and for national independence and social pro-
gress; ~ | -

(4) to use on an equal and mutually beneficial
footing all the opportunities of cooperation among
states belonging to different social systems in
the economy, environmental protection, science
and culture, in the interests of all humanity.

Among the major aspects of the international
importance of socialist economic integration is
the: growing role of - integration in the rise of
the productive forces of the CMEA countries
and the whole socialist community, in expanding
the all-round cooperation of the socialist states,
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and in accumulating experience of promoting
the world socialist economy.

The experience of implementing integration
within the group of CMEA socialist countries
constitutes the main and decisive aspect of the
collective experience they have accumulated in
smoothing the way for the world socialist econ-
omy as a whole. In fact, the development of
processes of economic integration on the scale
of this group of countries is a special feature of
the contemporary stage of development of their
mutual cooperation, :

CMEA countries are increasingly relying on
international factors of accelerated social devel-
opment that prevail within the socialist com-
munity. A leading place among them is the
wider and wider use of those opportunities for
accelerating a rise in the productive forces of
the socialist countries that reside in concerted,
coordinated functioning of their production and
scientific and technological potentials.

The strategic concept of furthering mutual
contacts worked out and being implemented by
the CMEA countries envisages consistent reso-
lution of one of the cardinal problems confront-
ing the socialist community: organically to com-
bine the techno-etonomic potential for expand-
ing production and raising its efficiency, being
created by the internationalisation of economic
life, with the social advantages of the world
socialist economic system and the international
economic relations of the socialist type. This
problem is being tackled on an increasingly
wide scale by the concerted efforts of the CMEA
countries along the lines of socialist economic
integration.

Owing to the integration of the CMEA coun-
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tries, more propitious conditions are being created
by pooled efforts towards a further rapid boost
to their economies. Congresses of communist
and workers’ parties of the CMEA states have
noted that, in the course of integration, prere-
quisites are being established and extended for
enabling the CMEA countries to employ factors
for boosting production and accelerating scien-
tific and technological progress more fully and
rationally than in the capitalist countries; these
factors are being engendered by the internation-
alisation of economic life and by the greater
interaction of national economies. The report
of the Central Committee of the Socialist Unity
Party of Germany to its 9th Congress stated:
‘We are absolutely convinced that in future the
further consolidation and deepening of socialist
economic integration will in far greater measure
than formerly become a decisive condition for
stable and planned development of our country
as of all other socialist states.’?

The 11th Congress of the Hungarian Socialist
Workers’ Party noted that ‘economic coopera-
tion within the bounds of the Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance encourages a wide scope of
socialist construction in all CMEA countries
and is for us, for the Hungarian People’s Re-
public, an invaluable assistance. Cooperation
within CMEA has been providing a firm inter-
national support for creative endeavour in our
country. We shall exert all efforts to help so-
cialist economic integration develop at a faster
rate than hitherto.’3

The 15th Congress of the Communist Party of
Czechoslovakia made the following points: ‘The
powerful economic and scientific and technical
basis of the community of socialist countries
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gives us the opportunity to form an efficient
economic  structure for a long period, and to
set up optimal conditions in regard to produc-
" tion and the marketing of entire sectors and
types of production. This enables us to resolve
problems of raw materials and energy under
favourable and stable conditions with a view
to the longer term, and to carry out further con-
. centration and specialisation of production and
research on an increasingly extensive scale.’t

The importance of the theory and practice
of socialist economic integration for developing
the world socialist system ‘depends primarily
on the fact that the CMEA countries have defined
main guidelines for further promoting socialist
‘international relations of production correspond-
ing to present-day and long-term needs; these
guidelines involve deepening the interaction of
production complexes of the socialist - coun-
tries, expanding the mutual ties between national
processes of extended reproduction, and emanate
from the objective law of the all-round drawing
together of the socialist states and correspond
to the tasks of economic integration. Principles
and salient methods of economic integration
have been drawn up and are more and more
successfully being implemented; these correspond
to the social nature of, and laws governing, the
operation of the world socialist economy. They
include the following: the centre  of gravity of
work in carrying through integration lies within
the sphere of material production as distinct
from the primacy of market principles in capital-
ist integration; joint planning plays a leading
role as the principal method of promoting the
economic cooperation of socialist states; the
most rational forms of operative and flexible
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use of value instruments are being worked out
for the purposes of strengthening international
economic transfers; the theory and practice of
scientifically grounded selection of variants of
international specialisation and cooperation of
production and mobility of productive resources
are being enriched. A system of social and eco-
nomic criteria is taking shape and being increas-
ingly applied for promoting the world socialist
economy, for strengthening the mutually com-
plementary nature of the national economies of
socialist countries, thereby enabling them better
to combine the interests of boosting the economy
of each country and the entire community,
the requirements of current economic efficiency
and longer term requirements, the tasks of
international specialisation of production in
individual countries and of forming an optimum
national economic complex in each of them.

Thanks to integration within the system of
economic cooperation of CMEA countries, im-
portant positive changes are taking place that
are ensuring a fuller realisation of the advantag-
es of the world socialist economy. The deepening
and improvement of cooperation among the
CMEA states, and the growing effectiveness of
economic ties between them help them success-
fully to solve a wide range of economic and so-
cial problems concerned with building socialism
and communism.

The role of integration in the qualitative im-
provement of the CMEA countries’ economies
is particularly great. It considerably extends
the opportunities for increasing effective use of
all productive resources and all-round intensifi-
cation of socialist production. In the coming
period, the impact of integration on strengthen-

6—398 81



ing the economic base of world socialism must
rapidly increase.

Economic processes produced by integration
have a great deal of social and political import-
ance: they express a strengthening of the new mo-
tive force of world social development—class
solidarity of national contingents of the working
class that is in power. The working class sees a
stronger world socialist economy both as a na-
tional and as an international objective of each
socialist state. Economic integration, in turn,
creates favourable conditions for further conso-
lidating this solidarity. It facilitates an improve-
ment of all aspects of international relations of
the socialist type and engenders fresh objective
and subjective factors that lead to a stronger
community of interests and unity of action by
the socialist countries.

Economic integration of the CMEA member
states has a favourable effect on extending
cooperation among all the socialist countries.

The entry of the following countries into the
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance is evi-
dence of the mounting interest of socialist coun-
tries developing in the most diverse circumstances
in extending cooperation both with individual
member states and with the Council itself: -the
Mongolian People’s Republic—June 1962; the
Republic of Cuba—July 1972; the Socialist
Republic of Vietnam—June 1978,

In its application to join CMEA, the Vietna-
mese Government addressed the 32nd Council
Session in June 1978, noting that in recent
years ties between Vietnam and CMEA had
developed successfully and were becoming even
closer; the Socialist Republic of Vietnam ‘values
highly the organising role of the Council for

82

Mutual Economic Assistance and wishes to ex-
tend cooperation and international socialist divi-
sion of labour with the fraternal countries within
CMEA for the purpose of helping the rapid de-
velopment of the economy, raising the living
standalzds of the population and strengthening
thp s,olldarlty and unity between socialist coun-
tries’. In his speech at the closing sitting of
the Session, the Soviet Premier A. N, Kosygin
said that ‘the entry of Vietnam into CMEA
shows the_continuing unification of countries of
world socialism under the banner of Leninist
ideas.™

The theory and practice of socialist integration
are bqund to arouse the interest of socialist
countries and states with a socialist orientation
that are not at present CMEA members. Already
to_day many of these countries are cooperating
w1th the Council in one form or another, Yugo-
sla\jla has signed an agreement with CMEA on
tgkmg part in the work of several Council agen-
cies, including the work of its sessions. A number
of countries regularly send their representatives
as observers to sittings of various CMEA bodies
For _example, observers came to the 32nd C.MEA
Sesswn'from the Korean People’s Democratic
Eepﬁbhc],? 1;he1 Peo]%le’s Republic of Angola, the

aotian People’s Democrati i
Laolle Ethioll))ia. cratic Republic and So-

The prerequisites for a further consolidation
of the world socialist economy will steadily
mature, and the need felt by all the socialist
countries for ever closer unification of their
economic efforts will intensify. The experience
pf CMEA countries will play an enormous part
in the successful work of promoting economic
cooperation among the socialist states.
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The international significance of socialist eco-
nomic integration also lies in the fact that it
has become a crucial factor in intensifying the
ideological and moral influence of socialism on
social development throughout the world. As
noted in the Communiqué issued at the 3ist
CMEA Session in June 1977, the Session express-
ed its confidence that the fraternal, comprehen-
sive, constantly developing and deepening eco-
nomic and scientific and technological coopera-
tion of CMEA member states would continue
to serve as a telling factor actively promoting
the growth in international authority and in-
fluence of the community of those countries.®

Force of example is the major impact of so-
cialism on social development throughout the
world. The socialist countries are in practice
implementing those goals for the attainment of
which the international revolutionary movement
of the proletariat came into being and is now
expanding. The successes of socialism are exert-
ing a revolutionising influence on the working
people of the capitalist world, showing up the
contradictions and ills of capitalist society more
and more plainly, and serving as a beacon for
all those battling for the triumph of the prole-
tariat. The example of socialist states helps to
intensify the class struggle of workers and all
working people inside the capitalist countries.

The example of socialist countries also helps
to promote the national liberation struggle,
deepens its anti-imperialist and democratic con-
tent. People in the developing countries see how
they can resolve the national question in the
interests of everyone, how they can overcome
the age-old backwardness inherited from the past
in a historically brief period, within the lifetime
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of a single generation, and attain a high level
of development in production and culture.

The example of socialism helps to activate
the general democratic movement within the
capitalist world fighting for elementary democra-
tic rights and liberties. Socialism inspires all
peace-loving people to campaign against mili-
tarism and the threat of war.

The processes of socialist economic integra-
tion do much to help step up the transforming
influence of socialism on all world development.
Integration creates new favourable conditions
for the socialist countries to use to the full
the opportunities presented by the world so-
cialist economy for the most evident manifesta-
tion of the advantages of the socialist social
system. As an expression of the further improve-
ment of the forms and methods of economic
cooperation among the socialist countries and
an increase in its effectiveness, socialist integra-
tion is becoming a major factor behind the rev-
olutionising impact of socialism’s example t
the rest of the world. i

Socialist integration serves as a vivid example
of the practical realisation of Marxist-Leninist
notions of the community of free peoples, the
harmonious combination of national interests,
the joining of efforts by various countries to
attain a common economic advance. During the
course of integration, the principle of socialist
internationalism in relations between socialist
states is more and more consistently implement-
ed, as, too, are principles of combining mutual
aid and mutual benefit, of high national economic
efficacy of international economic relations for
each country participating in them. The organi-
sational and economic-political foundations are
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being shored up and the scale sharply increased
of the joint measures taken by socialist states
to resolve essential problems by concerted efforts
to boost their national economies, carry through
the scientific and technological revolution and
intensify economic growth.

The world capitalist economy presents quite
the opposite picture. Each exacerbation of eco-
nomic difficulties and the appearance of any
fresh problem in economic development are
l'inked within the capitalist world to the intensi-
fied struggle among monopoly groupings and
states. Countries that lag behind in economic
development cannot for a long time, despite
the considerable efforts of many of them, ap-
proach the level of the industrial powers or even
halt the deepening of existing differences. The
former dependencies and colonies that have
cast off the yoke of political domination by the
1mper1g1ist powers are forced to wage a desperate
campaign for economic independence. For a
long time they remain a source of super profit
for the imperialist powers, which do all they
can to prevent an upsurge in the national pro-
ductive forces within developing countries.

Of course, within the world socialist system
t}}ere may, and in several instances do, arise
discrepancies between certain of the countries’
requirements, dictated by the interests of pro-
moting their economies, and various interna-
tional economic relations, various manifestations
of the division of labour between the countries.
These disparities stem from the persisting differ-
ences in the levels of economic development
of the socialist countries, and from the as yet
imperfect nature of the various forms of interna-
tional economic collaboration between them.
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These contradictions, however, are not of an
antagonistic character; they are being resolved
by the cooperating countries on a mutually ac-
ceptable basis. The internationalist policy of
the socialist countries, account for the interests
of each country and the community as a whole,
and the persistent work being carried out to
improve the forms and methods of international
economic cooperation all help in resolving these
contradictions.

The simultaneous development of integrational
processes in the socialist and capitalist worlds
eloquently demonstrates the superiority of so-
cialism, showing the radical differences between
socialist and capitalist integration. It testifies
that socialist integration is of a new type, free
from the vices of capitalist integration.

Despite the presence of several common techno-
economic fundamentals in the economic conver-
gence of countries under socialism and capitalism,
the integrational processes are radically differ-
ent in social content and in many of their
economic forms and consequences. The progres-
sive content of integration, which is associated
with its role in boosting productive forces, can
manifest itself to the full only under socialist
conditions. The essential differences between
socialist and capitalist integration consist mainly
in the following. ' '

- Socialist integration is the road to closer joint
efforts by the socialist countries to solve national
economic problems in the interests of raisin
production and prosperity. :

Capitalist integration is employed in the in-
terests of strengthening the positions of the big-
gest international monopolies in their compe-
titive struggle on the world capitalist market
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and as an instrument for intensifying exploita-
tion of the working people.

Socialist integration serves to realise the prin-
ciple of socialist internationalism; it is based
on the full equality of countries, it extends the
field of their cooperation and mutual assistance
and it secures the harmonious unity of interests
of all participants.

Capitalist integration is accompanied by sharp
conflicts between the countries involved; it is
linked with an intensification of the unequal
status of individual countries within the system
of international economic relations of the capi-
talist world, with infringement of their sovereign
rights and the detriment of general national
interests for the sake of the selfish interests
of the biggest monopolies.

Socialist integration encourages rise in the
productive forces of each of the participating
countries; it facilitates and accelerates the pro-
cess of drawing together and evening out of
economic development levels, which is characte-
ristic of the socialist world, based on the more
. rapid growth of the economies of the less develop-
ed countries during the overall economic growth
of all participants, and on the achievement by
the economically less developed countries of the
level of the economically more advanced states.

Capitalist integration actually increases the
inequality of development of capitalist countries.
Within the group of economically more developed
countries it leads to fiercer competition and
creates conditions for some countries to leap
ahead of others, and for a regular regrouping
of forces. It simultaneously deepens the gap in
the economic development of the advanced and
developing states.

Socialist integration leads to greater unity of
socialist countries; it strengthens their coopera-
tion in all forms and speeds up their progress
in building and improving the new social system.

Capitalist integration increasingly leads to an
exacerbation of all contradictions of capitalism
both within national boundaries and in interna-
tional capitalist relations. It deepens the general
crisis of capitalism and facilitates the accumula-
tion of objective and subjective prerequisites
for revolutionary change.

The attention of progressive economists and
wide sections of the general public in the cap-
italist states is attracted particularly by the
CMEA countries’ consistent policy of taking
comprehensive account of national interests. The
practice of carrying through integrational pro-
cesses, while retaining and consolidating the
national-state sovereignty of all participants,
gains high appreciation. As integration progress-
es, it speeds up the process of intertwining
national economies of the CMEA countries; it
multiplies the signs of emergence of an economic
complex of this group of countries which would
operate largely as a single production entity.
Yet, such an international production complex,
developing undeviatingly towards better co-
ordinated functioning and interdependence of
the production apparatuses of the individual
countries, does and will continue to exist for a
long time, while the sovereignty of each country
is maintained in all matters, including the eco-
nomic.

Recognition of the need and possibility of
observing the sovereign rights of each country
under socialist integration and the observance
of these rights do not accord with the theoretical
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conceptions of certain Western scholars and the
actual practice of capitalist integration.
The principle of national sovereignty within

the socialist community remains immutable even

under international integration. This is the
principle of the full sovereignty of a socialist
nation and its state throughout its own territory
and of its independence in foreign relations.
The principles on which CMEA activity and
that of other international organisations of the
socialist countries are founded envisage reliable
guarantees of equal rights for all parties and
respect for their sovereign rights. When they
set up joint agencies to deal with certain sections
of production, they regard them not as ‘supra-
national bodies’, but agencies that act in the
name and on the instruction of participant
states and they operate within the limits of the
powers that those states grant them. In so far
as the interconnection between realisation of
the national interests of each country and its
drawing closer economically to the fraternal
countries becomes firmer under integration, new
forms arise in which this sovereignty is mani-
fested, these being associated with the growing
international economic cooperation and econ-
omic interdependence of the individual countries.
These forms also include participation in joint
planning by the socialist states and membership
of collective international organisations. In these
instances, too, all questions are decided by each
country independently, but jointly with other
participants on equal terms, not individual-
ly.
The distinguishing features of the develop-
ment of the socialist community include the in-
evitable process of drawing together and evening
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out of the economic development levels of the
socialist countries on the basis of the more rapid
development of those countries that still lag
behind the more industrial CMEA countries in
economic terms.

As the 17th Congress of the Mongolian People’s
Revolutionary Party underlined, ‘the evening
out of the levels of economic development of
socialist countries is an objective law of social
progress; it may be realised most effectively given
greater internationalisation of production and
exchange, the gradual formation and develop-
ment of international productive forces, common
ownership of the means of production as the
highest form of socialisation of production’.?

Many of the CMEA countries inherited from
the capitalist past a substantial economic back-
wardness but, thanks to the fact that the econo-
mically less developed CMEA countries have
developed more rapidly than the others, among
the European CMEA states the problem of sur-
mounting the deep-lying differences in economic
development levels has already been resolved.
All these countries have achieved a tremendous
rise in their productive forces, have rebuilt
the structure of their economy, which has now
acquired an industrial character. CMEA coun-
tries are carrying out a great deal of work to
encourage more rapid development of economic
efficiency in Mongolia, Cuba and Vietnam. As
noted in the Communiqué on the 32nd CMEA
Session, the Session stressed the need compre-
hensively to take account, in implementing the
long-term specific programmes, of the task of
gradual drawing closer and evening out of eco-
nomic development levels of the CMEA member
states.
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The example of the socialist countries in de-
veloping the new type of international economic
relations and in carrying through integration
is of importance both for the economically
backward part of the capitalist world and for
the working people of the economically devel-
oped capitalist countries. The example of the
socialist states contains a really democratic
alternative for capitalist integration within the
group of industrial capitalist countries.

Integration in that sector of the world capitalist
economy is subordinated to the interests of rep-
roduction of capital of the biggest international
monopolies; it is used by the monopolies for
encroaching upon the social rights and living
standards of broad sections of the people, ignoring
the multiplicity of economic and social problems
and needs of individual countries; and it leads
to infringement of their national interests. It
is therefore not surprising that the working class
and other democratic sections of developed
capitalist countries are stepping up their resist-
ance to monopoly capital on issues of interna-
tionalisation of economic life.

The democratic world public is expressing its
protest against the propaganda campaign by
the Communist Party of China leadership, aimed
at undermining the genuinely equal and mutually
beneficial economic relations among the CMEA
states and at supporting the actions of those mo-
nopoly circles of the Furopean Economic Com-
munity which endeavour to deepen the economic
and political divide in Europe and use it for
maintaining international tension. The Maoists
play up the consolidation of Western Europe
as a means for campaigning against existing
socialism, above all the USSR. They thereby
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completely part company with a class approach
to the balance of forces in the world and increas-
ingly line up with imperialist reaction in the
fight against socialism and normalisation of the
international situation.

The international communist movement, the
communist and workers’ parties of the capital-
ist countries counter integration on monopolistic
principles with the democratic alternative. This
envisages a curb on the rule of monopoly capital,
elimination of tendencies that spell danger for
the cause of peace, tendencies that are engendered
by the closed economic and political groupings
and are used by imperialist circles to -bolster
their military-political blocs. The example of
integration within the socialist community fa-
cilitates this struggle by communist and workers’
parties in the capitalist states and enhances
the attraction and convincing example of the
democratic alternative they pose.

Thus, by carrying through economic integra-
tion, the CMEA states resolve not only problems
concerned with raising their own productive forc-
es. At the same time, they are performing the
historical task of providing a model for resolving
the most difficult international economic prob-
lems in the interests of the common people.
Socialist integration, which is geared to taking
comprehensive account of the interests of each
participant nation and helps resolve interna-
tional economic problems in a spirit of equality
and mutual assistance, sets an example that
further enhances the attraction of the socialist
principles of international communion and the
socialist system generally for the peoples in the
non-socialist part of the world.

In contrast to capitalist integration, socialist
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integration does not invest any disorganisation
into the development of the world market; it
does not discriminate with respect to other coun-
tries; it does not. work to the detriment of economic
relations between countries with different social
systems. The CMEA countries are not isolated
from the rest of the world. On the contrary,
they express a readiness to have the widest pos-
sible international economic cooperation on the
basis of equality and mutual benefit. The CMEA
countries are motivated not only by interests
of promoting productive forces, but also by a
desire for normalisation of international rela-
tions and for the consolidation of peace.

Finally, the international importance of eco-
nomic integration within CMEA depends on
its role as an economic and economic-cum-
political factor, encouraging the progressive re-
structuring of the whole system of world economic
relations, the strengthening of positions of all
progressive forces of the present day and being
conducive to the development of mutually ad-
vantageous economic relations between countries
with different social systems.

The influence of the socialist community on
the course of world events is not confined to
the socialist countries showing mankind the way
to revolutionise society. The world_ socialist
system can now render effective material help
to the peoples of the countries that cast aside
colonialism, that wage a struggle against neo-
colonialism and for an independent develop-
ment and for the implementation of their sov-
ereignty in the economy, and to the peoples of
those countries that have begun to make revolu-
tionary social changes, so paving the way for
the building of socialism.
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The might of the world socialist community
is more and more enabling it to block attempts
by imperialist reaction to interfere in the affairs
of peoples carrying out social transformation in
their own countries.

The socialist community is a powerful anti-
imperialist stronghold for the peoples campaign-
ing for social progress. The end is drawing near
for the imperialist practice of using armed in-
tervention to put down the revolutionary move-
ments of peoples fighting for their independence,
democracy and socialism.

Owing to the creation and strengthening of
the world socialist system, there is a new align-
ment of forces in the world today, as a result
of which there now exist favourable prospects
for the struggle of the working people in non-
socialist countries for socia! progress. This also
results from the ability of the socialist commu-
nity to support progressive social development
in the world with their economic resources, and
to consolidate the positions of the forces of
social and national liberation against imperial-
ist encroachments.

Economic integration within the socialist world
and the combined efforts of the socialist countries
in promoting production, science and technology
help to resolve their economic problems more
quickly and with the minimum resources, further
their economies’ stable development and open
up fresh opportunities for active participation
in world economic relations, including by co-
ordinating their efforts in this sphere. Socialist
integration helps to enhance the part played
by foreign economic activity of the CMEA
countries both in improving their own economies
and in developing the world economy. It is
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beneficial for the rapid creation of prerequisites
considerably toraise the importance and influence
of the socialist sector of the world economy,
to intensify the impact of socialism on world
economic ties, which helps them to free them-
selves of the economic dikta?, political pressure
and blackmail of imperialism.

The economic potential of the CMEA countries
and their participation in world economic rela-
tions will become even more weighty factors
affecting the development of the world economy.
Owing to the increase in productive forces and
interaction of national economies, the CMEA
countries are exercising a more vigorous influence
on the processes occurring in the world economy,
both by fortifying the new type of international
relations within the bounds of the world socialist
economy and by developing the system of eco-
nomic ties with countries with different social
systems, also opposing the international system
of imperialist exploitation. A far-reaching and
stable system of economic relations is rapidly
forming between the socialist countries and other
states in the world; it is founded on the truly
democratic principles of international relations.
The role of world socialism as initiator of reforms
in world economic relations is manifesting itself
more fully and clearly in the light of the demands
for equal and mutually beneficial cooperation
between all states.

The fate of the national liberation movement
and of the new national states is very much tied
to the development and consolidation of the
world socialist community. A close alliance of
these states with the socialist countries in the
anti-imperialist struggle is an important prere-
quisite for the strengthening of genuine independ-
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ence of newly free nations. The extension of
the economic contacts between the CMEA states
and developing countries is acquiring mounting
significance for the formation, in individual
commodity markets, in entire large regions of
the world and in the world economy generally, of
production and international exchange conditions
that facilitate the fight against the despotism of
the imperialist monopolies. This is one of the
major factors by which favourable conditions
have taken shape in the world today for fighting
for the consolidation of national independence in
the developing countries and, in the economic
sphere, for repulsing the neocolonialist policy
of the imperialist powers and for intensifying
social transformation. In all these processes a
great deal is owed to socialist economic integra-
tion. It helps the CMEA countries to pool their
efforts in helping the newly independent states
to promote their national economies. Socialist
integration is a factor which narrows the possi-
bilities of imperialist attempts to employ their
positions in world commodity markets, the
sphere of international credit and scientific and
technical information for putting pressure on
the newly independent states and for exploiting
their economies.

At the present stage of world development,
there is a growing tendency within the world
capitalist economic system for ‘weak links’ to
form, these harbouring the preconditions for
accelerating social progress and paving the way
for socialist transformation. The time is past
when colonies and dependencies were merely
the objects of exploitation by the monopolies
of imperialist powers; the centrifugal forces
within the system of interrelationships between
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them, increasing during the upsurge in national
liberation movements, have operated mainly in
the sphere of social and political affairs, virtually
finding no outlet in international economic
relations. Nowadays, with the setting up of
newly independent states, the anti-imperialist
battle is particularly concentrated on the econ-
omic front.

The social differentiation in the world capital-
ist economy is gaining momentum and acquiring
a qualitatively new character. The positions are
being consolidated of the progressive national
states that choose a socialist orientation and are
struggling to overcome the restrictions imposed
by their involvement in the world capitalist
economy, to put an end to their unequal foreign
economic ties emanating from this, and to strength-
en relations with the countries of the socialist
community.

By helping further to deepen and improve
economic cooperation between socialist and de-
veloping states, socialist integration expands the
prerequisites for a planned division of labour
between socialist and newly independent coun-
tries, particularly those opting for a socialist
orientation. The heads of delegations from Ethio-
pia, Angola and Laos who attended the 32nd
CMEA Session as observers expressed their pro-
found satisfaction with the strengthening coope-
ration between their countries and CMEA mem-
bers and their appreciation of CMEA’s great
and selfless economic assistance.

The furthering of economic cooperation be-
tween newly independent countries and socialist
states, especially in production specialisation
and cooperation, can substantially facilitate
industrialisation of these countries. It enables
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them to use the international exchange opportu-
nities stemming from the existing production
potential and the inherited economic structure
in the form that suits them best, even before
they have set up their own developed base. Grad-
ually, together with the new social essence of
economic relations between the socialist and
developing countries, these ties will gain a new
material coutent, owing to the formation within
the developing states of a modern material and
technological basis in increasingly close coope-
ration with the world socialist economy.

The division of labour that is taking shape
between the socialist and newly independent
states is playing a mounting role in the progres-
c¢ive transformation of world economic relations.
This process will be encouraged by the coordi-
nation of the CMEA countries’ foreign economic
activities intended to promote cooperation with
the newly independent states. By doing this,
and by pooling their forces and means to help
the newly independent states, the CMEA coun-
tries will make an even greater contribution to
their industrialisation, to the modernisation of
their farming and the abolition of the mono-
culture character of their economies. Among the
multifarious forms of concerted action by the
CMEA states in promoting this cooperation are
the common funds for providing developing states
with credit and the multilateral production
cooperation between states. Since 1 January
1974, for example, the International Investment
Bank has operated a special credit fund for pro-
viding economic and technical assistance to
the developing countries. The CMEA student
grant fund has existed since the 1974/75 aca-
demic year to help developing countries train
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national personnel at higher educational estab-
lishments of the CMEA countries.

Conditions for cooperation between CMEA and
newly independent countries are steadily improv-
ing, especially in regard to states of a socialist
orientation, in drawing up national plans and
programmes for economic development. The re-
quirements and possibilities of furthering coope-
ration with these states will increasingly be
taken into account as the CMEA countries co-
ordinate their economic plans. Plans for building
up national economies in these states will also
take into account extending cooperation with
the CMEA countries. Cooperation on the basis
of joint long-term programmes between CMEA
and developing states is also likely to be im-
portant in the longer term.

The growing international authority of CMEA
may be seen in the interest displayed by public
and governments of many non-socialist countries
in opportunities of cooperating with CMEA as
the inter-state economic organisation of the
socialist states, as well as developing coopera-
tion between CMEA and inter-governmental
economic organisations of the non-socialist states.
Cooperation, in one form or another, between
these countries and the Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance and the joint economic
organisations of the CMEA countries is becom-
ing more urgent. For example, an agreement
was signed in May 1973 on cooperation between
CMEA and Finland. The signing of agreements
on cooperation between CMEA and Iraq, CMEA
and Mexico is evidence of the strengthening
relations between CMEA and developing states.
CMEA has relations with more than 60 interna-
tional economic and scientific and technological
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organisations. Cooperation agreements have also
been concluded between CMEA and the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency, between CMEA
and the Danube Commission, and others.

The present stage in the development of the
socialist countries’ cooperation and the promo-
tion of the world socialist economy is also im-
portant in that it is witnessing a further strength-
ening of the objective international economico-
political guarantees of the triumph of socialist
revolution "and successful socialist construction
in various countries, irrespective of their size,
population or level of economic development at
the time the people’s government takes power.
These guarantees consist in the existence of a
strong world socialist economic system, close
cooperation among socialist states, and develop-
ment of their economies-and their foreign eco-
nomic relations.

Being a major aspect in consolidating and
promoting world socialism, socialist economic
integration also acts as a factor in deepening
the revolutionary process overall; this process
is being formed from the efforts of the main
revolutionary forces of the present day—the
peoples of the socialist countries engaged in
building socialism and communism, the working
class and all working people in the capitalist
countries fighting against the monopoly domina-
tion and capitalist exploitation generally, the
people of the developing countries striving, to
secure economic independence and consolidate
their political autonomy and fighting against
neocolonialism.

The processes of international economic in-
tegration within the socialist community do
not hamper any extension of economic ties with
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non-socialist states; on the contrary, they -help
to set up more propitious conditions. Coopera-
tion between socialist countries, including mem-
bers of CMEA, is not directed against the inter-
ests of third countries, nor does it pursue dis-
criminatory objectives in regard to any state.
The expansion of cooperation among socialist
countries, by accelerating the growth of their
economic potential, creates additional opportu-
nities for these countries to take part in the world
division of labour.

The socialist countries consider that present-
day productive forces are a product of world
development and that the economies of both
world social systems need an intensive exchange
of the results of production and scientific and
technological activity.

Among the major problems of the foreign poli-
cies 6f the socialist countries are those of world
economic cooperation, the promotion of business
contacts between states with different social
systems on the basis of equality and mutual
benefit, and the creation of conditions in the
world making it possible to transfer the immense
resources now being spent for nilitary-strategic
purposes to peaceful construction. The socialist
countries set mainly the following tasks: to
strengthen the unity of the socialist community,
its economic and defensive power to make it
futile for the most reactionary imperialist circles
to try to rely on military methods, political
and economic pressure in the struggle between
the two world systems; to use foreign policy,
including foreign economic policy, to isolate
these circles and, in the contradictory gamut
of interests and stimuli which determine the
foreign policy of capitalist states, make it pos-
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sible for realistic trends to prevail, those that
would correspond to the interests of their own
people and of peace throughout the world.

The CMEA countries accord a great deal of
importance to the normal development of econo-
mic relations with capitalist states; they stress
the importance of deepening the internatlol}al
division of labour that embraces all the countries
of the world, viewing it as a factor not only
for improving productive forces, but also for
normalising international -rglatlons generally,
and strengthening the positions of democratic
and peace-loving forces in wor’ld politics. As
underlined in the Communiqué on the 25th
CMEA Session, ‘the participants in the CMEA
Session left the door open for non-member coun-
tries to participate, wholly or.partlally, in t%u;
fulfilment of this comprehensive programme’.

The influence of the closer economic coopera-
tion among the socialist states and the deepening
socialist economic integration on vs{orld econo-
mic relations and political changes in the capi-
talist world, both in its objective sqbs'tance anq
in the subjective motives of the socialist states
foreign policy, is not aime.d at any part.lcul.ar
country or group of countries in the capitalist
world; it does not have any adverse effects on
the world market or the world economy gene-
rally, and it does not cause any disorganisation
to them. On the contrary, its impact encourages
the promotion of world economic ties, to a certain
extent consolidates the international .market,
serves to secure the genuine national interests
of all states and to strengthen peace.

The CMEA countries are doing much to extend
business contacts among countries with different
social systems, to establish an atmosphere of
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trust and mutual understanding between nations.
To this end, they are initiating specific inter-
national actions in the economic, political and
cultural fields.

Socialist economic integration will do much
to help carry out far-reaching measures in co-
operation with non-socialist states. By accele-
rating economic development of socialist coun-
tries, this integration is extending the oppor-
tunities for their participation in world exchange
of the results of economic activity and is increas-
ing their export resources and import capabili-
ties. The deepening of mutual cooperation of
socialist countries in the process of integration
sets up conditions for coordinating their foreign
economic actions, for pooling their forces and
means for the purpose of taking part in economic
measures of Kuropean and even world importance.

There is another aspect of the international
importance of socialist integration that must
not be underestimated. Integration encourages
the development of business contacts between
countries belonging to different social systems
also because it makes even more futile the plans
of reactionary circles in imperialist states to
.hold back socialist economic advance through
policies of embargoes and other discriminatory
measures and thereby facilitates the activities
of those realistically-minded people in these
states, who are willing to cooperate with the
socialist countries on an equal and mutually
advantageous footing.

Socialist integration, therefore, is an important
factor, thanks to which obstacles are removed
from the path of deepening the worldwide divi-
sion of labour, and conditions are created for
the consolidation of peace.
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Expansion of economic ties between the so-
cialist states and all other countries 1s an.1nd1—
cation of the growing economic p.otentla.l, inter-
national political authority, and .1d§3010g1cal and
moral influence of world socialism. Today,
economic relations between socialist and other
countries, including economically develo_ped cap-
italist states, have become a substantial, con-
stantly operating factor in the development
of the world economy, helping the §trugg1e of the
peoples of the world for international security

social progress.
an%he role I())f tghe world socialist system as the
vanguard of progressive mankind and the deci-
sive force in the anti-imperialist struggle is even
more fully and clearly manifest because of so-

cialist integration. .



CHAPTER 4

THE COMMUNITY OF CMEA COUNTRIES AND
THE WORLD ECONOMY

Economic Potential

The CMEA countries possess a powerful economic
potential. At the present time, the economy of
the CMEA countries is the greatest economic
complex in the world, accounting for one-third
of world industrial output, one-quarter of the
national income and one-fifth of the agricultural
output of all the countries in the world, while
their population amounts approximately to one-
tenth of world population.* Moreover, the So-
viet Union alone accounts for about one-fifth
of world industrial production. By 1981, CMEA
couintries were producing 1.3 times more indust-
rial output than Common Market countries and
the USA. Countries in the community possess
one-half of world resources of iron ore, about
one-third of coal, two-fifths of natural gas, and
two-thirds of manganese ores and apatites. Their
economies are also highly developed: their per
capita industrial output is 3.3 times greater
than the world average and somewhat higher
than the average for the group of countries which

* Here and below, the aggregate indices for the CMEA
countries do not include data for the Socialist Republic
of Vietnam, which joined CMEA in June 1978.
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the United Nations classifies as industrially
developed capitalist countries (the USA, Japan,
all the European capitalist states, Israel, Austra-
lia, New 7Zealand and Canada).

Over the years of people’s government, the
economies of the CMEA countries have developed
at a rate that, in 1979, ensured an industrial
output approximately 17.5 times greater than
in 1948. The CMEA states firmly hold the advan-
tage in economic growth rates over the capitalist
countries. Between 1951 and 1979, the average
annual rate of growth of industrial output and
national income in the CMEA states was almost
twice as high as in the industrially developed
capitalist countries. The Council countries’ share
of world industrial output has virtually doubled
over the last two decades. The CMEA states
enjoy a stable high rate of economic development
that ensures an increase in industrial output for
each five-year period of approximately one and
a half times.

For a proper evaluation of the changes that
have taken place during socialist construction
in the CMEA states, it is important to bear in
mind that most of them belonged to the econo-
mically backward nations before the victory of
socialist revolutions. For example, many coun-
tries of Central and South-Eastern Europe occu-
pied bottom places among European states in
level of economic development and living stan-
dards, and top places in mortality, unemploy-
ment, agrarian overpopulation and illiteracy.
As regards those states which even under capital-
ism had attained a relatively high level of eco-
nomic development, they had to surmount con-
siderable difficulties associated with the after-
math of World War II, with the economic im-
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balances and social problems inherited ‘' from
capitalism, with economic blockade and the
cold war unleashed by the imperialist states in
the post-war period.

Table 1 provides data on the growth in in-
dustrial and agricultural output and national
income in several CMEA countries.

Table 1

Growth in Industrial and Agricultural Qutput
and National Income in 1979 Compared with
the Pre-War Period*

(corresponding year of pre-war period=1)

Industrial | Agricultural | Natijonal
output output income
(per cent)
Bulgaria 72.7 times 298 11 times
Czechoslovakia 2.1 » 143 57 »
GDR 9.8 »
Hungary 13.6 » 175 5.9 »
Poland 32.5 » 193 ..
Romania 45.8 » 270 14 »
USSR 20.3  » 239 13.5 »

* Figures for Bulgaria are compared with 1939 (in agricultural
output with annual average indices for 1932-38); for Hungary,
Poland and Romania — with 1938 (for Hungary, figures on agri-
cultural output are compared with the annual average indices for
1934-38); for the GDR — with 1936; for the USSR — with 1941;
and for Czechoslovakia — with 1937.

A typical feature of economic development of
the CMEA countries is the combining of processes
for building up the mass of resources involved
in social production, and the processes of their
qualitative improvement.

The CMEA countries possess labour resources
of more than 250 million people. This number
includes people within the employment age
group and old-age pensioners who continue to
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work in the economy. Labour resources therefore
make up some 60 per cent of an aggregate popu-
lation which numbered 439 million in 1979.
The age structure of the CMEA countries shows
a higher proportion of children than in either
the EEC or the United States.

This signifies that the CMEA countries enjoy
more favourable opportunities for further re-
production of the population and of their labour
resources. There is a tendency in prospect for a
rate of population growth faster than that of
Common Market countries. According to prevail-
ing demographic forecasts, the CMEA popula-
tion will grow one and a half times quicker
than in the EEC states.

The CMEA countries have encountered consid-
erable success in increasing the number of
those employed in the economy. The number
increased from 1950 to 1979 by 53.1 per cent
to more than 180 million. This was the highest
rate in the world. The rapid growth in the number
of those employed in the national economies
of the CMEA states, in addition to the increase
in the number of people of working age, rests
on the substantial increase in the number of
able-bodied people. While 44.3 per cent of the
entire population was employed in the economy
of the CMEA countries in 1950, it had risen to
47.3 per cent in 1977. This is considerably
higher than in the industrially developed capi-
talist countries where employment, far from
rising, in some periods even declines: the percent-
age of the population employed was lower in
France and West Germany in 1976, for example,
than it was in 1970. .

Overall, those engaged in the economy, includ-
ing able-bodied students and servicemen, con-
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stitute approximately 90 per cent of the entire
able-bodied population of the CMEA states
(including over 85 per cent in social produc-
tion, of whom some 80 per cent—in material
production). The remaining 10 per cent of the
able-bodied population are engaged mainly in
house work, which is, of course, also socially
useful work.

Thus, from the standpoint of the full engage-
ment of the able-bodied population in various
forms of socially useful activity, the CMEA
countries have achieved full employment and
thereby resolved the important social problem
of complete utilisation of labour resources.

This problem still remains unresolved in capi-
talist economic conditions. According to official
statistics, the number of unemployed in devel-
oped capitalist countries more than doubled
between 1965 and 1979, constituting over 15 mil-
lion people in the latter year—greater than the
populations of Sweden and Austria taken to-
gether. In 1978, the USA had 6 million and West-
ern Kurope 7.1 million unemployed. Among the
EEC countries, the highest out-of-work figures
were registered in Great Britain and Italy.

Alongside growth in employment, the CMEA
states also display processes testifying to their
increasingly effective use of labour power in
social production. A major index of - this are
shifts in distribution of the employed among
the three principal sectors of the national econo-
my: industry, construction and transport and
communications; farming, timber and water
services; trade and the non-productive sector.
In 1950, the first sector accounted, over the
whole. CMEA area, for 34.0 per cent of all the
employed, the second for 49.4 per cent, and the
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third for 16.6 per cent. In 1960, tle shares had
changed to40.0, 38.9 and 21.1 per cent respective-
ly; and in 1977 they were 48.9, 22.8 and 28.3
per cent respectively. Thus, the proportion of
workers in the economy engaged in industry,
construction and transport and communications
sharply increased, while the share of those
employed in agriculture diminished. This shows
an increase in the percentage of workers engaged
in branches of the economy ensuring the major
part of national income increments and deter-
mining technological progress and higher labour
productivity throughout the economy; it also
goes to prove that the growth in farming output
is being achieved with a smaller number of
workers.

In all the CMEA countries except Mongolia,
the share of those engaged in industry, construc-
tion and transport and communications consid-
erably exceeded that in agriculture in 1977.
At the same time, the attention is drawn to the
rapid growth in the share of the trade and the
non-productive sector. In most CMEA countries
the proportion of those engaged in that sector
is higher than that in agriculture. This is also
a progressive process, in so far as this sector
plays a mounting role in satisfying both the
needs of material production and the pub-
lic’s requirements. .

The CMEA countries typically display a rapid
rise in educational and qualifications standards,
and an improvement in the occupational compo-
sition of the population. Thus, the total number
of specialists with a higher or complete secon-
dary education increased approximately 2.8 times
between 1961 and 1979. The proportion of spe-
cialists in the total number of all those employed
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in the economy also grew. Thus, this index was
6.5 per-cent in 1960 and 19.3 per cent in 1979
in Bulgaria, 3.7 and 15.8 per cent in the GDR,
9.3 and 21.3 per cent in the USSR, and 13.3
and 24.9 per cent (1978) in Czechoslovakia.
In Poland, the proportion of specialists
was 5 per cent in 1958 and 17.1 per cent in
1978. ‘

The economic potential of the CMEA countries

rests on a wealth of natural resources. Although
these states occupy only 19 per cent of the world’s
territory, they are a very rich region in terms
of useful minerals, timber and water resources.
Today, they account for 21 per cent of the world
production of electricity, 28 per cent of the
hard coal and 66 per cent of the brown coal or
lignite, over 19 per cent of the oil, and 30 per cent
of the natural and associated gas.
" They also account for half the world resources
of iron ore, about a third of the coal, two-fifths
of the natural gas, and two-thirds of the mineral
reserves of manganese ores and apatites. This
enables them to make use in the economy of
enormous quantities of raw and other materials
and fuel every year. In the USSR alone the con-
sumption of material resources was estimated
in 1975 at 500,000 million roubles. i

At the same time, the distribution of economic
minerals among the individual CMEA "countries
is uneven. The bulk is concentrated in the So-
viet' Union, which possesses the fullest variety
of mineral and raw material resources used in
the modern economy. What is more, in many
natural resources the USSR can satisfy the needs
of the economy’s development for a relatively
long time to come. Thus, reserves exceed the
present level of annual extraction as follows:
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1,000 times in coal, 500 times in iron and man-
ganese ores, 400 times in gas, and more than
500 times in potassium salts.

The consumption of fuel and energy resources
in the CMEA countries has, however, reached
such proportions and is growing at such a rate
that less accessible deposits need to be exploit-
ed; it is becoming more difficult to meet the
demand for these resources, so the CMEA states
are striving for maximum economy and rationa-
lisation in their use. This applies first and fore-
most to oil and gas resources which must be
primarily used more fully and extensively for
technological purposes, while replacing them
as far as possible in the power industry by hard
fuels, including low-calorie ones.

The fact that mineral and raw materials are
distributed unevenly between the CMEA coun-
tries engenders a need for them to pool and
coordinate their efforts in developing the raw
material industries; this is seen as one of the most
important fields of cooperation.

The CMEA countries have accumulated large
material resources for promoting production;
this is manifest, above all, in the mass of basic
production assets—that is, plant and machinery,
as well as production premises and facili-
ties.

The success of the socialist countries in pro-
moting production owes much to the high growth
rate of the mass of embodied labour per worker
employed in material production. Thus, the
assets-to-worker ratio in the sphere of material
production for 1951-79 grew 9.4 times in Bulga-
ria (between 1953 and 1976), 8.5 times in Ro-
mania, 7.5 times in the USSR, 3.8 times in Hun-
gary, 3.5 times in the GDR, 3.1 times in Czecho-
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slovakia and Poland. Growth in the assets-to-
worker ratio was accompanied by a constant
improvement in the qualitative composition and
cost-to-output indices of production assets. As a
result, the rate of growth in labour productivity
overtook the rate of growth in assets-to-worker
ratio for the same period, for example, 1.3 times
in Romania, 1.2 times in Czechoslovakia, 1.3
times in Poland and 1.5 times in the GDR.

; Increase in the machinery-to-worker ratio is
ensured by growth in capital investment in the
fixed production assets, which is an important
condition for extended reproduction and higher
productivity. This condition is being successfully
fulfilled by the CMEA countries. Thus, between
1951 and 1979, the volume of investment in the
USSR outstripped that in the USA by 4.3 times,
in Britain by 3.6 times, Italy and Canada by
2.6-2.7 times, West Germany by 2.2 times and
France by 2 times. While it took less than eight
years to double the volume of fixed production
assets in the USSR between 1951 and 1979, it
took the USA more than eighteen years. More-
over, in 1978 the volume of investment in the
USSR was roughly equal that of the USA and
exceeded that in West Germany, Britain, France
and Italy taken together. )

It should also be borne in mind that the pro-
ductive capacity being built up by tke CMEA
countries is being used much more fully than
is that under capitalism. In the mid-1970s,
the share of underemployed production assets
amounted to 22 per cent in the USA and 26
per cent in Japan; up to a quarter of all plant
was standing idle in the EEC countries during
1975. In certain industries this index was even
higher: thus, in 1976, 30 per cent of the capacity
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of ‘the iron and steel industry of the USA was
unused, and 32 per cent in EEC countries was
idle; figures for the chemical industry of the
USA, Japan and West Germany were 25, 30
and 31 per cent respectively. Losses from under-
employment of productive capacities in the
industrially developed capitalist countries run
into thousands of millions of dollars and, in
some periods, exceed the value of gross output
of the developing countries. ‘ R

In the CMEA countries growth in human and
material resources operating in social production
is accompanied by increased efficiency of their
use. At the present stage, special importance
is attached in the CMEA countries to better
use of economic potential. The centre of gravity
of economic-political work has been shifted to
improving the qualitative indices of produc-
tion development, to accelerating the growth of-
its efficiency, and to intensifying the reproduc-
tive processes.

Growth in the efficiency of socialist production
is expressed in the most synthesised form in.
the high growth rate of the national income
per employed person and per citizen (Table 2).
This indicator summarises the dynamics of so-
cial labour productivity.

The rate of growth of the per capita national
income in individual socialist countries is con-
siderably ahead of that attained by the industrial-
ly developed capitalist countries. The combined
CMEA economy had more than double the growth
rate of the EEC countries, and more than treble
that of the USA. In comparing the growth rates
for individual countries, the advantage of the
socialist economy is even more apparent. Thus,
in the 1951-79 period, Bulgaria outstripped
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Belgium 3.5 times, Denmark 3.9 times, Sweden
4.2 times and Britain 4.8 times.

It is important to note that the dynamic
growth rate of national income in the CMEA
countries is largely due to higher labour pro-
ductivity. :

Table 2

Rate of Growth of per Capita National Im:m.ne
in Individual Socialist and Capitalist Countries

(as a per cent of 1950)

Average an-
1960 1970 1979 inual increment

for 1951-79
Bulgaria 260 | 506 902 7.9
Czechoslovakia 188 | 275 393 4.9
GDR 279 | 432 640 6.8
Hungary 166 | 271 427 5.1
Poland 174 | 283 475 5.6
Romania 238 | 482 1,038 8.4
USSR 223 | 392 569 6.2
Yugoslavia * 180 | 296 463 5.5
France 142 222 29 3.8
FRG 195 | 284 337 4.3
Great Britain 124 | 1534 174 2.0
Italy 157 | 264 312 4.0
Japan 225 | 558 803 7.5
USA 116 | 149 181 2.1

* 1952=100 per cent.

Labour productivity in the industry qf the
CMEA countries has grown more dynamlca.lly
than in the capitalist states. Over the period
1951-79, the CMEA countries as a whole sur-
passed Common Market countries in growth
rate of this indicator by 1.5 times and it was
double the American rate. The ratios were even
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greater for particular countries. Thus, in Bulga-
ria and Poland, labour productivity grew 2.8
times faster than in Britain; in Romania it was
3.3 times higher than in the USA.

A typical feature of capitalist economic devel-
opment is its unevenness, the alternation of
periods of slump with those of relative boom;
this is just as evident when analysing labour
productivity. For example, in the USA years
of an accelerated rise in labour productivity
(1955 produced an increase of 9.1 per cent,
1959 of 7.2 per cent, 1964 of 5.1 per cent, giving
an average annual growth rate of 3.5 per cent
for 1951-76) alternate with years of sharp dece-
lerations in growth and stagnation of productivi-
ty (for example, in 1970, 1974-75). In the EEC
countries, the average annual productivity.
growth rates in industry for 1971-76 were lower
than for 1966-70 by 23 per cent. The cyclical
nature of this indicator is glaringly obvious
against the background of labour productivity
growth rates in the CMEA countries: average
annual growth was 5.4 per cent from 1961 to
1965, 5.5 per cent for 1966-70, and 5.9 per cent
for 1971-76. .

It is also noteworthy that, in contrast to the
socialist countries, productivity growth in the
capitalist states does not necessarily imply a
growth of production, since capitalism, especially
in recent years, has been typified by an increase
in mass unemployment. The effect gained from
higher labour productivity is somewhat can-
celled out by higher unemployment. The capi-
talist countries suffer enormous losses because
of unemployment and underemployment of avail-
able labour power. Let us take the figures for
the USA as an example (Table 3).
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Table 3
Losses from Unemployment in the US Economy

1960 1965 1970 1976

Number of unemploy- ‘
ed (thous.) 3,854 | 3,366 | 4,088 | 7,288
Level of national in-
come per worker
(dollarsl)) 10,695 | 12,900 | 13,472 | 14,300
Loss from unemplo;lr-
ment " (thous. mil-
lion dollars) 41.2 43.4 55.1 104.2
Proportion of loss
from unemplo;lrment
in the national in-
come (per cent) 5.3 4.4 4.8 7.7

The loss to the American economy from under-
employment of available labour power for'1976
alone was the enormous sum of 104,200 million
dollars. Besides that, according to American
statistics, the USA in 1976 had over a million
people disillusioned about ever finding a job
and therefore failing to register at the labgur
exchange; that means another 14,300 million
dollars of the national income unreceived. The
total sum exceeds the amount spent by the USA
on health by 3.5 times and on aid to emergency
areas by 5.2 times in the 1975/76 fiscal year.

Bearing in mind the idle labour power under
capitalism, the productivity level in the USA
in 1976 must be taken as a tenth less than the
figures reproduced in Table 3; it therefor(? amount-
ed to $ 13,100 per employable person (including
the jobless), rather than $ 14,300.

The economic development of the CMEA coun-
tries is based on a combination of rapid prod-
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uctivity growth and the use of additional la-
bour power on a scale made possible by the rise
in the able-bodied population .and in the extent
of employment. By combining these two factors—
a rise in labour productivity and . number of
employed—the CMEA countries have attained
remarkable success in increasing industrial pro-
duction. Eloquent testimony to that is the
growing share of CMEA countries in world pro-
duction of major types of industrial output
(Table 4).

Table 4

Share of CMEA Countries in World Production
of Selected Types of Industrial Output

(per cent)
1950 1979
Electricity (gross generation) 14 21
0il 8.4 19
Natural gas 5 30
Coal (calculated in conditional
fuel) 23 31
Pig iron 18 29
Steel : 19 28
Mineral fertilisers (calculated per
100 per cent of nutrients) 21 30
Cement 14 - 22

The measures drawn up and being implement-
ed in the CMEA countries to improve plan-
ning and economic management, to tighten up
labour discipline, and to promote the workers’
productive initiatives are all aimed at using
internal production reserves of labour power, at
better employing productive capacity, at econo-
mising on fuel, raw and other materials and at

119



cutting down construction schedules. By bring-
ing all these reserves into play the CMEA states
will be able to reduce their currently excessive
dependence in extending production on the rate
of the expenditure increase on live and especially
embodied labour, to improve the dynamics of
economic efficiency indicators and thereby create
conditions conducive to maintaining stable rates
of expanded production which would reflect the
full use of objectively existing potentialities.

The extension of economic cooperation and
economic integration among the CMEA states
is exceptionally important to their economic
growth. The concerted use of their economic
potential is leading to an increase in opportu-
nities for economic advance through the more
efficient functioning of national economies.

A closer intertwining of national economic
sectors is taking place on the basis of deepening
specialisation and cooperation of production.
By the beginning of 1980, material values to

the sum of over 105,000 million roubles a year
were circulating on the CMEA market. In 1971-
75, mutual deliveries of commodities between
the countries exceeded 200,000 million roubles
and in 1976-79 they reached approximately
380,000 million roubles (in current prices).

Another typical feature of the CMEA coun-
tries’ use of their economic potential and the
guideline for the development of their social
production is the increasing orientation on sat-
isfying human requirements. The task of expand-
ing production is linked increasingly closely to
that of achieving higher living standards.

The high rate of growth of social production
typical of the socialist countries enables them
to expand current consumption and, at the same
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time, build up a mass of accumulated consumer
wealth (non-production assets, including housing
and consumer durables). ,

The consumption fund in the national income
of the CMEA countries for 1951-79 rose by 5.9
times (making an average annual increment of
6.3 per cent). The highest rate of growth was
in Bulgaria, Poland, Romania and the USSR
where it showed a more than sixfold increase in
the given period. These rates surpassed the con-
sumption growth in the industrially developed
capitalist countries. Thus, the average annual
growth rate in the consumption fund amounted
to 4 per cent in the USA and 2.2 per cent}in
Britain for 1961-76.

The growth rate of the consumption fund in
the CMEA countries has invariably considerably
outstripped the growth rate of the population,
thereby ensuring a high growth in per capita
consumption (Table 5). This applies also to

Table 5
Growth of the Per Capita Consumption Fund

(1950 =100 per cent)

1960 1965 | 1970 | 1975 1979

Bulgaria * 181 | 239 | 325 | 446 | 520
Czechoslovakia 158 180 | 232 | 290 | 316
GDR 267 | 302 | 379 | 499 | 587**
Hungary 157 | 185 | 246 | 304 | 34
Poland 171 205 259 375 | 443
Romania *** 161 214 | 263 | 366 | 458
USSR *** 187 | 223 | 297 | 368 | 419

* {952=100 per cent.
** Agsessent.
*++ Real per capita income.
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countries with a high population growth (in post-
war years these have been primarily Mongolia,
the USSR, Romania and Poland). ’

The bulk of real incomes of the population
consists of payments received for work. Their
share in the total real incomes of the CMEA
population varies from one country to another
from between 70 and 80 per cent. The remaining
incomes are received out of social funds. The
share of social funds in the population’s incomes
amounts to about 23 per cent in Bulgaria, 26
in Hungary, 29 in the GDR, 31 in the USSR
and Czechoslovakia. In capitalist countries, the
share of incomes out of social payments is less
than in the CMEA countries, especially by com-
parison with the USSR, the GDR and Czecho-
slovakia. ‘

A steady and dynamic growth in average wages
and salaries is taking place in the CMEA coun-
tries. Thus, from the early 1970s, the average
wage in Bulgaria, the USSR and Czechoslovakia
increased by some 33 per cent.

Considerable differences exist between the so-
cialist and capitalist states in their social allo-
cations to free services in the income composi-
tion. Owing to the wider development of free
education, free medical care and other free ser-
vices, the share of the real incomes of the CMEA
population represented by these free Services
is ‘considerably higher, from 12 to 15 per cent
per country, while in France it is 4 per cent,
in West Germany 7 per cent, Norway 8 per cent,
and so on. The free provision of these services
to the population is among the most important
achievements of socialism; it ensures citizens
equal rights in satisfying socially vital require-
ments,
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Thanks to the social funds, the CMEA coun-
tries now enjoy the most advanqed system of
social security and health care in the. woyld,
and the widest network of gener.ally accessible
cultural and educational institutions. The pro-
vision of medical services measured in terms
of the number of doctors has reached a hlgher
level in.the CMEA states than in the capitalist
countries: the CMEA states, includlng Vle?nam,
had averagely 29 doctors per 10,000 inhabitants
in 1979, compared with the US average for
1976 of 22.5 doctors;. the West German figure
was 25.1 in 1978, French 15.3 in 1976, the Jap-

e 15.9, and so on.
an%she growth in incomes in the CMEA states
was accompanied by a greater consumption of
major material benefits: foodstuffs, clothing,
footwear and consumer durables. .

The calorific value of the food consu_med in-
the CMEA countries is no lower than in such
countries as West Germany and Britain, although

Table 6

Capita Consumption of Basic Foodstuffs in
Fer Capl (a]MEA C(l))untries (kg), 1979

. Vegeta-
Meat *| Milk | Sugar Fish bles -
i : 141
Bulgaria 65 229 34 6.6
Czechoslovakia | 84 226** 39 5.3 Z)g
GDR 89 40 7.0 s
Hungary 73%*%| {57**| 36 2.6%***| 83
Poland 81 457 44 7.6 119
USSR 58 319 43 | 16.4 95

* For Bulgaria, Poland and the USSR, including lard.
** Not including animal fats.

»#» Including fish and fish products

e 1078, .
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the structure of food consumption in several
CMEA countries requires considerable im-
provement (Table 6).

The present-day consumption level of meat
in the GDR and Czechoslovakia is close to that
in the more developed capitalist countries. In
the other CMEA states, the lag in meat product
consumption is rapidly closing. In the near
future, all the CMEA countries will achieve a
rational meat product consumption level (ac-
cording to calculations by Soviet experts, the
scientifically substantiated meat consumption
norm amounts to 82 kg a year). In consumption
of sugar, the CMEA countries have virtually
achieved the rational consumption level (40 kg).
In that of fruit and vegetables they still lag
behind the rational norm (for vegetables it is
146 kg, fruit 113 kg) and behind the consumption
level in countries like Italy and France; however,
the consumption level of vegetables in the CMEA
countries exceeds that in West Germany and
Britain.

The CMEA countries’ attainments are substan-
tial in the consumption of consumer durables
and non-durables. The consumption of cotton
and woollen fabrics in the CMEA countries is
roughly the same as in the industrially developed
capitalist states.

Provision of household articles and domestic
labour-saving devices has increased manifold
over the last ten years in the CMEA countries,
and the gap between certain CMEA states and
the more industrially developed capitalist coun-
tries has narrowed considerably, though the
consumption of consumer durables is still lower
than in capitalist countries.

- The CMEA states are rapidly increasing the
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provision of such durables as radios, television
sets and washing machines. R

A vital feature of prosperity is housing pro-
vision. Intensive house building is going on in
the CMEA countries to make it possible every
year to improve housing conditions for tens of
millions of people. In the USSR al.one, the
housing conditions of 50 million I')eople‘ improved
during the years 1976-80; this is a figure that
exceeds the total populations of Belgium, Greece,
Denmark, Ireland, the Netherlands and Swedfen
put together. In number of apartments built
every year per 10,000 inhabitants the CMEA
countries surpass EEC countries and Fhe USA
(Table 7). It is also important to take into con-
sideration that the state takes upon itself the
major part of expenditure on housing construc-
tion in the CMEA countries and that rent is
Table 7

Number of Apartments Built Annually
per 1,000 Inhabitants

1960 1970 1975 1976 1977 1979

CMEA countries| 10.4 | 8.5 8.4 8.0 | 8.1 7.6

Including:

n]%\illg::lriga 6.3] 5.4 6.6 7.7 187 | 7.4

hoslova- 1
CZlt?x(i:za\Os o 54| 7.8 100 9.1 189179
GDR 4.7 4.5 8.41 9.0 9.7 ] 9.7
Hungary 581 7.8 9.5 89 | 87 | 8.2
Poland 481 6.0 7.8 8.0 { 7.9 | 8.1
Romania 13.71 7.9 7.8] 6.5 | 6.7 | 8.7
USSR 12.1| 9.3 8.8 8.2 | 8.2 7.?

EEC countries 7.4] 7.6 6.8 6.7 5.

luding:

In]%rlilt;ir% 58] 6.6 59| 5.9 ] 5.5 | 4.8
Italy 591 7.0 3.9 3.3} 2.3 | 2.7
USA 7.21 7.2 55| 7.2 | 8.2 1| 8.9
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extremely low: in the USSR, for example, it
constitutes only 2.5 per cent of an industrial
worker’s family budget. In capitalist countries,
corresponding expenditure is very high; more-
over, there is a constant rise in payment for
housing (it increased by 5 per cent in 1976 alone
in West Germany), for fuel and telephone (in
1976 it inereased by 29 per cent in France).
The housing problem is one of the most severe
in capitalist states. In Great Britain, for example,
it is reckoned that 200,000 people are homeless
and that their number has trebled in the past
ten years.

Owing to a growth in social production, ra-
tional use of material and labour resources the
CMEA states plan during the current five-year
period to further increase public prosperity
substantially. Real per capita incomes increased
in 1979 by 10 per cent in Bulgaria, 9 per cent
in Hungary, 21 per cent in the GDR, 11 per cent
in Mongolia, 25 per cent in Romania, and 14
per cent in the USSR. \

Growth- in national prosperity and higher
living standards, which is the fundamental goal
of economic development under socialism, is
gained through the steady increase in economic
potential of the CMEA countries; this is an
important factor in consolidating the world
socialist system and in its mounting influence
on the course of world development.

Scientific and Technt;logical Potential

Accelerated scientific and technological pro-
gress is of decisive importance for the attainment
of high economic targets outlined in the party
programime documents of the CMEA member
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states. The communist and workers’ parties. of
these countries, in working out the strategy and
tactics of building a developed socialist and
communist society, afford science an exceptional-
ly important role in fulfilling all the funda-
mental economic tasks (a higher productivity
of social labour) and social ones (convergence
of the material and cultural levels of the various
social groups, improved running of social devel-
opment, communist education of citizens- in
the new society, etc.), also bearing in mind
the fact that the attempts rapidly to assimilate
the achievements of the scientific and technolo-
gical revolution are a major sphere of competi-
tion between the two world systems. _
A scientifically substantiated realisation of
these socio-economic functions of science con-
stitutes the essence of the scientific and techno-
logical policy of the socialist countries; this
policy develops through purposeful actions by
state agencies. Problems of strengthening and
utilising potential in science and technology,
promoting scientific and technological know-how
and assimilating scientific and technological
achievements all hold a major place in the set
of measures being implemented . within the
framework of the scientific and technological
policy. :
Proceeding from this accepted notion, scienti-
fic potential includes personnel, information,
material and technological and organisational
components, the optimum combination of which
ensures the intensive development of science
and its increasing impact on all aspects of con-
temporary society. The principal question of
the scientific and technological policy is the
quantitative and qualitative formation of the
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scientific potential structure, since the level,
results and rate of development of scientific
activities and, ultimately, the present and future
of science itself, depend on the sort of personnel
and facilities available to science, how much
is allocated for promoting science and what
organisational structure it has.

The provision of science and branches of the
economy with personnel of appropriate quali-
fications is a crucial aspect of the scientific and
technological policy of the socialist countries.
Over recent years, the increase in the scientific
personnel potential has been considerably out-
stripping the growth in number of people em-
ployed in the economy.

Data on the scientific personnel potential show
that, in the numbers engaged in science and
the scientific services, as well as in total numbers
of scientific workers, the CMEA countries are
virtually on a par with the economic groupings
of industrially developed capitalist countries.

As a result primarily of demographic changes,
the numerical growth of scientific personnel is
likely somewhat to slow down in the near fu-
ture. Therefore, further development of person-
nel potential will be directed primarily at
optimising intensive factors of growth, including
qualifications, functional and age factors.

An important element in controlling the per-
sonnel potential in science is distribution of
scientific personnel among economic branches,
the fields of science and types of scientific orga-
nisations. In most CMEA countries, for example,
a very large part of the total number of scienti-
fic workers and experts with a higher education
is made up of college and university teachers.
At the same time, despite the fact that, in num-
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bers employed, economic ‘research institutions
occupy- a leading place, :the growth rate in them
pf highly ‘qualified scholarly ‘personnel ‘is. still
insufficient. Of late this situation has been .im-
proving owing to the faster training of highly
qualified personnel (primarily in technical -dis-
ciplines) for research institutions of branch min- -
istries and departments; -this will. undoubtedly
help to speed up scientific and -technological
progress in the CMEA .countries. :

A!; the same time, there is a growing concen-
tration of personnel 'in Teseafch institutions.
This is a progressive factor,.in so.far as it makes
it possible to launch research on :a high level
and in directions corresponding :to contempora-
ry requirements on the basis.of large research
units possessing a substantial scientific poten-
tial .and powerful experimental .and production
facilities. As a result of measures taken ‘to en-
hance the effectiveness of scientific activity,
most CMEA countries are enjoying an absolute
as well as relative growth in numbers employed
in research institutions, as well as an increase
in the average number of scientific workers per
research institution.

Improvement in qualifications of personnel is
appther important means of intensifying scien-
plﬁc activity. Today, the qualification structure
is being improved by ‘bringing closer to the op-
timum (1 : 3) the ratio 'between ‘the number of
scientific workers with higher - qualifications
(doctors and candidates of science) and other
categories of people employed in science.

The financing of research and development s
viewed in the CMEA countries as an important’
line of development .of the national scientific
and technological potential because it is largely

93508 129



instrumental in determining the scale and depth
of research and development, the opportunities
for investment in the material and -technical
basis of science, the attraction and training of
qualified personnel, etc. This explains the high
growth rate of the funds earmarked by the CMEA
countries for the development of science and
technology. During the 1971-75 five-year period,
the total expenditure on R and D for the whole

CMEA region exceeded that for the 1966-70°

period by between 60 and 80 per cent.

The rising effectiveness of the scientific and
technological potential of the CMEA countries
shows just how intensive research and develop-
ment are; this is particularly evident in the
rapid increase in number of . patents issued on
inventions, compared with the rise in the number
of people engaged in science and the scientific
services. In number of annually registered in-
ventions, the CMEA countries are well ahead
of any economic grouping of capitalist coun-
tries, including the EEC, as well as any capital-
ist state, including the USA.

As regards the practical realisation of scienti-
fic and technological achievements that rest on
inventions, the CMEA countries are not yet
introducing them into production fast enough,
~ and are certainly not taking full advantage of
_their enormous potential. for accelerating produc-
‘tion growth; this potential stems from the highly
-developed scientific and technological capacity
“built up over the years of socialist construction.
There are still a large number of inventions
~which are being poorly used or are still waiting
their turn for practical application. It is a fact,
for example, that less than half the registered
‘inventions are actually used in production each
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year. To eliminate this deficiency it is vi
that the time taken for applying 3srcientiﬁc atrfl(%
technological achievements and improving the
qu.?hty of manufactured goods should be reduced.
It is on this that the CMEA countries have been
concentrating special attention of late.
Scientific and technological progress has been
the focus of recent congresses of the communist
and workers’ parties of the CMEA countries.
’I:he congress documents outline specific objec-
tives aimed at promoting the scientific and tech-
nologlcal revolution. Fulfilment of these tasks
requires both a further development of the scien-

‘tific and technological potential of the CMEA

statesk_and more effective use of it, as well as
extension of the cooperation among the CMEA
mem})ers in promoting science and technology.
Attainments in fundamental research and the
tremendous scientific work already done open
up before technology and production qualita-
tively new opportunities, which are being expand-
ed. every year as a consequence of new discov-
eries.

The scientific and technological revolution
requires improvement of many facets of socialist
activity, particularly in the area of the scienti-
fically grounded solution of problems concerned
with science. Improvement of administration is
a paramount task for state science policy, an
object of constant concern for communist and
workers’ parties of the CMEA countries. In re-
cent years, decisions by party congresses and
plenaI:y meetings. of central committees have
been 1nt?0ducing serious changes to the system
of pl:annl.ng, financing and economic stimulation
of scientific and technological progress, intended
to provide a comprehensive approach to the
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problems of promoting science and technology;
this is creating conditions conducive to combin-
ing science.and production and to achieving the
optimum functioning of the whole ‘research-
preduction’ cycle.

" The plan for research and development in all
CMEA states has become an integral part of
economic plans. As a rule, it is founded on com-
prehensive programmes which include a stage
for the introduction of scientific and technolo-
gical results and prove an aggregate of pre-
determined economic, scientific and technologi-
cal, and organisational measures with the
necessary -Tesource :back-up. '

The financing of research and development
and .their application is now goal-oriented in
character—that is, it involves all stages of the
<yesearch-production’ cycle. In all the CMEA
countries special funds have been set up; from
now on they are to be the main sources for financ-
ing R and D. More than half R and D expendi-
ture ‘will :be covered by funds of the economic
associations.

Most of the socialist countries have the inte-
gration process develaping in an economic-com-
plex of research, design, technological and exper-
imental organisations. This integration is seen
as an effective means of achieving an uninter-
rupted ‘research-production’ cycle. A whole num-
‘ber of associations have grown into research
complexes, formulating technical policy in the
given industry and embodying dozens of pro-
‘duction, research and design divisions. They
include the following: Robotron (GDR), Tesla
(Czechoslovakia), Ikarus (Hungary), Balkankar
(Bulgaria) and Mera (Poland).

Science and technology policy, being imple-
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mented: by the communist and workers’ parties
of the fraternal countries, paved. the way for
their science to be at the forefront of world
scientific and technological progress. The work.
of scientists from socialist countries in the peace-
ful use of atomic energy and space exploration,
in biology and chemistry and other branch-
es of knowledge has received universal recog-
nition..

Original research is at present under way in
first-class, ' well-equipped scientific institutions
on nuclear physics, solid state physics, quantum
electronics and other areas of modern physics;
work is successfully progressing on the automa-
tion of production and research; and new efficient
instruments are being made. The science. policy
of the: CMEA countries is. reflected in the: suc-
cesses of new industries that ensure the technical
progress of the economy (the power industry.,
chemicals, engineering, electric engineering, ra-
dio engineering, electronics), and.in the qualita-
tive modernisation of traditional industries.

On the basis of the international socialist divi-
sion of labour, the CMEA countries are defining
the priority areas of scientific and technological
research, setting up large national research.cen-
tres in certain areas of produetion: shipbuilding
in Poland and the GDR, the manufacture of
optical and electrovacuum equipment. in: the
GDR, lifting and haulage equipment in  Poland,
battery-driven factory vehicles in Bulgaria,.
microelectronics and machinery with programm-
ed controls in Czechoslovakia, buses] and low-
current equipment in Hungary, plant for the
petrochemical industry in Romania, etc.

Research in traditional areas has priority.
development: mathematical research.in Poland,
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chemical and biological research in Hungary,
optical research in the GDR, processing of oil
and natural gas in Romania, counter-pressurised
casting in Bulgaria.

Thus, the extensive use of the advantages of
the socialist economic system for speeding up
science and technology, for realising scientific
and technological achievements and for improv-
ing the forms of ‘contact between science and
production that exist under socialism are enabl-
ing the socialist countries successfully to ensure
a further effective growth of scientific and techno-
logical progress in the interests of fulfilling cur-
rent and longer-term socio-economic tasks of
socialist and communist construction.

With respect to the ways of improving the
effectiveness of the scientific and technological
potential of the CMEA countries, the significance
of scientific and technological cooperation is
worth noting. Although this book examines the
question separately, nonetheless it is apposite
here to underline the fact that, according to
existing evaluations, a complete utilisation by
the CMEA countries of the opportunities of
international socialist division of labour in
science and - technology would enable them. to
raise the effectiveness of the scientific and techno-
logical potential of the USSR by 25 per cent,
Czechoslovakia by more than 100 per cent, and
the .GDR by approximately 100 per cent. Thus,
scientific: and technological cooperation, which
has ‘already played a large part in the establish-
ment and development of the scientific and
technological potential of the CMEA countries,
will, in the. future, become a major area for
raising the effectiveness of scientific and techno-
logical progress.
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' CHAPTER 5

THE ROLE OF SOCIALIST ECONOMIC
INTEGRATION IN DEVELOPING
THE MATERIAL AND TECHNICAL BASIS OF
SOCIALIST SOCIETY

The decisive objective in the building of social-
ism and communism is to strengthen and improve
the material and technical basis of ,5001_et.y.
The activities of communist and workers’ parties
in the socialist community are, therefo_rq,.geared
to using all the conditions and mobilising all
factors that help to create and improve a.dev_elopi
ed material and technical basis of society cor-
responding to socialism’s growing maturity and
the requirements of its development into com-
munism. At the present stage of development,
an increasingly important place among these
conditions and factors is occgplgd by those en-
gendered by socialist economlc integratlon. The
fresh opportunities opened up by integration
help in resolving the complex problems of rep-
roduction of all the elements of the materlal
and technical basis of socialism. That II.I.cludf}S
those of regulating the dialectical ‘I:elatIOIlShlp
between the current and long-term interests of
social development, ensuring the optimisation
of the modern procedure for extended reproduc-

. tion, with special account for improving overall

i i lating
brosperity and, at the same time, accumu
{;he ﬁecessary conditions for qualitative changes
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in the material and technical basis, preparing
it to grow into the basis for the higher phase
of the communist. formation:

The material and. technical basis of society
is the sum' total of the materialised elements
of the social process of reproduction that are
used to attain certain economic and social goals
and to which a certain type of reproduction
corresponds. This basis constitutes a system with
a structure, certain elements of which are inter-
related. A key position in this system belongs
to the material and technical basis of material
production. The present-day material and techni-
cal.basis of socialist production acts increasingly
as: advanced science materialised in means of
production, objects of labour, as well as in technol-
ogy. Given the qualitative characteristics of
.the material and technical basis of production,
teehnology plays a.growing role in the combining
and interacting of the materialised elements of
production. . The material and technical basis
of research is an increasingly important element
in that of society. Its third essential element is
the: material and’ technical basis of the non-
productive branches; the services sphere, of the
social and spiritual infrastructure, which: directly
serves extended reproduction of people as a
productive force and. their development as hu-
man beings. ’

A characteristic: feature of the development
of the material and technical basis of socialist
society today is that it is based on a scientific
conception of internationalisation. of the economy
under socialism, taking account of the laws gov-
erning the comprehensive drawing itogether and
interaction of the national economies of the
socialist countries and of socialist economic
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integration. The experience of the CMEA coun-
tries in using the integration to improve the
material- and technical basis of society is of
immense importance for the future. It enables
them to elaborate issues vital to socialist and
communist construction more profoundly, such
as, first, the criteria for the material and techni-
cal basis of the new society and their interna-
tional character and, second, the role of socialist
economic integration in improving this basis.

#* ok %

The question of the social and economic cri-
teria for the material and technical basis corres-
ponding to socialism is a central issue of the
theory and practice of building socialist society
and, particularly, of creating and further improv-
ing developed socialism. Since socialist relations
of production prevailed and a powerful produc-
tion and scientific potential was built within
the CMEA countries, and in the course of their
gradual international intertwining, the-import-
ance of developing the material and technical
basis has become even more apparent for the
further improvement of socialist relations of
production. These, being improved in accordance
with the further socialisation of production. and
labour, ensure the development of the material
and technical basis. Thus, a material and techni-
cal basis takes shape which meets the require-
ments of developed socialism and creates the
material prerequisites for the gradual transition
lo communism; this occurs during the improve-
ment of the production and all social relations
of socialist society. This interaction also applies
to the development of the relations of produc-
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tion between individual socialist countries: and
thé material and technical basis of the whole
socialist community. Socialist integration is, in
essence, one of the most important aspects of
the way this mechanism functions inter-
nationally. )

It is important to emphasise that integration
helps to improve not only the ‘natural’, cost-to-
performance characteristics of the material and
technical basis of socialism (large-scale machine
production, electrification, the introduction of
chemicals, automation, etc.), but also its socio-
economic ones. The Marxist thesis on the ratio-
nal regulation and public control of the materia-
lised exchange between society and nature,
which should occur with minimal expenditure
of effort and under conditions worthy of human
beings, characterises the socio-economic function
of the material and technical basis corresponding
to both phases of the communist formation.
Realisation of this function is a lengthy histori-
cal process that has its own contradictions.
As a result, the productive forces of society
change radically, their return for people multi-
plies and the use of materialised labour is in-
creasingly subordinated to the requirements of
live labour.

The essence of the socio-economic characteris-
tics of socialism’s material and technical basis
is contained in this unity of rationality and hu-
manism, which is historically specific. It isa
unity of contradictions, the nature and oppor-
tunities for the resolution of which depend on
the development of productive forces, the matu-
rity of the socialist relations of production, and
the level of the deliberate use of the requirements
of the patterns of social development, including
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the internationalisation of socialist production.

The socio-economic criteria for the material
and technical basis of socialism generally and
under developed socialist society are interna-’
fcionally significant. At the current stage, this
is evident, in particular, in the similarity of the
economic and social tasks being tackled by most
CMEA countries during the development of the
material and technical basis. This universality
of the criteria and similarity of the economic
and social objectives are prerequisites for the
extensive use of socialist economic integration
to improve the material and technical basis of
individual countries.

Of these generally significant criteria, the fol-
lowing are particularly noteworthy:

1. The increasingly consistent orientation of
the development of the material and technical
bas.is on attainment of the supreme goal of
socialist production—an increase in general pros-
perity. This presupposes a further intensifica-
tion of the interaction between the material,
technical, economic and social aspects of the
development of production in order to satisfy
the material and cultural requirements of the
population increasingly fully and further develop
the working people’s creative talents.

_ Affirmation to -the full of this criterion is
important testimony to the growing maturity
of socialist society. '

In the past, the tasks related to this could
not be brought to the forefront, inasmuch as
there were other urgent requirements connected
with the building of socialism’s material and
technical basis: turning the country into an
industrial nation from an agrarian one through
gocialist industrialisation, overcoming the dis-
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proportions inherited from capitalism, making
up the tremendous losses engendered by the war,
etc. Realisation of these requirements created
the requisites for advancing contemporary far-
reaching social tasks. At the same time, it is
noteworthy that even when these requisites do
exist, the fulfilment of new social tasks demands
a. further improvement in the material and
technical basis of society.

2. The mass use of the latest achievements
of scientific and technological progress through
the interaction of evolutionary and revolutionary
changes in science and technology, and particu-
larly the implementation of the scientific and
technological revolution, became the universal
direction for improving the material and techni-
cal basis of society. This applies to scientific
and technological progress in all branches and
in all functional elements of the material and
technical basis. The CMEA countries are today
witnessing a qualitative renovation of the exist-
ing potential that is increasingly dominating
over the guantitative extension of various -ele-
ments of the material and technical basis. This
is a question not only of techno-economic para-
meters of the basis, but of the social characteris-
tics of the means of labour that ensure a further
manifestation- of the socialist character.of labour
resulting from a change in its cqntent. The in-
tensification of labour’s role as a directly social
element "is accompanied by an acceleration of
the process by which the substantial socio-
economic differences between mental and manual
labour, and between town and country are over-
come. Heavy manual labour and unhealthy
working conditions are gradually being eliminat-
ed. It is also important to get rid of the nervous
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strain and monotonous work sometimes associat-
ed with increased mechanisation and automation
of production processes.  Nature-protection va-
riants of production methods are being intro-
duced. Development of the material and techni-
cal basis on a foundation of the latest scientific
and technological achievements is required :if
these economic and social problems are to be
gradually solved; further social progress depends
decisively on the sum total of them. Also vital
is an increasing realisation of the opportunities
being opened up by the scientific and technolo-
gical revolution for ensuring a use of this basis
that is socially oriented as required by socialism.

3. These criteria. also include requirements
for the type of reproduction corresponding to
developed socialist society, which is intensive
extended reproduction. The CMEA  couniries
have already implemented -the first condition
for intensive extended reproduction—the predom-
inant role of higher labour productivity in
increasing the production of the national income,
with the increase in number of workers playing
a less important part. Nowadays, the prime task
is the transition to capital-saving reproduction.
It remains for the trend ‘towards 'increasing ex-
penditure of past labour for economising on live .
labour (capital-intensive development) to be
overcome and for the realisation to be ensured
of the capital-saving variant, whereby labour
productivity grows faster than the assets-to-
worker ratio.

4, By the early 1970s, the development of
the material and technical basis of the CMEA
countries had reached a level at which one
important condition for its further improvement
had become a stronger interrelationship in its
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functioning in all these countries, stronger in-
teraction between the national processes of
socialist extended reproduction on the basis of
socialist economic integration. Participation in
integration has today become one of the import-
ant criteria which has to be satisfied by the
material and technical basis of each of the coun-
tries within the socialist community. It is an
important indicator of whether the opportuni-
ties for improving the material and technical
basis and the efficiency of its functioning are
being used to the full, opportunities that stem
from the existence of the socialist community
with its developed economy. :

In working out ways to utilise socialist eco-
nomic integration for improving the material
and technical basis of the socialist countries
today, account must be taken of the fact that
the rapid development of productive forces, the
use of scientific and technological advances in
production, and present-day criteria for rational
economic management all make an individual
country’s participation in the international divi-
sion of labour a vital objective condition for
the successful development of its material and
technical basis. This is apparent from the new
social relationships that exist between the eco-
nomic efficiency of production and the optimum
-scale of enterprises, and other such functional
dependencies. At the same time, it is important
to bear in mind that the productive forces of
each country develop under certain specific
conditions; accordingly, these generally signif-
icant relationships will be modified. The inter-
nationally important economic and social cri-
teria for the development of the material and
‘technical basis in each particular country are
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being used in specific ways, depending on the
actual conditions of reproduction. This signifies
a multiplicity of directions and forms of the
various countries’ participation in socialist eco-
nomic integration, as well as a multifaceted
effect received by them from this.

At the same time, it should be stressed that
this multiplicity of forms exists in conjunction
with unity in the most important thing—the
increasingly mutually complementary nature of
the material and technical basis in the different
countries, better conditions for its planned and
stable development, and realisation of the new
opportunities for its more effective functioning.
Essentially, this means the qualitatively higher
development of the material and technical basis
of socialist society, taking account of the fresh
guidelines for and demands on territorial distri-
bution and national proportions. These are the
criteria, guidelines and demands that correspond
to the new, higher stage of economic cooperation
among the countries of the socialist community,
thiat of socialist economic integration.

On the basis of these criteria, the CMEA coun-
tries are resolving new and complex problems
involved in improving their material and techni-
cal basis. These include the problem of optimis-
ing the product range in each country and in-
creasing the volume of output of uniform prod-
ucts, that of implementing the new quality
standards and production efficiency that emanate
from integration requirements, that of attaining
the right proportion of specialised goods corres-
ponding to integration conditions, the right
share of exports in production and of imports
in domestic consumption, and other complex
problems.
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It should be kept in mind here that cost-to-
performance indicators alone are insufficient for
working out and assessing the effectiveness of
integration. A possible technological optimum
taken by itself, no matter how important, is
not yet a criterion for internationalisation of
production within the socialist community. Sim-
ilarly, it cannot be concluded that a produc-
tion process has a- low economic efficacy simply
because it is internationalised to a low degree.
Social and political criteria are exceedingly
important; in the use of these an analysis
has to be made of how the many requirements
of socialist society, the interests of long-term
development, the tasks of consolidating the
socialist way of -life, the requirements of inter-
national solidarity among the socialist countries,
and ‘the interests of strengthening the economic
might and political unity of the socialist coun-
tries are taken into account. ;

Thus, what is decisive in assessing the
ways, forms and levelsof the internationalisation
of production under socialism is the extent to
which the international division of labour in
production and in the development of science
and technology actually facilitates the satis-

faction of the requirements of socialist and
" communist construction. It is this decisive cri-
terion that today determines the objective need
to speed up economic integration within the
community of CMEA countries and to make-.an
increasingly full use of its advantages for further
improving their material and technical basis.

Of great importance in improving the material
and technical basis of the CMEA countries in
the process of the planned and balanced devel-
opment of the historically forming, internation-
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ally intertwined system of their productive.
forces is a high proportion of mutual trade in
their foreign trading, a faster growth of mutual
trade than that of production, and other signs
of a greater intertwining and mutual comple-
mentarity of their national economies. Econo-
mic integration in fuel and raw materials plays
an important role and will continue to do so.
The high capital-intensity of this sphere makes
it necessary to expand the forms of cooperation
connected with the participation of interested
countries in investment. Enhanced importance
also attaches to plans based on the whole com-
munity of CMEA countries and the mapping
out of coordinated or concerted efforts for the
rational exploitation of natural resources for
the long-term provision of continuous economic
growth. The long-term development of the power
industry of the CMEA countries will increasingly
depend on the realisation of joint large-scale
projects in nuclear energy. This explains certain
basic specific requirements for the development
of the material and technical basis of the CMEA
countries. Another important task in promoting
this basis is the relocation of especially material-
and energy-intensive production closer to the
relevant raw material and energy sources.

The role of international specialisation and
cooperation among the CMEA countries is in-
creasing in the development of their material
and technical basis through cooperation in pro-
ducing implements of labour. There are new
demands on engineering which has to ensure a
high scientific and technological level and an
optimum structure in the development of the
principal elements of the material and techni-
cal basis. From the viewpoint of the long-term
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development of and greater cooperation among
the CMEA countries in engineering, rational
international specialisation in conjunction with
a comprehensive approach across the socialist
community is the decisive socio-economic ob-
jective of cooperation in material production.
This will be aimed particularly at the joint
development of new techniques and technology
to reduce the material and energy intensity in
the CMEA economies. This applies both to the
industries producing raw materials, fuel and
energy, and to those consuming them. This is
served by new effective methods of geological
surveying, a higher degree of raw material ex-
traction, efficient way of transmitting energy,
rational types of technology and transportation,
the promotion of work methods requiring a low
material and energy expenditure, methods for
the intensive utilisation of primary raw mate-
rials and the introduction of closed-cycle pro-
duction.

The consistent policy of the CMEA countries
in combining the comprehensive development of
their national economies with international pro-
duction specialisation is an important factor in
improving the material and technical basis,
which is now being formed and harmonised with
the requirements of this optimum complex,
and this encourages a growth in the efficiency
of social production. Long-term specific pro-
grammes for cooperation in the main areas of
material production, those already adopted and
those being now elaborated within CMEA, will
help in resolving the tasks of optimising the
structure of the national economic complexes and
their interrelationships on the basis of the in-
ternational socialist division of labour. The
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specific nature of individual sectors of the na-
tional economy is being taken into account.

Thus, at the present time and for the foresee-
able future, the overwhelming part of each CMEA
country’s requirements for consumer goods and
basic foodstuffs is to be met by domestic pro-
duction. Nonetheless, the international specia-
lisation and cooperation in production is being
intensified in these areas, too. From the early
1970s, there has been a faster growth in the vol-
ume of foreign trade in industrial consumer
goods. In agriculture, the policy of each country
supplying its own basic foodstuffs, above all
those of animal origin, has justified itself. This
fioes not apply, naturally, to farm produce that
is restricted to particular climatic zones.

New methods for producing fodder have in-
creased the countries’ self-sufficiency in basic
food products. At the same time, the tasks
of applying industrial methods to farm produc-
tion, strengthening agricultural facilities and
improving its provision with herbicides, pesti-
cides and fertilisers involve considerable expendi-
ture gind necessitate international cooperation
alsp in promoting the agro-industrial sphere.
This applies primarily not to the international
exchange of farm produce, but to the creation
of the conditions for increasing agricultural
prod.uction in each country, improving the pro-
cessing of its output and increasing return on
investment. Thus, agriculture is becoming the
sector that will increasingly determine the co-
operation spheres in engineering and the chemical
industry.

. An important feature of economic development
in the CMEA countries is the growth in invest-
ment in the non-productive sphere and in the
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latter’s share in the total number of workers
in the national economy. To raise the efficiency
of this branch and better satisfy the popula-
tion's corresponding requirements, it will be
necessary to-extend cooperation among the CMEA
countries here too—for example, promoting hous-
ing construction, expanding the services sphere
and strengthening the facilities for international
tourism. -

So, the combined efforts of the CMEA countries
in developing the material and technical basis,
the drawing together, intertwining and interac-
tion of the material and technical bases of the
individual socialist countries take place on the
foundation of generally important socio-econo-
mic criteria, in the context of the tasks involved
in an increasingly full realisation of the national
interests of each country and the common in-
terests of the community. By virtue of its scale
and development level the material and technical
basis of the USSR plays a central role in this
process. This does not mean any unification of
the material and technical bases of the different
countries. Although in scientific and technolo-
gical level and in efficiency indicators these
bases are drawing closer together, the need to
extend the international socialist division of
labour and to take better account of the spe-
cific conditions of each country’s participation
in the general search for ways to intensify pro-
duction presupposes the possibility of realising
different variants of a highly developed basis
within the CMEA countries. This is applied
to individual branches and types of production,
to sources of raw materials and energy, to natural
conditions, to a rationally selected area of
participation in the international socialist divi-
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sion of labour. Socialist economic integration
actually expands the opportunities for selecting
such national variants for the development of
the material and technical basis in each country.
Integration is also beneficial for the realisation
of a more effective type of material and technical
basis of socialism in countries that only recently
began to build socialism and now have to over-
come their considerable inherited economic bhack-
wardness, as well as for the development of an
independent economy in socialist-oriented coun-
tries. Naturally, the variety of paths and variants
for forming the material and technical basis
of the new society will grow and the sequence
and order of priority of the socio-economic tasks
being resolved in building such a basis in va-
rious countries may be quite diverse. Socialist
economic integration has to take all this variety
into account and multiply the factors of rapid
advance, i.e., attain a quantitative growth and
qualitative improvement of the material and
technical basis of all the socialist countries.



CHAPTER 6

THE DRAWING TOGETHER AND
‘EVENING OUT OF THE ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT LEVELS OF THE
CMEA COUNTRIES

The Drawing Together and Evening Out
of the Economic Development Levels
of the Socialist Countries as a Natural Development
" of the Socialist Community

One of the first CMEA programme documents
devoted to the basic principles of the interna-
tional socialist division of labour, which was
of tremendous importance for the further devel-
opment of the socialist community, stated the
following: ‘The countries of the world socialist
system have begun to build a socialist society
with their productive forces developed to differ-

ent levels. The need for their economic levels "

to even out emerges from the very nature of
socialism... As socialism and communism are
built, the fundamental differences are being
eliminated in the development levels of national
productive forces associated with the historical
conditions in which countries develop economi-
cally under capitalism.’*

The appearance and development of the even-
ing out of economic levels depend on two groups
of factors, conditions and natural relations.

First, capitalism leaves behind major discrep-
ancies in the economic and technological de-
velopment of countries, in the structure of their
national economies and in the economic efficiency
of production. These discrepancies are particu-
larly great between the economic development
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of the industrially highly developed capitalist
countries and the bulk of the developing nations
(expressed by an indicator like the per capita
national income, the gap can be as much as
30-50 times).

Second, socialism as a world system cannot
successfully develop and make increasing use
of its advantages without overcoming these dis-
crepancies and gradually bringing the socio-
economic and production-technical conditions in
all countries closer together. Only thus can it
form a social and economic base, on a mational
and international scale, that corresponds to
socialism.

The two world social systems give rise to
diametrically opposing tendencies in the -deve-
lopment of international economic relations,
from the viewpoint of their role and effect on
the level and dynamics of the differences in their
economic development.

Capitalism continues to exacerbate the econo-
mic contradictions between countries and re-
gions, between the industrially developed capi-
talist states and the newly free countries. In
recent decades, the gulf between the per capita
production of these two groups of countries has,
in the main, increased. The inter-imperialist
contradictions have grown steadily worse; the
uneven economic development in the major
centres of imperialism and in its economic
groupings is intensifying on a new basis. Although
the economies of all countries are advancing,
there is still evidence of major differences.re-
maining in the economic levels of countries.
This tendency exists even in one of the most
developed and integrated groupings of the cap-
italist world—the European Economic Com-
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munity. Thus, the maximum differences between
EEC countries from the standpoint of per capita
national income (in 1970 prices) amounted both
in" 1960 and in the first half of the 1970s to
approximately 1 :2 and displayed a tendency
even to increase 3lightly. '

In contrast to capitalism, socialism engenders
a natural drawing together and evening out of
economic development levels of individual coun-
tries. This process is very clear in the CMEA
countries. Of course, it is only possible for the
economic levels to draw closer together if there
is a faster economic growth in the countries at
a lower level.

One of the most obvious results of the socialist
community’s development over the last three
decades is that the deep differences in the econo-
mic development levels of most of the CMEA
countries have been overcome. In the European
countries of the socialist community only the
remnants of the major differences that existed
in the early 1950s now remain. The relative
economic and scientific and technological levels
of the CMEA countries have also radically al-
tered. This has taken place through an enormous
growth both of the economic potential of. the
socialist community as a whole, and that of
the individual countries. A tremendously im-
portant feature of the process of drawing together
and evening out is that it is accompanied by
a rapid overall development of all the socialist
countries.

The fact that this is a stable, steady tendency
provides exceptionally important proof that
emphasises the objective need and inevitability
of it.. Indeed, this process was brought into
being by the world socialist system, the new
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type of relations of production within the coun-
tries and in the international economic sphere,
the system of economic and social laws of so-
cialism. The drawing together and levelling up is
an adequate expression of its essence and of its
historical aim of overcoming all forms of inter-
national inequality.

The radically different results of the develop-
ment of the two world systems in terms of the
dynamics of economic development levels among
their member countries also adequately reflect
the differences in the social nature of the two
systems, their intrinsic historical development
trends, and manifest the action of the opposing
modes of production inherent in the two systems
and the economic laws governing international
economic affairs.

Socialism is resolving the problem of evening
out economic levels within the framework of
a common strategy for attaining a higher social
labour productivity than that under capitalism.
This is also connected with the fact that the
drawing together and evening out of the econo-
mic development levels of the socialist countries
are based on their common rapid economic
advance in general. The Comprehensive Pro-
gramme for socialist economic integration states:
“The fulfilment of the key task of socialist
and communist construction, that of attaining
a higher social labour productivity in the so-
cialist countries than in the capitalist countries,
is organically combined with the gradual draw-
ing closer and- evening out -of the economic
development levels of the CMEA member-
countries.” 2 Hence the organicilink and inter-
relationship between these two tasks, the mutu-
ally complementary nature of these two para-
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mount aspects of the advance of the socialist
community’s economy and the uniform direc-
tion of the policy for resolving the tasks. A suc-
cessful evening out consolidated socialism’s po-
sitions in the economic competition with capi-
talism. The higher development rates of the
economically less developed countries accelerate
the overall growth of world socialism’s economic
potential. The drawing together of levels helps
to promote the international socialist division
of labour and deepen the integrational process;
this is becoming an increasingly important factor
in accelerating economic development and ma-
king the use of resources within the community
more efficient.

The natural, objectively determined historical
drawing together is necessary for the entire
socialist system, not only for the countries with
a lower development level. Evening out is an
inherent requirement of the socio-economic de-
velopment of the socialist community. An un-
derstanding of this makes it possible to express
‘objective development needs in conscious social
activities to realise them.

The common requirement engenders also a
common interest as a major prerequisite for the
countries to work out and pursue a coordinated
policy, aimed at stimulating this process by mea-
sures to activate all possible factors linked with
extending cooperation and furthering integration.

Tt is precisely the natural need for evening out
economic levels and the common interest in
its implementation that are the main explana-
tion for an unprecedented socio-political pheno-
menon: back in 1962, the CMEA member
states proclaimed the evening out of economic
levels to be a major principle of the international
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socialist division of labour, and the Comprehen-
sive Programme included a special section which,
besides organisational principles, contains an
all-round programme of general and more con-
crete measures for the practical implementation
of a coordinated policy to draw together and
even out the economic levels. Of course, this
common need and interest should not be divorced
from the comradely mutual assistance inherent
in socialism, which is constantly increasing, and
especially from the major and varied aid received
by the economically less developed countries
from the first socialist country—the Soviet
Union. Soviet aid was of decisive importance
for these countries, particularly in the initial
stage of socialist construction, during the in-
dustrialisation of the economy, the socialist
reconstruction of agriculture and the creation
of national economic complexes with a developed
industrial structure. '

Why have the socialist countries, both the
economically less developed and the highly
developed ones, a common economic interest in
the drawing together and evening out of their
economic levels?

The former considerable differences in economic
development levels, which are still felt, are an
essential element in the overall set of condi-
tions under which the countries have actually
set and are accomplishing the tasks of extending
the international socialist division of labour
and furthering other aspects of economic coope-
ration within the socialist community.

The most propitious conditions for the mutu-
ally beneficial and intensive development of the
international division of labour, specialisation
and cooperation among countries, integrational
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forms in international economic cooperation
exist when these countries have developed eco-
nomic structures and relatively close economic
development levels. There can then be no great
gaps in the technological level of production
in the cooperating countries, no great discrepan-
cies in national labour productivity, etc. All
this facilitates specialisation between the coun-
tries, since it creates the best techno-economic
prerequisites for a mutually beneficial resolution
of the problems involved.

The accumulated experience of the develop-
ment of national economic complexes of the
socialist countries and the ties hetween them
testify to their success in removing the basic
differences in their economic structures connected
with their different economic development lev-
els; they have done this by overcoming the
adverse aspects of the economically less developed
countries’ economic structures, substantially rais-
ing the economic development level of each
country, while reducing the differences between
the individual states. This success has done a
tremendous amount to promote cooperation in
all its forms. Moreover, this process has come
increasingly to depend on greater all-round
cooperation and the development of its integra-
tional forms. Consequently, economic, coopera-
tion and integration are mutually connected
with the drawing together and evening out of
economic development levels, and they stimu-
late one another through elements of the common
development process within the CMEA commu-
nity and national economic complexes as its
increasingly closely integrated units. Hence the
objective interest of both the economically less
developed and the highly developed countries
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in the drawing together and evening out of their
economic levels. The former are most interested
in the intensive working of this process, since
it means a faster economic advance and expan-
sion of the factors behind it (above all the oppor-
tunities for even wider and more effective par-
ticipation in the international socialist -divi-
sion of labour and in socialist economic integra-
tion). The interest of the latter stems from the
fact that the economic drawing together and the
related improvement of the economic structures
in the socialist community give rise in these
countries as well to the conditions for an ever
fuller and more effective use of the opportunities
presented by the international socialist division
of labour. Thus, the interest of the economically
more developed socialist countries is due not
only to moral considerations, an eagerness to
bring about actual equality in the socialist com-
munity, but also to purely economic motives.
The fact is that the considerable gaps in levels
narrow the opportunities for the economically
highly developed countries to take full advan-
tage of the international division of labour and
make it more difficult to extend international
specialisation and production cooperation.

All this retains its importance today. For the
CMEA states, as the Comprehensive Programme
notes, the drawing together and evening out of
economic development levels is becoming even
more urgent owing to the requirements of the
scientific and technological revolution, the fur-
ther extension and improvement of cooperation
and development of socialist economic integra-
tion.

Evidently, the purely economic interests in
this area should not be divorced from the poli-
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tical interests of the socialist countries and
their common interest in a steady strengthening
and developing of the CMEA community. The
political relations between the socialist countries
dictated by this interest have become a major
factor promoting integration.

The Report to the 26th Congress of the CPSU
noted that the process of convergence of the so-
cialist states is -continuing, but it does not
obliterale the specific national features or the
historical distinctions of the socialist countries.
One should see the variety of forms in their
social life and economic organisation for what
it really is—a wealth of ways and methods of
establishing the socialist way of life.

The drawing together of economic levels as a
natural feature of cooperation and integration
has created an unprecedented socio-economic
basis for tying in the requirements for com-
prehensive ecouomic development of all countries
with those of deepening the international so-
cialist division of labour. This tying-in is im-
plemented in practice in the socialist community
by means of coordinating the interests and op-
portunities of all countries. It is this mechanism,
organically combining cooperation, mutual as-
sistance and aid, that ensures, simultaneously,
more effective cooperation for all the countries
and a drawing together of their econoniic deve-
lopment levels which, in turn, helps appreciably
Lo promote integration and increase the economic
effect for each country taking part in these pro-
cesses. This nature of development, emanating
from the essence of the socialist type of interna-
tional relations, is beneficial for the all-round
convergence of countries and for their unity and
consolidation, including politically. The im-
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portance of these socio-political functions of the
drawing together and evening out of economic
levels grows even greater under socialist integra-
tion.

The Results of and Prospects
for the Gradual Drawing Together and
Evening Out of Economic Development Levels

During the 1950s, economically the CMEA
community was a region that, in overall economic
development, fell considerably short of the highly
industrially developed capitalist countries. This
applied especially to Bulgaria, Romania, and
also Poland and Hungary. Available statistics
show, for example, that the per capita national
income of Bulgaria and Romania in 1950 was
between an eighth and a twelfth of that of the
industrially developed capitalist countries of
Europe and of the USA.

Besides this, socialism inherited immense differ-
ences in economic development levels among
the CMEA countries themselves. In per capita
national income, during the 1950s, Czechoslo-
vakia and the German Democratic Republic had
the highest level of development, the USSR,
Hungary and Poland a medium level, and Bul-
garia and Romania the lowest level among the
CMEA European countries. While the level of
industrial development of Czechoslovakia and
the GDR was close to that of the industrially
developed capitalist countries of Europe, Bul-
garia and Romania possessed a clear-cut agra-
rian economic structure. Over 80 per cent of
the able-bodied population in these two coun-
tries worked in agriculture which, in overall
technical level and productivity, was among
the most backward in Europe.
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Table 8 gives a more specific picture of the
differences in economic development levels among
the CMEA countries in the early 1950s.

Table 8

clected Indicators of the Econmomic Development
Selecte :f lthe CMEA Countries in 1950
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?per cent) 36.8162.5 .148.6|37.1143.4| 57.5
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Share of farm
produce and
foodstuffs in
orts er
g}e{gt) ® 87.9119.7|...145.9 54.6| 39.5

The maximum gap between the 'European
CMEA countries in per capita industrial output
at the time was great indeed: in 1950 it was
1:4.6 (the gap between Romania -and C'zec'hq—
slovakia). It should be remembered that indivi-
dual indicators reveal different aspects of the
overall level of economic development, but
often they do not.adequately reflect the differenc-
es between levels nor fully express those in
the levels of social labour productivity. Thus,
structural indicators do not reflect the differenc-
es between countries in terms of the technolo-
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gical level of industry, the progressiveness of
its structure, the share of modern and of handi-
craft production, etc. As a result, for example,
even if industry’s share in creating the national
income. is similar, the real levels of economic
development are often both quantitatively and
qualitatively different. A low share of engineer-
ing output in exports is typical of a low level
of industrial development (overall, technologically
and qualitatively) within the economically less
developed countries (in 1950 it was O per cent
for Bulgaria and 4.2 per cent for Romania).

The use of physical indicators of per capita
production in the basic groups of industrial
output provides even greater detail on the gaps
in economic development level. The differences
between the highest and lowest levels in indivi-
dual industries were as follows: the generation
of electricity—10 times, metal-cutting lathes—11
times, synthetic fibres—51 times. Strictly speak-
ing, Bulgaria and Romania did not produce
up-to-date industrial work implements.

It has to be noted that, although the USSR
had a medium level of economic development,
even then it was making a decisive contribution
to the economic power of the socialist community
by the scale and structure of its production and
its scientific and technological potential; it also
possessed the greatest opportunities for dynamic
economic growth, for promotion of international
cooperation, and for an extension of the interna-
tional socialist division of labour. Thus, the
Soviet Union was playing the decisive role in
implementing the industrialisation programme
of individual countries within the framework
of the overall accelerated economic development
of the socialist community and in furthering
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the economic cooperation and mutual assistance
between the socialist countries.

The factors and mechanism of the drawing
together and evening out of economic develop-
ment levels evidently constitute the major and
most practically important part of the overall
problem. That is why they are of such enormous
interest. By their very nature, these problems
must be viewed. on the basis of the theory of
extended socialist reproduction. The following
initial principal prepositions have to be singled
out.

Factors -of economic growth (both internal and
external) become factors of drawing together
and evening out only under socialist relations
of production, both nationally and interna-
tionally. The domestic factors of economic growth
are more fully manifest here and better promote
the economic drawing together when external
factors act as catalysts to economic growth and
operate within the framework of economic co-
operation and mutual assistance among the so-
cialist countries. .
~ While viewing the drawing together of econo-

mic levels as a common internationalist affair, .

the CMEA states also proceed from the idea
that success in this depends primarily on the
all-round mobilisation of the domestic reserves
for economic growth in the economically less
developed countries. International assistance and
the favourable conditions of the international
division of labour may considerably enhance
the effectiveness of internal efforts, but they
cannot replace them. The main role in bringing
the economic development levels of the socialist
countries closer together has, therefore, been
played by internal factors of economic growth
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and the mobilisation of domestic resources by
the economically less developed socialist states.
It must be remembered that, ceteris paribus,
countries with a low level of economic develop-
ment possess extra potential for economic growth
through what the economic literature calls ‘the
take-off effect’. These countries do not have to go
through all the stages that the economically
developed countries did; they can benefit from
the latest results of scientific and technological
progress and assimilate the advanced experience
of other countries without having to pioneer
any field.

The economically less developed countries
have also usually enjoyed greater opportunities
for increasing the number of people employed
in the economy generally and in industry in
particular, since they had larger reserves of free
labour power as well as possibilities for transfer-
ring labour from agriculture to industry. They
also had possibilities for improving social la-
bour productivity. These stemmed mainly from
Phe opportunities for restructuring the national
income by increasing the proportion of the total
number of workers in economic sectors with a
higher productivity (above all industry) and
red}lcing that in sectors with low productivity
(primarily agriculture). Changes. in the struc-
ture of industry itself have also helped to pro-
duce a higher social labour productivity. Finally,
the accelerated increase in technological levels of
prot'luction and the technology-to-worker ratio
achieved by drawing from the experience of the
econpmically more advanced countries was of
particular importance for the faster growth
of social labour productivity in the economi-
cally less developed states. Experience has shown,
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however, that an accelerated economic advance
also presupposes a relatively high share of
accumulation in the national income, especially
production accumulation (see Table 9).

Table 9
Share of Accumulation in the Use of the National Income

Bulga-| Czech Hun- -
Years | Bulg| Czecho- | rp | HUR | pojang| BO5E| UssR

1950 | 20.0 17.1 8.5|23.1|21.1]17.623.9
1960 | 27.4 17.7 |18.2123.1|24.0 | 16.0 | 26.8
1970 | 29.2 27.0 | 24.4|27.2125.1]28.8]|29.5
1975 | 32.5 29.2 | 22.3]30.6|35.1|34.1]26.6
1977 | 26.0 245 |23.3(31.8]31.9] ... |26.4
1979 | 22.8 2.6 |20.4|25.6[25.1] ... |24.9

* Average for the period: 1951-55, 1961-65, 1966-70, 1971-75.

The relatively higher level of accumulation
was a major factor behind accelerated economic
development and substantially faster national
income growth rates. The countries were inten-
sively drawing together in the absolute volume
of per capita accumulation fund. The average
annual level of this fund for 1957-62 in Bulgaria
was about 46 per cent lower than in the GDR
and Czechoslovakia, while in the period 1970-76
the difference had been reduced to about 16
per cent and 9 per cent in the two countries,
respectively.

Of course, a share of accumulation higher
than in other countries does not yet in itself
adequately guarantee accelerated economic de-
velopment (also because of differences in the
systems of domestic price formation, interna-
tional comparisons of the share of accumulation
are not always entirely accurate). Much depends
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on how accumulation is used and on the economic
effectiveness of investment. The economically less
developed CMEA countries managed to accele-
rate their economic advance by concentrating
investment in the construction of modern in-
dustries. The high rate of industrialisation has
enabled these formerly less developed countries
to raise their social labour productivity consi-
derably and to improve the sectoral structure
of their national economies in only a short time.

All this by no means belittles the role of ex-
ternal international factors in the evening out
of the economic development levels of the social-
ist countries. A dialectical relationship exists
between internal and external factors, its €S-
sence consisting in that the external factors are
actually a necessary condition for effective mO0-
bilisation of internal sources of economic growth
in the industrially less developed countries.
This applies not only to imports of machinery
and technology for setting up a modern industry,
but also to the securing of stable foreign markets
for the output of newly created industries.

The history of the world economy provides
more than a few examples of how unfair relations
of international exchange and unequal patterns
of the international division of labour preserve
backward social and economic structures in devel-
oping states. Right from its inception, the Coun-
¢il for Mutual Economic Assistance has consist-
ently pursued a policy of cooperation to ensure
the evening out of the economic development
levels of its members. By striving to achieve ai
optimum production organisation both within
each national economy and the whole €OM-~
munity, the CMEA countries have been develop-
ing international specialisation and cooperation
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of production. Individual countries sometimes
forgo-or cut down on domestic production of
certain types of industrial goods to help the
economically less developed states.

External factors relating to cooperation among
the socialist countries and to their fraternal
mutual assistance are of immense importance
for the evening out of their economic development
levels. Moreover, the part played by the external
economic factor as a major determinant of a
country’s development is enhanced even more
as the all-round cooperation gains in depth and
integration develops.

Intensive mobilisation of resources for in-
dustrialisation and the policy of building modern
industrial structures were only possible, in fact,
given aid through a constant expansion of co-
operation with the socialist countries, above all
with the Soviet Union; particularly since they
were not- simply foreign economic relations,
but relations of fraternal cooperation and mutual
assistance. In that sense, foreign economic re-
lations within the framework of CMEA have
been of decisive significance in promoting the
drawing together and evening out of economic
levels.

In this respect, the role of the Soviet Union
stands out in the scale, comprehensiveness and
effectiveness of its economic and technical as-
sistance. By 1 January 1978, the USSR had
helped in the building of 2,628 enterprises and
other projects in the socialist countries, including
1,743 in industry, of which 706 have been in
power engineering, iron and steel, engineering
and metal cutting. Even more remarkable is
the Soviet role in economic and technical aid
to Bulgaria which has resulted in the construc-
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tion of 180 industrial combines, factories and
power stations that now produce all the country’s
pig iron, steel and fertiliser, 60 per cent of its
chemical output, 70 per cent of its non-ferrous
metals, 50 per cent of its electricity, 60 per cent
of its cement, 67 per cent of electric telphers,
over 50 per cent of the vehicles, as well as some
70 per cent of the cellulose. For Poland, the
indicators are as follows: 30 per cent of all
industrial output, including 48 per cent of the
iron and steel, 25 per cent of the electricity,
47 per cent of the synthetic rubber, ctmd
49 per cent of the refined oil. The enterprises
built with Soviet help in Romania today pro-
duce 60 per cent of all the electricity generated,
100 per cent of the synthetic rubber, 60 per cent
of the coke and fertiliser, and 50 per cent of the
steel pipes.

Through scientific and technical assistance .and
plant deliveries from the GDR, textile mills,
production capacities in the cement, pulp-and-
paper and sugar industries, and cold storage
installations have been built up in Bulgaria.
Czechoslovakia has helped Bulgaria to build
hydro and thermal installations, an accumulator
factory and plant for the non-ferrous metallur-
gical industry. .

Under conditions inherited from the old, capi-
talist international division of labour, the deyel-
opment and deepening of economic relations
were used not as an instrument for the extendefl
recreation of the conditions and results of this
type of division of labour, but as one for over-
coming it and setting up a new structure of
economic relations. Imports from industrially
developed socialist countries were aimed not at
developing mainly traditional branches and sec-
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tors of the economy (for Bulgaria this was agri-
culture, followed by the handicraft industry and
the processing of farm produce), but at forming
a new structure of industry. Here is manifest
one of the most important features of trade
between socialist countries in this period; it
was of decisive importance for lelping trade to
effect the economic development of countries
with a poorly developed industry.

There were two decisive factors in the drawing
together and evening out of the economic devel-
opment levels of the socialist countries through
the maximum mobilisation of the resources for
economic growth within the less developed of
them and the achievement of a faster extension
of social production and reconstruction of its
sectoral structure than in the economically
more advanced countries. These are as follows:

1. The consistent policy pursued by the com-
munist and workers’ parties in the economically
less developed countries of accelerating the devel-
opment of the economy by speeding up industri-
alisation.

2. The opportunity, guaranteed by the con-
stantly expanding economic ties among the
GMEA countries, for backing up the industriali-
sation programmes materially and technically
through the import of plant, machinery and
technology from the economically advanced
CMEA states; for a time these were exchanged
for the traditionally exported resources of the
economically less developed CMEA states.

The drawing together and evening out of the
economic development levels of the socialist
countries should not be understood as meaning
a redistribution among them of the national
income for the benefit of the economically least
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developed. Such an approach would only have
held up the economic growth of the more devel-
oped countries, thereby having an adverse effect
on the economic advance of the whole socialist
community. This does not, however, preclude
the provision to the less developed countries,
especially in the initial stages, when they are
overcoming their economic backwardness inherit-
ed from the past, of free assistance, credit and
loans on privileged terms, and so on.

Generally, however, the drawing together and
levelling up cannot be viewed as a factor restrict-
ing the opportunities for economic growth in
the more developed countries. As noted above,
from the standpoint of the effect on economic
growth, the drawing together and evening out
of the economic development levels of the so-
cialist states, which lead to an increase in inten-
sive forms of economic, scientific and technolo-
gical collaboration, are of great importance.
This, in turn, enhances the impact from using
foreign economic ties for the economic growth
of each of the countries. Consequently, the
drawing together and evening out of economic
levels, in themselves a certain function of co-
operation and integration, create the conditions
for their transition to a qualitatively higher
stage, and enhance their role in the system of
intensive economic growth factors.

Particular attention should be focused on
the tremendous importance for this process of
the organisational-economic mechanism for the
economic cooperation and socialist economic
integration of the CMEA countries, which is
taking shape and constantly improving. The
CMEA states are working purposefully for a
more effective orientation of the integration
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mechanism on creating conditions conducive to
economic levelling up.

The further convergence of the economic levels
of the.CMEA countries is based on greater econo-
mic cooperation among them, on the use of
growth reserves from more intensive participa-
tion in the international socialist division of
labour, and on realisation of the advantages of
the integrational “facets of this collaboration.
All this is opening up fresh opportunities for
the countries that are still relatively less econo-
mically developed for raising the economic
efficiency of production, while, at the same time,
facilitating a further rise in the economies of
the economically more advanced socialist states.

The final results of the historic drawing to-
gether and evening out of economic development
levels are taking shape through changes in several
of the basic parameters of extended reproduction.
The rate of this process depends on the initial
magnitudes of these parameters in individual
states, on the intensity with which the social
division of labour gains in depth on both a nation-
al and international scales, the rate of growth
of social labour productivity and the transfor-
mation of economic structures, on that of social
production within them and on the rate at
which the economically less developed countries
catch up in their economic development with
the economically more advanced states.

Structural changes in the economy and the
formation of optimum national economic com-
plexes hold a special place in this process.

By the late 1960s, the European CMEA coun-
tries had already resolved the main problems
involved in creating a modern structure for na-
tional economic complexes. Industry had firmly
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occupied the dominant position. The share of
Department I in social production had grown
considerably, as had Group A (producer goods)
in industry. A firm basis had been established
for accelerated development of modern industries
and production lines, for renovation of the
industrial product range. All this was corres-
pondingly reflected in the countries’ export
structures. That meant that those countries
which had previously, under capitalism, been
backward had achieved a radical restructuring
of their economies in the space of only 15 to
20 years.

Table 10
Selected Indicators of Sectional’ Economic Structure

(per cent)
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Some indicators reflecting this intensive struc-
tural change are given in Table 10.

The structural changes were especially inten-
sive up to the 1960s, though they continued to
proceed apace even subsequently. Indicative in
this respect are the coefficients of the intensity
of changes in the sectoral structure of the national
income in the post-1960 period, which show two,
three and four times higher figures for Bulgaria,
Hungary, Poland and Romania than for Czecho-
slovakia and the GDR.

The drawing together of the European CMEA
countries’ sectoral structures (though they are
not completely identical, this never having been
the aim) may be considered as accomplished in
the main.

The drawing together and evening out of the
economic development levels of the socialist
countries takes place in two stages. At the first
stage, the evening out was the result of a drawing
together of the sectoral structure of production
in countries that were considerably different in
economic development level. At the second stage,
it is related more to the differentiation of the
intra-sectoral structure of production, to -the
deepening of the intra-sectoral division of labour
between countries, and to an intensification of
their intra-sectoral mutual complementarity. At
the second stage, the cooperation between the
socialist countries acts as an even more important
factor in the evening out of their economic devel-
opment levels; greater collaboration becomes,
even more so, a condition for this process; at the
same time, the mutual advantage offered by
economic cooperation between countries still at
different levels of economic development be-
comes more pronounced.
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At the first stage of the drawing together of
the economic development levels of the CMEA -
countries, they tackled mainly the task of making
the sectoral structures of the economy more
similar and, on that basis, production, according
to individual quantitative indicators, as well.
At the present stage, however, this gives way to
the tasks of evening out the qualitative characte-
ristics of the economy, indicators of its effective-
ness; in tackling this, a very important role
is played by the shaping of mutually complement-
ary economic structures through intra-sectoral
specialisation, and the ever increasing, intra-
sectoral, mutual structural complementing of the
CMEA countries’ national economic complexes.

The tremendous attainments of the structural
policy of the formerly economically backward
countries would have been out of the question
without international specialisation and -co-
operation of production. They would not have
been able to create large-scale capacities or
ensure a modern technical level in engineering.
Thus, Bulgarian engineering is, in its key sub-
divisions, a result of the coordination and deep-
ening of production, scientific-technical inte-
gration with the other CMEA countries, above
all the Soviet Union. Bulgarian engineering was
established with the all-round economic and
technological assistance of the USSR and the
highest share of its exports go to the Soviet mar-
ket.

The Bulgarian experience is the most typical
example of how, from its very inception, en-
gineering developed under the decisive impact
of international specialisation. At present, Bul-
garia is specialising, on a bilateral and multila-
teral basis within the CMEA framework, in the
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production of 400 engineering products. It is by
virtue of this that the major decisive pattern
of production in the country received an ex-
ceedingly dynamic boost: the manufacture of
mechanical lift trucks (battery-driven vehicles
and electric telphers), farm machinery, shipbuild-
ing, precision engineering, the electrical engineer-
ing and electronics industry, the manufacture of
machinery for the food industry, units and parts
for passenger and commercial vehicles, and for
textile engineering. Thanks to international spe-
cialisation, the electrical engineering and elect-
ronics industries now provide over 10 per cent
of the country’s engineering output. Bulgaria
has become one of the biggest exporters of bat-
tery-driven vehicles and electronics produects,
and is already among the 29 countries that ac-
count for 99 per cent of the world’s engineering
exports. In 1979, 45 per cent of Bulgaria’s
exports was plant and machinery.

The structural changes that have been carried
out have been a major factor in the dynamic
economic growth and the faster growth rates of
the social product, national income and indust-
rial production in the less developed countries.

A convincing illustration of the opportunities
opened up by socialism and cooperation among
the socialist states is also provided by the devel-
opment of Mongolia and Cuba, which became
CMEA members in 1962 and 1972 respectively.

With fraternal help from the socialist coun-
ries, first and foremost the Soviet Union, Mongo-
lia is successfully creating modern productive
forces. Industry now has over ten branches.
In 1976, 25.1 per cent of the country’s national
income came from industry (cf. 14.6 per cent
in 1960). Between 1961 and 1976, industrial
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output rose 4.3 times, and the national income
doubled. :

The fraternal countries render a great deal
of gratuitous help to Mongolia in the construc-
tion of industrial, agricultural and transport
enlerprises, the creation of science and research
centres and persounel training, and the provision
of technical documentation. The country’s na-
tural resources are being successfully explored
and, with the help of the socialist countries,
the .construction is envisaged of large-scale pro-
jects in the -extractive industry. One example
of the implementation of such projects is the
joint Mongolian-Soviet construction of the Er-
denet mining and concentrating copper and
molibdenum combine. Realisation of the Com-
prehensive Programme for socialist economic
integration involved the setting up by the CMEA
countries of an International Geological Expedi-
tion, which has already discovered and explored
several valuable mineral deposits. Another as-
pect of the Comprehensive Programme being
successfully applied is the establishment of
privileged foreign trade prices for Mongolian
livestock and meat, these being the country’s
main export items. During the current five-year
period, cooperation between Mongolia and the
other CMEA countries is moving to a new and
higher level, and its role in speeding up Mongo-
lia’s economic development will grow.

The development of the Cuban economy is
also inseparably linked with the large and con-
stantly growing assistance the country receives
from the USSR and the other CMEA countries.
During the most difficult period of economic
blockade by US imperialism, the Guban economy
developed mainly through Soviet deliveries of
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fuel, materials, technical aid and credit. Since
Cuba joined the CMEA, its economic, scientific
and technological cooperation with other CMEA
member states has expanded. With the assistance
of the Soviet Union alone, in the current five-
year-plan period 176 industrial and other pro-
jects will be completed. With the economic and
technical assistance of the CMEA states Cuba
is developing its metallurgical, engineering, po-
wer engineering, chemical and oil refining in-
dustries, the production of building materials,
modernising its sugar industry and promoting
its agricultural production. Cuba is taking a
growing part in implementing several measures
and projects on a multilateral basis aimed at
promoting international specialisation, deepen-
ing scientific and technological cooperation and
at jointly creating productive facilities.

The experience of the European CMEA mem-
bers provides convincing proof that the socialist
community is capable of successfully evening
out economic development levels through a
faster growth rate of the economically less devel-
oped countries. During the years of people’s
government, the levels of their economic devel-
opment have come so close together that now
there are no longer any real grounds for dividing
them into economically highly and less developed
countries, since the remaining differences in
economic levels, left over from uneven growth
in the past, have become considerably less.

Table 11 shows certain overall figures on the
relative levels of economic development of the
European CMEA states. Despite the considerable
degree of arbitrariness in the calculations, the
figures provide a rough idea of the way these
levels have drawn together and been evened out.
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Table 11

Approximate Correlation of the Levels of Economic
Development of the European CMEA Countries by
the mid-1970s

(per capita, USSR =100)
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N o [=] o
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Social  labour
productivity
(per worker in
material pro-
duction) 74 111 | 123 | 86 73 71

Level of scien-
tific and tech-
nological de-
velopment 67 109 | 117 80 65 63

The maximum gap in the per capita production
of the national income between the European
CMEA states by the mid-1970s had diminished
to 1.4 times. The difference between the highest
and lowest per capita industrial output had
actually been halved. The maximum difference
in levels of social labour productivity fell to
approximately 1.7 times, while that between
the countries in total per capita consumption
fund fell to 1.6 times. This shows that the draw-
ing together is ultimately aimed at making the
living conditions in the socialist countries sim-
ilar. That is in sharp contrast to former
development and to the prospects of the world
capitalist economy: according to estimates made
by the International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development, the major capitalist countries
were likely to increase their per capita national
income between 1970 and 1980 from 3,100 to
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approximately 4,000 dollars, while for the eco-
nomically least developed countries, the popula-
tion of which numbers about a thousand million,
the figures were 105 and 108.

A comparative analysis of the current five-
year plans of the CMEA member states and the
long-range plans up to 1990 shows that the coun-
tries with a lower economic level will continue
to develop faster.” The levelling up will depend
much more than hitherto on a deepening of
integration ties among the countries, on effec-
tive concentration, specialisation and coopera-
tion of production on an international scale,
and on coordinated development of national
economic complexes.

Today, when a considerable drawing together
and evening out of economic development levels
of the European CMEA countries has been achieved
and when new countries with a relatively
low economic level have joined the community,
the prime task is the accelerated development
of Mongolia, Cuba and Vietnam. Experience
shows that the theory and practice of a gradual
drawing together and evening out of the economic
development levels of the socialist states present
the peoples of the world with an utterly new
concept of promoting international economic
relations. What has already been achieved by
the CMEA countries in this respect and the pros-
pects for the future are an unprecedented and
convincing - demonstration of how they have
taken advantage of the opportunity, presented
by socialism, for solving one of the most acute
international socio-economic problems—that of
overcoming the huge discrepancy, engendered by
capitalism, in the economic development and
living standards of individual countries.

CHAPTER?

MA]JOR DIRECTIONS AND THE
MECHANISM OF ECONOMIC COOPERATION
AMONG CMEA COUNTRIES:
PRESENT AND FUTURE

Cooperation Between the CMEA Countries
in Resolving Major National
Economic Problems

As socialist economic integration develops, the
CMEA countries tackle several common vitally
important economic tasks. They include mutual
collaboration for the purpose of helping ‘to
ensure the mounting economic requirements of
countries over the long term in fuel, energy and
raw materials ... mainly through the production
and rational use of CMEA countries’ resources’. !

The Guidelines for the Economic and Social
Development of the USSR for 1981-1985 and
for the Period Ending in 1990 said that the
economic cooperation of the CMEA countries is
centred on resolving crucial problems such as
energy, supply and rational use of fuel and raw
materials; raising the technical level and the
quality of products of engineering, extending co-
operation in the manufacture of progressive
types of machines and equipment; and extending
the range and improving the quality of consumer
goods. That is the purpose of the jointly elabor-
ated special-purpose long-term cooperation. pro-
grammes of the CMEA countries for the period
up to 1990.

The complexity of providing a fuller and more
comprehensive supply of fuel, raw and other
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materials stems from a number of mutually
related factors: the considerable dynamism of
economic development in the socialist countries
and the rapid growth of requirements for energy
and raw materials; the lack in several countries
of many types of prospected mineral resources;
the need for large investment for a constant and
far-reaching development of capacity in the
extractive industry; requirements for concerted
efforts by the countries for promoting production
and mutual deliveries of raw materials.

The possibilities of the socialist countries
individually to promote production of fuel and
raw materials are extremely varied. Many of
them do not enjoy sufficient prospected resourc-
es of oil, natural gas, iron ore, raw materials
for the production of non-ferrous metals, and
other economic minerals. At the same time,
each of them has considerable resources of certain
types of raw materials, while the Soviet Union
has enormous deposits of a whole range of min-
erals. The international socialist division of
labour, cooperation in developing the extractive
industry and the exchange of various products
from it enable the socialist states to eliminate a
rigid dependence of each CMEA country’s eco-
nomic growth on its limited national natural
resources. Cooperation between the socialist coun-
tries has become a powerful factor promoting
fuel and raw material production and satisfying
the requirements of each CMEA country.

A major positive result of the combined efforts
in ensuring stable growth of the production of
fuel and raw materials is the increased share of
the CMEA countries in world total. While in
1970 the share of the CMEA countries in the world
production of electricity amounted to 19.7 per

180

cent, in 1979 it had grown to 21 per cent, while
in steel smelting their share had increased from
26.2 to 28 per cent. In 1979, the CMEA countries
also accounted for 31 per cent of the world out-
put of coal and lignites, 19.2 per cent of the oil,
30 per cent of the natural and associated gas,
and 22 per cent of the cement.

Development of the fuel and raw material
economy of the socialist countries has enabled
them widely to promote mutual deliveries of
necessary products. In 1975, the CMEA countries
satisfied 75 per cent of their oil and oil product
import needs through mutual deliveries, 99 per
cent of the coal, 77 per cent of the iron ore,
71 per cent of the non-ferrous metals, and 81
per cent of the sawn timber. Thus, thanks to
the international socialist division of labour and
cooperation, the bulk of CMEA requirements for
fuel and raw materials is being satisfied by
their aggregate production; this is a prime
condition for stable development of the social-
ist economy. ‘

The Soviet Union takes first place in supplying
the import requirements of other CMEA coun-
tries in energy resources and raw materials.
In a number of cases, Soviet supplies occupy a
leading place both in imports and in satisfying
the overall national economic needs of the. so-
cialist countries. For example, the Soviet share
in meeting the total Hungarian requirement
for energy and energy-carriers amounted to
42 per cent in 1975 and continued to grow in
the years that followed. The fuel and raw ma-
terial resources of the USSR have acquired para-
mount importance both nationally and interna-
tionally.

Soviet supplies of electricity, fuel, raw and
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other materials to other CMEA countries have
reached huge proportions. In the period 1971-75,
supplies of fuel resources from the Soviet Union
to its CMEA partners amounted to 562 mln.
tonnes of conventional fuel and increased by
76 per cent over the 1966-70 period; from 1976
to 1980, the export of these resources increased
by about 40 per cent against the previous five-
year period, and the supplies of other types
of raw materials are continuing in the present
large amounts or are expanding.

As well as exporting fuel and raw materials,
the Soviet Union is helping other member coun-
tries to carry out industrial construction on their
territories. By 1 January 1980 the USSR had
helped. to build in these countries as many as
2,258 industrial enterprises, of which 1,350 are
already in operation. A large part of them were
enterprises in the fuel and raw material sector
of the economy: power engineering, ferrous and
non-ferrous metallurgy, coal, gas and oil extract-
ing industry, chemical production, etc. The So-
viet Union thereby encourages the further de-
velopment of the extractive industry in other
socialist countries, the expansion of their pro-
duction in processing fuel and raw materials;
its deliveries of raw materials also keep the
.manufacturing industry supplied.

Between 1971 and 1975, the Soviet™ Union
exported raw materials to the aggregate sum
of 67,800 million roubles, including 33,800 mil-
lion roubles of raw materials to the CMEA coun-
tries—i.e., 50 per cent of the Soviet exports
of raw materials. The differences, during this
period, in levels of world and coutract prices
for raw materials should be kept in mind. Taking
account of this and assessing Soviet exports of
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raw materials at the same prices (world or con-
tract), the share would be considerably higher
than 50 per cent. Thus, Soviet raw material ex-
ports are mainly oriented on CMEA in spite of
the long-standing economic ties between the
USSR and the rest of the world. This geographical
orientation of Soviet raw material exports cor-
responds to the interests of CMEA and to the
tasks and goals of socialist economic integration.

The fuel and raw material problem of CMEA
has become an international one, so each of
the member countries is constantly increasing
its contribution towards solving it. In the period
1976-80, for example, Poland supplied the CMEA
countries with over 74.5 mln. tonnes of coal,
almost 10 mln. tonnes of coke, more than 9.6 m!n.
tonnes of sulphur and some 240,000 tonnes of
copper. In return, Poland received ferromanga-
nese, cold-rolled steel sheet, transformer oil,
polyacrylic fibre and PVC from Bulgaria; alu-
mina from Hungary; potassium salts, coal,
fluorite and kaolin from the GDR; metal prod-
ucts, magnesite, several semi-finished products
and raw materials for the chemical industry from
Czechoslovakia; oil and petrochemical products
and aluminium from Romania.

The CMEA countries are tackling the fuel and
raw material problem through all-round use of
various forms of joint planning, above all coor-
dination of national economic five-year plans.
The Coordinated Plan for Multilateral Inte-
gration Measures of the CMEA Countries for
1976-80 was important for speeding up the devel-
opment of production and supplies of energy,
fuel, raw and other materials. The overall esti-
mated cost of projects constructed and supple-
mentary capacity created by joint efforts, in

183



accordance with this plan, amounts to approxi-
mately 9,000 million transferable roubles. Ex-
penditure on tackling the fuel and raw material
problem comes to almost 90 per cent of this
amount. The total amount of investment made
by the USSR and the other CMEA states in the
1976-80 period, according to the Coordinated
Plan, for building projects within the USSR
is in the region of 6,500 million roubles, including
some 3,400 million roubles invested by other
CMEA countries.

Among the projects within the Soviet Union,
in accordance with the Coordinated Plan, the
biggest is Orenburg-Western Frontier Gas Pipe-
line stretching 2,800 km. The.participants were
Bulgaria, Hungary, the GDR, Poland, Romania,
the USSR and Czechoslovakia, the Soviet Union
being responsible for over half the expenditure.
The gas pipeline was commissioned in 1978.

The combined resources of Bulgaria, Hungary,
the GDR, Poland, the USSR and Czechoslovakia
have resulted in the building in the USSR, in
line with the Coordinated Plan, of capacity for
producing iron-containing raw materials  (iron
ore pellets and concentrates), as well as various
types of ferroalloys. After the commissioning
of these projects, deliveries of iron-containing
raw materials from the USSR to other CMEA
countries are to increase by more than 20 per cent
over the 1975 figure.

The building of the transmission lines Vinnitsa-
Zapadnoukrainskaya (USSR)-Albertirsa (Hun-
gary) with a voltage of 750,000 volts is also
sure to produce a major effect. It will make it
possible to operate the power systems of the
CMEA countries in parallel to a power of 100 mln.
kw; the new integrated power system will attain
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a total capacity of 160 mln. kw. The commission-
ing of this line in 1978 made it possible to supply
Hungary, the GDR and Czechoslovakia with
6,400 million additional kwh of electricity from
the USSR a year.

The joint efforts of interested CMEA states
have enabled them to develop construction in
the USSR of the Ust-Ilimsk pulp-and-paper
plant, the Kiembai asbestos dressing complex
and several other projects. The participant co-
untries will be reimbursed by Soviet supplies
of products from these projects.

The construction of large-scale projects for
raw material complexes is going on in other
CMEA countries. In Cuba cooperation projects
are to include two factories for producing nickel
with an annual output of 60,000 tonnes. Nickel
production here is to reach an annual 130,000
tonnes, which is equal to a quarter of the present
world total. The Soviet Union and Mongolia
have started the construction in Mongolia of a
copper  and molibdenum mining and dressing
complex in Erdenet, as well as ‘a number of
other projects.

As cooperation between the socialist countries
continues, they have approached the need. to
tackle the fuel and raw material problem through
joint planning for both the medium term (5
years) and the longer term (10-15 years). The latter
is necessary because the designing and building
of many large projects in a fuel and raw material
complex take a relatively long time (8-10 years
or more), require the mobilisation of large ma-
terial and financial resources, and make it nec-
ossary for planned structural readjustments in
sectors to be related to the supply of raw material
products, :
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The 31st CMEA Session in 1977 underlined the
need to ensure a coordinated resolution of the
most important economic problems revealed in
working cut LTSPCs; this is to be done as the
CMEA states coordinate their national economic
plans for 1981-85. The 32nd Session in 1978
approved a long-term programme for fuel and
raw materials.

Elaboration and realisation of such a pro-
gramme for the fuel and energy and raw material
economic sectors show the advantages of the
socialist alternative for resolving this most
complex problem.

Behind this solution lies, above all, a further
coordimated improvement in the inter-sectoral
and sectoral structures of the CMEA national
economic complexes, a planned reduction in the
energy- and material-intensiveness of production
through the use of scientific and technological
achievements and the international socialist
division of labour. In this connection it is pos-
sible, for example, to develop in Siberia the
production of energy-intensive chemical prod-
ucts (ammonia, methanol, polyethylene, rub-
ber, etc.) for delivery to other CMEA countries.

The realisation of this project would contrib-
ute significantly to resolving the fuel and energy
problem. In its eastern regions, the Soviet
Union possesses considerable reserves of energy
resources, especially brown coal and chemical
raw materials, which are difficult to transport
to the European part of the USSR and to the
European CMEA countries from the technical
and economic points of view. To locate energy-
consuming production in the eastern regions of
the - USSR would be the most rational way of
using these resources, of producing and trans-
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porting the output. Other CMEA countries with
limited fuel resources could specialise in the
production and supply of non-energy-intensive
low-tonnage chemical products like, for example,
epoxy resins, dyes and chemical additives.
Mutual deliveries of energy-intensive and non-
energy-intensive products could be balanced out
in cost terms or the principle of equal invest-
ment in creating such industries could be the
basis for such cooperation.

The national economic structures of the CMEA
countries contain large reserves for their improve-
ment in connection with a further rationalisa-
tion of the consumption of raw materials, fuel
and energy. Thus, an increase in the intensity
of oil refining approximately from 50 to 70 per
cent, so as to increase the production of light
petroleum derivatives for obtaining motor fuel
and chemical materials obviates, in a number
of CMEA countries, any excessive growth of
the consumption of imported prime raw mater_ial
(0il). This solution is, however, connected with
a faster use of domestic resources of black and
brown coal, which are in more abundant supply,
as well as lignites, as fuel for thermal power
stations. The European CMEA countries (exclud-
ing the USSR) have considerable prospected
reserves of black and brown coal and lignites,
valued at about 105,000 mln. tonnes. In addi-
tion, the figure for estimated deposits is almost
80,000 mln. tonnes. These resources make it
possible to increase the extraction of solid fuels,
to expand their use in the power industry, in
the home and public facilities, etc. At the same
time, the electro-technological processing of coals
enables us to count on a sufficiently high future
officiency for obtaining synthetic liquid and gas

187



fuel. In this context, cooperation in working out

effective methods for processing coals and fur-

ther developing international specialisation in
the production of underground and opencast
mining equipment is becoming particularly ur-
gent.

Cooperation in the promotion of the nuclear
power industry is becoming a major factor in
tackling the energy problem in the CMEA states.
With the help of the Soviet Union several
large nuclear power stations (NPS) have been
built or are under construction in other countries
of the community. The total capacity of NPSs
in Bulgaria, the GDR, the USSR and Czecho-
slovakia in 1976 amounted to 7.5 mln. kw.

With the technical assistance of the USSR, new
NPS facilities are being built in Bulgaria, Hun-
gary, the GDR and Czechoslovakia. Preparatory
work is under way for building NPSs in Poland,
Romania and Cuba. The LTSPC for the fuel
and raw material sectors envisages a further
accelerated development of the nuclear power
industry in the CMEA countries.

Development of the nuclear power industry
helps to rationalise the ties between the CMEA
countries in the fuel and power system. An
NPS with a capacity of 1 mln. kw consumes
30 tonnes of low concentrated uranium a year,

“while a thermal power station of the same capa-
city consumes about 2.5 mln. tonnes of coal.
The construction of several NPSs in CMEA
states possessing limited power resources is likely
to ensure an annual saving of tens of millions of
tonnes of traditional fuel imports. The cost-to-
performance indicators of NPSs operating in
CMEA countries and elsewhere show that they
are no less economically efficient than thermal
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power stations, and in several instances they
are even more economical.

In accordance with the LTSPC for fuel and
raw materials in the period up to 1990, NPSs
with a total capacity of up to 37 mln. kw are
to be built with Soviet assistance on the terri-
tories of other CMEA countries. It is also pro-
posed to build two NPSs in the USSR with an
aggregate capacity of 8 mln. kw to supply electri-
city to other CMEA countries. The setting up
of such large power installations, bearing in
mind the accumulated experience of cooperation,
requires interaction both directly in the building
of NPSs and in the sphere of R and D; in several
manufacturing industries (particularly in engi-
neering) and in developing fuel extraction; it
also involves communications. -

The fuel and raw material problem is being
tackled by the CMEA countries through a wide-
scale joint search for the most effective technolo-
gy. The basis of this work is the concerted plan
for cooperation by CMEA member states in
conducting scientific and technological research
for 1976-80. This plan embraces, for example,
the programme of scientific and technical co-
operation of the CMEA countries for the solution
of fuel and energy problems in 1976-80 and
further on till 1990. As many as 370 organisa-
tions from CMEA countries are taking part in
implementing this programme. Among the prob-
lems being jointly studied by organisations from
the socialist countries are the building of power-
block units with nuclear reactors, with a capacity
of 1 mln. kw, and the creation of plant for mak-
ing more efficient use of all types of fuel.

Cooperation in tackling the fuel and raw mate-
rial problem testifies to the profoundly interna-
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tionalist approach of the socialist countries in
satisfying their mutual requirements for energy,
raw and other materials. The mineral resources
of the CMEA countries, above all of the Soviet
Union, are a vital factor in their common eco-
nomic growth. In their use of these resources
they take broad advantage of the various forms
of interaction among socialist countries—from
traditional foreign trade supplies of raw materials
to combined investment and the joint construc-
tion of production facilities. As a result, they
are intensifying the process of coordinating their
activities in the extractive industry. At the same
time, a faster growth in the fuel and raw material
sphere in some CMEA countries encourages in
others the development of a manufacturing in-
dustry oriented not only on their own national
markets, but also on supplying products to other
CMEA countries. The inter-sectoral international
socialist division of labour is an essential aspect
of the growing economic integration between
the CMEA countries.

The internationalist approach to wusing the
mineral resources of the CMEA countries has
two fundamental features. One of them is con-
nected with an increase in the production of
raw materials in these countries for mutual
supplies. The other is cooperation in the interests
of a careful and highly efficient use of all minerals
and the energy and products obtained from them
in the CMEA countries. Mineral resources are
not replenishable, and no matter how great the
reserves are, there are natural limits to their
exploitation. Thus, at any given moment the
rational use of natural resources has to take
account of the interests of future generations
in the socialist countries. In this connection,
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it is all the more important to develop coopera-
tion in the CMEA states in using the achieve-
ments of scientific and technological progress
for the economical utilisation of primary resourc-
es, the search for new sources of energy and
raw materials, the installation of power- and
material-saving methods and the broad use of
recycled materials.

The current and long-term approach in drawing
up and implementing LTSPCs by CMEA in
tackling the fuel and raw material problem are
mainly oriented on further rationalising the con-
sumption of energy resources and materials and
using the latest technology. The CMEA countries
have to ensure a substantial reduction in the
proportional expenditure of fuel and energy in
the economy, improve the quality and expand
the range of metal products so as to cut down
metal-consumption in engineering and construc-
tion and step up the output of timber materials.
An internationalist approach to tackling the prob-
lem means a more purposeful use of energy re-
sources and raw materials, both those extracted
at home and those received from other CMEA
countries. Cooperation between the CMEA coun-
tries in this area does not, therefore, mean mu-
tual satisfaction of any of their import-oriented
needs for fuel and raw materials, but only those
which arise and develop in accordance with the
requirements of economic growth and the availab-
te opportunities to use the achievements of scien-
tific and technological progress. The objective
need for a more rational use of home-produced
and imported fuel and raw materials fully ac-
cords with the national interests of the CMEA
countries. A reduction in energy- and material-
intensiveness is a vital factor behind higher
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production efficiency and the dynamic develop-
ment of each socialist country’s economy.

The CMEA states attach prime importance to
stepping up the production of foodstuffs that
ensure a rational diet for the population. They
are investing immense funds in boosting agricul-
ture, the food industry and other branches of
the economy that ensure the resolution of the
food problem (the production of mineral
fertilisers, agricultural and food engineering,
etc.).

The development of agriculture and the food
industry has guaranteed a considerable improve-
ment in food supplies throughout CMEA.
Important quality changes are occurring in the
food consumption structure. In particular, there
is a rise in the share of non-fat meat and poultry
in consumption; the range of dairy products is
being widened and the public is buying more
vegetables. With the growth in the consumption
of animal proteins, bread and potato consumption
falls. At the same time, the overall consumption
level of certain important foodstuffs in several
countries has not yet reached the rational con-
sumption norms accepted in those countries.

The main way to achieve a comprehensive
solution to the problem of ensuring rational food
provision in the CMEA countries is further to
develop agriculture and the food industry, as
well as associated branches. At the same time,
the international division of labour and, above
all, increased cooperation among the socialist
countries in the agrarian-industrial sphere is of
growing importance. Foreign economic ties, as
experience shows, are an essential factor in
accelerating the development of the agrarian-
industrial sphere and in implementing effective
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changes in the provision of food to the general
public. ,

Through cooperation, the CMEA countries are
satisfying their basic import requirements for
many types of foodstuff. In 1975, the Soviet
Union received 67 per cent of its fresh vegetable
imports from CMEA, 97 per cent of its tinned
vegetables and 73 per cent of its processed-fruit
products. ’ :

The CMEA countries are supplying one anoth-
er with foodstuffs in accordance with the set
specialisation orientations. Bulgaria, Hungary
and Romania, for example, are exporters of
vegetables, fruit, meat, eggs and grain; the USSR
is exporting grain, vegetable oil, fish and sugar;
Cuba—sugar and fruit; Mongolia—meat and
dairy products. Cooperation in tackling the
food problem is developing along several main
lines. In plant-growing, it is mainly through
selection and seed-growing. Each CMEA coun-
try has a large selection of plant species.
International experimentation with different sorts
of farm crops enables them to select and exchange
the most productive sorts and hybrids. For
example, in the 1971-73 period alone, the Soviet
Union received more than 5,000 types of new
seed grades from other CMEA countries and
provided them with 12,000 grades. International
oxperimentation in this field enabled the CMEA
countries in 1976 to introduce 307 plant types
into agriculture and to regionalise their farm-
ing.

This sphere of cooperation is having good
cffect. According to statistics compiled by
(izechoslovak scientists, 1 koruna being spent
on studying plant grades ensures 15 koruny from
improved productivity. The sowing of Polish
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oat grades in the USSR has meant a 2-2.5 cent-
ner per hectare higher yield than local oat grades.
In the Soviet Union, as a result of sowing some
2.5 mln. hectares of cereals to selected grades
from the GDR, Poland, Romania and Czechoslo-
vakia, the yield increased by 400,000 tonnes
in 1974. Soviet grades of certain cereals are
being widely used in CMEA. Thus, Soviet sun-
flower has become widespread in Hungary and
Bulgaria; Soviet winter wheat in Bulgaria,
Hungary, the GDR, Poland, Romania and Cze-
choslovakia. In the 1961-70 period, cooperation
in selection and seed-growing produced an in-
crease in the average potato yield in the CMEA
states of 21 centners per hectare, while the ave-
rage annual production of cereals increased
by approximately 20-30 per cent between 1966
and 1975.

Bearing in mind the positive experience in
this area of cooperation and the need to conso-
lidate and spread it, in 1973 the CMEA countries
signed the agreement on multilateral speciali-
sation in growing variety seeds and seedlings
for crop farming, which defined the specialisa-
tion of each country in this area. The Soviet
Unjon specialises in the production of graded
and hybrid seeds for winter wheat, maize, peas,
sunflowers, hemp for primary seed-growing, grad-
ed seeds for hard wheat, oats and millet; the
GDR specialises in the production and supply
of spring barley seeds; Poland in sugar beet
and winter rye seeds; Romania in grapevine
cuttings, and so on. Seed-growing is one of the
most promising areas of cooperation in agricul-
ture.

Owing to the rapid growth in CMEA require-
ments for livestock products, cooperation is
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very urgent in developing this area of farming.
One of the main tasks is to create new and im-
prove existing pedigree groups and lines of farm
animals, as well as to use them for improving
the results of interbreeding on a commercial
basis.

An important area of cooperation in genetics -
and animal selection is a growing exchange of
original herd stock. -

Cooperation is particularly important in de-
veloping the microbiology industry, thereby
ensuring supplies of feed proteins, vitamins;
aminoacids, ferments and other produce to live-
stock breeding. By 1985, the cooperation among
the CMEA countries plans to create a production
capacity of an annual 600,000 tonnes of fodder
yeast, methionine, lysine, vitamins, etc. Mea-
sures have also been mapped out for working out
cost-to-performance justification for building pos-
sibilities between 1980 and 1985 by the joint
efforts of interested countries for plants to
manufacture methionine in Poland, lysine :in
the USSR, and certain vitamins in Romania.
A pgrticular feature of the microbiology industry
is its great and constantly growing product
range; therefore, to meet the demands of 1live-
stock breeding for fodder yeast, vitamins and
other additives to animal fodder, it is necessary
to extend the international specialisation and
cooperation in microbiological production and
to build enterprises jointly. :

Cooperation is growing among the CMEA
countries in the production of mineral fertilisers.
This area of interaction is extremely important
considering that only the USSR and the GDR
have the necessary resources of potassium salts.

An example of cooperation in this area is the
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building of a complex for extracting potassium
salts in the GDR with a capacity of 900,000 ton-
nes—i.e., more than a quarter of the country’s
production. Several CMEA countries participat-
ed in this project, its output being used in the
GDR and in Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland and
Czechoslovakia. On the basis of Soviet natural
gas, a large plant is being built -in the GDR
for manufacturing urea; equipment for the plant
came mainly from Czechoslovakia. The USSR
and Hungary are also taking part in the con-
struction.

In 1973, the CMEA countries concluded a
multilateral agreement on creating enterprises
to produce plant protection chemicals, the agree-
ment taking account of specialisation and coope-
ration in their production. Interchim—the so-
cialist countries’ international organisation for
cooperation in low-tonnage chemical produc-
tion—is acquiring ever increasing importance in
forecasting the development of plant protection
chemicals in the CMEA countries and preparing
proposals for specialisation and cooperation in
this.

The common boundaries of the CMEA states
are an important condition for their joint land-
improvement projects for the purpose of irrigat-
ing, water supplying and draining frontier land.
Cooperation is going on between the USSR and
Poland in organising water utilisation over huge
areas along the borders between the two coun-
tries. Work is continuing on basic land reclama-
tion (regulation of river-beds, building of reser-
voirs and canals) and on draining arable land,
meadows and pasture land. The USSR and
Romania have jointly designed and built an
irrigation-hydro-power complex on the River
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Prut. The construction consists of a dam, two
hydro-electric stations and a reservoir with a
capacity of 1,400 mln. cu m. The dam will
reduce the danger of flooding, while the reser-
voir will improve water supplies to neigh-
bouring regions in both countries. As much as
70,000 hectares of arable land on each side will
be provided with water, and the fish farms of
both countries will receive a major boost. The
building and maintenance of these facilities are
ensured by the USSR and Romania sharing the
investment and operating costs equally. The
electricity and water resources will also be
distributed equally between them.

Measures are being drawn up for multilateral
cooperation in the Danube and Tissa river basins.
The USSR has adopted a scheme called the Comp-
lex Utilisation of the Tisa Basin Resources, in
which the Soviet part of the improved flood-
lands occupies 700,000 hectares of marshy land;
it includes measures covering land on the bord-
ers with Hungary and Czechoslovakia. Planners
from the three countries have agreed on all
issues that affect their common interests.

Other CMEA countries (the GDR and Poland,
Czechoslovakia and Poland, etc.) are coordinat-
ing efforts on a broad scale in the sphere of land .
reclamation and irrigation in their border re-
gions. The objects of the joint efforts are hydro-
lechnical plants, irrigation and drainage sys-
tems, in CMEA territories far from the frontiers
as well as in border zones. The opportunity for
this is backed up by the experience of creating
Bulgaria’s largest hydro-power complex, the
Belmeken-Sestrimo in the Rila Mountains; the
USSR, Czechoslovakia and other CMEA countries
Look part in building it. The huge building and
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technical capacities in these countries enable
‘them to intensify cooperation in this direction
as well. -

‘The multilateral cooperation within CMEA in
the agrarian-industrial sphere has resulted in
the production of more foodstuffs.

For the purpose of further resolving the food
‘problem, the CMEA countries have .adopted a
LTSPC for agriculture and the food industry.
This programme, like similar ones in other
production spheres, is calculated for the period
up to 1990 and envisages the gradual tackling
of specific objectives.

The solution of major national economic pro-
blems among the CMEA countries (fuel and raw
materials, foodstuffs, etc.) very much depends
on the further development of the engineering
base ‘and of the manufacture of highly efficient
up-to-date plant and machinery. Each socialist
country needs an enormous range of engineering
products, running into many hundreds and thou-
sands of items. It is no longer realistic for each
country to try to supply its own needs for all
types of plant and machinery; it is simply im-
possible for each one to develop its scientific
and technological potential and production in
all directions, in view of the limited mnational
financial, material and labour resources. What
is more, -the development of multisectoral engi-
neering in each country would lead to the crea-
tion of an enormous number of small and low-
capacity enterprises, with a low economic output
efficiency and other disadvantages.

The accelerated development of engineering
in the socialist countries is being attained in-
creasingly through the international division of
labour, particularly within the framework of
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mutual international specialisation and coope-
ration of production. Each CMEA country- is
deliberately reducing or completely halting its
own production of certain types of engineering
product and, at the same time, developing the
output of other forms of plant and machinery.
By reducing or halting production, the country
orientates itself on satisfying its requirements
from supplies from other socialist countries;
promoting engineering capacity in selected areas,
it plans the marketing of this output both in
its own national economy and in the other so-
cialist states, and in a number of instances in
non-socialist countries as well. The direct result
of international production specialisation and
cooperation is, therefore, a concentration of
capacity and resources, a growth in the efficiency
of output and quality, and savings on all types
of expenditure. '

Development of engineering on the basis of
international specialisation and cooperation is a
complex affair, so the cessation of a particular
type of production in any country necessitates
additional investment in the reconstruction and
reorientation of existing enterprises as well as
staff retraining. It is no less difficult to set
up new production, oriented on both the home
and foreign markets. International production
specialisation and cooperation are possible only
when there is a clear agreement among the co-
operating countries on production programmes
in the long term, and on the volume of mutual
supplies, the technical specifications of output,
the prices on mutual deliveries, etc. The plan-
ned economic system in the socialist countries
and their coordinated activities provide a favour-
able basis for promoting international socialist
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specialisation and cooperation of production, and
an increase in the export and import of engineer-
ing goods. : '
In the 1971-75 period; the sales of plant and
machinery. within CMEA amounted to more
than 52,000 million roubles, as against 27,000
million roubles in the 1966-70 period. The share
of engineering products in the total exports of
the CMEA countries increased in those years
from 38 to 43 per cent. This rapid growth of
trade in plant and machinery was maintained
from 1976 to 1980. ‘
: Large supplies of modern plant and machinery
exert an active effect on the technical re-equip-
ment of the national economy; they encourage
the development of new production lines and
the further economic development of the CMEA
countries. Thus, Soviet supplies of machinery
have helped Hungary in the construction of
some 60 large industrial projects; Soviet supplies
account for 76 per cent of the Hungarian imports
of tractors, 79 per cent of the combine harvesters,
43 per cent of the cars and 40 per cent of the
commercial vehicles. Soviet machinery is having
a major effect in CMEA countries on the power,
iron and steel industries, air and road transport,
shipbuilding and other sectors. In turn, imperts
from . other CMEA countries have acquired an
important role in meeting Soviet plant and
machinery requirements. Through such imports,
the USSR is able to meet between 30 and
50 per cent of these requirements for such things
as transport vessels, automatic telephone ex-
changes, loaders of all types, passenger carriag-
es, and up to 10 per cent of all the new buses
used ‘in the economy. The Soviet Union also
imports from other CMEA countries entire plant
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for the chemical, light and food industries and
other economic sectors.

International production specialisation and
cooperation are having an increasing influence
on the mutual exchange of engineering products.
By the end of 1977, 78 agreements had been
signed by the CMEA states in engineering and
electrical engineering on multilateral interna-
tional specialisation and production cooperation,
embracing over 8,000 items. As a result some
75 per cent of specialised production items are
concentrated in no more than two countries,
including some 50 per cent in a single country.
Together with agreements of a multilateral char-
acter among the CMEA countries, they are
concluding and implementing many hundreds
of bilateral agreements on specialisation and
cooperation in engineering. The proportion of
specialised types in the overall mutual delive-
ries of plant and machinery between the CMEA
states grew from 23 per cent in 1975 to 34 per
cent in 1977.

One of the major achievements of the CMEA
countries in economic, scientific and technolo-
gical integration is the ongoing joint production
of the Uniform Computer System (UCS) of the
Ryad (Series) type. Dozens of plants in the USSR,
Bulgaria, Hungary, the GDR, Cuba, Poland,
Romania and Czechoslovakia are taking part in
this cooperation. A general council of chief de-
signers exists to implement an agreed policy for
introducing the System into the national econo-
mies of the socialist countries. Cooperation has
ensured the large-scale development of computer
production. Before 1970, the CMEA countries
produced some 30 types of second generation
computers that were technically incompatible.
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Within the UCS eight types of third generation

computers, compatible in all technical aspects,
are being produced. In 1971-75, the exchange
of computer technology among CMEA states

amounted to some 3,000 million roubles, and in ¢

subsequent years mutual supplies of this equip-
ment will grow by approximately 170 per cent.

The Soviet Union is the CMEA manufacturing
centre for nuclear energy plant. This area of
specialisation in" the USSR is being enhanced
particularly with the building of the Atommash
plant. Several CMEA countries are developing
production and cooperation in supplying cer-
tain facilities for nuclear power stations. The
development of nuclear energy in the CMEA
countries necessitates a constant boosting of the
- production of nuclear power plant. The Soviet
Union is helping other CMEA states to set up
and develop this production. For example, in
1974 a Soviet-Czechoslovak inter-governmental
agreement was signed on cooperation in the
manufacture of equipment for nuclear power
stations. As a result, Czechoslovakia was able
to launch the serial production of nuclear reactors
and other types of plant to satisfy its own needs
and -supply other countries. New facilities for
promoting this production have been built or
are under construction at several heavy engineer-
ing works in Czechoslovakia which. has thus
joined.the USSR as a centre for the production

of complete equipment for- nuclear power sta- 4
tions in the CMEA community. The production {

-of complete plant for nuclear power stations
in other CMEA countries is growing in import-

ance. All this ensures favourable prospects for f§
the development of nuclear power engineering §

in the socialist states. -
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Cooperation in the motor industry is another
area that is going ahead successfully within ‘the
community. Hungary supplies the. USSR with
the Ikarus coaches and rear axles that fit both
for Hungarian' coaches and for Soviet ones from
the Likino and Lvov coach works, as well as
for trolleybuses. On the other hand, the USSR
is supplying Hungary with commercial and pas-
senger vehicles. Cooperation is also expanding
in a number of CMEA countries in the produc-
tion of Soviet Lada cars. :

By agreement between the relevant Soviet and
Czechoslovak ministries, the division of labour
is developing in the manufacture of over 70 types
of equipment and production lines for the light
and food industries. Under the terms of this
agreement, Czechoslovakia supplies the Soviet
textile industry with highly productive spindle-
less spinning machines, while the USSR supplies
its partner with ring-spinning machinery. At the
same time, in cooperation with Czechoslovakia,
the USSR is developing the large-scale serial
production of pneumatic spinners, which today
form the basis of technical retooling of spinning
production. Cooperation is also intensifying in
the manufacture of weaving machines. Czecho-
slovakia has concentrated capacity on the output
of pneumatic shuttleless machinery. At the be-
oinuing of 1977, more than 18,000 such machines
supplied by Czechoslovakia were operating in
the USSR. The Soviet Union is specialising in
the production of shuttleless automatic weaving
machines and is exporting them to Czechoslo-
vakia. :

A considerable achievement of multilateral
cooperation among the CMEA countries is co-
operation in manufacturing shuttleless automatic
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weaving machines of the STB type, -which raise
labour productivity by 150 per cent compared
with that obtained on shuttle-type automatic
machinery. Owing to cooperation in this pro-
duction, in which Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland,
the USSR and Czechoslovakia are taking part,
the Soviet Union increased its output of them
from 10 machines in 1971 to 3,600 in 1975.
The countries taking part in the cooperation
receive from the USSR modern automatic ma-
chines in the numbers necessary for successfully
developing their weaving production.

As the mechanisation of agriculture increases,
so too does the range of plant and machinery
for plant-growing, livestock and animal feed
production, for land reclamation and water
works. In the USSR the domestic plant system
drawn up for 1971-75 included 2,360 types of
tractors, farm machinery, assembly units and
implements, even though the production of seve-
ral outmoded. items ceased. Of this' number,
Soviet industry accounts for about 60 per cent.
It is inexpedient for any single country to pro-
duce the whole range of machinery for agricul-
ture. This heightens the importance of coordi-
nated international specialisation in this
sphere. '

Disproportions sometimes occur in farming in
the mechanisation of interrelated processes. If
production mechanisation is not comprehensive
enough, this holds back the growth of labour
productivity and reduces the efficacy of invest-
ment in agriculture. Hence the mounting need
to define the prospects for the machinery systems
required for the comprehensive mechanisation
of farming and made in the CMEA states on a
cooperation basis.
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An international system of machines for overall
mechanisation of agriculture and forestry has been
worked out within the framework of CMEA.
It contains the technological, agrotechnical, zo-
otechnic and exploitation requirements for 750
types and 1,750 standard sizes of machinery.
These recommendations take mechanisation
spheres into consideration and provide the basis
for planning the research and design work on mak-
ing and improving machinery. This programme
is to be implemented over several years.

Agromash is a good example of effective
cooperation among socialist states in agricultural
mechanisation. This international society for
working out a system of machinery and specia-
lisation in making < mechanisation means for
vegetable growing, horticulture and viniculture
consists of Bulgaria, Hungary, the GDR, Poland,
the USSR and Czechoslovakia. In the period
from 1970 to 1974 alone, Agromash was respons-
ible for the testing and mutual supplying of
146 types of CMEA manufactured machinery
and 11 types of machinery made elsewhere. For
example, Bulgaria, Hungary and the USSR
worked jointly on several machines for the mech-
anised weeding and harvesting of crops. Their
use in Soviet agriculture will enable the country
to save over 40 million man-days a year and
reloase 1.5 million people from this work. The
honofits of this are also felt in other member
countrios, ]

Within the Agromash framework an agreement
has been signed on multilateral specialisation
for 50 items in machine production. Bulgaria
is specialising in making 15 types of machines,
including vineyard tractors, soil cutters, seedling
planter machines, and combine harvesters for
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harvesting wine grapes. Hungary has started

producing 14 machine items. The USSR specia-

lises in making 35. machine items, including
self-propelling chassis, ploughs and cultivators
for —vegetable growing and the cultivating of
perennial plants, vegetable seeding machines,
machinery for harvesting tomatoes, cabbages and
carrots, and equipment for hothouses.

Cooperation in developing agricultural engin-
eering is being supplemented by specialisation
- of the CMEA countries in making equipment
for .the food industry. Specialisation embraces
545 technological lines, machinery and plant
in -the food industry. Thus, Hungary specialises
in 101 types of means of production, Bulgaria
in 88, the GDR and Romania in 79, and the
USSR in 73. The cooperation between the so-
cialist countries in agricultural and food en-
gineering is becoming an important factor in
solving the food problem.

Agreement between the countries on coordi-
nating the development of machinery and equip-
ment production is consolidated in the form of
multilateral and bilateral agreements that include
the basic terms of specialisation and coopera-
tion of supplies. Yet, these agreements need to
be made more feasible, especially in view of
failures to meet delivery dates or deviations
from technical specifications.

In the 1971-75 period, the CMEA countries
carried out joint planning in the production of
certain types of metal-cutting lathes with pro-
grammed control; this linked in with the con-
clusion of appropriate agreements. Joint plan-
ning played a fundamental part in strengthening
the engineering base of the CMEA countries.
In the opinion of the experts, as a result of this
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form’ of cooperation, production costs on plant
may be reduced by 80 per cent and the time
necessary for planning, testing and commission-
ing cut by 2-3 years.

Technological progress accelerates the retooling
of all branches of the economy and leads to an
expansion of the range of engineering products.
At the same time, the coordinated development
of engineering in the CMEA countries requires
a long-term approach, taking account of long-
term trends in the consumption and output of
plant and machinery. The overall direction of
engineering development under socialist econo-
mic integration is a combination of the all-round
development of the engineering base with deep
mufiual specialisation and cooperation of pro-
duction in finished items, assembly units and
parts, as well as in the area of production techni-
ques.

For the purpose of the further joint develop-
ment of engineering production, the CMEA
countries have drawn up an LTSPC for engineering
spanning the period up to 1990. The purpose
of this programme. is to ensure a comprehensive
approach to the problem of the technical equip-
ment and re-equipment of the CMEA economies,
use of the most progressive machinery and up-to-
date production methods, a speed-up in the
development of production specialisation and
cooperation and more intensive work on stan-
dardising and unifying the- technical specifica-
tions of finished products.

The technical re-equipment of the socialist
economies depends decisively on mastering the
production of new types of equipment, i.e., on
technical progress in engineering. This task is
also a very difficult one bearing in mind the
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huge range of products in engineering and the
constant need to replenish them.

The CMEA countries’ experience of coopera-
tion in tackling vitally important economic
problems, examined on the example of the fuel
and raw materials, food and engineering prob-
lems, demonstrates that the best opportunities
for promoting production and satisfying their
requirements for a variety of products are pro-
vided by socialist economic integration, includ-
ing scientific and technological integration. At
the same time, the economies of the socialist
community are developing in the context of
growing economic ties with other states. The
importance of their coordinated foreign economic
activities in promoting ties with other states
increases, therefore, when they come to tackle
their own economic problems. The basis for
supplying the socialist countries’ needs for the
most important products is provided by their
mutual cooperation.

Scientific and Technological Cooperation

One of the most important and promising
areas of mutually advantageous socialist integra-
tion lies in scientific and technological coopera-
tion. This began immediately after the forma-
tion of the socialist community; it expanded and
deepened as socialism emerged and developed
as a world economic system, playing an important
role in the socialist reconstruction of the econ-
omies of fraternal countries, in their industria-
lisation, in turning the formerly economically
backward countries into advanced industrial-
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agrarian socialist states, in evening out- thelr
economic development levels.

In contrast to capitalism, where the attaln-
ments of science and technology are appropriated
by the biggest monopohes which use them to
their own selfish ends, i.e., for extracting super
profits and as an instrument of international
expansion, under socialism these attainments
belong to the state and are used in the interests
of all society. With the formation of the world
socialist system they are put to the service of
the socialist community. Only under socialism,
which does away with private ownership ‘and
exploitation of man by man, has it become
possible, at a certain stage, to have a virtually
uncompensated exchange among the fraternal
countries of the tremendous values of science
and technology for the sake of speeding up the
development of each socialist country and the
community as a whole. The principle of uncom-
pensated exchange of scientific and technological
documentation and licences, established by agree-
ments on scientific and technological cooperation
signed since 1947, was consolidated at the 2nd
CMEA Session in 1949 and convincingly revealed
Lhe fraternal, truly selfless nature of the relations
between countries that have taken the path of
building socialism and communism; it has dem-
onstrated the essence and depth of their. com-
radely mutual assistance. }

The Soviet Union has always occupied the
leading position in the exchange of -scientific
and technological achievements; it is the country
with the greatest scientific and technological
potential - within the socialist community, and
it has accumulated immense experience in build-
ing socialism, in reconstructing and developing
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the economy on the basis of the latest achieve-
ments of science and technology.

Between 1948 and 1970, as part of the exchange
of scientific and technological attainments, the
Soviet Union handed over to other CMEA coun-
tries some 27,000 sets of design plans, specifica-
tion and production documentation and received
over 15,000 sets in return. This mutual exchange
made it possible” for the fraternal countries to
master new technological processes and to create
new types of modern machinery and equipment.
Over that period, the USSR welcomed some
56,000 experts from other CMEA countries to
acquaint them with Soviet production experience
and, in turn, sent some 32,000 Soviet experts
to these countries.

I, at the beginning, the Soviet Union transfer-
red its technical experience and specifications
in considerably larger amounts than it received,
now the other CMEA countries, thanks to their
accelerated economic development, are increasing-
ly able to exchange technical experience with
one another and to transfer it to the Soviet
Union.

The mutual assistance between the socialist
countries in promoting science and technology
is also manifested in the working out of designs
for new enterprises, the training of experts, the
rendering of technical assistance in constructing
and commissioning new industrial and agri-
cultural enterprises. The principal role here
belongs, once again, to the Soviet Union, which
fulfils its internationalist duty to the working
people of fraternal countries by giving them
far-reaching help in their socialist construction.
The opportunity to rely on the support and

experience of this mighty socialist country in
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implementing national plans for economic con-
struction is a great advantage for the fraternal
countries that have taken the socialist path,
compared with the Soviet Union’s own economic
reconstruction; being the only socialist country
after the October Revolution, it could only
rely on its own strength and potential.

Scientific and technological cooperation among
the fraternal countries is not confined to the
exchange of achievements and experience in
science and technology. The fraternal states have
made increasing use of other forms of coopera-
tion as their economic, scientific and technolo-
gical potential has grown and as the mastering
of the attainments of modern scientific and
technological progress has become a more com-
plex task.

From the mid-1950s, there has been coopera-
tion between related research organisations of
the socialist countries; this is expressed in the
division of labour, the joint solution of certain
scientific and technological problems and the
exchange of experience in research work. An
important part has been played in this co-
operation by CMEA sectoral standing commis-
sions, as well as bilateral inter-governmental
commissions and the special CMEA agency which,
today, is known as the CMEA Committee on
Scientific and Technological Cooperation.

The fraternal countries are also setting up
joint research and design groups and organisa-
lions to tackle scientific and technical problems
of mutual interest. :

Thus, the Soviet and Czechoslovak govern-
ments agreed to set up an interim Soviet-Cze-
choslovak research and design body to work on
developing spindleless spinning, in which experts
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from both countries produced a qualitatively new
technique and constructed and tested a spindle-
less pneumatic spinning machine. The results
of this work arose a great deal of interest through-
out the world, since they were considered to

have far surpassed current world attainments

in that sphere.

An international group of experts from Hun-
gary, the GDR, Poland, the USSR and Czecho-
slovakia worked for several years on designing an
automated long-distant telephone communica-
tions system based on the application of semi-
conductors. As a result, they created a highly
efficient new apparatus that is being used in
telephone communication between the capitals
of the fraternal countries. Joint research is thus
becoming an important sphere of interaction
among the CMEA countries in tackling the urgent
problems involved in scientific and technolo-
gical progress.

New forms based on profit-and-loss principles
and shared participation in the cost of joint
research began to develop in the mid-1960s in
the scientific and technological cooperation
among the CMEA countries; this enabled them
to enhance their efficiency and mutual advantage
substantially and to link scientific and techno-
logical cooperation with production cooperation
more closely.

Stricter planning principles in scientific and
technological cooperation were boosted by the
introduction, about the same time, of bilateral
and multilateral coordination of research.

From 1964 onwards, the multilateral scientific
and technological cooperation among the CMEA
countries began to be based on medium-term
plans, enabling them to determine its major
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problems and themes, to single out the leading
organisations and coordinating countries, to de-
fine work programmes and the degree of partici-
pation of individual countries and research organ-
isations in them, the ways and means of coop-
eration, and to eliminate duplication in research.
The scale of these activities may be judged
from the fact that the master plan for 1964-65
included 43 problems and 154 themes, while
that for 1966-70 covered 50 problems and 185
themes, on which some 700 research and design
organisations of the fraternal countries worked
together, X :
Scientific and technological cooperation on a
multilateral basis through coordination and joint
research then began to be conducted by the acad-
emies of sciences of the socialist countries and
within the framework of international economic
organisations, like the Railway Cooperation Or-
ganisation, the Organisation for Cooperation in
Communications, the Organisation for Coopera-
tion in the Bearings Industry, and Interchim.
The Joint Institute for Nuclear Research at
Dubna in the USSR has been operating success-
fully for over twenty years; here scientists from
socialist countries work together, in excellent
conditions, on vital theoretical and practical
problems in the sphere of nuclear physics. Be-
sides this Institute, there are a number of other
international institutes, like the CMEA Institute
of Standardisation, the International Institute
for Economic Problems of the World Socialist
System, the International Centre for Scientific
and Technical Information, and the International
Research Institute on Management Problems.
The new forms of cooperation in science and
technology have enabled the CMEA countries
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to make broad use of the advantages of the in-
ternational socialist division of labour and of
cooperation in research, to concentrate the efforts
and resources of interested countries on perform-
ing the most complex and high-cost jobs. This
helps them speed up scientific and technological
progress and enables them to tackle this impor-
tant task for the further economic development
of socialist states with the necessary.savings on
resources and time. :

Bilateral and multilateral cooperation between
the fraternal countries in science and technology
is closely interconnected and complementary.
Exchange of research results, in accordance
with the multilateral coordination plans, takes
place through bilateral cooperation channels.
The countries implement many recommendations
on scientific and technological cooperation adopt-
ed by CMEA agencies and other international
organisations of these countries on a bilateral
basis.

The multiple forms of scientific and technolo-
gical cooperation allow any fraternal state to
determine for itself which of them conforms
most to its national interests and characteristics,
to progress steadily from simpler to more complex
forms as it creates the necessary conditions.

No matter what forms and directions their
scientific and technological cooperation takes,
it is invariably based on the tried and tested
principles on which all economic ties between
the socialist countries are built—those of com-
plete equality, respect for the sovereignty and
national interests of other countries, non-inter-
ference in their internal affairs, mutual benefit
and comradely mutual assistance. :

The move by several CMEA countries in the
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1960s to build a mature socialist society by
intensifying economic development required, be-
sides the introduction of improved methods of
national planning and management, wider use
of the rational division of labour in their inter-
state. economic relations, increased efficiency
and mutual advantage of economic, scientific
and technological cooperation within the social-
ist community.

In the sphere of scientific and technological
relations, this was largely manifested in a rela-
tive reduction in the importance of the exchange
between countries of already accumulated attain-
ments and experience in science and technology
and an increase in the importance of resolving
major new problems of technological progress
by concerted efforts, above all by means of
coordinated research, specialisation and coope-
ration in research, the creation of joint scientific
and technological organisations and centres.
This helped resolve problems in science and
technology in countries whose lag behind the
world level could not be eradicated by the ex-
change of existing achievements. :

For their extensive effective application, these
new forms of cooperation required agreements
between participants and corrections to the orga-
nisational and financial principles of coopera-
tion; the countries now began to add to their
uncompensated forms new, paid forms of scien-
tific and technological exchange, including li-
censing relations.

With the adoption, in 1971, of the Compre-
hensive Programme for socialist economic in-
tegration, a new, higher stage began in the de-
velopment of the international socialist division
of labour, including in science and: technology.
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The . transfer to integration was linked with
organisational substantiation of those new trends
in the scientific and technological cooperation
among the CMEA countries that had characterised
its development in the preceding period, as well
as the implementation of several effective new
forms. of joint research and ‘the introduction’of
its results into practlce

Joint planning in science and technology
often. manifests itself in consultations on issues
concerning science and technology; these . are
.intended to help in the elaboration of common
strategy in this area. Cooperation is expanding
in scientific and technological forecasting, which
serves as an important condition for expanding
joint planning and orienting it on new attain-
ments in science and technology. Scientific and
technological interrelations are becoming a major
factor in the coordination of national economic
plans, in joint planning, and in making them
;1ncreasmg1y comprehensive.

As well as developing research .coordination,
the CMEA states are promoting scientific and
technological cooperation; this is backed up by
corresponding - agreements of an inter-state and
-economic type and it is growing more and more
into comprebensive scientific and production
cooperation. Coordination centres set up on the
basis of leading research institutions retating to
given problems are becoming its organisational
form; their work is being directed by authorised
councils. Wider use is being made of another
way of combining the personnel and material
resources of the cooperating countries—that of
provisional international groups of scientists
and experts formed on the basis of a particular
research or design.centre, combined laboratorieg
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and depaftments. Finally, international insti-
tutes and scientific and production bodies ave
taking the shape of -international scientific and

-technological organisations. All this testifies to

the development of the law-governed process of
scientific and technological integration of the
CMEA countries as a paramount link in their
integrational process.

An essential feature of the socio-economic
development of the fraternal CMEA countries
today is the. strengthening of integration ties
in different areas of economic activity. ‘

A distinguishing feature of the present stage
in the economic development of the fraternal
countries is the policy for its comprehensive
intensification and improvement of the efficiency
and quality of management. This is possible
primarily through the broad utilisation of scien-
tific and technological achievements and a faster
rate of scientific and technological progress.
The complex problems related to this may be
successfully resolved only by pooling CMEA
countries’ national efforts aud potential, by
clear-cut coordination and cooperation of their
scientific and technological capacities and by
concentrating resources on jointly defined prio-
rity projects. That is why joint measures in
science and technology that-guarantee effective
practical use of the potential of modern science -
and technology are acquiring particular import-
anco among the whole complex of integration
moasures.

The Coordinated Plan for Multilateral Inte-
gration Measures is a new step in promoting
the integrational process. It covers the biggest
and most important cooperation projects that
are being primarily guaranteed by resources
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- specially earmarked for the purpose in national
plans. -

The high degree of efficacy of CMEA: scientific
gnd technological cooperation is obvious, though
it cannot always be defined in precise quantita-
tive terms, especially in fundamental re-
search. :

The high effectiveness of the combined efforts
of the fraternal countries at the very forefront
of the scientific and technological revolution
has. found a clear embodiment in the first in-
ternational space flights; these were carried out
within the framework of the multilateral Inter-
kosmos programme. Multilateral cooperation in
electric welding is also producing good results.
Thus, the use of the electron beam welding
technique on steam turbine rotors produces a
saving of 500,000 roubles a year. The multi-
shed weaving loom of a continuous type, pro-
du'ced jointly by Soviet and GDR specialists,
brings in a saving of 1.4 million roubles. The
joint Soviet-Czechoslovak work on the smelting
of square section ingots results in a saving of
9 million roubles at the Sérov iron and steel
works.. The new technological plant for manu-
facturing gas-proof membrane walls, created by
Soviet and Polish experts, has brought a saving
of 6 million roubles to the Krasny Oktyabr
(Red October) works. .

To be successful, the scientific and technolo-
gical revolution requires immense material re-
sources, a large army of highly qualified experts,
and powerful scientific and production facili-
ties. That is why there is a worldwide trend
towards a deepening of international cooperation
and division of labour in science and technology.
Of course, under capitalism this trend serves as
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a means for imperialist expansion, aimed mainly
against the small and economically less developed
countries. The monopolisation of knowledge is
becoming a major weapon in the competitive
struggle and conquering of new markets, the forc-
ing on trading partners of disadvantageous
terms of participation in the international divi-
sion of labour. Particularly typical in this res-
pect is the expansion of US transnational cor-
porations, which is based primarily on superiority
in the scientific and technological field.

The development of international cooperation
in science and technology is quite different in
character under socialist conditions. The con-
sistently equal character of this cooperation,
founded on the principles of socialist interna-
tionalism and mutual assistance, is a prerequisite
for overcoming the limitations of national resourc-
es and the potential for gaining scientific and
technological achievements; it is based on the -
collective acquisition and use of these, the con-
sistent specialisation of national scientific and
technological development supplemented by mu-
tual advantage in this area. Essentially, scientific
and technological cooperation, like the whole
sphere of economic interaction among the frater-
nal countries, which today is characterised by on-
going socialist economic integration, acts as a
moans for resolving the task of combining scien-
tilic and technological achievements with the
advantages of socialism.

The present era is characterised by an inter-
twining of powerful revolutionary changes in the
socio-oconomic, scientific and technical areas,
which are radically and visibly changing the
faco of tho Earth and are having a most profound
offect on the fate of peoples and the development
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of all human civilisation. The  scientific and
technological revolution of the second half of
this century, which has led to cardinal shifts
in the structure of productive forces and inter-
~_ national economic relations, presents fresh de-
mands on the relations of production and the
entire superstructure; it lies at the centre of
the competition between the two systems. Under
present-day capitalism, the attainments of the
scientific and technological revolution are used
comparatively widely in the competitive struggle,
for increased exploitation of the working people
and- for external expansion, and for unleashing
an unprecedented arms race. Even so, socialism
has proved to be ‘the social system able and
destined to provide scope for the scientific and
technological revolution in the interests of peace
and creative endeavour, to turn its achievements
and potential to resolving essential social human
problems, to creating the material and technical
basis for future communist society.

The 31st CMEA Session examined the results
of the scientific and technological cooperation
among the CMEA states for 1971-76 and laid
down the basic guidelines for its further develop-
ment. It noted the successes scored in the joint
resolution of several major problems of consider-
able practical significance for the countries.
Over this period, combined efforts resulted in
more than 1,500 new machines, mechanisms and
instruments, over 1,300 types of new materials,
products and preparations, and more than 1,200
technological processes were worked out and
improved. Multilateral ' programmes are being
implemented to speed up scientific and techno-
logical development in Mongolia and Cuba, to
create a modern scientific and technological in-
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frastructure in these two countries. All this
lestifies convincingly to a deepening of the
integrational process in science and technology,
which is the major prerequisite for a successful
fulfilment of the historical task” of combining
scientific and technological achievements with
the advantages of socialism, equalising the devel-
opment levels of the fraternal countries, includ-
ing in the sphere that plays a mounting part in
creating the material and technical basis of ,
mature socialism and communism, and in com-
pelition between the two systems.

At the same time, the Session underlined the
need to improve the planning of scientific and
technological cooperation, closely combining it
with economic cooperation, concentrating - on
weighty problems in material production and
introducing . the results obtained into the
cconomy.

In planning this means elimination of the
continuing duplication and dispersal of resources;
it means forming an unbroken chain in the va-
rious forms of joint planning: science-technology-
produetion-marketing. This must combine per-
fectly, in economic and organisational terms,
the scientific-technical, production-economic and
investment-market links in the integration meas-
ures, orient them on the latest attainments of
science and technology, on the most urgent prob-
lems of socio-economic development.

A number of CMEA countries have drawn
up long-term programmes-for specialisation and
cooperation of production, as well as LTSPCs;
these are setting up the conditions for an organic
unification of scientific, technological and eco-
nomic- measures, for multilateral and bilateral
cooperation,
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In recent years, the CMEA countries have
concluded more than 100 multilateral agree-
ments on scientific and technological coopera-
tion in the major problems of a fundamental
and applied nature.

At the present time, in the field of scientific
and technological cooperation, extensive ini-
tiative lies with the ministries and departments,
their research and production organisations,
which have established direct contacts with
related ministries and organisations of the fra-
ternal countries. The strengthening of these
contacts and mutual responsibility for pledges
undertaken are all important conditions for
promoting scientific and technological coopera-
tion and its enhanced efficacy.

.No " less important is development of co-
operation in the sphere of scientific and technolo-
gical information, inventions, personnel train-
ing, and standardisation. New agreements have
been signed on this of late: for example, on a
uniform CMEA standard, on mutual recognition
of patents and other protective documents. An
international system of scientific and technologi-
cal information has been set up; cooperation
in training scientific personnel is being improv-
ed. All this creates a reliable infrastructure
for deepening scientific and technological inter-
relationships, extending mutually advantageous
exchanges, gradually forming an integrated scien-
tific and technological potential in the commu-
nity, within the bounds of which each country
would enjoy the greatest and mainly specialised
development of its internal scientific and techno-
logical resources and potential, supplemented
with the advantages of close interaction and
cooperation both in science and technology and
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in the practical use of the mounting Opportuni—
ties they present.

Cooperation in science and technology and the
deepening of the integrational process are para-
mount prerequisites for the CMEA countries to
carry through the scientific and technological
revolution, to combine its achievements with
the advantages of socialism, and to strengthen
the positions of the community in the decisive
sphere of competition between the two systems.

Basic Guidelines for
Improving Economic Cooperation

The formation within the bounds of CMEA of
a mechanism for economic cooperation and the
gradual progression of this into integration is a
natural result of socialism’s spread beyond the
confines of a single country and the appearance
of a new level of socialist relations of produc-
tion—international economic relations that suc-
cessfully serve the economic interrelationships
between the socialist states. The development
of the international socialist division of labour
and the appearance on this basis of an exchange
of activities among the socialist states, like social
labour within national economic complexes,
require a certain amount of coordination and ‘a
directing authority, in order to secure the har-
monious working of the individual activities,
and to perform the general functions that have
their origin in the action of the combined organ-
ism, as distinguished from the action of its
separate organs’.?

The essential community of both subsystems
of socialist production relations (international
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and intra-state) determines the unity of the
basic features appearing in management systems.
At the present time, this is apparent both theor-
etically and practically in the whole develop-
ment of the ways for administering economiec
cooperation.

The main principles of the joint administration
of economic cooperation among the socialist
countries are largely identical to the principles
of intra-state economic mechanisms. This in-
cludes mainly economic development according
to plan; account for social goals and criteria;
the use of financial instruments, material sti-
muli, etc. By virtue of this, the external economic
mechanism of cooperation may be viewed as
emanating from national forms of management.
The mechanism of economic cooperation among
the CMEA countries grows out of their national
systems of planning and management.

The derivation of methods for administering
the economic cooperation among the socialist
countries from national economic mechanisms: is
vividly manifested in, for example, the interre-
lationship between their separate elements. Thus,
the functions being performed by joint planning
in the economic cooperation among the socialist
countries are based on the determining role. of
centralised planning within the national econo-
mic management systems. The CMEA countries
can only make various types of joint forecast
through the development of forecasting within
the individual countries. The compilation of
LTSPCs relies on the experience of using integral
programme planning on a national scale, .on
compiling specific national planning pro-
grammes,

Of course, the derivative character of the
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external economic mechanism should not be
overestimated. The reliance of international eco-
nomic cooperation on national economic manage-
ment systems does not mean that there exists
between: them only a one-sided dependence and
that national management systems wholly de-
termine- the instruments of international ‘coop-
eration. In fact, because of the qualitatively
unique nature of external economic. cooperation,.
to some extent it develops autonomously and,
in turn, creates an impetus to further: national
economic management systems. The appearance
in the CMEA states’ five-year and annual na-
tional economic development plans of a special
section concerned with integration measures is
a result of the development of socialist economic
integration and well illustrates this possibility.
Thus, the development of national ' economic
mechanisms not only affects socialist economic
integration, but is itself affected by this process.

On the whole, however, the derivative nature
of the external economic cooperation mechanism
cannot be doubted; it results in the following.

First, the prospects for the system for admin-
istering - economic cooperation depend greatly
on the development course of national economic
mechanisms. ‘The management mechanism of
economic cooperation.can develop only through
national planning and management systems.
Changes introduced into national economic mech-
anisms ultimately rebound on forms of coope-
ration and the methods for managing them.
The positions taken by the 25th Congress of
the CPSU and by congresses of the other fraternal
parties in respect to improvements in planning,
to orientation of all management activity to-
wards final national economic results and to
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more sensible use of economie stimuli and levers
essentially determine directly the development
of the mechanism for managing integrational
processes and its dynamics.

In the second place, the forms of cooperation
that rely directly on corresponding elements
of intra-state economic mechanisms are both
viable and effective. Other forms of international
economic cooperation would be neither effective,
nor even able to function.

At the same time, the uniqueness of the object
of management (the inter-state exchange of activ-
ities) ~and the subject (sovereign states) means
that a whole range of specific features distinguish-
ing it from intra-state systems of planning and
management are inherent in the economic coope-
ration .among the CMEA countries.

It should be emphasised first and foremost
that the mechanism of economic cooperation,
including its integrational form, is an inter-
state one. Its creation does not require the trans-
fer to autonomous institutions of any functions
that are being performed by the socialist states
in organising- and controlling national repro-
duction processes. On the contrary, the state
sovereignty of the CMEA countries gains further
in strength in the course of socialist econemic
integration. The experience of cooperation ac-
cumulated during the years CMEA has been in
existence has confirmed the possibility of im-
plementing any measures on an agreed planned
basis, without creating any supranational in-
stitution, and with the integrating countries
retaining full state sovereignty.

By dint of this, first, all forms of socialist
economic integration management are based on
methods of coordination of actions. Joint (agreed)
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recommendations and proposals are the result;
these are reinforceable on a voluntary basis by
the participant countries in the form of specific
treaty obligations. Second, the mechanism of
economic cooperation must ensure the mutual
advantage of the integration measures applied
and equivalent exchange between the countries.
Uncompensated assistance to any country is
given only by specially agreed decisions, on the
basis of the internationalist policy pursued by
the socialist states. Third, the socialist states
themselves, being the principal cooperators, play
the leading part in integration. All the salient
agreements on cooperation are concluded on a
governmental level and constitute the basis for
establishing direct contacts between the produc-
tion and the scientific and technological organisa-
tions of the CMEA countries. As the integrational
processes develop, the number of such contacts
increases and their importance grows. Direct
ties. between production teams in the various
CMEA states occur and gain in strength and they
exchange know-how and business visits; they
also expand socialist emulation. Yet, given the
1mportan‘ce of direct ties on a micro-level, the
decisive role in the mechanism of socialist eco-
nomic integration belongs, as before, to-forms
of inter-state cooperation, this being one . of
!,he qualitative features of socialist economic
integration. ‘

Coordination of five-year plans provides the
hasis for and is the most extensive form of
!)lannlng cooperation. With its help interaction
is established in the development of separate
branches:of the CMEA economies; it strengthens
the position of a given national economic com-
plex in the international socialist division of
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labour. By coordinating plans, the countries
obtain an aggregation of all the external economic
obligations of each country and their simul-
taneous inclusion in the system of national plan-
ning. This enables them to determine the magni-
tude of the national resources being used to fulfil
obligations assumed in the sphere of cooperation
and to tie in the external and internal factors
of economic growth. Thus, this form of joint
planning helps to achieve a balanced economic
development for both individual CMEA countries
and for the entire socialist community..
At the present time, the work on coordinating
' five-year national economic plans is earried
out in two stages. First, ministries and depart-
ments prepare their proposals for promoting
cooperation .in their branches. These serve as
the basis for working out draft plans for the
development of these branches. Second, the
proposals compiled by sectoral management bodies
are coordinated with each other and with other
sections of the national economic plan; finally,
they are agreed on between  the countries
involved. . . . : P
. Coordination “of five-year plans is completed
with the signing.by the chairmen of national
‘central -planning agencies of bilateral protocols
which - pinpoint the most important obligations
of, the countries -and, above all, the amount of
supplies of major commodities for the coming
five-year  period. . The: realisation of the . ob-
ligations occurs through the conclusion of five-
year foreign trade agreements and the establish-
ment -of -appropriate targets and . indicators
within national plans for socio-economic devel-
opment.: . , . L
.. Thus, .the coordination of five-year plans as
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a form of planning activity is distinguished by
an organic combination of a sectoral and national
economic approach to the development of co-
operation, the external trading and production
aspects of cooperation, .the establishment = of
interrelations between international and national
planning. : ' A
As ‘integration develops, the coordination of
five-year plans continues to gain in depth and
to improve. If, at first, it amounted mainly'to
coordinating the product ranges and volume of
mutual supplies, it now increasingly means
direct agreement on developing the production
sphere and the joint resolution of major: pro-
duction-economic problems. . For example, the
coordination of five-year plans for 1976-80 in-
volved the joint resolution by the CMEA states
of paramount national economic problems such
as those of increasing the production of fuel
and energy and raw materials, the further deével-
opment of production cooperation in the main
areas of ‘engineering, and the more active devel-
opment- of the scientific and technological as-
pects of working out ways to extend production
cooperation. . _
The scope of joint planning among the CMEA
countries is such that it can no longer be confined
to a single form, even to as broad a form as the
coordination of five-year plans. Other forms
have therefore come into use in planning coopera-
tion between the socialist countries. Among
the most important are consultation on major
questions of economic: poliey and the prelimi-
nary, though extremely important, stage of
joint planning. Of late, such consultations have
heen taking place more and more regularly at
various levels, both multilaterally and bilater-
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ally. During these there is a wide exchange of
varied information; the participants define the
common tasks, single out unresolved issues and
mark out possible ways of resolving them.
The CMEA countries are carrying out a great
deal- of joint work in the area of forecasting,
the results of this being now an important requis-

ite both for eompiling national plans and for °

promoting cooperation. Between 1971 and 1978,
CMEA agencies prepared some 200 joint forecasts
on selected problems in accordance with the
Comprehensive Programme.

They worked out. forecasts of the needs of
these eountries in regard to fuel and energy in
the long term, forecasts for the development of
power engineering, the iron and steel industry,
transport, engineering, non-ferrous metallurgy
and the chemical industry, as well as for certain
major spheres. of science and technology.

The Coordinated Plan for Multilateral Integra-
tion Measures clearly defines the obligation of
each country taking part in constructing a given
project to . deliver, on prearranged terms, the
specific list of commodities (equipment, building
materials and means of transport) to the country
where the project is being constructed. .

The first Coordinated Plan for Multilateral
Integration Measures of the CMEA c¢ountries
for 1976-80 was adopted at the 29th CMEA
Session. The overall estimated cost of the joint
projects was approximately 9,000 million trans-
ferable roubles. On the basis of the obligations
undertaken by the member states in the Plan,
they envisage earmarking the necessary material,
financial and labour resources in their own
national economic plans. Thus, Bulgaria, Hun-
gary, the -GDR, Cuba, Mongolia, the - USSR
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and Czechoslovakia have, in their qational
economic plans, . special sections rgﬂec'tlng the
measures agreed during plan coordination and,
above all, contained in the Coordinated Plan.
In recent years, the CMEA countries have
accumulated experience of joint planning. They
have signed a whole number of .agreement,s on
cooperation in the joint planning of certain
types of lathe, container system, ;electro‘n.lc
computer, bearing and the production of certain
kinds of chemicals. This experience shows that
joint planning enables them to také a more pro-
found and ecomprehensive approach to drawing
up measures relating to the creation and develop-
ment of highly efficient, sophisticated production
in various branches of the economy. S
Thus, the practice of cooperation among So-
cialist countries convincingly demonstrates thgt
the mechanism for managing socialist economic
integration is, in its very essence, a 'plann}ng
one, hinging on joint planning. The co.mmodlty'-
money relations that play an extregmely important
part in the economic cooperation ameng the
socialist states (they help in’ determining the
oconomic effectiveness of cooperation and, ac-
cordingly, the advantages for each party taking
part in it), function successfully only when they
are geared to realising the planned forms of
cooperation and are based on them. The_develo_p-
ment of integration throws up new requpements,
above all on joint planning; the fulfilment of
the new tasks takes place through the develop-
ment and improvement of the forms of planning
cooperation. _ _ )
At the same time, the forms of joint planning.
cannot perform their tasks supcessfully .uﬂless
they are reinforced by commodity-money instru-
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ments and the corresponding forms of manage-
ment. Because of this, it is vitally important
to synchronise the development of :all the ele-
ments in the mechanism of socialist economic
integration and, above all, to ensure a simulta-
neous improvement of the forms of joint plan-
ning and" the commodity-money instruments of
cooperation, among which contract prices ' are
particularly important.

The system for setting prices Wthh determmes
the value effect’ of integration measures, con-
siderably affects the' selection of projects and
spheres of cooperation. This selection, taking
into consideration the growing. scale and terms
of cooperation, the magnitude of the national
resources used on integration measures, and the
significance of these measures for. optimising
national reproductive processes, is acquiring
increasing importance.

The CMEA countries have accumu]ated sub-
stantial experience in the planned organisation
of price formation in mutual trade, in using
contract prices in the interests .of individual
countries and of the community as a whole.
Contract prices, as defined by the'Cdmprehensive
Programme, are -established ‘on the basis of
world prices, but are purged of the harmful effect
of competitive factors on the capltahst mar-
ket’.3

The direct connection between the prlces of
mutual trade and world prices derives, among
other things, from the way the CMEA economy
does not yet constitute a sufficiently deep inter-
nally integrated reproduction complex; even more
importantly, it does not yet take a big enongh
slice of world production and trade to enable
exchange on the world socialist market to be
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regulated by its own internal efficiency criteria
or to enable these criteria to determine the world
level. Moreover, the need for strictly equivalent
exchange between the socialist countries, as the
sovereign possessors of all their national resour-
ces, defines the special value of the accounting
function . of prices and the establishment of
contract prices in accordance with socially ne-
cessary expenditure-and world efficiency criteria.
Prices on-mutual trade among the CMEA states
have never, however, been oriented solely on
world prices: the CMEA countries have always
introduced certain corrections into. them for
the sake of the planned development of their
own econiomies. It is indicative that the rapid
growth in world prices that begun in 1973-74
did not directly influence the contract prices.
On the contrary, a decision was taken to go over
to the new prices gradually. By mutual agree-
ment, the prices on mutual trade within CMEA
in the period up to 1980 were established. as
follows: in place of the former determination
of prices for the whole coming five-year period,
thevy were corrected annually on the basis of
the average annual prices on the main world
markets for the previous five years. For example,
in 1976 the basis for determining contract .prices
were those for 1971-73, and in 1977—the 1972-
76 prices, ‘etc.

The sliding scale used in fixing mutual trade
prices did much to:shield the CMEA economies
[rom the shocks in the world capitalist economy.
Once again this demonstrates .the advantages
of the planned nature of socialist cconomic' in-
tegration over the spontaneity of the capitalist
market. At the same time, it is clear. that the
solutions now being found to the problem of

233



price formation are not perfect, and a further
improvement in the practice of fixing contract
prices is vital to the development of the economic
mechanism of cooperation. ‘

The process of developing and improving the
management of economic cooperation depends
objectively on the very essence of socialist econo-
mic integration. Contradictions or a lack of
proper synchronisation between the development
of the system for managing integration and the
process of reinforcing interrelations between na-
tional reproduction processes are being removed
through the objective course of economic pro-
cesses, given the active role of the subjective
factor—the purposeful policy pursued by the
communist and workers’ parties and govern-
ments of the CMEA member countries.

Experience of developing the forms of planned
cooperation management among the CMEA coun-
tries reflects the considerable dynamism and
flexibility of socialist integration. This is seen
in the increased number of cooperation forms,
especially after the Comprehensive Programme’s
adoption, and in their more effective utilisation.
It is apparent, however, that the development
of the system for administering socialist economic
integration has reached a level at which it is
no longer effective simply to add new forms
of cooperation. The main thing now is to make
proper use of existing ones. In other words,
integration had moved from the initial ‘exten-
sive’ stage in its development to the next, higher
‘intensive’ stage. This does not, of course, pre-
clude the possibility of new forms of coopera-
tion.

The development of the forms and methods
for managing economic cooperation, including
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their very core—joint planning, depends directly
on the material content of cooperation and serves
as.a means for fulfilling specific economic tasks.
Under present-day conditions, when the intensity
of the use of all production factors comes to the
fore, all forms of joint planning must be orien-
tated on substantially enhancing the effective-
ness of economic interrelations, on deepening
international production specialisation and co-
operation, on speeding up scientific and techno-
logical progress and on better utilising natural
resources. - -

In the light of this, the following major direc-
tions have been mapped out for the development
of joint planning. First, fuller agreement on the
basic goals of socio-economic development and
the determination, on this basis, of the priority
cooperation spheres. Second, greater emphasis on
the long-term nature of the main objectives and
forms of cooperation. Third, greater coordination
in the use of the countries’ resources, their con-
centration on the joint solution of key economic
problems.

The main way of tackling the major economic
tasks advanced by contemporary cooperation is
becoming the combined efforts of the CMEA
countries in impleménting their key LTSPCs.

The structure of the long-term specific pro-
grammes for cooperation is as follows:

1. Each programme includes basic cardinal
trends determining the agreed strategy of the
CMEA countries.

2. The LTSPCs include specific subprogrammes
set. The subprogrammes name the countries
interested in implementing the relevant meas-
ures, and the corresponding CMEA agencies.

Thus, the realisation of measures agreed in
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LTSPCs 1is effected through multilateral and
bilateral agreements, which determine ‘the vol-
ume of material and financial resources necessary
for their implementation, as well as the finan-
cial- aspects of "cooperation, including foreign
trade prices.

The:elaboration of such agreements has already
commenced: Thus, on the basis of  decisions
taken at the 31st. CMEA sitting, the member
states started. preparing agreements on multi-
lateral international and .codperation :specialisa-
tion in production and mutual supplies of equip-
ment for nuclear power stations for the 1981-
90 -period. The Master Plan for the Future De-
velopment of the CMEA Countries’ United Power
. Grids up to 1990 was signed in 1977. Various
aspects of such agreements may, in turn, be spe-
cified in the multilateral- and bilateral agree-
ments on the basis of which foreign trade con-
tracts will be concluded. ‘

Thus, a whole set of special agreements are
coming into existence on the basis of the LTSPCs;
after their conclusion, the CMEA countries can
get down to implementing the measures deter-
mined within their - framework. ;

Like all joint planning generally, the: long—
term specific. programmes for- cooperation are of
a non-directive nature and do not constjitute any
sort of supranational plan. They are drawn up
on the initiative and in the interests of the CMEA
countries themselves and are based, like other
forms of joint planning, on proposals made by
the countries.

These decisions are expressed in the form of
agreemenls as eventually is any form of joint
planning. Only after countries sign the relevant
agreements and contracts do they finally decide
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the measures- and specific forms of their parti-
cipation in each of the long-term programmes.
The conclusion of master agreements is a major
stage in the implementation of the LTSPCs;
at present, planmng work relating to the long-
term programmes is shifting its centre of gravity -
to precisely this field.

The LTSPCs, like national programmes, are
concrete forms for using specific programme
planning methods. Yet there are considerable
differences between them, based on the differ-
ence between joint planning and national plan-
ning. It would be quite wrong, therefore, to com-
pile long-term specific programmes for cooperation
in the same way as national specific programmes.
It is just as incorrect to assess the extent
of the introduction of specific programme meth-
ods of planning into cooperation among the
CMEA states by the experience of national pro-
gramme. planning. The LTSPC is a qualitatively
new :form of specific. programme planning-which
contains. its own features. For example, the in-
ternational ‘programmes have no chief executor
of the programme possessing an aggregate of
the resources for attaining the programme tar-
gets. At the same.time, they are characte-
rised.. by the system of agreements and con-
tracts..

A major feature of the LTSPCs is that thelr
fulﬁlment will help the actual gradual evening
out of the economic development levels of the
CMEA -countries. The 32nd CMEA sitting made
a special .point of underhnlng the need to take
comprehensive account, in implementing the
long-term programmes, of gradually levelling up
the economic development of the CMEA member
states, .giving support -and help ‘in speeding up
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development and raising the efficiency of the
economies of Cuba and Mongolia.
Elaboration and realisation of the LTSPCs
considerably enhances the compreliensive nature
of economic cooperation among the CMEA states.
Moreover, this is not only because of the closer
scientific, technological and production collabora-
tion tied in with foreign trade exchange, and
because of the comprehensive way in which each
problem is backed up with resources, but also
because individual LTSPCs and their subpro-
grammes are mutually connected and form a
certain integral system. These interrelationships
have both a purely organisational character
(unity of the principles employed in working
out the long-term programmes, identical terms
for their action, etc.) and a material foun-
dation. ‘
The role of the material ‘fulcrum’ of the system
of LTSPCs belongs to those in engineering. In
fact, the realisation of most of the measures
agreed on by the countries within the frame-
work of other programmes is related to the use
of modern plant and equipment; they therefore
depend on the scale of cooperation in engineer-
ing. A particularly important task is to meet
the CMEA countries’ requirements in plant for
nuclear power stations, the extraction of solid
fuel, deep oil refining, as well as in . certain
types of machinery for agriculture and the con-
sumer goods industries. This, in turn, requires
modernisation and re-tooling of engineering.
LTSPCs in engineering thus require special
attention; as does the conclusion on their basis
of agreements and treaties. This provides the
basis for extending international production
specialisation and cooperation in engineering,
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for creating and manufacturing new types of
plant and machinery.

The joint elaboration of LTSPCs is unprecedent-
ed in the scale of the work involved; it has made
it possible for the first time ever to define the
possible scale of cooperation over the coming
decade, to determine the areas of cooperation
in which all the countries are interested, and to
single out the prime problems. The compiling
of these programmes has made it possible to
evaluate long-term export and import needs
for the major products, above all basic types
of raw material, fuel and energy, as well as
the amount of resources necessary for the coop-
eration projects, pinpointing the sources of funds
and defining the forms in which they are to be
expended on integration goals.

What has been done is, of course, only the be-
ginning in the formation of that new form of
joint planning among the socialist countries.
For the programmes to reveal their advantages
to the full, much more work has to be done;
the CMEA countries need to resolve a whole
range of complex theoretical and practical is-
sues.

These issues include a closer coordination of
the physical and value aspects of the measures
included in the long-term programmes. This
problem existed previously in the various forms
of economic cooperation, but the LTSPCs inten-
sify the importance of resolving it.

At present the aims of the programmes are
spelt out in physical terms, while the financial
ones for their attainment are agreed at a later
stage through the conclusion of multilateral
and bilateral agreements. Cost calculations,
particularly at the first stage, are, therefore,
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essentially preliminary estimates by national
planning bodies, based on their ideas of the
possible prices of mutually supplied products,
the conditions for financing joint projects, etc.
It is natural that such estimates might sub-
sequently differ from the actual cost proportions
determined once the countries have agreed on
the economic .terms of cooperation, particularly
on foreign trade prices.

There is no doubt that it would be best to
ensure a closer coordination of the physical
and the value aspects of the LTSPCs at earlier
stages than at present. In our view, this could
be done by agreeing, for example, on the price
margins when the technical and economic grounds
for the measures are determined, and by
compiling joint forecasts of price movements,
etc. Coordinated estimates of efficiency could,
in future, be made on that basis.

This presumes that the advance of economic
cooperation among the CMEA countries beyond
the limits of usual trading to the joint exploita-
tion of natural resources, the joint building of
big industrial complexes, long-term planned  co-
operation between enterprises and industries of
the CMEA countries, necessitate an improvement
in the ways to resolve price and fiscal problems.

The LTSPC system cannot be seen as set once
and for all. The possibility must be allowed of
their future development on the basis of the emer-
gence of new possibilities and requirements by
countries, for example, under the influence of
new scientific and technological achievements,
the exploitation of new mineral deposits, and
so on. Moreover, it would be sensible periodi-
cally to supplement and extend the terms of
the programmes. In 1985, for example, the
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terms for the operation of the main LTSPCs
may be extended for five years beyond 1990
in order constantly to give cooperation among
CMEA states a long-term planning perspective.

In future it may prove expedient to increase
the number of programmes and to make certain
changes to their types. A particular system of
programmes, consisting of at least two types,
is already taking shape within the framework
of the five main *LTSPCs: master programmes
defining the major objectives and ways of resolv-
ing global economic problems, and local pro-
grammes that tackle narrower tasks of both na-
tional and international importance.

These local programmes are being used mainly
as a means for implementing the targets of the
main (master) programmes. Accordingly, the:
local programmes are included as subprogrammes
within the framework of these master pro-
grammes. In the longer term individual local
long-term specific programmes will probably
arise relatively independently of the master
programmes for the purpose of tackling certain
scientific and technological, production and re-
gional problems. For example, the need for long-
term programmes is increasingly apparent in
tackling specific problems in the field of scienti-
fic and technological progress and in fitting
out the CMEA national economies with up-to-
date technology.

Long-term programmes for promoting special-
isation and cooperation of production are pres-
ently being drawn up on a bilateral basis along-
side the LTSPCs; their basic principles and ob-
jectives are often identical with the latter’s
aims. Thus, in the near future a whole system
of multilateral and bilateral long-term coopera-
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tion programmes will begin to function within
the framework of joint planning; this system
will do much to determine both the prospects
for and rate of integration, and the ways in which
a considerable part of production capacities,
and of the labour, natural and financial resources
of the CMEA countries, are used. In this connec-
tion, the organic coordination of bilateral pro-
grammes for specialisation and cooperation of
production with the long-term specific programmes
for cooperation is acquiring increasing im-
portance.

Despite the major importance of the LTSPCs,
they cannot replace the other methods of joint
planning which provide the basis for the former.
Let us note also that, even in the distant future,
the LTSPCs will not cover all the economic
cooperation measures. What is more, these pro-
grammes do not tackle the problems involved
in balancing the external economic part of na-
tional economic plans.

It is therefore a matter of cardinal importance
to strengthen the organic interrelations of the
LTSPCs with other forms of joint planning,
especially with the coordination of plans and
the Coordinated Plan for Multilateral Integra-
tion Measures of the CMEA Countries, which are
now largely becoming °‘executors’ of the long-
term specific programmes for cooperation. With
their help, the CMEA states can also implement
a balanced coordination of the obligations un-
dertaken by them within the framework of va-
rious planning programmes for cooperation. Thus,
these forms of joint planning will fully retain
their importance in the future.

The objective need for the leading role played
by the coordination of the national economic
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plans of the socialist states within the system
of joint planning forms stems mainly from the
fact that, in the foreseeable future, there will
remain a national-state exclusiveness of the
socialist national economies and autonomy of
their national interests. It is precisely this form
of joint planning that covers the national econ-
omy as a whole; it is with its aid that is ensured
a unity of the production and foreign trade
aspects of the measures being coordinated, as
well as a balancing of the foreign economic
part of national plans, a transformation of the
indicators of measures agreed upon among
states in regard to the targets of national plans.

The specific methods for coordinating plans
are likely to change somewhat. Above all, the
major spheres of coordination will depend di-
rectly on measures included in multilateral
and bilateral cooperation programmes (long-
term specific programmes for cooperation and
long-term programmes for promoting production
specialisation and cooperation). Let us note
that the 31st CMEA Sessjon established, as the
major task for the coordination of national
economic plans for 1981-85, an agreed solution
to the most important economic problems sing-
led out in drawing up the LTSPCs and being
of mutual interest.

The coordination of national economic plans
will, in future, become a complex activity,
including problems of a socio-economic, scien-
tific and technological, production and trade
character and embracing the whole reproduction
cycle. It is particularly important to strengthen
the unity of scientific and technological and
production cooperation.

As the integration process gains in depth,
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the trend towards an enhanced role for multila-
teral coordination of plans will increase. At the
same time, bilateral forms of relations will
retain their importance.

By retaining the leading role of the govern-
ment, including planning agencies, in the or-
ganisation of cooperation, and particularly in
the coordination of plans, cooperation on a na-
tional economic ITevel may be combined more
effectively with that on the level of corresponding
CMEA agencies, ministries, departments and
groups of enterprises, with the increasingly
effective use of direct relations between sectoral
organisations.

It will be desirable in the future to make wider
use of both physical and value indicators in
the coordination of national economic plans,
so as to make calculations of efficiency a more
important element in plan coordination. The
use of value indicators in this furthers the pos-
sibility of concluding trade agreements on their
basis, ensuring a considerable conformity be-
tween the indicators agreed upon in coordinating
the plans and the terms of the trade agreements.

The establishment of links between a long-
term specific programme for cooperation and the
Coordinated Plan for Multilateral Integration
Measures is of particular importance. With the
aid of this planning document it will be possible
to ensure an aggregation of the obligations un-
dertaken by all the CMEA countries. This is
essentially a ‘code’ of their pledges in carrying
out integration measures, above all in the joint
construction of integrational projects. The com-
pilation of the Coordinated Plan enables them,
first, to control precisely the realisation of
planned . cooperation measures and, second, to
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coordinate joint planning directly with national
planning in the CMEA countries. The Coordi-
nated Plan indicators are synchronised in the
integrational sections of the CMEA countries’
national economic plans.

These two main functions of the Coordinated
Plan retain their importance when an LTSPC
is being drawn up and put into effect. Moreover,
this plan will evidently acquire yet another
important feature: it will make it possible to
single out a five-year period within the long-
term integral cooperation programme; this is of
exceptional importance, since the basic form
of national planning in the CMEA countries is
the five-year plan. As a result, coordination
(within the five-year period) of the obligations
undertaken by the countries on different long-
term programmes will be ensured. Accordingly,
the range of measures included in this plan will
be extended.

Thus, all forms of joint planning are likely
to develop harmoniously, and this will make
cooperation among the CMEA countries even
more effective as they carry through their plans
to build socialism and communism,



CHAPTER 8

CMEA AND PROBLEMS OF PEACEFUL
COEXISTENCE AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF
ECONOMIC RELATIONS
BETWEEN THE TWO WORLD SOCIAL SYSTEMS

The Policy of Peaceful Coexistence
and the Development of Economic Relations
Between the Two World Systems

The modern age is one in which mankind is
making the transition from capitalism to so-
cialism and building communism. The develop-
ment of human society is being increasingly de-
termined by the major historical trend of this
age—the falling away of one country after anoth-
er from the world capitalist system and their
adherence to the world socialist system. Man-
kind’s advance along the road of social progress
is accelerating.

Neither the revolutionary social transforma-
tion of the world nor mankind’s transition to
socialism take place overnight; the process
takes many decades. Lenin came to the conclu-
sion that states of the different socio-economic
systems—socialist and capitalist—would coexist
during this period. He formulated the principle
of peaceful coexistence as the basis for the mu-
tual relations between them, stressing that
peaceful coexistence was a vital necessity and
objective possibility, but that it could not be
guaranteed automatically. In order to ensure it,
the countries of socialism would have to be
strengthened comprehensively and a struggle
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waged against imperialism’s aggressive aspi-
rations.

The principle of peaceful coexistence presup-
poses, primarily, the maintenance of peace among
states. The essence of this concept is not, however,
exhausted by this alone. As well as rejecting
war as an instrument for resolving issues of
contention, peaceful coexistence also sighifies
the promotion of equal and mutually advantage-
ous relations between states with different so-
cial systems in the political, economic and
cultural spheres. It presupposes and requires
respect for the sovereignty of each country and
observance of the territorial integrity of states, -
non-interference in one another’s internal affairs,
recognition of the right to self-determination
and choice of path of social progress, and the
shaping of international relations on the basis
of equality and mutual benefit.

Elements of cooperation alone are not all
that make up peaceful coexistence. Parallel
with cooperation, a struggle is being waged
between the different social systems in the eco-
nomic, socio-political and ideological spheres.
Peaceful coexistence dialectically combines both
cooperation and the class struggle. This is essen-
tially a struggle for the interests of the working
class and all working people in the socialist
countries and, at the same time, a struggle for
social progress and a peaceful future for all
mankind.

Peaceful coexistence does not remove the an-
tagonistic contradictions between the opposing
social systems; they will only be cured by radi-
cal social transformations and the triumph of
socialism throughout the world. The objective
of the socialist countries, of the international
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communist and workers’ movement, and . of
democratic world public is to ensure that the
struggle between the two world systems takes
place peacefully, through the exposure and
comparison of their historical potential. Social-
ism as the advanced social system has no need
of international armed conflicts to secure its
victory.

Economic ties -between countries of the two
opposing social systems can and, indeed, are
bringing tremendous mutual economic gain. At
the same time, they are easing international ten-
sion and helping to create the material basis
for lasting peace.

The strengthening of this basis meets the vital
interests of all peoples, but it does not suit the
foes . of detente, those who, acting in a cold war
spirit, strive to employ economic relations to
put pressure on the socialist states and discrim-
inate against them. Business relations between
East and West are the subject of an acute poli-
tical struggle. The countries of socialism are
safeguarding the interests of universal peace and
social progress; they act for the democratisation
of world economic relations in accordance with
the objective requirements of the age.

The policy of the capitalist powers on this
issue is distinguished by two conflicting tenden-
cies: a desire to impose an economic boycott upon
and to discriminate against the socialist coun-
tries in order to hamper their progress, and a
desire not to forfeit the substantial advantages
that accrue from business links with them. Yet
the economic relations between the countries of
the two opposing systems ultimately depend on
the requirements of the objective internationali-
sation of economic affairs, on the will of the
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peoples of the world for detente and equitable
international cooperation.

The drive to structure world economic relations
on just and democratic lines corresponds to the
requirements of the objective laws of social
development, which are preparing the ground
for radical changes in the structure of the world
economy. They are acting to enhance the role
of the socialist states and the commercial links
between countries of the two systems.

At present, vital popular interests related to
these problems are more and more insistently
requiring the expansion of regional and even
global cooperation among states. The ongoing
scientific and technological revolution is lending
a new impetus to the extension of the interna-
tional division of labour and engendering new
forms. All this dictates the need to promote eco-
nomic ties between states of the opposing sys-
tems, ones that would be free of artificial restri-
ctions, based on mutual benefit and would serve
the vital interests of all mankind.

In bourgeois literature, it is sometimes affirm-
ed that socialism contains a tendency towards
autarky, towards isolation from the remainder
of the world economy. This is just as fundamen-
tally wrong as the assertion that only the social-
ist countries are interested in promoting economic
links with capitalist states, while the latter can
allow themselves to ignore the advantages of
cooperation with the socialist ones.

For the socialist states, the policy of active
participation in international economic relations
stems from both a desire to give a lasting material
basis to detente, and from their readiness to
make full use of the advantages of extensive in-
ternational economic cooperation. This policy
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alsg underlies their long-term conceptions of
their ngtional economic development. Socialist
economic integration and the creation of an
integrated international complex of the CMEA
countries’ national economies do not partition
off these countries from the rest of the world.
On the contrary, they enhance their role in the
world division of labour. More and more frequent-
ly the capitalist countries are also exhibiting
considerable interest in working out and imple-
menting long-term economic cooperation with
socialist countries. The forms of economic link
between them are also being enriched. Trade
under long-term contracts has developed, as
have cooperation in the building of large-scale
industrial projects on the territory of one of
the parties to the agreement, and the treaties
on production cooperation.

An analysis of the state of the capitalist econ-
omy shows that capitalist, as well as socialist,
states are objectively interested in overcoming
juhe. great lag in the share of the socialist states
in international trade (some 14 per cent) behind
their share in world industrial output (approxi-
mately 40 per cent). Despite the contradictory
nature of the capitalist states’ attitudes to trade
with the socialist countries, this being a result
of their fear of competition on world markets,
the requirements of the development of world
productive forces and the urgent economic needs
of the capitalist states all make the latter show
a greater objective interest in marketing in the
socialist countries and receiving from them both
raw materials and many manufactured goods
including advanced technology, and in takiné
ad\{antage of the economic benefits of speciali-
sation and cooperation with the socialist coun-
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tries, etc. The considerable absorptive capacity
of the socialist markets and, above all, the large
investment programmes aimed at speeding up
the development of various industries encourage
the expansion of such ties. The socialist states
are increasing purchases of machinery, patents
and licenses on capitalist markets. Machinery
constitutes approximately a third of the socialist
states’ total imports from the economically
developed capitalist countries. The rise in living
standards in the socialist states leads to a rise
in the demand for various consumer goods im-
ports. The development of these mutually bene-
ficial ties presupposes an increase in the amount
of crediting of the socialist countries’ imports,
mainly those of equipment. The fact is that
an increase in trade credits accompanies the
development of present-day international trade.
World trade has entered a new development
stage at which credit competition supplements
and sometimes even replaces price competition.
The terms on which credit is granted and has
to be repaid and the rate of interest have become
major characteristics of exporter competitive-
ness. In recent years, credit terms have been exert-
ing an increasing influence on the volume and
structure of international trade. The CMEA
countries also grant credit to the economically
developed capitalist states, as well as to the
developing nations.

Trade with the socialist countries makes high
demands on capitalist states, and by no means-
all Western exporters are capable of withstanding
competition on this market. For some key in-
dustries and firms of the big West European
states, agreements on exports to CMEA countries
have become an important production incentive,
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Thus, the Soviet Union is the largest importer
of French engineering goods. Participation in
creating large-scale construction projects on the
territories of the CMEA countries, such as the
huge motor works on the Kama River, are becom-
ing important production and scientific pro-
grammes for many large Western firms.

Economic ties with socialist states can also
be an important- factor in the use and expan-
sion of productive capacity in the industries
of the neutral states of Western Europe that
are striving to retain their sovereignty. For
these countries, economic independence is very
much a guarantee of their political neutrality.
Within the bounds of European cooperation
they can specialise in those spheres that corres-
pond to their industrial potential.

The export of goods from capitalist to the
CMEA countries is also of importance in the light
of the unemployment problems that bedsvil
the capitalist states. According to some estimates,
exports from the United States to the value
of 1,000 million dollars create jobs for 60,000
American workers. Current trade between the
socialist and capitalist states provides work
for over two million people in the industrially
advanced capitalist states. '

The capitalist states are extremely interested
in receiving larger quantities of raw ‘materials
and fuel from the socialist states. Oil and oil
products, gas, chemical raw materials, ferrous
and non-ferrous metals, chrome, manganese, tim-
ber, diamonds, asbestos and other raw materials
from the socialist states are important items
in international trade.

Owing to the shortage of energy and raw ma-
terials in the world, the role of the socialist

252

states as prospective suppliers is very great.
Western states are interested in cooperating in
the extraction, transportation and refinement of
oil and gas, in the extraction and production
of metal ores, chemical raw materials and tim-
ber resources. The Soviet Union can, first and
foremost, be a major supplier of these products,
since it has a larger volume of raw materials,
fuel and energy than other countries of the
world.

The mounting interest of the capitalist states
in promoting relations with CMEA has found
vivid confirmation in several important joint
undertakings, some of which are precedent and
provide the basis for a further expansion of
mutual trade. They include, for example, the
enormous trans-Europe gas pipeline stretching
for 5,000 km, and with a capacity of 30,000
million cubic metres of natural gas a year; big
firms from West Germany, Italy and Austria
took part in its construction and financing.
Other such projects were the building and mo-
dernisation of the motor works in Togliatti,
Izhevsk and on the Kama River with the parti-
cipation of American, West German, Italian
and French firms; construction of the complex
for producing mineral fertiliser in the USSR
with the participation of American firms; the
design of the large iron and steel plant in Kursk;
the proposed building of a gas pipeline between
Iran and West Germany, which is to pass
through Soviet territory and is to be built with
West German technical assistance; the partici-
pation of French firms in setting up a petro-
chemical complex and a large plant for producing
aluminium; and participation by Japanese firms
in developing the coal and timber-processing
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industry in the Soviet Far Fast. The product-
pay-back basis of most of these projects is a
convenient and mutually beneficial form of
agreement that meets the short- and long-term
interests of the partners. As a result, Western
partners receive large, long-term orders for sup-
plying a wide range of equipment, as well as the
chance to secure for themselves, on a long-term
basis, the produets they require from the so-
cialist countries.

Agreements on industrial cooperation with the
West cover various forms of relationship between
the production, scientific and technological po-
tentials of the partners. They include the fol-
lowing:

1. provision of licenses on a product-pay-back
basis;

2. supplies of sets of equipment for enterprises
with payment for them in the form of the output
produced (agreements of a product-pay-back
type);

3. joint production and specialisation;

4. joint experimentation, design or construc-
tion of projects, including in third coun-
tries.

The most widespread form of cooperation is
joint production by which a long-term exchange
of parts and assembly units develops and the
output of the final product is arranged for each
partner; these constitute some 10 per cent of
all agreements.

The CMEA countries have already concluded
over 1,200 agreements with Western firms on
long-term economic cooperation with regular
trade exchange, exchange of technical expertise
and cooperation in marketing. This form of
cooperation between socialist and capitalist
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states, the proportion in their mutual relations
being relatively low, is nonetheless also of
mutual interest.

The capitalist states also show a growing
interest in learning the results attained in cer-
tain advanced areas of science and technology
in the socialist countries. This applies mainly
to achievements in the aircraft industry, fer-
rous and non-ferrous metallurgy, nuclear technol-
ogy, power engineering, electronics, some branch-
es of instrument-making, the production of
certain synthetic materials, medicines, etc., and
the building of supertransmission lines.

At the same time, it is worthy of note that
most of CMEA’s West European partners, es-
pecially those of the Soviet Union, are interested,
on the one hand, in further increasing supplies
to the Soviet market of their own manufactured
goods, and, on the other, in boosting imports
of fuel and raw materials. This approach will
often be unacceptable to the CMEA countries,
in so far as they intend increasingly to raise the
share of manufactured industrial goods in their
own exports.

The mutual exchange of manufactures, in-
cluding engineering goods, between socialist and
capitalist states, and the expansion of this
exchange in recent years are no chance affair;
international experience has demonstrated that
such exchange, particularly under intra-sectoral
production cooperation, enables the partners to
make large savings on social labour. The most
diverse commodities can be the subject of agree-
ments on cooperation. In the trade between
socialist and capitalist countries there are co-
operation supplies for the production of cars,
buses, steam generators, metal-processing lathes,
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compressors, rail transport equipment and other
engineering products.

An analysis of the trends in the capitalist
economy indicates that the interest the capital-
ist countries are showing in promoting economic
relations with the socialist states is no short-
term affair. The prospects for cooperation with
the socialist countries, the unparalleled scale
of possible cooperation projects and the capacity
of the socialist markets are all becoming weighty
factors to which the government agencies and
firms of capitalist countries will pay increasing
attention in the long term. :

In the 1970s, trade between socialist and
industrially developed capitalist states had been
one of the most dynamically developing sectors
of world trade. Between 1971 and 1976, trade
turnover between CMEA countries and such
capitalist states increased in current prices by
approximately 250 per cent to reach 44,300
million roubles in 1976. The same year, the
industrially developed capitalist countries ac-
counted for 31 per cent of the total volume of
the CMEA member states’ foreign trade
(Table 12).

Of course, the growth in the physical volume
of trade estimated on the basis of constant
prices was less than that shown in Table 12.
The world index of export prices of all commo-
dities grew by 2.5 times between 1960 and
1976 (and by 2.2 times between 1970 and 1976
alone). Yet even taking into account the price
increase, the rate of growth of the trade between
East and West considerably outstripped that of
world trade as a whole.

At the same time, it is obvious that more
than a few outstanding problems lie in the path
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Table 12

Foreign Trade Turnover of CMEA Countries
with Industrially Developed Capitalist States

(in milliens of roubles and prices for corresponding years)

1976 | 1976
1960 | 1970 | 1976 |as a % las a %
of 1960fof 1970
Total 4,908 [13,036[44,339] 903 340
Including EEC coun-
tries _ 2,943 8,04523,221| 789| 286
of which: m
West Germany 1,082} 2,627| 8,488 784 323
Italy 3701 1,395 3,523] 952 253
France 356 | 1,114 3,912[1,099| 351
Britain . 667 1,623| 3,454 518 213
USA- 2471 493| 4,236[1,952| 859
Japan 134( 950] 2,982} 2,225| 314
Finland 353 676 2,370 671| 350
Austria 358 836| 2,478] 692 296

of extending economic ties between socialist and
capitalist countries. The main difficulties are
obstacles artificially set up by certain imperial-
ist circles. CMEA economists rightly note. that
the refusal by United States Congress to extend
most favoured nation terms to the Soviet Union
and several other CMEA countries does much
to hinder the normal development of economic
ties between the United States and those coun-
tries. The offering of such terms, as well as state
credit, was, in fact, hedged around by unaccept-
able political conditions. This situation cuts
across the interests of all sides, casts a shadow
over the atmosphere of detente and requires
immediate normalisation.

Normalisation of relations between the two
integrating groups in Europe could make a
considerable contribution to the development of
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business cooperation; but the commercial and
political regime of the EEC does not favour
economic relations between the socialist ar}d
capitalist parts of Europe or improvement in
the trade structure of CMEA exports, in which
fuel and raw materials, as well as farm produce,
still predominate. The common tariff barrier
protecting the EEC from the rest of the world
has ‘a particularly-acute effect on the most prom-
ising forms of export from CMEA states—
manufactured goods with a high degree of pro-
cessing. Difficulties also arise in the retention
of quotas and other quantitative 11m1tat19ns
on the imports of many CMEA goods that enjoy
considerable demand in the West; further ties
are hampered by administrative procedures; mu-
tial trade is complicated by all sorts of hard-
line agricultural protectionism; other measures
hinder the sale of goods from the socialist coun-
tries to Western Furope. At present, there are
still some 240 commodity items in the uniform
EEC tariff that are not liberalised for the so-
cialist states, and another 100 that are only
partially liberalised. Tariffs on certain promising
finished products are being retained at a level
of 12-18 per cent. o

~ All the same, CMEA is consistently advocating
an extension of equal and mutually beneficial
economic ties between states that adhere to
the different social systems. This principle was
underlined when. CMEA was formed and is
reflected in its Charter, which states that the
CMEA member states confirm their desire to
develop economic ties with all countries on the
principles of equality, mutual benefit an(_i non-
interference in internal affairs, irrespectlve.of
their social and state system. The Basic -Prin-
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ciples of International Socialist Division of
Labour emphasise that the international social-
ist division of labour takes account of the world
division of labour, that by developing economic
relations with all countries in the world, the
socialist countries reinforce the material basis of
peaceful coexistence between the two world
socio-economic systems. The Comprehensive Pro-
gramme for further deepening and improvement
of cooperation and the development of socialist
economic integration states that the CMEA
member countries will continue to promote
economic, scientific and technological relations
with other countries, irrespective of their social
and state system, on the principles of equality,
mutual benefit and observance of sovereignty.
This is in accord with the socialist countries’
policy of peaceful coexistence and is in the in-
terests of social progress. This undeviating policy
of the CMEA countries serves to consolidate
peace.

CMEA and European Economic Cooperation

The prospects for European security are in-
variably connected with the creation on the
European continent of business partnership, and
a strengthening of economic relations between
various countries—i.e., a situation that would
help objectively to consolidate the material
foundations of detente. A major step in this
direction was the European security and co-
operation conference that was held in Helsinki
in ‘August 1975. The Conference was the result
of an enormous amount of political work re-
quiring patient mutual effort, careful account
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of the interests of all parties, and the working
out of mutually acceptable decisions reflecting
present-day realities and opening up favourable
opportunities for the further development of
_international cooperation in all areas of human
“activity. The main contours of a future peace
in Europe were hammered out, as were the stan-
dards of international conduct that can and
must ensure for all states, irrespective of their
,social system, stable and reliable conditions
for peaceful, creative endeavour and mutually
beneficial cooperation.

The economic potential of modern Europe
within its natural boundaries is markedly great-
er than that of any other region or continent.
Europe produces about half the world national
income; it accounts for about 55 per cent of
world industrial output. The states of Europe
annually invest colossal sums in new construc-
tion: at present, the annual investment of the
East and West European countries is over 500,000
million dollars. Over half of all the world’s
scientific workers are engaged in European states.
Europe traditionally holds the leading place in
world trade and international cooperation: the
share of European states in world exports is
now about 55 per cent.

The opportunities for mutually advantageous
economic relations between European countries
are based on the historical traditions of the
peoples of Europe, on the variety of the European
countries’ natural resources, on the opportu-
nities for mutually supplementing their industri-
al and scientific and technological potential,
and the diverse communications between the
European states. The scientific and technological
revolution .that began in the mid-twentieth
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century added fresh objective stimuli-contained
in the very nature of present-day economic and
technological progress to the traditional factors
in the European division of labour.

The policy pursued by the CMEA member
states and their Council agencies is perfectly
clear-cut: not to allow any restriction on Euro-
pean cooperation so that this, in turn, might
not lead to a dangerous confrontatién on the
continent, so that both integrating -processes
might be inscribed in the overall picture of
detente and strengthening of good-neighbourly
relations between the peoples of Eastern and -
Western Europe. h

It is obvious that the integration trends have
different political and social orientations in
the East and West of the continent and, given
the present status quo, their roles for the future
of Europe are far from identical. In these cir-
cumstances, it is particularly important for both
the EEC and CMEA countries to adhere to a
policy that meets the interest of peace, security
and economic progress on the European continent.
Unfortunately it has to be said that, up till
now, the EEC members in many respects have
been much less prepared for active involvement
Ln European cooperation than the CMEA mem-
ers. »

To a certain extent, this is due to the class
nature of the West European integration group-
ing, to the goals its participants set themselves,
and to the mechanism of the integration process
in its capitalist form. '

West European integration arose as a closed
customs union geared to removing as many ad-
ministrative and economic barriers as possible
that stand in the way of mutual trade among
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its member countries, as well as to protecting
the EEC domestic market by means of a customs
and tax shield against competition from produc-
ers in other countries and regions of the world.
The initial name of the West European inte-
gration group was the Common Market; it de-
fined the aims of the EEC and the main methods
for its formation fairly accurately. Subsequently,
it proclaimed its major objective to be the crea-
tion of an economic and currency union of mem-
ber countries by 1980; this meant the unification
of national conditions for the transfer of capital,
goods, man power, science and technology within
the bounds of the community.

The state-monopoly control of economic pro-
cesses - within the EEC framework was, from
the very beginning, based on spontaneous private
property foundation, and its major task was to
stimulate market forces automatically leading
to. a capitalist rationalisation of production,
greater concentration and the promotion of a
dense network of close cooperation ties among
the firms of the EEC countries. Owing to the
internal contradictions inherent in capitalism,
integration led to a sharp exacerbation of the
social problems in Western Europe: capitalist
integration develops mainly in the interests of
monopoly groupings; rationalisation of the struc-
ture of national economies takes place mainly
at the expense of the working people; as this
happens, entire social strata, economic areas
and branches of production are actually doomed
to suffer and expire. At the same time, the re-
sults of ‘market’ integration have only a weak
effect on the main national economic proportions
of the EEC countries; they have mainly affected
only the micro-economic level.
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The practical experience of the EEC shows
that planned regulation of economic processes
is organically alien to capitalism, even if its
productive forces have reached a high level of
concentration and even if it has created such
joint administrative institutions as supra-na-
tional community agencies. All - attempts to
raise the level of state-monopoly regulation to
that of joint resolution” of structural material
and financial problems, and somehow to coordi-
nate the major aspects of national economic
policy among EEC countries, have fallen at
the first hurdle, as happened during the 1974-
75 crisis that embraced the whole industrial
capitalist world at once. The EEC countries
have had to contend with a sharp exacerbation
of such problems as the fierce struggle with
American and Japanese monopoly competition,
galloping inflation, a 12-19 per cent decline in
industrial production, higher unemployment in
Western Europe, embracing up to 5-6 million
people, shortages of energy and raw materidls,
mounting balance of payments deficits and the
collapse of the post-war currency system.

Capitalist integration has not created, in es-
sence, any means of overcoming these phenome-
na; quite the opposite, it has only intensified
their destructive effects. On the one hand, cap-
italist integration has undermined the oppor-'
tunities for using levers of national regulation
of foreign economic relations in all the EECG
countries and, on the other hand, it has so far
proved incapable of creating effective inter-
state and supra-state levers for state-monopoly
control of these relations. In many instances,
this has led to an intensification of the
spontaneous development of the capitalist
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economy and to an increase in its - insta-
bility. -

‘The EEC has had to give up the objectives it set
for 1980. As the Economist put it on August 7,
1976, ‘Nearly three years after the energy crisis,
the community is little nearer to any kind of
energy policy. Economic and monetary union
has never seemed more remote. The common
agricultural policy has not yet been reformed...
The regional and social funds are too starved
of cash to do much and can expect to get little
more out of next year’s budget.’

The economic failures and slow progress of
integration forced the EEC leaders to work out
a new policy. It would seem that it comes down,
in essence, to two basic elements: first, all-out
‘politisation’ of the EEC and, second, extension
of the geographical sphere ofthe community’s
influence. ; )

The policy of political convergence of the EEC
countries, of their performance as a single entity
in regard to the outside world, in the words of
the EEC Secretary-General Léo Tindemans,

" presupposes an intensification of the EEC com-
mon policy in relation to third states, the crea-
tion of new common political institutions of
the community and, for the future, the possible
drawing up of a common policy on military
affairs. ’ :

Another direction in the contemporary devel-
opment of the EEC lies in expanding the num-
ber of its-participants through the acceptance of
new members, as well as the gradual enticement
of economically less developed countries into
the reproduction processes within the community
framework and extension of its influence to
other West European states remaining outside
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the EEC. At one time, the EEC founders had
planned its future development on a scale em-
bracing all Western Europe but, as the West "
German researchers Christoph Royen and Eber-
hard Schulz note, it became apparent fairly
soon that ‘the initial hopes that the EEC would
embrace all of Europe [i.e., Western Europe—
Ed.] have no chance of success in the long
term’. ! Some element of that strategy, how-
ever, appears to remain in force up to the present.
It would seem that EFC membership may in-
crease somewhat in the near future. In all fair-
ness it hasjto be said that this question cannot be
considered settled yet by any means. There are
within the EEC and outside it powerful oppo-
nents to the idea of expanding the community.
As The Times wrote on March 17, 1977, accept-
ance of new members ‘will increase the economic
and social diversity within the Community,
widening the gap in living standards between
the richer- and poorer member-states. This of
itself will slow down the already snail-like pace
of economic convergence and integration within
the Community.’ ' ‘

In July 1977, the EEC and EFTA removed
customs duties on mutual trade for most manu-
factured goods, and this brought a marked de-
terioration in the competitive position of other
world exporters of these goods on EEC markets.
The conclusion of a series of preferential agree-
ments with Mediterranean countries provided
a new boost to the export expansion of the EEC
countries in that region and, at the same time,
made the position of other exporters of those -
agricultural and industrial products on EEC
markets worse. Similar consequences followed
from the signing of an agreement in Lomé with
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46‘ countries from Africa, the Caribbean Basin
and the Pacific, as a result of which these in-
dustrially backward countries found themselves
even deeper drawn into the political and econo-
mic orbit of the EEC.

The protectionist barriers thrown up around
the'West European integration grouping are
having an adverse effect on many areas of in-
ternational trade, In particular, they impov-
erish the structure of the KEuropean division
of 1{:11)0111‘ and reduce its effectiveness owing to
an irrationally high degree of self-sufficiency
in various regions of Europe. As the British
economist Phil Leeson has pointed out, the EEC
policy ‘has over the years almost certainly had
the effect of discouraging production in other
potentially more efficient, parts of the world’.;
S}lch, for example, are the results of the artifi-
(}1311y high degree of self-sufficiency of the EEC
in farm produce, which currently amounts to
100 per cent in practically all its forms, with
the exception of maize, soy beans and tropical
Crops.

The protectionist, discriminator olicy of
the EEC has a particularly adver};e peﬁeCStl on
economic relations between the countries in the
East and West of Europe. Right from the early
years EEC policy invariably had a clearly ex-
Pressed anti-socialist accent. At present, there
is the prospect of a gradual weakening of the
closed nature of the grouping in regard to neigh-
bouring countries of Western Europe and a whole
number of states in other regions of the world.
In relation to the socialist states of Europe,
however, the EEC maintains, and in certain
instances even reinforces, the system of discri-
minatory measures and restrictions that often
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paralyse normal economic relations with them.
As noted above, obviously contradictory trends.
exist in the capitalist countries on this issue:
implementation of measures aimed at economic
boycott and discrimination against the socialist
countries in order to hamper their development,
on the one hand, and on the other, a desire to
obtain the substantial benefits from business
contacts with them. ;
The first trend is still manifest in EEC policy
in the most varied forms. EEC countries as
NATO members continue, for example, to.adhere
to the COCOM proscribed lists that put an em-
bargo on the export to socialist countries of
some 150 trade items of which the bulk are mainly
for peaceful purposes, including equipment for
the nuclear power industry, metal processing,
chemical, oil, electrotechnical and transport
equipment, scientific instruments, etc. The EEG
has established tariff barriers aimed at the most
promising exports from CMEA countries—that
is, manufactured goods with a high degree of
processing. The EEC maintains quotas and other
quantitative limitations on imports from Eastern
FEurope; at present, these restrictions greatly
hamper the development of trade between CMEA
and EEC countries in many commodities that
could be exchanged. Bearing in mind the export
structure of the CMEA states, a real liberalisa-
tion would affect only 50-60 per cent of their ex-
ports to EEC markets. The EEC countries also
apply arbitrary, so-called anti-dumping, bans
and restrictions: during 1978 this particularly
affected Bulgaria, Poland and Czechoslovakia.
There has been a step-up in inflexible agrarian
protectionism shielding West European produc-..
ers from normal competition from the socialist
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countries’ produce. Over the last ten or so years,
the average compensatory duty amounted to
35 per cent of the cost of corresponding produce
and, in certain years, between 40 and 50 per cent
or even 100 per cent. In 1974-75, the EEC resorted
to a direct embargo on the import of meat from
certain socialist countries. Agrarian protection-
ism in the EEC narrows the opportunities . for
promoting trade between Western and Eastern
Europe.

The socialist countries take full account of
the prevailing realities in Europe, one of which
is the process of West Huropean integration.
The socialist countries’ policy of promoting
European cooperation is by no means aimed at
undermining integration in the other part of
Europe. Noting the maturing need to extend
European cooperation, Leonid Brezhnev has
said: ‘This leads to the following question: is it
possible to find a basis for some forms of busi-
ness-like relations between Europe’s two inter-
state trade and economic organisations—the
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance and
the Common Market? Such a basis could prob-
ably be found, if the Common Market countries
refrain from all attempts at discrimination
against the other side, and if they help to de-
“velop natural bilateral ties and all-European
cooperation.’® .

It is impossible, however, to ignore the fact
that certain West European circles try to present
the EEC in its present form as an alternative
to cooperation on an all-European basis. The
Times, which, on the whole, opposes all-European
cooperation, wrote on February 19, 1974: ‘The
Nine must have the courage to show the countries
of Eastern Europe that East-West cooperation
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can only develop if it is clear to them that pan-
European projects will not be allowed to inhibit
integration in all fields chosen by the Nine.’
It is clear from this that not the socialist coun-
tries, but certain forces in the West pose the
question of ‘either-or’, thereby causing appreci-
able harm to the interests of Europe as a conti-
nent. This position is coming in for mounting
criticism in the West European countries them-
selves.

Progress in economic relations between the
socialist and capitalist countries of Europe will
greatly depend on whether the EEC leaders want
and are able to adapt their organisation to the
requirements of the new Europe—the Kurope
of trust and cooperation. It would undoubtedly
be in the interests of East and West to have
smooth relations of cooperation between the
two European integrated groupings in order to
resolve common economie, scientific and techno-
logical and ecological problems.

The proposition from the CMEA countries to
conclude an agreement between CMEA and EEC
on the principles for mutual relations between
them certainly meets these objectives. The initial
draft of such an agreement was sent to the EEGC
Council of Ministers on February 16, 1976.
Under present circumstances, the absence of a
treaty basis regulating relations between the
two powerful integrated groupings has become
an obvious anachronism. The CMEA initiative
accords fully with the general spirit of the steps
being taken by the socialist countries to imple-
ment the decisions of the Helsinki Conference
for the purpose of further refurbishing relations
between all European states. The declaration of
Warsaw Treaty States ‘For the Further Advance-
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ment of Detente and for the Consolidation
of Security and Development of Cooperation
in Europe’ stressed: ‘The establishment of
equitable commercial relations between the
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance and its
member countries, on the one hand, and the
European Economic Community and its mem-
bers, on the other, would accord with the inter-
ests of both sides:’®

The draft agreement presented by CMEA to
the Common Market envisages the following:
the application by the CMEA and EEC states
in relations with one another of most favoured
nation treatment; development of economic,
scientific and technological cooperation between
CMEA and EEC nations on a non-discriminatory
‘basis; acceptance by all parties of measures to
prevent mutual trade from damaging home mark-
ets for those goods; the provision of credit by
member states of both organisations to their
partners on the most favourable terms. Accord-
ing to the draft agreement, CMEA and EEC
must do what they can to see that the develop-
ment of trade in farm produce between EEC
and CMEA countries takes place on a stable,
long-term and fair basis.

The draft agreement env1sages that spec1ﬁc
aspects of trade and economic relations, be regu-
lated by bilateral and multilateral agreements
among these countries and their organisations.
The draft further envisages that CMEA and EEC
would maintain contacts so as to improve trading
conditions, develop mutually useful relations in
working on standardisation problems, environ-
mental protection, statistics and economic fore-
casting.

The reaction of the ruling circles of the EEC

270

to these proposals has varied. Although they
have not rejected negotiations and contacts ‘with
CMEA agencies, the EEC leaders obviously
want an extremely restricted agreement between
the integrated groupings and to keep the existing
system of 'discrimination against the socialist
countries in various forms.

The fairly wide range of objections being put -
forward inside the EEC against the conclusion
of an extensive agreement with CMEA may be
reduced to the following major elements. First,
the ruling EEC circles would like to reinforce
the inequitable scheme of relations in Europe
by which the EEC would act as a single entity,
while each socialist state would act individually.
This became clear from an interview by Henri
Simonet, President of the Council of Ministers
of the European Community and Belgian Foreign
Minister, to the magazine Impact (JTuly 1977).
Second, as Le Monde wrote on September 22,
1977, the EEC leaders do not wish the CMEA-
EEC agreement to contribute to reinforcing
cooperation within CMEA and enhancing the
prestige of its leading agencies. Third, as the
Paris Les Echos asserted in its issue of February
23, 1976, soft-pedalling on discrimination in
the EEC is impossible without appropriate
compensation, which presupposes a systematic
growth in exports from the EEC states to the
socialist countries.

These arguments put forward by those who
oppose a normalisation of relations between the
two European groupings seem to be the con-
sequence of at least an underestimation of latter-
day realities. The CMEA countries represent a
powerful political and economic entity, and
they will never agree to such a scheme of rela-
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tions aimed at weakening and splitting them in

the face of the biggest grouping of the capitalist
world. As Andrej Baréak, Foreign Trade Minister
of Czechoslovakia, has written, the socialist
countries are repelling ‘attempts by the Common
Market to impose a formula of relations where,
on the one hand, there is a grouping of capitalist
countries connected by strict discipline and
subordinating national bodies to their decisions
and, on the other, an individual socialist state’.®
The unity of socialist countries and the extension
of their mutual cooperation rest mainly on the
community of their aims and interests, on the
community of the class nature of their social
systems, on the principles of proletarian inter-
nationalism. ;

There is also no sense in the argument that the
CMEA countries need more imports from EEC
countries as some form of compensation for pos-
sible concessions in the trade and political re-
gime. During the 1960s and 1970s, CMEA im-
ports from the industrially developed capitalist
countries rose no slower, and often even faster,
than their imports from the CMEA region:
between 1961 and 1965, the respective average
annual .indicators were 8.8 and 9.3 per cent,
between 1966 and 1970—12.2 and 8.5 per cent,
between 1971 and 1975—31.0 and 18.0, per cent.
These indicators, incidentally, remove any real
grounds for asserting that the CMEA countries
practise counter-forms of discrimination against
their partners in the West, including the EEC.

Finally, questioning the powers of CMEA
agencies is undoubtedly groundless. The CMEA
Charter in articles III, XI and XII mentions
directly the right of CMEA to conclude interna-
tional agreements. This right has already been

272

exercised more than once, as is evidenced by
agreements with Yugoslavia, Finland, Iraq and
Mexico.

Normalisation of relations between CMEA and
EEC is an important element of the European
system of security and cooperation. A construc-
tive reply by the EEC to the CMEA initiative
would constitute a major contribution to improv-
ing relations between Eastern and Western
Europe; it would be an important step in further-
ing detente. In 1976, trade between EEC and
CMEA exceeded 30,000 million dollars. Accord-
ing to the British economist John Pinder, trade
with CMEA countries ‘is important to the Com-
munity, being not much less than its trade with
the United States’.® Yet the opportunities for
extending mutual cooperation between the EEC
and CMEA both in trade and in other areas are
obviously far from exhausted provided effective
measures are taken to remove existing barriers.

Considerable progress in the division of labour
between East and West is only conceivable, of
course, if the markets of the West are opened
up to exports from socialist countries, all dis-
criminatory restrictions are removed, and agree-
ments on mutual cooperation are made as long-
term as possible. Neither party can allow lengthy
balance of payments deficits; the socialist, like
the capitalist, countries cannot continue purchas-
ing for long without selling roughly the same
amount of value. Clearly, an extension of the
opportunities for the socialist countries to sell
on West European markets is a major condition
for a further growth of their imports from coun-
tries of that region.

Stimulation of economic cooperation between
Eastern and Western Europe has profound ob-
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jective. reasons hehind. it. The prospects for eco-
nomic relations between European states beleng-
ing to different social systems are inseparably
connected with a further development of the
present-day scientific and technological revolu-
tion. In the decades to come, the world economy
will evidently continue. to exhibit a growth in
the scale of specialised large-serial production,
more complex solutions to energy and raw ma-
terial problems, the appearance of new types
of industrial product, and increased research
costs. These processes will no:doubt increasingly
enhance the benefit of international specialisation
and cooperation of production, and the coordina-
tion of national production and research pro-
grammes.

Detente creates a favourable political climate
for, the joint utilisation of the considerable new
sources .of economic growth in the interests of
all European -peoples. The economy of Europe
could, in the long term, -enjoy considerably
greater economic benefits based on the mutually
complementary structures of the economies of
its individual states. The promotion of coopera-
tion on European scale could be accompanied by
combined long-term efforts -in various spheres
of economic, scientific and technological devel-
opment by both Fastern and Western Europe,
particularly to implement certain investment
programmes. This would enable them to create
a more rational system of the international
division of labour in Europe, using the natural
and technical-economic conditions .of individual
national ecomomies. - -~ . . ‘ :

The events of recent years have shown that
progress in socialist integration opens up new
opportunities for expanding cooperation between

274

Eastern and Western Europe. The West European
partners have taken or are taking part in imple-
menting a range of very large projects of great
importance for the whole CMEA region. This
applies, in particular, to the building of the
Volga and Kama motor works, to the laying of
the trans-Europe gas pipeline and the Iran-
West Germany gas pipeline systems across the
territory of the USSR and Czechoslovakia, to
the construction of a new iron and steel plant
near Stary Oskol and the Ust-Ilimsk pulp-and-
paper ‘works, and other projects. The extension
of the business contacts of the International
Investment Bank of CMEA is creating new oppor-
tunities for expanding the financing of mutual
cooperation. It is also noteworthy that the in-
ternational production, scientific and technolo-
gical organisations of the CMEA countries are
always open for cooperation with interested
partners.

The partial similarity between the national
industrial structures of the countries of Eastern
and Western Europe also enables them to develop
cooperation in intra-sectoral specialisation and
cooperation. This is demonstrated, for example,
by the growing similarity of the export-import
structures of most industrially developed states. -
Already today agreements on industrial coopera-
tion between East and West number over 1,200.
It is perfectly feasible that, as scientific and
technological progress accelerates, the role .of
intra-sectoral specialisation and cooperation will
grow even more.

Account must also be taken of the common
nature of many contemporary problems engen-
dered by technological progress; these demand
collective international efforts for their resolu-

18 275



tion. Among such problems are the exploitation
of energy and other natural resources, the devel-
opment of transport and communications, en-
vironmental protection, elimination of the most
widespread diseases, and the conquest of space
-and the World Ocean. That is why the interna-
tional public have greeted with such interest the
Soviet proposals to convene all-European con-
gresses on the problems of cooperation in the field
of energy, transport and environmental protection.

The Belgrade Meeting of representatives from
the 35 countries that had participated in the
Helsinki Conference showed without a doubt
the mounting need to put these proposals into
practice. The socialist and the capitalist countries
of Europe are equally interested in working out
a constructive programme for international action
on resolving problems of an all-European signif-
jcance. Evidently, such a programme would
be bound to include such major issues as the
following: in power engineering—the need to
combine electric power and pipeline systems on
the European continent, creation of new interna-
tional fuel transportation systems, the possibi-
lity of developing large fuel and energy com-
plexes, the need to acquire new sources of energy
and joint research in this area, measures to save
on energy; in transportation—prospects for the
development of an all-European mainline trans-
port system, including railways and highways,
the creation of an all-European network of water-
ways, development of fast transport systems
with a large traffic-carrying capacity; in envi-
ronmental protection—problems of transcontinen-
tal spread of polluted air, joint action to protect
seas and rivers, elaboration of special measures
to eliminate the harmful effects of the widespread
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use of mineral fertilisers, joint research into the |
creation of wasteless production techniques. In
this connection, considerable interest undoubted-
ly arises from the proposals put forward in the
materials of the United Nations European Eco-
nomic Commission on creating new financial
institutions to promote all-European coopera-
tion, in particular, the setting up of a common
fund for economic cooperation between socialist
and capitalist countries of Europe, as well as
a bank for Eastern and Western Europe.

Closer commercial relations between the two
European groupings could also play a certain
positive part in resolving such issues. Given
all the specific features of and differences in
their regional interests, they must be an import-
ant stimulus rather than an alternative, to the
promotion of all-European cooperation.

The active participation of the socialist coun-
tries in the world division of labour, in equitable,
stable and mutually beneficial international
cooperation is the firm policy of the Commu-
nist Party of the Soviet Union and the ruling
parties of the other fraternal countries. As Leonid
Brezhnev underlined in his speech to the Berlin
Conference of the Communist and Workers’
Parties of Europe in 1976, the CPSU has ‘never
separated the destinies of the Soviet Union
from the destinies of other countries of Europe
and the world’.” This policy fully meets the
interests of world socialism and all progressive
forces of modern times. It corresponds to the
fundamental interests of the peoples in all
countries and on all continents, to their aspira-
tion for a lasting peace, security and social
progress.
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"A Promising Néw Form of Economic,
Scientific and Technological Relations:
Agreements Between the Council
for Mutual Economic Assistance and
Countries with Other Social Systems

Up to the 1970s, the economic relations be-
tween CMEA and non-socialist countries were
almost exclusively bilateral. The bilateral form
of relations was the most acceptable arrange-
ment in the specific circumstances of the 1950s
and 1960s, when economic, scientific and techno-
logical cooperation between the two groups of
countries began to develop intensively. Initially,
the partners had a fairly poor understanding
of the mutual opportunities; they were often
beginning virtually from scratch and did not
yet have sufficient experience of cooperation
between countries with different levels of devel-
opment and different social systems. The bilat-
eral basis for relations enabled them gradually
to form an economic mechanism reflecting the
specific nature of the partners’ participation in
world trade and the international division of
labour, taking into consideration the interests
of individual countries, including in the sphere
of international accounting. The bilateral prin-
ciple of cooperation has helped to give coope-
ration a long-term character, and to tie it in
with plans and programmes for the development
of the partners’ national economies.

A number of factors operate today in the world
economy that dictate the expediency of making
wide use of multilateral forms of relations as
well. The success of the multilateral principle
in cooperation between states with different
social systems, being based on mutual benefit
and the interests of all participants, requires
that a specific mechanism be created for economic
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cooperation. In other words, both sides need to
carry out a set of measures on the macro- and

micro-economic levels in order to: pave the
way for long-term’ joint activities on a large
scale, for a further improvement of legal norms
and an institutional mechanism for multilateral
cooperation. ’ ' c

A characteristic feature of multilateral coope-
ration between the CMEA states and countries
with other social systems is the way it takes
shape through the supplementation and develpp-
ment of bilateral relations and the improving
of economic and legal principles that have formed
in mutual relations, not at their expense.

The foreign economic ties of the GMEA coun-
tries and socialist economic integration have
never been visualised as a process isolated from
the world economy. At the 25th Party Congress,
Leonid Brezhnev made this very point: ‘The
might and cohesion of the community of socialist
countries’ have been growing stronger through
economic integration. Cooperation with the de-
veloping states is facilitating the restructuring
of their economy and social life on progressive
principles. Lastly, economic, scientific and
technical ties with the capitalist states are con-
solidating and broadening the material basis of
the policy of peaceful coexistence.’® - . '

The CMEA member states envisage organisa-
tional-legal conditions enabling them to promote
economic, ‘scientific and ‘technological ‘relations
with countries outside the Council.

The CMEA Charter envisages the possibility
of accepting into the Council the countries that
share its aims and principles and agree to abide
by the obligations they assume. The acceptance
of members is by decision of CMEA: sessions
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on the basis of official requests from countries
wishing to join (Article II, para. 2.). Article XI
of the CMEA Charter states: ‘The Council for
Mutual Economic Assistance may invite countries
which are not members of the Council to take
part in the work of the Council’s agencies
or to cooperate with them in other forms.
The terms on which non-member countries may
participate in the work of the Council’s agencies
or cooperate with the Council in other forms
shall be determined by the Council in agreem-
ent with the countries coucerned, as a rule,
by concluding appropriate treaties.’® Article XII
of the CMEA Charter provides for the estab-
lishment and maintenance of relations with
various international organisations; moreover,
the nature and form of these relations are
determined by the Council on agreement
with the relevant bodies of the United Nations
and international organisations, particularly
through the conclusion of agreements.1®

A flexible organisational-legal mechanism of
cooperation between CMEA and countries that
are not members of the organisation has helped
to increase its membership and spread cooperation
beyond the bounds of the region. The subsequent
entry of Mongolia, Cuba and Vietnam to the
Council turned it into an international organisa-
tion representing countries of three continents.
Some countries (for example, Angola, Laos and
Ethiopia) are cooperating with CMEA, enjoying
the status of associate members; this enables
them to get an idea of the Council’s activity,
to take part in the meetings of various agencies,
to develop cooperation with individual CMEA

countries, as well as to extend the mutual ex-

change of economic information.
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The Comprehensive Programme, marking the
link between the international socialist division
of labour and the world division of labour, notes
that CMEA member countries ‘will continue to
develop economic, scientific and technical
ties with other states, irrespective of their social
and state system, on the principles of equality,
mutual benefit and observance of sovereignty’.!!
Here lies the possibility of full or partial partici-
pation by any non-Council member in the im-
plementation of the Comprehensive Programme.
The terms for participation imply that an agree-
ment must be concluded between CMEA and
the relevant country. Participation conditions
may be determined, if need be, in the imple-
mentation of individual measures envisaged by
the Comprehensive Programme.

Thus, the system of agreements on various
levels is becoming the main organisational-
legal instrument through which third countries
participate in various forms of multilateral
cooperation with the CMEA countries. Such a
way of regulating trade and economic relations
enables them to adapt the partners’ differing
mechanisms as they organise long-term coopera-
tion, while additional measures are envisaged
for relations with developing countries, the aim
being to help them create a modern independent
national economy, overcome backwardness and
carry out progressive transformations in the
interests of the working people.

Long-term multilateral cooperation between
CMEA countries and non-member states, as
practice has shown, proceeds along two channels:
on the basis of agreement between CMEA and
a non-member on the latter’s participation in
the work of CMEA agencies (in 1964, such an
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agreement was signed between CMEA and Yugo-
slavia) and on7that of agreement on cooperation .
between CMEA and a non-member of the Coun-

cil. )

The first case covers the regularisation of
relations between CMEA and a socialist country.
The regulation of relations in the process of
organising and implementing multilateral coope-
ration between CMEA and a non-socialist country
is evidently more acceptable for the partners
through a special agreement on cooperation.
A particular feature of cooperation in the second
instance is that the partner does not take part
in the work of CMEA agencies. A special economic
instrument—a cooperation commission—is set
up to implement agreements. :

The Government of Finland, wishing to take
fuller advantage of the opportunity for an equit-
able and mutually beneficial division of labour
with the CMEA countries through the promotion
of multilateral relations, proposed that CMEA
hold talks on defining ways and means for mutual
cooperation and preparing appropriate - agree-
ments between Finland and CMEA. As a result
. of these negotiations, a draft agreement was
signed on May 16, 1973. The aim of the agree-
ment, as spelt out in Article I, was to promote
multilateral economic, scientific and technologi-
cal cooperation between Finland and the CMEA
countries on questions of mutual interest.

In accordance with Article IT of the agreement,
the organisation of the cooperation between
Finland and CMEA was put in the hands of
an ad hoc body—the Cooperation Commission
for CMEA and the Republic of Finland, con-
sisting of representatives from Finland, nominat-
ed by the country’s president, and representatives
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from the CMEA countries, nominated by ‘the
appropriate bodies in those countries. The Cqm—
mission was also charged with regularly st}ld—y}n'g
ways to further multilateral economic, sclentlf}c
and technological cooperation between the said
countries. X

To discharge the tasks entrusted to it, the
Commission was accorded the necessary powers,
similar to those enjoyed by correspgndmg CME.{X
agencies. In adopting recommendations and deci-
sions, the Commission was to act on the ‘principle
of interestedness’ that operates as -a Cha'rter
principle in CMEA bodies. The annual meetings
of the Commission confirm the recommendations
prepared by its standing work groups. ./_Xt present,
there are five such groups: for foreign trade,
engineering, the chemical industry, transport,
and scientific and technological cooperation.
Proposals on cooperation spheres and projects
are studied by corresponding work groups which
usually meet several times a year. )

The recommendations adopted by the Commis-
sion are presented for examiqation by the com-
petent bodies of the countries concerned. All
interested countries are informed of the results.
The adoption of recommendations by the CMEA
countries and Finland means their fimal approval
within the framework of the Commission. Reali-
sation of the recommendations adopted presup-
poses their juridical formulation as international
legally-binding acts—i.e., through the conqlu—
sion, in each specific case, of multllaterql or blla}-
teral agreements between the countries, their
agencies, organisations and institutions or some
other agreed procedure. Such a procedu_re‘ makes
it possible for account to be taken of differences
in the socio-economic systems of the parties
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and for their interests to be coordinated in the
process of cooperation.

The Fourth Meeting of the Cooperation Com-
mission for CMEA and the Republic of Finland,
held in Helsinki in October 1976, stated that
this mutually beneficial economic, scientific and
technological cooperation was going ahead suc-
cessfully. Trade between them had reached 2,100
million roubles in 1975, as against 1,800 million
roubles in 1974 and 900 million roubles in 1973;
it had therefore been developing particularly
rapidly in recent years. In 1977, it had increased
to 2,600 million roubles, and the share of the
CMEA countries in Finland’s foreign trade had
increased to 23 per cent against 15 per cent in
1973. A further improvement is taking place
in the structure of mutual supplies.

In 1976, Finnish exports of plant and machin-
ery to CMEA countries stood at some 46 per cent
of the total, 19 per cent being accounted for by
other manufactured goods and almost 14 per cent
by chemical products. The bulk of the output
of the Finnish shipbuilding industry and engin-
eering for the pulp-and-paper industry was
exported to the USSR. Most imports from CMEA
countries were fuel and raw materials (some
80 per cent in 1976). ’

Finland is cooperating with CMEA countries
in implementing certain measures under the
Comprehensive Programme. It has supplied part
of the equipment for the Ust-Ilimsk timber
complex, the Norilsk plant and some other
projects.

At the present time, through the Commission’s
agreements and recommendations, the partners
have moved on to implementing several bilateral
and multilateral cooperation projects in the
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field of transport, the chemical industry, engin-
eering, trade, standardisation and statistics.
Agreements were signed in 1975 and 1976 be-
tween departments and organisations of Finland
and CMEA countries; these included long-term
agreements and contracts on mutual deliveries
of products of the pharmaceutical and paint-
and-varnish industries. On the basis of the Com-
mission’s recommendations, in 1975 inter-govern-
mental agreements were signed between Finland
and European CMEA countries on the technical
servicing of commercial road transport. In order
to promote cooperation on transport, the Com-
mission made recommendations on cooperation
in regard to container carriage and the organisa-
tion of a controller service for road transport on
routes linking Finland with CMEA countries.
The same year, the countries signed the first
agreement on multilateral scientific and techno-
logical cooperation in the development of technol-
ogy for soda-oxygen woodpulp cooking; Fin-
land’s partners in this were the USSR, Poland
and Czechoslovakia. Multilateral agreements on
engineering are being prepared on specialisation
and cooperation in the production of certain
types of hoisting equipment. Work is still going
on to elaborate general terms of supplying goods
in trade between Finland and the CMEA states;
the results of this work were reviewed at the
Commission’s fifth meeting. Special attention
is being focused on problems of multilateral
scientific and technological cooperation in the
development of new products and technological
processes. Virtually half the Commission’s work
is accounted for by the working group on scientific
and technological cooperation. Five main areas
of scientific and technological cooperation have
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appeared so far: forestry (selection and genetics
of timber species); the comprehensive utilisation
of timber materials, using Finnish techniques and
_certain other processes; environmental protection;
oil and gas; construction and the production
of building materials. Proposals are being made
for spreading scientific and technological coope-
ration to other areas.

The statute on the Commission envisages the
possibility of non-CMEA members taking part
in its work, but only on the basis of special
agreements. This, for example, opens up ad-
ditional opportunities for extending trade-eco-
nomic and scientific-technological ties between
Yugoslavia and Finland.
~ As noted above, the agreement of May 16,
1973 also allows for the Commission to imple-
ment recommendations not only through agree-
ments, but through certain other forms, by
arrangement between Finland and interested
CMEA countries. Some experts consider that
one of most promising ways of implementing
the Commission’s recommendations is for the
state to adopt them (through its competent
agencies) without formulation of an agreement,
and for the CMEA Secretariat to inform the
other interested countries subsequently. This
practice is employed in the Soviet Union and
other socialist countries. With some modification
it may be useful, these experts believe, in coope-
ration between Finland and CMEA states.

While the smooth development of bilateral
ties between Finland and the CMEA countries
proved to be a condition for advancing to multi-
lateral cooperation, this cooperation, in turn,
is becoming a stimulus to trade, production
cooperation and scientific and technological re-
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lations on a bilateral basis. For example, the
long-term programme for the development and
d.eepening of trade, economic, industrial, scien-
tific and technical cooperation between the USSR
and the Republic of Finland till 1990 has laid
down that ‘the Parties shall endeavour to include
in the sphere of their mutual trade the deliveries
carried out between the USSR, Finland and
third countries, including those based on pos-
mb!e agreements within the framework of coope-
ration between Finland and the Council for Mu-
tual Economic Assistance’.l? .
Multilateral cooperation between Finland and
the CMEA countries is still in its initial stages, -
yet it has undoubtedly stimulated the d’evelop:
ment of both bilateral and multilateral relations
between the partners in the trade-economic
production, scientific and technological spheres:
Today, of great importance is the search for new
forn;s, methods and trends of cooperation, in
addition to those already in use, which will
ensure high rates of its expansion and greate
efficiency of joint measures. :
A fuller use of the potential for multilateral
cooperation between Finland and CMEA coun-
tries is linked with the need to intensify planning
principles in economic, scientific and techno-
logical relations, with the enhanced role of
Finland’s state agencies in this, the involvement
qf medium-sized well-equipped firms in interna-
tional specialisation and cooperation, improve-
ment of financing, crediting and accounting, a
study of the opportunities for using transferable
roubles, joint actions in third countries, ‘and
the es_tablishment of contacts and cooperation
with international - economic organisations of
the socialist countries. '
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This experience of applying a specific mechan- - i

ism for stimulating economic, scientific and
technological relations between CMEA countries
and a country of another social system on a
multilateral basis was subsequently used in
cooperation with developing countries.

In July 1975, an agreement was signed on
cooperation between CMEA states and Iraq and,
in August of the same year, a similar one with
Mexico. The content of these agreements shows
that the former was largely a result of existing
ties which were fairly considerable in the volume
and variety of trade-economic relations between
CMEA countries and Iraq. The second agreement
was linked with a mutual desire to create the
conditions for the further extension and diversi-
fication of economic, scientific and technological
cooperation between the CMEA states and Me-
xico on a bilateral and multilateral basis.

In fact, by mid-1975, in excess of 200 industrial
enterprises and other projects had either been
built or were under construction in Iraq with
the help of CMEA countries; these constituted
an important component part of the public
sector of the economy. The countries of Eastern
Europe account for almost a quarter of Iraq’s
foreign trade (excluding oil exports). The Iraqi
Government’s document drawn up for the Fourth
Session of UNCTAD asserted that ‘such’ coopera-
tion had a decisive bearing on Iraq’s attempts
to assert its sovereignty over its natural resources
and its simultaneous pursuit of production and
consumption programmes. Also of benefit for
cooperation was the investigation of mutual
interests, not to mention the nature of the econo-
mic and social order prevailing in Iraq and the
socialist countries respectively’.1®
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The agreement with Iraq stresses that its aim
is to promote multilateral cooperation between
the partners in various areas of the economy,
science and technology; the major place in its
mechanism belongs to a joint commission con-
sisting of representatives from CMEA countries
and Iraq. As experience accumulates, the parties
envisage an) improvement in the organisational
forms, modes and methods of multilateral coope-
ration. The joint commission adopts recommen-
dations and' decisions, with the agreement of
Iraq and interested CMEA countries, which are
then implemented through the conclusion of
multilateral and bilateral agreements between
them, their agencies, organisations, etc. The
working procedure of the joint commission is
arranged so as to take maximum advantage of
the possibility of multilateral cooperation. To
this end, the maintenance of contacts is envisaged
with representatives of CMEA agencies and in-
ternational organisations of the socialist coun-
tries that have agreement ties with the CMEA,
by offering these representatives the right to take
part in meetings of the joint commission at its
invitation. Similarly, by joint agreement, coun-
tries taking part in the work of CMEA agencies
can participate in that of the commission.

It is noteworthy that, in defining the com-
mission’s functions, the agreement cites those
industries whose possibilities for cooperation
must be studied as a matter of priority: the oil
and gas industry, the chemical industry (includ-
ing the petrochemical industry), agriculture and
foreign trade. A list of specific areas where a
search is being made for ways to promote coope-
ration shows that the parties have already ac-
quainted themselves fairly well with each other’s’
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economic realities in the process of developing
cooperation on a bilateral basis, and that they
expect to obtain the greatest effect from advanc-
ing to multilateral relations precisely in the
branches of the economy that they have indi-
cated.

The first meeting of the commission in Moscow
(24-26 November 1976) reviewed ways and
means for promoting multilateral cooperation; it
adopted decisions on setting up the first working
groups, mapped out areas for cooperation and
examined future long-term direction for its de-
velopment.

In addition to working groups, the commission
called a meeting of experts on agriculture,
irrigation and the construction of food enter-
prises. The possibilities for cooperation are
also being studied for other areas, above all
in energy.

A second meeting of the CMEA-Iraq commis-
sion took place in 1977; it continued its work
on the problems involved in extending the spheres
of multilateral cooperation and examined pro-
posals from the working groups.

The results of the development of the trade,
economic, scientific and technological cooperation
between Iraq and CMEA countries show that a
combination of bilateral and multilateral forms
is a powerful catalyst to cocperation, leads to
a growth in its volume, makes relations long-
term and gives them the features of a stable
division of labour for the common good. Indeed,
the CMEA countries have been helping Iraq
build over 350 projects which form the nucleus
of the country’'s modern economy. Essentially,
Iraq’s national economic complex is largely
taking shape as a result of cooperation with the
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socialist countries. In the period 1971-76 alone,
the amount of economic assistance given by the
CMEA countries to Iraq increased 3.5 times.
What is more, ties between Iraq and all CMEA
states expanded rapidly over that period. A par-
ticularly large amount of work is being carried
out in cooperation with the Soviet Union.
Already in operation are an electrical engineering
plant in Baghdad, the largest engineering works
in the country—the agricultural machinery fac-
tory in Iskanderia, glass and pharmaceutical
plants, a cotton plant and knitwear mill, etc.
After the commissioning of power stations with
a total capacity of over 2 min. kw, the national
industry will gain reliable sources of energy.
The large-scale irrigation projects will make a
marked contribution to improving the country’s
food supplies. The national oil industry is a
vital sphere of cooperation; other CMEA coun-
tries are helping in its development as well.
These other CMEA states have helped to build
such big projects as an oil refinery with a capa-
city of 3.5 mln. tonnes, a mine for extracting
1 mln. tonnes of sulphur a year, enterprises in
the light and food industry, cement factories
and engineering enterprises, etc. The German
Democratic Republic and Iraq have set up a
joint planning committee for transferring coope-
ration to a long-term basis.

In our view, the further development of mul-
tilateral relations may also pave the way for
cooperation with Iraq in other measures of the
long-term specific cooperation programmes being
carried out and drawn up today by the CMEA
countries.

The agreement between CMEA and Mexico is
somewhat different, among other things owing
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to the fact that relations between the European
socialist countries and this Latin American
state are not yet very large in scope; however,
both sides are displaying interest in the further
development of these relations. Thus, the agree-
ment underlines the need to create the condi-
tions for a further improvement and extension
of cooperation between Mexico and CMEA states
on both a multilateral and a bilateral basis.
It is pointed out that the agreement pursues
the basic objective of establishing and encourag-
" ing the development of multilateral cooperation.
To fulfil this aim, a mixed commission is being
established, rather than a joint ome as in the
agreement with Iraq. Its tasks have also been
formulated somewhat differently. It is charged
with studying and analysing the possibilities
for intensifying multilateral cooperation in such
areas as the use of new technology, the develop-
ment of foreign trade, and questions of finance,
as well as in economic sectors within which joint
enterprises can be set up, particularly in industry,
agriculture, mining and sea transport.

Bearing in mind the relatively small volume
of trade-economic relations between the CMEA
countries and Mexico and the poor acquaintance
with each other’s potential for arranging multi-
lateral cooperation, in agreement with the Me-
xican side CMEA sent to Mexico a group of
experts to study promising spheres of economic,
scientific and technological cooperation and the
holding of talks with local organisations and
business circles. During these contacts, the
Mexican side proposed iron and steel, engineer-
ing, sugar, pulp-and-paper, mining and the
petrochemical industry, energy, shipbuilding
and agriculture as possible areas of cooperation.
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In May 1978, the Mexican President, José
Lopez Portillo, gave a speech at the meeting of
the CMEA Executive Committee in Moscow.
He spoke of the advantages to Mexico of pro-
moting relations with CMEA states and of the
need to pool efforts in resolving the problems
that hampered broader trade and exchénge in
other spheres, as well as of the search for ways
to enrich forms of mutual cooperation. In his
opinion, attention should be concentrated on
measures to increase trade and economic ties
and reinforce multilateral elements in all spheres
of cooperation. The President emphasised here
the exceptional importance for Mexico of the
experience of international cooperation of the
CMEA countries in achieving important national
economic objectives.

Both agreements envisage that recommenda-
tions and decisions be made with the consent
of interested CMEA countries, and Iraq or
Mexico, respectively. They do not extend to
CMEA countries that have declared no interest
in the given issue. Yet, any of these countries
may subsequently adhere to the recommendations
and decisions adopted by CMEA countries and
Mexico or Iraq on the terms that they liave
agreed. Thus, the agreements create a very
flexible structure enabling all the partners to
cooperate, while observing national interests
and precluding participation in projects that at
the given moment do not interest a particular
country or do not ensure observance of the prin-
ciple of mutual benefit.

At the present time, some developing countries
are maintaining contacts with CMEA in order
to reveal the possibilities of applying multi-
lateral forms of relations, including through
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the conclusion of special agreements on coope-
ration. In our view, the conclusion of each agree-
ment must be preceded by a careful analysis of
the state of and prospects for relations between
the corresponding developing country and indi-
vidual CMEA states, the potential for promoting
multilateral ties, as well as determination of the
measures that each side must carry out at home
in order to establish favourable conditions for
developing multilateral cooperation, methods for
adapting the differing economic mechanisms of
the partners to the requirements of long-term
large-scale cooperation on the basis of a stable
division of labour. Such adaptation may, in
several instances, continue for a fairly lengthy
period; nonetheless, it would seem sensible,
ultimately, to help achieve the best results
as quickly as possible by reducing the organisa-
tional period once the agreement has been signed.

The first agreement on cooperation between
CMEA and a country with a different social
system was signed in 1973, while other agree-
ments were signed even later. That is why it
is still difficult to comprehensively analyse
this new form of international cooperation or
fully assess its possibilities. Yet, the development
of trade, of economic, scientific and technologi-
cal ties with the countries that have signed such
agreements with CMEA shows that they undoubt-
edly have a stimulating effect on international
economic cooperation, lending it aspects of a
stable division of labour and expanding the area
of mutual interest. The prerequisites arise for
promoting contacts between CMEA and integrat-
ed groupings in the non-socialist world, and then
also organising relations with them on a long-
term basis in order to pool efforts in tackling
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crucial regional and global problems. Agreements
on multilateral cooperation between CMEA and
non-socialist countries raise relations between
them to a new level, meet the interests of all
participants and serve the cause of detente and
the strengthening of peace throughout the world.



CHAPTER 9

CMEA AND THE RESTRUCTURING
OF INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC RELATIONS

Socialism and Capitalism
in the World Economy

At present, the development of the world econ-
omy involves the coexistence of and competi-
tion between the world socialist economy and
the world capitalist economy. Each develops
in accordance with its own specific objective
laws. At the same time, some common trends
and processes within the world economy deter-
mine their mutual points of contact and, in
certain circumstances, have a positive effect on
their development and ultimately encourage man-
kind’'s overall progress. This applies above all
to the development of science and technology,
the related processes of the international division
of labour and internationalisation of economic
affairs. )
The international division of labour is the
hub of and objective condition for the existence
and development of the world economy. It should
be understood as a unity of the material and
social facets of social production, a process which
manifests the dialectical unity of productive
forces and relations of production. The partition
of the world into different social systems objective-
ly determines, therefore, the existence of the
international socialist division of labour and
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the international capitalist division of labour.

The world international division of labour
and the internationalisation of the economic
affairs developing on its basis objectively deter-
mine and make possible economic ties between
countries with opposing socio-economic systems—
i.e., between socialist and capitalist countries.
This applies, of course, only to mutually advan-
tageous ties that in no way infringe upon the
state sovereignty of the contracting parties and
are not oriented against the interests of others.
The essence of the exchange of activities between
socialist and capitalist states is reflected precise-
ly by the formula of ‘mutually beneficial
economic relations’. Naturally, this essence can-
not be adequately expressed by a concept of
cooperation that, in the full sense of the word,
is immanent only in socialism, linked with a
unity of objectives and community of interests
of the working class and all working people in
the socialist states; it expresses mutual assistance
as well as mutual advantage as a principle of
interrelations between the countries developing
under the guidance of Marxist-Leninist parties.

The existence of a global international divi-
sion of labour in no way denies the existence and
specific nature of independently developing so-
cialist and capitalist division of labour within
the framework of the two opposing world systems.
What is more, there is a growing tendency for
the world socialist economy and the international
socialist division of labour to increase their
influence; this also applies to the effect of the
socialist countries’ economic ties with states of
the other social system on the development of
the world economy and on its capitalist sector.
This influence encourages the struggle by the
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young national states for independent positions
in the world economy; it promotes other progres-
sive shifts within it, particularly since the emer-
gence of the world system of socialism and as
a result of the constant increase in its prestige
and role on a world scale. International economic
integration within the socialist community will
do much to encourage these qualitative changes.

The historical superiority of the socialist
over the capitalist type of international econo-
mic relations becomes particularly apparent when
the integrational processes within the world
socialist and capitalist economies are compared.
From the techno-economic standpoint, interna-
tional economic integration is similar under
both socialism and capitalism. From this point
of view it is manifest as a tendency towards ever
broader and deeper socialisation of production,
beyond the bounds of individual countries. Yet
a socio-economic analysis reveals that capitalist
relations of production cannot create the condi-
tions for progressive socio-economic development
either within national economies or regionally,
let alone on the scale of the capitalist world.
Only socialism is capable of creating such con-
ditions. This is also evident from an analysis
. of the essence, character and aims of the in-

tegrational processes under socialism and capi-
talism. In the world of socialism, international
economic integration is ultimately subordinate
to the constantly rising living standards of the
working people through full employment and
the planned, proportionate development of all
the component parts of the economy, while
the maximum social effect is obtained from
labour expended, as well as the highest quality
of the aggregate activities of all working people,
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Within the capitalist world, integration is sub-
ordinate to the monopolies’ gaining the maxi-
mum profit by intensifying exploitation of the
working people under the conditions of the spon-
taneous crisis-ridden development of production.

The establishment and development of the
socialist type of international economic relations
and socialist integration constitute the only
possible way for international economic coop-
eration to gain in depth and for the objective
requirements of the socio-economic development
of society in the international sphere to be realis-
ed naturally and harmoniously; it is the only
possible way for the contradictions in the devel-
opment of the world economy to be resolved in
the interests of all peoples. This course has never
been a smooth and easy one, yet the past three
decades of development of the world socialist
economy bear witness to its correctness and
productiveness, to the scientific nature and effec-
tiveness of the principles, methods and instru-
ments employed. The scientific revolutionary
theory of Marxism-Leninism is a reliable com-
pass along this road; the scientiﬁcally—grounde_d
policy of the Marxist-Leninist parties and their
guiding role in socialist society guarantee that
the optimum conditions and requisites fpr the
general advance will be created. The setting up .
of CMEA was part of this policy, as were, too,
the deepening of the economic cooperation be-
tween its member countries and the transition
to socialist economic integration. This path
involves the increasingly full and effective im-
plementation of the principles of cooperation
and mutual assistance, which are only possible
in relations among socialist countries. -

The planning development of economic coope-
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ration among socialist states is the only means
that corresponds to socialism and the only effec-
tive basis for realising these principles. Joint
planning is the mainspring of socialist economic
integration. Socialism has also engendered a
radically new character of the value instruments
of economic cooperation, their use invariably
being linked with and subordinate to the plan-
ned nature of cooperation. Finally, socialism has
also created fundamentally new organisational
“forms of cooperation, legal foundations, etc.
The experience of the CMEA states in carrying
out socialist economic integration promotes a
constant improvement of all these component
parts in the cooperation mechanism. This im-
provement, in accordance with the dialectics of
the development of the part and the whole
under socialism, effectively helps to bring about
quantitative and qualitative progressive changes
in the development of each participant country’s
economy, a consolidation of the entire economy
‘of the world socialist community, while simul-
taneously having a beneficial effect on other
areas of society.

International economic integration, which is
a manifestation of the development of mankind’s
productive forces and of economic progress in
the world, has become a reality both in the world
of socialism and in the world of capitalism.
Depending on which social system it occurs
under, however, its potential for social progress
is realised to different extents. Under capitalism,
its progressive significance manifests itself only
in the techno-economic aspects of production
development and it is far from universal (there
are countries and regions of the capitalist world
in which international capitalist integration
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hampers the development of productive forces
while in others, besides having a stimulating
effect, it also exerts a distorting influence on
the structure of production). Moreover, its pro-
gressive manifestation occurs spontaneously, pe-
riodically, not only accelerating the development
of production, but also frequently intensifying
its cyclical nature and deepening its crises.
For the working people the principal result of
integration is an intensification of exploitation,
lLiigher labour intensity, greater uncertainty about
the future and higher unemployment.

International economic integration has not
and cannot alter the essence of capitalism. The
grafting of the monopolies on to the state to
varying degrees on both a national and an in-
ternational scale, which is a major aspect of
capitalist economic integration, leads only to a
deepening of capitalism’s contradictions through-
out the capitalist system. Integration for the
world capitalist economy as a whole operates
to intensify the unevenness of the development
of individual countries and global contradic-
tions.

Capitalist economic integration means a fur-
ther advance of the multinationals against na-
tional sovereignty, against the national economic
interests of the smaller and economically less
developed countries. This integration also means
a deepening of the partitioning of the world
capitalist economy into rivalling 1ntegra'ted
groupings. Under capitalism, it is virtually im-
possible to create a single international economic
organisation of an integration type and, within
the development of integrated groupings, the
competitive struggle and unstability intens1f.y.
The monopolies of large imperialist countries
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also penetrate deep into integrated groupings,
striving to gain from the integrational processes.
There are a multitude of such examples. Thus,
within the EEC, which is a regional integration
of ten European capitalist states, the influence
of multinational corporations is immense; the
biggest of them are run by overseas monopolies.

Capitalist economic integration is distinguished
by its instability. Agreements on integration,
frequently based on compromises, are broken
when the conditions under which the monopolies
pursue their interests and the balance of power
change. As this integration progresses, conflicts
inevitably occur; they sometimes lead to crises
in the integrating organisations and the collapse
of their programmes.

In so far as the formation of regional groupings
among capitalist countries is both a consequence
of technological progress and a result of the
interaction of a whole number of other political,
strategic and ideological factors, a change in these
factors greatly affects the development of a
particular grouping, the degree of integration
between the countries taking part in the regional
organisations, and the future of capitalist econo-
mic integration itself. This integration may
even go into reverse before it achieves a certain
level. For example, the present level of develop-
ment of productive forces does not, in itself
or as a matter of principle, exclude the possibi-
lity of individual countries leaving the EEC,
re-establishing their own national customs boun-
daries and returning to the use of other means
of economic protection, if their interests so
dictate. Certain circumstances, for example, po-
litical shocks or a recession, may prevent an
integrational process from developing from cus-
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toms union into an economic union. A similar
effect may result from extreme unevenness in
the development of some countries participating
in the integrational process. A slowing down of
the integrational process may also stem from
an excessive expansion of its boundaries or the
joining of the Common Market by countries
with considerably different interests from those
of the other member states. It is well known,
for instance, that Great Britain’s membership
of the Common Market brought a large number
of structural problems in its wake.

The actual activities of the EEC differ funda-
mentally from what was envisaged by the Treaty
of Rome. The Common Market has strayed a
long way, particularly from what was envisaged
and planned in regard to strengthening supra-
national institutions. It should be borne in mind
that customs barriers and quotas are not the
only means for limiting the growth of interna-
tional trade. Within the Common Market frame-
work, countries are using covert and more
devious limitations. The various licensing laws,
standards, specifications and bans relating to
government purchases are the most substantial
from the technical viewpoint. National standards
and the rules operating in the countries normally
presuppose the conscious provision of privileges
to domestic suppliers. It must also be noted
that there are differences in technical specifica-
tions, product liability, safety standards, etc.
The technical limitations in foreign trade are
a hindrance equal to customs tariffs, and they
are often deliberately increased after a reduction
in or removal of tariffs. The importance of na-
tional markets in Western Europe also increases
as a result of government purchases, the share
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of which is fairly great, considering the role
played by the public sector and the state budget
in the economies of these countries. In all the
states of the Common Market, state enterprises
making various types of purchase give privileges
to domestic suppliers.

In conformity with the nature of monopoly
capitalism, West European capitalist integration
is based, in principle and practice, on the desire
of the stronger states and groupings of monopoly
capital to impose their will on the weaker ones.
This naturally leads to a protective reaction
which manifests itself, in particular, in attempts
by some countries to safeguard their national
rights in the area of decision-making. The strug-
gle of opposing directions has more than once
resulted in crises within the EEC.

Clashes of interest may lead to the disintegra-
tion and reconstruction of capitalist integrated
groupings. At the same time, there is an equal
danger of regional groupings retaining existing
restrictions and even creating new ones that
hamper the process of wide-ranging internationa-
lisation of economic affairs.

The CMEA countries, individually and as an
international community generally, demonstrate
a high rate of economic development and success
in bringing their levels of economic development
closer together. The community of CMEA coun-
tries has become the most dynamic and rapidly
developing region of the world economy, free
from economic crises and stagnation. The main
result of the joint efforts by the CMEA countries
is an uninterrupted rise in living standards.

In the course of socialist economic integration
which meets the common and the national in-
terests of the CMEA countries, the state sover-
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eignty of these c¢ountries is consistently res-
pected. The mechanism of their all-round inter-
action and its effectiveness are improving; the
concepts of socialist economic integration con-
tained in the Comprehensive Programme are
being unswervingly implemented. The CMEA
countries can mark up more and more successes
along the road to their planned objectives.
In contrast, the EEC concepts contained in
the Treaty of Rome are proving increasingly
untenable; their implementation is encountering
growing conflicts of interest among the member
countries and obstacles created by the cyclical
development of the, capitalist economy.

The countries of socialism and capitalism also
demonstrate different approaches to the develop-
ment of commercial relations between them.
The Council for Mutual Economic Assistance
and its member countries invariably act to
extend these relations, the contacts between
CMEA and EEC, to overcome obstacles and to re-
solve the problems existing in this area. The
position of the capitalist countries is inherently
contradictory, unstable and frequently conflicts
with the objective requirements for expanding
world trade and deepening the world division
of labour. The fundamental difference in the
positions of the countries in the socialist com-
munity and the industrially developed capitalist
countries is also patently apparent in regard to -
the cardinal problems involved in restructuring
international economic relations, which has be-
come an insistent requirement of the present.
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The CMEA Countries’ Campaign
to Restructure International Economic Relations
in a Progressive Way

The problems involved in restructuring in-
ternational economic relations occupy a key
place in the international problems of the con-
temporary world. For many decades, the eco-
nomic relations between the various countries
of the capitalist .world have depended on the
imperialist states and their monopolies that
dominate the world  capitalist economy. The
imperialist states created a mechanism for explo-
iting the peoples of other countries and approp-
riating their natural resources. The selfish
policy of the imperialistjpowers raises obstacles
to resolving vital world economic problems,
such as mass starvation in ‘a number of states,
the plunder of natural resources, and the difficult
economic position of most developing countries.
Imperialism also artificially restricts the econo-
mic ties between states of different social systems.
The creation of closed economic groupings and
the pursuance of a discriminatory policy based
on political and other considerations hamper
the development of the international division
of labour.

Events themselves testify that the problem of
overcoming economic backwardness in the de-
veloping countries has become even more acute
in recent decades.

The UN document ‘International Development
Strategy’ contains an analysis of the growth
rate that would have been necessary during
the 1970s to secure a certain improvement in
living standards in the developing countries.
It reckoned that, given a mean annual growth
of per capita real incomes of less than 3.5
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per cent, the situation of the poor sections of
the population would not alter under the existing
system of income distribution. With the present
scale of ‘the population increase, this rate of
a(!vance In per capita incomes would be secured
with a growth in gross national product (GNP)
of no less than 5.5 per cent (naturally, even the
highest growth rate would not bring automati¢
changes in the condition of the poorest sections
This could only come from radical socio—economi(:,
reforms). There is another approach to analysing
the problems of the developing countries, from
the standpoint of the dynamics of employment.
In an average developing country, the urban
population grows by about 4 per cent a year
Industrial development usually secures an em-
ployment rise corresponding to half the rate of
industrial production growth. Just to ensure an
gmployment rise in step with urban growth
industrial production would have to rise by an
average of 8 per cent a year. Industrial produc-
tion usually increases 25 per cent faster than
the GNP, so the average annual growth in the
GNP must be no less than 6 per cent.

Although these guidelines are only approxi-
mate mean indicators, there can be no doubt
about the conclusion when they are compared
with actual rates of growth: up to now, develop-
ment has enabled the developing countries ge-
nerally to secure only a relative invariability
in their economic position.

In fact, the GNP of the developing countries
grew by 5.5 per cent on the average during
the 1960s, and there has been no fundamental
change in this rate since. The quantity of real
good.s and services in the developing countries
has increased at less than 5.5 per cent a year.

20* 307



In statistics, the GNP growth indicator includes
an increase, for example, in the army—that
is, in non-productive expenditure. The indicator
of GNP growth does not reflect the dynamics
in. the actual volume of goods and services for
certain other reasons, too. Thus, actual economic
growth cannot, in essence, secure a higher stan-
dard of living for a considerable part of the pop-
ulation. )

Two-thirds of the world’s population live in
countries where gross per capita production is
less than 300 dollars a year; for almost a thou-
sand million people, it is only 100 dollars a year.
At the present stage of their development,
these countries take some 28-30 years to double
their scale of production.

If these countries were to maintain the average
world growth rate of 3.2 per cent, attained in
the last twenty years, they could reduce the
period it would take to double production to
twenty years; but even then it would take them
twenty years to reach a level of only 200 dollars.
Comparing the dynamics of per capita consump-
tion in the economically advanced capitalist
countries with those of the developing states,
the backwardness of the latter is all too plain.
The per capita personal consumption of the pop-
ulation for 1951-75 grew in the economically
advanced capitalist countries by approximately
110 per cent, and in the developing countries
by 98 per cent. These discrepancies in dynamics
should be viewed in the light of the fact that,
taking the per capita consumption level in the
industrially advanced capitalist states for 1970
as 100, in the Asian countries it stood at only
7 that year, in the African states at 5 and in
the Latin American at 22.
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It is important to bear in mind that in the
bulk of the developing countries differences in
income distribution have grown considerably
worse. The modest fruits of development have
improved the situation mainly of the wealthy
sections. Social polarisation has intensified.

Data exist on income distribution for forty
countries. In 21 of them, the per capita incomes
of the poorest 20 per cent of the population
stand at 28 per cent of the average level.

A considerable proportion of the population
have an average income of less than 100 dollars
a year in the so-called ‘wealthy’ developing
countries of Brasil, Colombia, Mexico and the
Lebanon, where the average per capita income
is much higher than 100 dollars a year—i.e.,
higher than the international poverty level.

The differences are growing in economic de-
velopment levels between industrial capitalist
countries and the developing states: in 1950
the difference between the average levels in the
developing and the developed capitalist countries
was more than 11-fold, while in 1975 it had
widened to more than 14-fold.

Relations between the developing countries
and the world capitalist economy in the last
quarter of a century have given rise to serious
new problems in the economic development of
these countries. The state of their foreign trade
and balances of payments not only make it dif-
ficult to buy plant and machinery—i.e., to
create new capacities and develop an infrastruc-
ture, but has also restricted the import of the
raw materials, semi-finished products or spare
parts required by existing enterprises; this has,
therefore, brought an increase in idle productive
capacity. It has also hampered the development
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of agriculture, since it has restricted the purchase
of artificial fertilisers, herbicides and insecti-
cides, tractors, etc.

No matter how much Western literature harps
on the part played by foreign loans and various
forms of economic aid from the industrial capi-
talist states, it remains a fact that economic
growth in the developing countries is taking
place mainly through their own efforts. Accord-
ing to the combined -statistics of international
organisations and regional economic commissions,
the share of investment in the national income
of the developing countries reached 18 per cent
by the 1970s, of which 16 per cent came from
internal resources and only 2 per cent from
foreign ones. The share of internal sources has
increased and that of external ones diminished,
yet, both are still patently inadequate for over-
coming backwardness.

Many unresolved problems in the developing
countries come from their position in the world
capitalist economy. Statistics on international
trade show that the position of the developing
countries is still characterised mainly by the
traditional division of labour that took shape
- under the colonial system.

According to data on the first half of the 1970s,
in 18 out of 60 developing countries, one or two
types of raw material accounted for more than
75 per cent of exports, in 24 countries over half
and in 10 countries more than a third. Over
50 per cent of the exports of developing countries
consisted of seven types of raw material, while
60 per cent of the exports of industrial products
came from the textile, clothing, food and tim-
ber industries. The economic growth of the devel-
oping countries is also becoming increasingly
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uneven. Some (8-12) countries in this group
developed at a quicker pace, while the rest fell
further and further behind them. About 75
per cent of the exports from the developing
countries came from 10 countries, while three
quarters of export increments in the last ten
years were accounted for by only six countries.

Price rises on oil and other raw materials
in world trade have not led to any substantial
shift in the overall position of the developing
countries; in fact, those changes that have oc-
curred can hardly be considered stable. Even
the advantages enjoyed by oil-producing develop-
ing countries can, in one way or another, be
cancelled out by the imperialist states.

The dependence of developing countries on
their foreign currency inflow is growing; any
increase in this is inhibited by the limited ex-
port potential of these countries, the outflow of
currency, etc. Their debts are piling up fast.
They increased from 10,000 million dollars in
1955 to 20,000 million dollars in 1961 and over
250,000 million dollars in 1979. During the
1960s, indebtedness rose, on average, by 14 per
cent a year, while related payments to cover
debts and interest increased by an average of
17 per cent a year. At the end of the 1970s,
the burden connected with the repayment of
foreign state debts continued to mount. At
present, several developing states have to pay
out up to 20-30 per cent or more of their export
revenues just to pay profits to foreign investors
and interest on various types of foreign debt.

In 1971, the inflow of private capital (net)
into the developing countries amounted to 3,900
million dollars, according to the figures of the
Organisation for Cooperation and Economic De-
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velopment; in 1970, 6,200 million dollars went
to the advanced capitalist states as income from
private foreign investment in the developing
countries. This sum was received mainly in the
oil industry and in the extraction of raw ma-
terials. Every year 1,500 million dollars were
paid out to cover interest; what is more, 3,700
million dollars was the sum exacted from devel-
oping countries through load repayment. An
important element of capital exports is the part
of the income of the oil-rich sheikhs or entre-
preneurs in Latin America, Asia and Africa that
they do not use at home, but invest in shares
in the industrially advanced capitalist countries
or employ for providing short-term credit on
capitalist markets (altogether some 4,000-5,000
- million dollars a year). To this must be added
losses from the so-called brain drain, which,
although the rate slowed down during the 1970s,
did not cease.

-Thus, the trend towards the internationalisa-
tion of production in the world capitalist econ-
omy, as applied to the developing countries,
is still evident mainly in a recurring economic
dependence on the developed capitalist countries;
in certain spheres this dependence is being
considerably undermined, but it is still very
strong. That is why the developing countries
are increasingly advocating the creatioh of in-
ternational economic relations that would enable
them to eliminate the colonial character of the
division of labour and its burdensome conse-
quences which were imposed on them in the past
and still largely dominate their situation. None-
theless, the implementation of the progressive
principles proclaimed at the Sixth Session of
the UN General Assembly in 1974 is only possible
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through a persistent struggle centred on the de-
mand for faster economic growth of the develop-
ing countries. It would be unrealistic to count
on a substantial change in the position of the
developing countries within the system of in-
ternational capitalist division of labour without
a radical transformation of the socio-economic
structure.

Bearing in mind the international situation
in the second half of the twentieth century, it
may be supposed that the rate of progress of
the developing world in the coming decades will
not continue to depend on the vicious circle of
the past and that the peoples of the countries
now experiencing deprivation will not calmly
remain in lethargy waiting for whole centuries
to pass before economic progress arrives. That
means that the peoples of the developing coun-
tries will make the necessary effort to campaign
for their social and economic progress.

The Declaration of Warsaw Treaty Member
States adopted at a Meeting of the Political
Consultative Committee in Moscow in Novem-
ber 1978 stressed the particular importance for
the progress of all humanity of the fight to
eliminate underdevelopment, reconstruct interna-
tional economic relations on a just and dem-
ocratic basis, establish a new international
economic order, renounce  all discrimination,
and remove exploitation of the natural and
human resources of the developing countries by
the imperialist monopolies. The Meeting declared
that this was a direct continuation of the struggle
against colonialism and imperialism and advo-
cated the most active and equitable participa-
tion of all states, irrespective of their social
system, geographical location, size, economic or
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military might, in the resolution of the urgent
problems of world development,

The countries represented at the Meeting ex-

pr(_assgd their conviction that their clear-cut and
principled policy on issues relating to the popular
struggle for freedom, independence and social
progress, would further the consolidation of
peace and the success of the great cause of the
liberation of peoples.
It is plain that, in the present age, imperialism
is increasingly unable to dictate its will. The
contemporary world economy is no longer a
sphere of undivided rule by imperialist monopo-
lies. The major trends in its development are
taking shape under the mounting influence of
world socialism, newly independent states and
all progressive anti-imperialist forces.

"The general world economic situation has
largely changed in step with the growth in world
soc}alism and the changing balance of power in
socialism’s favour. The political and, partly,
the economic positions of the developing states
have grown stronger during the persistent strug-
gle for a national independent economy, stronger
coopeyation between socialist countries and de-
veloping states, and given the great help provided
py the socialist countries in the fight against
1mperi.alist discrimination, for affirmation of
sovereign equality in world economic relations,
and for non-interference by imperialism in their
1nte}'nal affairs. As Leonid Brezhnev has said,
‘It is quite clear now that with the present cor-
relatlop of world class forces, the liberated
countries are quite able to resist imperialist
diktat and achieve just—that is, equal—eco-
nomic relations.™

The socialist countries advocate speeding up
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the progressive restructuring of international
economic relations in a spirit of equal rights
for states and peoples, and helping liberated
countries that have inherited a considerable
imperialist-imposed economic backwardness.

The socialist countries uphold the initiatives
of the developing countries on reconstructing
international economic relations. Important doc-
uments have consequently been adopted in
recent years at international forums; to a con-
siderable extent they reflect the needs of the
developing countries. In particular, the Sixth
Special Session of the UN General Assembly
in May 1974 adopted the Declaration on the
Establishment of a New International Economic
Order. The programme for restructuring inter-
national economic relations is contained in a
special document of the UN General Assembly
adopted in September 1975; it was entitled
‘Development and International Economic Co-
operation’. These and many other international
documents contain international legal principles
that provide the basis for working out a set of
measures for restructuring international economic
relations. The documents clearly formulate the
need to do away with the old principles governing
their development, ones that had been formulated
under the coercive influence of the imperialist
powers, and to ensure the democratisation of
international economic relations, to remove
discriminatory restrictions, to eliminate the
dominating influence of the selfish interests of
the multinational corporations, and to enhance
the role of an equitable international agreement
on resolving the problems of world economic -
development.

In favouring a restructuring of international
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economic relations, the CMEA countries pri-
marily draw attention to the need for general
international recognition of the full sovereignty
of states over their natural and other resources;
they uphold the proposals of the developing
countries on the creation of an effective interna-
tional mechanism for regulating foreign trade
prices, on securing new sources of finance, etc.

The Soviet Union and other countries in the
socialist community consistently take a .clear-
cut and responsible line on these problems,
one that meets the interests of all peoples.
In a speech to the Sixth Special Session of the
UN General Assembly, the Soviet Foreign Minis-
ter Andrei Gromyko said: ‘The Soviet Union
declares its readiness to participate in both
bilateral and multilateral discussions of ways
of overcoming the crisis situation in the field
of energy, bearing in mind that in this the in-
terests of all states should be safeguarded....
In this sphere, as perhaps in no other, there has
become a pressing need for a restructuring of
existing international economic relations and
for the affirmation in them of the principles
of truly equal and mutually advantageous co-
operation.’? ,

It is of immense importance for the success-
ful and consistent struggle for a genuine de-
mocratisation of international economic rela-
tions that the countries in the socialist community,
like many developing countries, should refute
the false Maoist notion of world partition into
North and South, into rich and poor countries;
this has to be replaced by the scientifically
grounded notion of the partition of the world
into two social systems.

What is more, the socialist countries and all
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world democratic opinion reject as false and
harmful for further world development the no-
tion of the equal obligation of all economically
advanced countries to the developing states, no
account being taken of the historical fact that
it was the imperialist, not the socialist, states
that for so long built their prosperity on exploi-
tation of colonies and still appropriate unilateral
benefits from their relations with developing
countries. .

The process of a fundamental, progressive
restructuring of international economic r.ela—
tions is only in its initial stage. Yet this is a
very important period of development, since
from the very outset, the Western powers have
been striving to direct this process in a way
that is beneficial to them and to trample upon
the democratic meaning of this restructuring.
It has to be borne in mind that fulfilment of
the tasks involved in restructuring international
economic relations is a global problem affecting
all states. The development of economic ties
between states of the two world social systems
plays a considerable part in this process. The
importance of these ties goes far bgyopd. the
bounds of the economic relations of individual
states, inasmuch as it is very much a moral,
political and material basis for the further
development of international economic re'latlons
on democratic principles. In their campaign for
a restructuring of international economic re}a—
tions, the CMEA countries advocate extending
most favoured nation treatment and equitable
relations between all countries in the world;
and oppose discriminatory restrictions and.the
use by the imperialist states of economic relations
for political purposes.
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The CMEA countries are active participants
in the restructuring of international economic
relations. They are exerting a considerable posi-
tive influence on the internationalisation of
economic affairs and the deepening of the in-
ternational division of labour, as well as on
the development of science and technology:
they are taking part in eliminating the economic
backwardness of young sovereign states. The
CMEA countries is a model of the equal and
mutually beneficial international economic re-
lations that they have established and of help
in raising the economic level of newly liberated
countries. In favouring the restructuring of in-
ternational economic relations, the CMEA coun-
tries believe that this will fully accord with
the interests of international peace and security,
detente, and the social and economic progress
of the peoples who have cast off colonial tyranny.

The CMEA countries well appreciate all the
difficulties involved in democratising interna-
tional economic relations. In March 1977, dele-
gations from several socialist countries presented
the United Nations with a special document
underlining that the very existence of forces
that refused to fulfil earlier agreed decisions on
promoting international economic cooperation
makes a restructuring of international economic
relations on democratic, just and mniutually
advantageous principles hardly possible. Ac-
cording to the document, the socialist countries
believed that the complex problems relating to
the establishment of a new international econom-
ic order based on equality and mutual benefit
could not be discussed in isolation from general
political issues of crucial international import-
ance. Discussion of the problems involved in
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establishing a new international economic order
had to cover such fundamental factors of inter-
national developmenl as detente and disarma-
ment. '
By deepening socialist economic integration,
the CMEA countries are creating new conditions
that are conducive to restructuring international
economic relations in the world economy. A com-
muniqué on the 32nd CMEA Session emphasised
that ‘long-term integral cooperation programmes,
which meet the interests of CMEA member
states, at the same time fully accord with their
consistent and invariable policy of promoting
cooperation on the principles of equality and
mutual benefit with all countries, irrespective
of their social system, including in implementing
large-scale projects of international importance
in the field of power engineering, industry,
transport, protection of the environment, etc’.?
The Session also stressed the CMEA states’
determination to expand equitable and mutuqlly
beneficial cooperation with developing countries,
thereby helping them to carry out measures tha}t
meet their national interest in socio-economic
and cultural development, the strengthening. of
their positions in the world economy, liberation
from the oppression of imperialist monopolies
and elimination of colonialism and neocolonial-
ism in all forms. ‘
The CMEA countries are consistently fighting
to realise the principles contained in the Declara-
tion on the Establishment of a New Internatioqal
Economic Order; these principles are to comprise
the basis for the international economic order.
Of particular importance among them are recog-
nition of sovereign equality of states, the s_elf—
determination of all nations, the impermissi-
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bility of the seizure of territories, recognition
of territorial integrity and non-interference in
the internal affairs of other states, the right of
each country to adopt the socio-economic system
it deems most suited to its own development,
as well as other principles for the democratic
formation of international economic relations.

The connection between the democratisation
and progressive development of international
political relations and the restructuring of
international economic relations has a special
role to play. At the socialist countries’ sug-
gestion, the Charter of Economic Rights and
Duties of States adopted by the 29th Session
of the UN General Assembly emphasised that
all countries were bound to help implement
universal and complete disarmament under effec-
tive international control and to use the resources
thus released for their economic and social de-
velopment; moreover, a substantial part of those
resources were to be given in additional aid to
developing countries for their development needs.

The CMEA countries base themselves on the
idea that the democratisation of international
economic relations should not be merely formal
nor be restricted to a mere declaration or approval
of principles. It should presuppose consistent
fight to see them implemented, to meet the in-
terests of all nations, including those creating
an independent national economy. This means
doing away with all forms of neocolonialism,
racism and international discrimination. Fur-
ther social progress leading mankind from capi-
talism to socialism is a paramount condition
for the democratisation of international economic
relations.
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The Role of Cooperation with
‘CMEA States in Improving the
Economies of Developing Countries

The growing economic, scientific and techno-
logical links with developing countries of Asia,
Africa and Latin America constitute an important
sphere of the CMEA countries’ foreign economic
activities. These links comprise genuinely equit-
able cooperation. They have become an effective
means for -helping resolve the problems of the
developing countries, for supporting the pro-
gressive forces of national liberation.

The problems of economic and-soeial develop-
ment in the countries of Asia, Africa and Latin
America are acquiring increasing significance
in the international relations of the world today.
It was to these problems that the Sixth and
Seventh special sessions of the UN General As-
sembly, the Second General Conference of UNIDO
(1975), the Fourth Session of UNCTAD (1976)
and the Fifth Session of UNCTAD (1980) were
mainly devoted. The importance of international
cooperation and foreign aid in resolving -these
difficult and complex issues has become even
greater. CMEA countries are rendering develop-
ing states mounting assistance in tackling their
problems through various forms of cooperation.

The policy of the Soviet Union and the other
CMEA states in regard to the developing countries
is thoroughly consistent in upholding the forces
of national liberation and strengthening the
alliance with them. Such a policy emanates
from the very nature of thé social system and
Marxist-Leninist ideology of the socialist states,
from the writings of Lenin on the need for those
countries where the proletariat has been victo-
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rious and which are.advancing along the road
of socialism,. to draw . closer to the peoples fight-
ing against imperialism and various forms of
colonialism, for full 1ndependence and to give
‘them assistance and support in their just struggle;
this comes. from the common nature of the fun-
damental vital -interests of the socialist -and
young national states. In his Report to the 25th
Party Congress, Leonid Brezhnev put it this
way: ‘We and the vast majority of the states
that arose on- the ruins of the colonial system

are united by a deep common allegiance to ' |

peace and freedom, .and aversion. to all forms
of aggression and domination, and to exploita-
tion of one country by another. This community
of .basic. aspirations is rich and fertile soil on
which our frlendshlp will continue to grow and
flourish.’¢

The . commumty of fundamental interests of
the two  groups "of countries has an extensive
gconomic, ba31s——the requirements for promoting
producmwe forces; for resolving the problems of
economic development and satisfying the pop-
ulatjon’s demand for commodities; the mutually
cemplementary nature of the natlonal economies,
the .. advantages. of - the international division
of , labeur;. mutual , interest in equitable -and
mutually ‘beneficial - international cooperation,
and .in complete elimination -of all forms of
discrimination and- artificial barriers.

The .major shifts in the CMEA countrles
m’oernal affairs -and in international politics
help to strengthen cooperation with the develop-
ing. countries. The most important are as follows:
priority .development of industry in the public
sector, -elimination of feudal landownershlp,
nationalisation of, expatriate enterprises aimed
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at establishing effective sovereignty over na-
tional natural resources, and the formation of
native trained personnel. At the same time,
the planned nature of the socialist countries’
economies and the introduction of elements of
planning within the public sector in developing
countries help to make their collaboration more
purposive and advance it to planned principles,

The policy of consistently extending economic
ties and cooperation with the developing coun-
tries is expressed in decisions of the 25th and
the 26th congresses of the CPSU and recent con-
gresses of communist and workers’ parties. of
other CMEA ‘member countries, in the .Com-
prehensive Programme for socialist economic in-
tegration, in the decisions of the 28th™ (1974)
and 30th (1976) CMEA sessions and in the Joint
Declaration of Socialist Countries at the .Fourth
UNCTAD Session in 1976. The Resolution of
the 28th Jubilee CMEA Session stated that the
CMEA nations ‘will continue to deepen .coope-
ration with developing countries as part of the
overall policy of alliance between socialism and
the national liberation movement; -they: will
continue to give them all necessary help in
ﬁghtmg imperialism and neocolonialism, and
in safeguarding their inalienable right to. dlspose

of their own national wealth ‘in the interests. of
their own people’.’

Economic relations between CMEA countrles
and developing states are founded on' just and
democratic principles. They are based on such
fundamental principles as equality of all parties,
respect for sovereignty, territorial integrity and
independence, non-interference in internal affairs,
mutual benefit to the partners; in their essence
they have acquired the character -of genuine
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cooperation. Its main aim is to promote the
economic and social progress of friendly peoples,
make it possible to take fuller-advantage of the
international division of labour in the mutual
interest of all partners and, above all, for satis-
fying their demand for goods and services on a
mutually advantageous basis, and, finally, the
strengthening’of relations of mutual understand-
ing and friendship. '
Economic relations with socialist countries
serve as a support and foundation for the young
national states in their struggle against imperial-
ism and neocolonialism, and their efforts to
create the foundations and accelerate the devel-
opment of the national economy, attain econo-
mic independence and improve living standards.
They make it possible to obtain modern capital
equipment and techniques, as well as to acquire
experience on terms that do not infringe upon
their sovereign rights and national dignity.
As Leonid Brezhnev noted at the 25th Party
Congress, ‘Cooperation with the developing states
is facilitating the restructuring of their economic
and social life on progressive principles’.®
 Cooperation of CMEA member states with
developing countries is based mainly on inter-
governmental legal agreements, this considerably
enhancing the reliability that the parties will
fulfil their obligations and therefore énsure the
stability of the ties. Agreements on friendship
and cooperation that the USSR and other CMEA
states have concluded with a number of develop-
ing countries help to expand economic ties and
facilitate the search for mutually acceptable
decisions in a given sphere. The long-term
nature of agreements and treaties on trade,
economic, - scientific ‘and -technological coopera-
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tion between these countries is extremely impor-
tant as a condition for a reliable supply of the
necessary imports and exports. It helps in the
fulfilment of development plans and solution
of economic problems and, at the same time,
lessens the adverse effect exerted on cooperation
and the economies of the partners by unfavour-
able factors and trends that might crop up in
the world capitalist economy. ,

There are factors, however, that hold back
economic relations between developing states
and the CMEA countries. They include, primari-
ly, the backwardness of the economic and social
structure .of many countries in Asia, Africa and
Latin America; this predetermines the parochial
nature of their market for goods from CMEA
countries and the inadequacy of their export
resources. In a large number of developing
countries, a substantial hindrance to the pro-
motion of cooperation with the socialist states
remains the resistance put up by internal reac-
tion, owing to still outstanding social problems;
and by foreign capital, which holds strong
positions in various economic spheres.’ ‘

Under the impact of many complex factors,
trends are forming in economic ties between
CMEA countries and the developing states in
general, and with individual states in particular.
The most general trend is a Telatively rapid and
stable growth of ties. Thus, the amount of
trade between CMEA states and developing
countries grew from 1,700 million roubles in
1960 to 19,400 million roubles in 1979. Exchanges
with developing countries have been a very dy-
namic part of the foreign trade of the CMEA
states.

The quantitative growth in ties has been
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accompanied by marked qualitative changes in
the structure of ‘commodity exchange and in
the cooperation mechanism. The share of plant,
machinery and other industrial products has
mounted in the exports from CMEA member
states to the developing countries, while there
has been.a relative decline in the share of con-
sumer goods; at the same time, the proportion
of ready-made goods and semi-finished products
from the national industries of the developing
states has risen in CMEA imports. Economic
relations between CMEA states and the ‘develop-
ing countries are increasingly acquiring a trade
and production character. Trade between them
is substantially a means for encouraging the eco-
nomic development of the young states, and
this is particularly apparent during periods
difficult for the latter.

The  community of interests determines the
spheres of economic cooperation. Those develop-
ing states. that have chosen the non-capitalist
development path and are oriented on building
a-socialist society are the ones that have become
the major partners of CMEA countries. In his
report ‘The Great October Revolution and
Mankind’s Progress’, Leonid Brezhnev said that
‘The socialist countries are staunch and reliable
friends of these countries, and are prepared to
give them all possible assistance and support
in their development along the progressive path.
This means not only moral and political, but
also economic and organisational support, in-
cluding assistance] in} strengthening] their de-
fences’.? - ’

The- progressive socio-economic changes being
implemented by such states widen the basis
for cooperation with the socialist countries,

326

ile cooperation itself provides 'an important
‘shil};)li)%rt f(?r the revolutionary-democratic fiogc'}t:,s
in their fight against internal -reactl.,onl and the
hostile policy pursued by the 1mper1a{115t s-tziltiez
and foreign monopolies. States with a socia _lsﬁ
orientation now account for some 20 per cen
of the total volume of trade of the CMEA coun-
tries with developing countries of Asia, 'A!frlc;i
in America. E o
an'%h%a;econd ‘major group- of cooperation -part-
ners of the CMEA countriés are those states ’t}l{it
share a common border or lie in close prox1m1ty%
Cooperation is of benefit to them because "01
such important additional factors as territoria
proximity, the possibilities of maklngjjomwt use
of the hydro-electric resources of border rlvers%
setting up frontier production ‘complexes- o
mutual interest, as well as carrying out meas.ure?
to combat field and forest pe‘sts‘and.anl_ni_a‘
diseases. Of course, the CMEA cou_n!;nes ~also
actively cooperate with other developing-coun-
tries that show a desire. to eAxtenfl ties. L
_ From the structural point of view, the main
cooperation sphere has been help in crgei)thg
modern, dynamic national eqonomles—thel-' asis
for genuine independence in ‘the deve op11,1\g
ries. ‘ : .
cpl'i‘?lte national liberation movement has vreaqhe(}i
a qualitatively new . stage, When the“ tasksv 0
economic and social liberation have: come to
the forefront; Lenin regarded this assthe major
condition for complete independence.® .
The complex problems n”ow'govnfrontlng tﬁe
developing countries stem malqu_'fro?‘ the
lengthy colonial rule and ‘don.nna:tlonrby orelin
capitalist monopolies. GonSIdgrable hayr;vnv, (0
their economies has been done by the chironic
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non-equivalent exchange on the world capitalist
market. This markedly hampered the economic
and social progress of the newly liberated coun-
tries. and, to a decisive extent, now accounts
for the difficulties they are encountering - in
independent development. Despite the varied
conditions and increased differentiation among
the developing countries, many of them face
similar problems. First in line are such problems
as the implementation of industrialisation, higher
employment and living standards of wide sections
of the population, and particularly the improve-
ment of food supplies. Closely connected with
these are accumulation, the training of national
skilled personnel, the study and development
of natural resources. In various ways, the coope-
ration of the CMEA countries is helping to re-
solve such problems on a comprehensive basis.

The governments of many countries of Asia,
Africa and Latin America see industrialisation
as ‘the main condition for setting up a highly
developed, multisectoral national economy and
overcoming their inherited backwardness. Help
in tackling the set of problems linked to imple-
menting programmes for industrial development
has become a major sphere of cooperation be-
tween CMEA and developing countries. More
than 70 per cent of the funds earmarked by the
Soviet Union and other CMEA member states
for economic and technological aid to developing
states go on the development of industry and
power engineering in the form of long-term credit
on favourable terms, to the sum of some 15,000
million roubles. This credit has been granted
for the building of more than 4,500 industrial
enterprises and other projects in the developing
countries, including some 700 power stations of
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varying capacity and other electric power and
electrification installations, approximately 4180
enterprises in engineering and metal processing,
more than 50 in the ferrous and non-ferrous
metal industry and several hundred in the light,
textile and food industries. The developing
countries have built or are building over 1,150
of these enterprises and projects, many of which
are very large, with the help of the Soviet Union.
At the end of 1979, some 3,000 of those projects
being built in developing countries with the help
of CMEA countries, including nearly 650 with So-
viet assistance, had been commissioned.

The importance of these enterprises to the
national economies may be judged, above all,
from their capacity. Their steel smelting, for
example, amounts to some 30 mln. tonnes a
year. The creation of a national iron and steel
industry is a reliable basis for engineering.
Enterprises in this sphere have been set. up
with CMEA help in India, Iran, Iraq, Afgha-
nistan and Egypt. They have become the nucleus
for forming this sphere in the national economies
of these countries. Thus, the enterprises built
in India with CMEA assistance provide 80 per
cent of the engineering output. The heavy elec-
trical - plant factory in Hardwar can produce
turbines, generators and other power plant to
a total capacity of 2.7 mln. kw.

Cooperation with the developing states in
creating a fuel and power base includes prospect-
ing for sources of fuel and hydro resources, help
in building enterprises in coal, oil and gas ex-
traction and their refining, as well as power
stations, electricity transmission lines and elec-
trification. As a result of joint efforts, substantial
deposits of oil have been located in India, Egypt
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and Syrla, gas in Afghanistan and Pakistan,
and coal in Egypt and Iran. Assistance’ from
CMEA countries has helped to put the prospected
mineral resources at the service of economic
development in the cooperatlng states. The en-
terprises built with the ‘aid of CMEA countries
are to produce some 60 mlIn. tonnes of oil, over
20 mln. tonnes of coal, and to reﬁne over 30 mln.
tonnes of oil a year. |

Power stations with a total installed capacity
of more than 16 mln. kw have been built or are
under construction with CMEA assistance in
developing states on the basis of hydro and
thermal power resources; they will produce
some 80,000 mln. kwh of electricity every year.
Among’ the giant projects in the power industry
of the developing countries, special mention
must be made of the Aswin High Dam in Egy
which provides 2.1 mln. kw. In 1976, it provufed
60 per cent-of all Egypt’s electrlclty The con-
tribution to Syria’s energy balance, at the be-
ginning of 1981, from the first phase of the hydro-
power complex 'As Saura on the River Euphrates
was 70 per cent. The second phase will bring
the capacity of the station up to 800,000 kw
and it will produce no less than 2,500 mln. kwh
of electricity a year; this is three times more
than all the electricity generated in, Syria in
1972,

- Alongside the large- and medium- scale power
statlons there are smaller ones, including diesel
stations. They are comparatlvely important,
since they are normally located in the most
backward areas and provide the basis for their
accelerated economic progress. Power stations
are becoming the nucleus of centres of industrial
development. The Aswin High Dam, for example,
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has enabled Egypt to begin to set up a number
of energy-intensive enterprlses

Another important place in cooperation belongs
to help in promoting the consumer goods in-
dustries. In this sphere more than 500 enterprises
in the light and food industries are being estab-
lished, including modern textile, knitwear and
footwear mills, canning and milk plants,
elevators and refrigerators. Their output goes
to both home and foreign markets.

As well as prospecting for energy resources, a
great deal of help to the developing countries
is being provided in prospecting for other mineral
deposits. Joint efforts have resulted in the dis-
covery of iron ore deposits in Afghanistan and
Ghana, polymetallic ores and mercury in Alge-
ria, phosphates in Iraq and Syria, sulphur in
Iran, and uranium in Algeria. All the results
of prospecting are handed over to the partner
countries. Help is also being given in organising
the development of the minerals discovered.
An invariable component of cooperation in this
field is the training of personnel and help in
organising national geological services.

The principal directions of cooperation in agri-
culture have been irrigation schemes, the orga-
nisation of modern mechaniséd farms producing
food and technical crops and livestock products,
the setting up of factories making farm machin-
ery and mineral fertilisers, the training- “of
farming experts, the transfer of experience in
running agriculture and organising a veterinary
service. Some 300 projects are being built in
this sphere with the help of CMEA countries.
Their national economic importance is excep-
tional. For example, the reservoirs formed by
the Aswin High Dam in Egypt and the Euphrates
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Dam in Syria have made it possible to irrigate
600,000 hectares of land in each country. The
increase in irrigated land through hydro-techni-
cal installations built with CMEA aid applies
to Afghanistan, Burma and Iraq, too. Mechanised
farms in Egypt, Afghanistan, the Republic of
Guinea, India, Iraq and Mali not only provide
output, they also confirm the possibility and
necessity of creating modern highly developed
enterprises under agricultural conditions in these
countries. The farms have become national
schools of advanced experience and training.

The importance of the high dams on the Nile
and the Euphrates goes beyond their effect on
the industrial and agricultural development of
Egypt and Syria. Their construction has im-
proved the conditions for navigation on these
rivers. The dams have become a powerful safe-
guard against flooding, causing tremendous loss-
es to the economy, especially in Egypt. The
high national economic efficacy of these projects
is plain to all. Thus,. all the expenditure on
building the Aswan Hydro-Technical Complex
was recouped in just a few years and it now
brings in some 200 mln. Egyptian pounds an-
nually, while the aggregate income from it by
the end of 1974 had reached 2,000 mIn. Egyptian
pounds. As a result of the Euphrates hydro
complex Syria’s national income is to rise by
750 mln. Syrian pounds a year, or by 15 per cent
over the 1970 total.

An invariable part of cooperation between
CMEA states and developing countries has,
from the very first, been the training of national
personnel, both experts and skilled workers.
This is being done through a wide system of
training centres, on-the-job training, and through
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a network of secondary and higher special
educational institutions (over 30 already), or-
ganised with the aid of CMEA ecountries and
vocational training colleges, which numbered
over 150 in 1979.

Citizens from developing countries are now
being trained as specialists on a considerable
scale in educational institutions of the CMEA
countries: in 1980 these colleges had over 41,000
students, postgraduates and men and women
on practice from 102 countries of Asia, Africa
and Latin America. All students from the devel-
oping countries in the CMEA countries receive
their tuition free of charge. Most of them, more-
over, receive grants from their host country.
In order to expand the training of skilled per-
sonnel for the developing states, in 1973 CMEA
set up a scholarship fund, which is being expand'—
ed each year. In 1980, 2,500 citizens from devel-
oping countries received CMEA grants. Alto-
gether, in excess of 1 million specialists and
qualified workers from developing countries have
been trained with the help of CMEA states.
Moreover, CMEA countries take part in the train-
ing of personnel for the developing countries
under UN .aid programmes. -

A rise in employment is among the most
pressing tasks for many developing countries,
especially those with a large population. Their
cooperation with CMEA states helps resolve
this problem. Hundreds of thousands of workers
and specialists have received work in enterprises
that have been built or are under construction
with CMEA assistance, and many more in en-
terprises related to them by deliveries of raw
materials, component parts, by the utihsajclon
of their output and the provision of various
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services to these enterprises. Hundreds of thou-
sands .of peasant families have received land
irrigated with the help of hydrotechnical projects
built with the assistance of CMEA countries.
State farms and peasant cooperatives have ari-
sen. on . the irrigated lands. The increase in
employment and the rising qualifications of
workers constitute a reliable way of raising the
income and prosperity of wide sections of the
population in young states. )

The cooperation of CMEA countries with de-
veloping states is taking place predominantly
through the public sector; this helps consolidate
its position in the national economy and expands
the possibilities for reproduction on a national
basis and, correspondingly, narrows the sphere
of influence of foreign monopoly capital. A strong
public sector put at the service of wide sections
of the population is important in fighting for
economic independence.

A characteristic feature of economic relations
of CMEA with developing countries is that the
CMEA countries, in the 1970s, have increasingly
displayed a comprehensive approach to coopera-
tion with developingstates. This findsits practical
manifestation in the fact that, wherever possible
and expedient, the CMEA countries try to offer
aid in creating not separate, even large-scale,
enterprises, but whole complexes of a sectoral,
territorial-production or agrarian-industrial char-
acter, so as to do everything possible to promote
the formation of a rational national economic
complex in a particular developing country.
Sectoral and territorial-production complexes
built with CMEA help already exist in India
(in the iron and steel, engineering and the medical
industries), Iraq (in the oil industry), Iran
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(jn engineering and iron and steel), .Afghanlstan
(in the gas industry) and Egypt (in iron and
steel and in the power.industry). Implementa—
tion of a comprehensive approach facilitates the
concentration of resources ‘and efforts of the
partners towards cooperation, the fuller and more
rational utilisation of the natural wealth of
tle developing countries i;} their own national
interests, and leads to an increase in the effec-
iveness of economic ties. v .
.tl;YI?he high effectiveness and m}ltual benefit de-
riVing from economic ties constitute a guaran!;ee
of their further expansion. Cooperation .w1.th
the developing countries enables the socialist
states to meet better their raw material needs
for industry and the populatlon’s_ demand for
commodities, to increase the efficiency of pro-
duction by expanding exports to the markets
of the developing countries. The latter are the
main suppliers of certain goods (natural rubber,
coffee, cocoa beans, citrqs‘ _frmt, jute and jute
products, etc.) to the socialist market. In addi-
tion, they supply oil, gas, iron and steel, con-
serves, fabrics, clothing and other ready-made
goods from industry. The advantage_s to the
CMEA countries from the excl_lange, arise exclu-
sively from those benefits, which stem from the
international division of labour by virtue of the
prevailing differences in production condltlo_ns.
By pursuing a consistent policy of (_axtendmg
economic cooperation with the developing coun-
tries on a bilateral and multilateral 1_)3515,
the CMEA countries invariably support inter-
nationally the aspirations and determination of
the developing countries to free .the.mselves
completely from imperialist gxplmtatlon., to
gain absolute control over their own national
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wealth, This support has, of late, acquired the ]

character of joint and agreed actions in cam-
paigning for a restructuring of international eco-
nomic relations, for the complete elimination
of all forms of discrimination and artificial
barriers, for equitable and mutually beneficial
international cooperation. As Leonid Brezhnev
put it at the Berlin Conference of Communist
and Workers’ Parties of Europe in June 1976,
‘The struggle for equal political and economie
relations and cooperation between the developed
countries and the former colonial and dependent
countries-—relations which have long been es-
tablished between the latter and the socialist
states—is an important part of our Parties’
common international responsibility’.?

The movement advanced in recent years by
the developing countries for a new international
economic order is-a sign not only of these
countries’ mounting role in the world economy
and international politics, but also of the great
importance of the experience of developing a
new type of relations between socialist and devel-
oping countries. The Declaration on the Estab-
lishment "of a New International Economic
Order and the Programme of Action approved
by the Sixth Special Session of the UN General
Assembly in May 1974 constitute, essentially,
a consolidated programme of the demands of
the developing countries. The USSR and other
CMEA countries uphold the just demands of
the developing countries for a restructuring of
international relations. The common stand of
the socialist countries on this issue is expressed
in their Joint Declaration at the Fourth
UNCTAD Session held in Nairobi in 1976, in
the document adopted by the Berlin Conference
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of Communist and Workers' Parties of Europe
and in the Communiqué of the 30th CMEA Ses-
sion in July 1976.

The Communiqué issued at the 30th CMEA
Session noted that, ‘In accordance with their
socialist principles, CMEA member states fully
support the legitimate aspiration of developing
countries to attain and consolidate their polit-
ical and economic independence and will, with
all determination, do what they can to imple-
ment the aims expressed in the Declaration on
the Establishment of a New International Eco-
nomic Order and in the Programme of Action,
as well in other UN decisions on this issue.’?

The comprehensive programme for restructur-
ing international economic relations on a demo-
cratic and just basis was handed to the United
Nations in a Soviet Government declaration of
October 4, 1976. Back in 1922, the declaration
noted, the Soviet Government had worked out
and put forward a programme of action that had
mapped out ways to resolve world economic
problems on a rational basis. After the establish-
ment of the United Nations, the Soviet Union
had frequently come forward with initiatives
aimed at normalising international economic
relations and reorganising them on new prinei-
ples. At the First UNCTAD Session in 1964, the
USSR and other socialist countries had put for- -
ward principles for international economic oope-
ration, principles that showed the way to a
radical restructuring of international economic
relations. These principles constitute the basis
of the above-mentioned declaration.

The declaration expressed the readiness of the
Soviet Union to continue to expand cooperation.
with developing countries on a long-term, stable
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and mutually beneficial basis, with the accent
on implementing comprehensive projects. At
the same time, it stressed that there were and
could be no grounds for making the same demands
on the USSR and other socialist states as on the
advanced capitalist states. The socialist coun-
tries had not exploited and were not exploiting
the developing countries and did not bear res-
ponsibility for their economic backwardness.
The developing countries’ demands for greater
resources in helping them to e¢vercome their
backwardness and speed up economic growth
had to be met primarily from the profits of the
capitalist monopolies, including the multina-
tional concerns, and from reductions in military
expenditure.

Further practical steps towards detente, im-
provement of the international climate and a
strengthening of security would enable all coun-
tries to redirect that part of the resources they
currently spend on increasing armaments for
development purposes. A reduction in military
expenditure would open up enormous opportu-
nities for resolving the urgent problems of the
day, including that of boosting real help to
the developing countries. The developing coun-
tries themselves could, given detente, reduce
their own military outlays, and that would
enable them to raise their expenditure on devel-
opment from their own accumulation funds.
~Thus, disarmament, with the socialist countries
in the vanguard, can act as a strong accelerator
of economic and social progress for the develop-
ing countries.

As well as the direct effect of a growth of pro-
ductive potential, cooperation with socialist
countries provides the developing countries with

338

the indirect effect deriving from this coopera-
tion's influence on the relations between the
developing and capitalist states. The emergence
of aid programmes from the Western powers
was related to no small degree to the expansion
of the ties and strengthening of the friendship
between the socialist and developing countries.
By relying on the support of the socialist states,
and bearing in mind that cooperation with them
has undermined the former monopoly -of the
West over capital equipment and credit, many
developing countries are now obtaining much
better terms in their economic relations with
Western powers.

The CMEA countries not only take part in
various aid programmes for the developing coun-
tries through the United Nations and special
institutions, they also try to increase the effec-
tiveness of aid on an international basis through
changes in its structure, a more rational use of
existing funds, and a reduction in administration
and other overheads. .

One positive long-term factor is the. active
support provided by the socialist countries in
the United Nations and other international
forums for the young states’ drive to strengthen
economic independence through nationalisation,
restrictions on the activities of foreign monopo-
lies and acceleration of the development of
productive forces in the public sector, as well
as to determine a development strategy oriented
on building a society free from exploitation and
oppression.

. The CMEA member states are doing a great
deal to help the developing countries in their
fight for the right to dispose of their own natural
resources themselves. The real effect of this is
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already quite considerable and will continue
to increase. The full realisation of this right
is a fundamental objective of the programme
of the movement for establishing a new inter-
national economic order. Its attainment will
depend mainly on the direction of the socio-
economic processes in the developing countries
and their joint activities with the socialist coun-
tries. -

The great tasks involved in further extending
and improving the effectiveness of economic ties
with the developing countries have been inscribed
in the decisions of congresses of communist and
workers’ parties of the CMEA states. Experience
has shown that long-term objectives can only
be attained on the basis of planned and balanced
development of economic ties.

With this approach, the foremost problem is
to form a deep and lasting international division
of labour between the two groups of countries—
the socialist and the developing. Economic
ties between them began to take shape on the
basis of their participation in the world division
of labour, in which the principles and features
inherent in relations in the world capitalist
economy predominated. The prime condition for
overcoming the adverse effect of the international
capitalist division of labour on the developing
countries is to speed up the growth of their social
productive labour force. This, however, is a
relatively protracted process, so the task at
the moment consists primarily in weakening,
as much as possible, the detrimental effect of
certain factors and making fuller use of the
rational elements of the prevailing -division of
labour. This is objectively aided by cooperation
between developing and CMEA countries. At the
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‘same time, the emergence of a new division of

labour between these two groups, one that meets
the aims, principles and conditions of their
cooperation, will play an ever increasing role.
In his Report to the 25th Party Congress, the
Soviet Premier Alexei Kosygin made the point
that ‘The Soviet Union wishes its cooperation
with the developing countries to take the form
of a stable and mutually advantageous division
of labour’.®* Other CMEA countries -also take
the same stand.

The major ways in which this division of labour
forms and gains in depth have already taken
shape and, evidently, will remain as they are
for the near future: an increase in the volume
and range of mutually advantageous exchange
of traditional goods; organisation of the produc-
tion of new goods of mutual interest in the
enterprises of the partners; organisation of the
joint production of goods on the terms of various
forms of cooperation. The planned nature of
the CMEA economies and the strengthening
of the public sector in the economies of their
partners enable them to lend a purposeful char-
acter to the promotion of the international divi-.
sion of labour, proceeding from a common in-
terest in seeing that cooperation has a firm
economic foundation. :

It has become necessary for promoting long-
term stable economic relations to extend the
existing industries in the CMEA countries and
organise new ones, oriented on the markets of
the developing countries and taking account of
their specific requirements, and the processing
of -the raw materials and semi-finished products
supplied by them or run on a cooperative basis,
taking advantage of the division of labour.
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One important direction in the promotion of
ties is becoming the conclusion of long-term
(10-15 years) agreements on “trade, economic
and production cooperation. The Soviet Union,
. for example, has concluded such agreements with
Afghanistan, India and Iran.

Cooperation between the planning agencies of
socialist and developing countries furthers the
realisation of these agreements. It facilitates
the drawing up of long-term programmes for
economic, scientific and technological coopera-
tion and concerted measures to implement them,
measures that it is sensible to carry out by joint
‘efforts or by the efforts of each partner. Condi-
tions are being created under which it is consid-
erably easier to agree on the volume of output
for mutual supplies for several years ahead, and
for improving production cooperation between
the enterprises and organisations of the partners.
Cooperation between planning bodies expands
-the opportunities for creating new elements
in the mutually complementary nature of the
economies involved; this objectively helps to
deepen the division of labour. It should be re-
called that cooperation between the planning
agencies of CMEA states and developing countries
does not mean the creation of supranational
bodies, as is the case in the integrational groupings
of the capitalist world. Any recommendations
drawn up by joint commissions are, once ratified
by the appropriate governments, put into effect
through their national bodies.

Industrial cooperation and other forms of
production collaboration are a promising form
of cooperation between socialist and developing
countries. Today, alongside labour cooperation
in and between enterprises within individual
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states, international production cooperaifion has
become widespread. In'its essence, this is based
on the division of labour, agreements, the. lpqg—
term, stable, and joint or concertet.i activities
of partners from various countries in mater}al
production to their mutual advantage. It in-
cludes interaction by partners 1n develoglng
new technology, and in orga'nising production,
supplying parts, assembly units and aggregates,
with the aim of securing the output of ready-
made products, and other joint eiforts in the pro-
duction sphere. )

The CMEA and developing countries a_lready
use such forms of production cooperation as
help in building enterprises and subseguently
operating them, supplying assembly 1,1n1ts and
parts for production in a partners enter-
prise, supplying raw materials and ’seml-ﬁnls}}ed
goods for processing in a partner's enterprise,
creating enterprises in developing countries on
a product-pay-back basis and on terms of joint
management. The CMEA countries are .coopera.t-
ing on production cooperation terms with India
(in engineering, the textile industry, the pro-
duction of film and other forms of production),
Iran (in engineering and the utilisation of gas
resources), Afghanistan (in the use of gas resourc-
es), Guinea (in the production of bauxite and in
the fishery sphere) and several other countries.

Cooperation gives partners markeq advantages.
It enables developing countries to 1nv01ve. their
natural and human resources more fully in the
national economy and to use them more effe(:,-
tively, to employ their own productive capaci-
ties to the full and to create new ones, to.lncrease
the volume of exports and improve their struc-
ture through supplies to the stable markets of
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the CMEA states. For the latter; cooperation in- 7§
creases the reliability of necessary imports at eco- §
nomically acceptable prices. Overall, production }
cooperation leads to a deepening of the division
of labour between socialist and developing

countries, and increases the effectiveness of
their cooperation, which meets their mutual
interests. ’
- Besides improving bilateral relations, great
opportunities reside in multilateral cooperation,
which is taking only its first steps in the relations
 between CMEA and developing countries. The
major advantage of multilateral cooperation
consists in that it rests on a wider economic
basis—on the production potential of several
participating countries—and thereby encourages
an increase in the volume of ties and their stab-
ility. Possible variants are as follows: directly
between interested socialist and developing coun-
tries; between CMEA and individual develop-
ing countries—such as the agreements between
CMEA and Iran and Mexico, which have already
come into effect; between CMEA and regional
integrational groupings of developing states;
between international economic bodies of CMEA
countries and those in various developing coun-
tries, as well as with the participation in coope-
ration of firms in the industrially advanced
capitalist countries. ’
Conditions exist for promoting multilateral
cooperation in building joint export enterprises,
to be oriented on the markets of developing
countries, by interested CMEA states; joint
provision of technical assistance to developing
countries; the pooling of forces in training per-
sonnel for developing states; the creation in
those countries of enterprises making products
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of mutual interest; the formation for these pur-
poses of joint funds providing credit for the
supply of equipment and technical services;
the organisation by joint efforts of profit-oriented
firms for providing technical services to the
developing countries and imports to the
CMEA states; the organisation of multilateral
settlements on trade and other payments; and
joint research into the problems of cooperation
with the developing countries.

Integration processes have developed con-
siderably among developing states within the
mainstream of the general trend towards the
internationalisation of economic affairs. There
exist some fifteen regional and subregional in-
tegration groupings, and dozens of inter-state
organisations. Some of these groupings and
organisations are actually trying to protect the
interests of member states, to reduce their depend-
ence on imperialist monopolies, to extend
equal relations with the socialist states and to
establish direct ties with CMEA. These groupings
and organisations may be prospective cooperation
partners of the socialist countries and their
economic organisations.

Multilateral cooperation extends the opportu-
nities for combining the efforts of CMEA coun- .
tries with interested developing states in finding
comprehensive solutions to these countries’ major
economic tasks. In particular, this can be done
by forming territorial-production complexes.
Readiness to do this was expressed in the Joint
Declaration of Socialist Countries at the Fourth
UNCTAD Session. At the same time, this coope-
ration creates more favourable opportunities
for developing countries to take part in the
integration measures that are being implemented
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in the CMEA region under the Comprehensive
Programme for socialist economic integration,
especially in the joint long-term specific coop-
eration programmes in the major sectors of ma-
terial production. The mutual benefit deriving
from that is self-evident,

CHAPTER 10

CMEA and World Economic Problems

The problem of environmental protection and
of rational forms of nature usage lies at the
centre of general world economic problems.
The danger of mankind irreversibly destroying
the environment is growing considerably under
the present-day conditions of a rapid growth
in industrial production, industrialisation of
new territories and technical re-equipment lead-
ing to an increased demand for natural resources.
In recent decades, the world economy as a whole
has changed from an agrarian-industrial to a
predominantly industrial one. The volume of
industrial output is nowadays five times greater
in value terms than that of agricultural prod-
uce. The rapid expansion of industrial pro-
duction is accompanied by an increase in popula-
tion and the number of big cities. The increase
in population density, in concert with intensi-
fication of urbanisation processes, has led to a
disruption of the ecological balance in several
countries.

Mankind’s supply of natural resources and
energy has also changed. Over the last hundred
years, world energy consumption has increased
on average by 5 per cent every year. The initial
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period of this growth saw a rapid increase in
coal consumption; subsequently oil and gas began §
to take up an increasingly large part of the fuel
balance structure, to the extent that now they
account for 70 per cent of the total volume of §

primary energy used.

According to recent assessments by the United
Nations, between 1970 and the year 2000 the
world consumptien of mineral resources will
accelerate considerably. Thus, it is reckoned

that the demand for oil will grow 5.2-fold, of 1

gas 4.5-fold and of coal fivefold. The demand
for basic types of minerals is also likely to in-
crease at an accelerated rate: the average annual
consumption of copper is likely to rise 4.8-fold,
for bauxite and zinc 4.2-, nickel 4.3-, lead 5.3-
and iron 4.7-fold.

Even taking account of the fact that the rapid
growth of consumption will intensify the need
for a more rational use of these resources, the
utilisation of raw materials will satisfy about
half the demand; the consumption of basic
forms of mineral raw materials over the last
decades of this century will be three or four
times greater than that of the whole preceding
history of civilisation. ‘

The world food production economy of recent
years has also witnessed an unexpectedly large
gap widen between the mounting demand for
and limited supply of basic foodstuffs. This gap
is due to several consecutive bad harvests (1972,
- 1973, and others) in the main producing and
exporting countries, to a fall in the output of
these products in a group of developing countries
and to a rapid growth in world food imports.
The shortage of the most important foodstuffs
has caused an unprecedentedly sharp increase in
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world prices. World prices of cereal -crops,
especially wheat, have increased three- or four-
fold; the prices of meat, milk and other livestock
products have also gone up sharply. Price increas-
es on basic foodstuffs have become a paramount
factor' behind the overall price rises and have
upset the balance of payment positions of coun-
tries importing foodstuffs.

The shortage of food products and the irrever-
sible price rises have had a number of political
repercussions, such as the intensified use of food
aid by some imperialist states to exert political
pressure, and retaliatory efforts towards an anti-
imperialist consolidation by developing coun-
tries. For the first time in many years the
exceptionally important part played by food-
stuffs in the whole system of international econo-
mic relations has become apparent.

By dint of the earth’s geophysical unity, the
global economic problems affect all states, ir-
respective of their level of economic development
or their social system. At the same time, it is
patently obvious that the acuteness of these
problems and the way they are manifested differ
from one region to another and from one state
to another. While the problems of environmental
pollution, the balance of land under use, and the
consumption of non-replenishable natural re-
sources, especially fuel, have acquired the most
urgency among the whole set of ecological
problems for the industrially advanced capitalist
states, the most pressing problems for most
developing countries remain those concerned
with food production: soil erosion, lack .of
fresh water, the exhaustion of natural sources
of raw materials as a consequence of rapacious
exploitation by the monopolies of the industrially
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advanced capitalist states, and the terms of
trade between these two groups of countries on
the capitalist market.

Within the developed capitalist countries,
the problems of conservation of the ecological
environment and supplies of sufficient natural
resources began to worry scientific and business
circles several decades ago, but they acquired
particular urgency in recent years, when the
former mechanism of imperialist plunder of
the natural wealth of the economically back-
ward countries began to malfunction. With the
beginning of the mass nationalisation of extrac-
tive industry enterprises in the early 1970s
in developing countries, and the price rises on
oil and other key minerals, it became clear that
the era of the capitalist monopolies’ undivided
sway over the natural wealth of Asia, Africa
and Latin America was coming to an end.

The growth of industry resulted in a practically
uncontrollable increase in production and con-
sumption refuse, and in some cases brought the
level of pollution and of other interference
with the balance of the environment to critical
proportions. In such circumstances, the capitalist
press began suggesting that the deterioration of
ecological problems was bringing the world to
its inevitable doom. The book market in the
Western countries was flooded with a stream
of ‘research’ works explaining the cause of
the impending catastrophe as an inordinate
rise in world industrial production and the
population. Besides the various publications
appearing in the United States and Western
Europe, specialists from various walks of life
began to form groups for the purpose of estimat-
ing possible variants of the future development
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of the world economy. With the aid of mathemat-
ical models and econometrics, the researchers
have been trying to determine the dynamics
of population size and the world production
and consumption balance for several decades to
come, and then, by marrying up the data with
the volume of known natural resources, some
of them have come to the conclusion that there
is absolutely no prospect for mankind’s future
existence. Such works include the following:
Donella H. Meadows, The Limits to Growth,!
E. A. Laszlo, A4 Strategy for Survival,® and
M. Mesarovi¢ and E. Pestel, Mankind at the
Turning Point.3

The problem of the exploitation of world eco-
nomic resources has acquired new political reso-
nance owing to the movement by the developing
countries to establish a new international eco-
nomic order. Its dominant idea is to demand
the establishment of more just economic prin-
ciples for using the natural resources of the devel-
oping countries and easier terms for the trade
in food, raw materials and fuel on the world mar-
ket; it also involves respect for the full sove-
reignty of each state] over its own natural re-
sources, and its independence in the economic
activity associated with their use.

A consolidation of the forces of the developing
countries in the campaign to realise these notions
and their desire to bring about socio-economic
change that would undermine the capitalist
foundations are causing serious concern in the
West, as is reflected in several works, the most
celebrated of which are the ‘Club of Rome’
investigations. Despite slight differences in the
treatment of global problems and assessments
of their urgency, these documents all pursue
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the common objective of providing an alternative
programme for restructuring the existing system
of international economic relations, and lessen-
ing the anti-imperialist orientation of the
demands made by the developing countries.

All the treatises suffer from several fundamental
shortcomings:

(1) they look at the development of mankind
from the angle of technical-economic aspects,
while ignoring problems .of a socio-political
nature;

(2) they treat technological progress and the
internationalisation of social production only
from the vantage point of the industrially ad-
vanced capitalist countries, proclaiming multi-
national monopolies to be the only bearer of
progress and internationalisation;

(3) they ignore the theory and practice of
socialist construction and socialist forms of the
rational use of resources; the experience of in-
ternational cooperation of the socialist countries
in fulfilling the crucial tasks of economic devel-
opment and implementation of socio-economic
transformations receives no attention at all.

The effect of world economic problems on
mankind’s future development 1is discussed
widely in both socialist and capitalist countries
and at international forums; UN special institu-
tions are focusing growing attention on eXamining
these problems. During these discussions, the
positions of the industrially advanced capitalist
countries clash with those held by the countries
of the socialist community, based on the Marx-
ist-Leninist theory of the laws of human social
developiment and on the need to harmonise this
development with the requirements of nature.
A study of the material relating to the interna-
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tional debate on global economic problems
prompts the conclusion that differences of prin-
ciple exist in the treatment of world economic
processes by the representatives of the two
different social systems; these emanate from
differences in the criteria of social progress and
in the objectives of political and economic de-
velopment.

Certain ecological problems also arise in the
economic development of the socialist com-
munity. The growth of production in the CMEA
countries is also related to an increase in the
consumption of both renewable and non-renew-
able fuel and raw materials. The production
techniques employed in the CMEA states .do
not always exclude pollution of the environment.
It is also a fact that urbanisation processes are
underway in the socialist countries, too. Fur-
thermore, the socialist states face the problems
of protecting water, land and the atmosphere
from industrial pollution and household effluents,
hard waste and industrial gases; they have to
combat soil erosion; they have to protect and use
natural resources in a scientific way; they must
protect the animal world, replenish fish stocks
and look after unique natural landscape.

Yet the nature and scale of these problems
differ radically both from the ecological crises
facing the industrially advanced capitalist coun-
tries, and from the chronic poverty caused by
backward cultivation methods in many develop-
ing countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America.

The nature of socialist relations of production
expressed in social ownership of the means of
production, in scientific planning of balanced
economic development, and in subordination of
this development to both the national social
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and common international interests of coopera-
tion in this area, prevents the development of
the above-mentioned processes into insoluble
ecological crises. Socialist society, as distinct
from capitalist society, enjoys all the necessary
means for implementing government and public
control over the rational structure of national
consumption and the effect of society on nature.

As already mentioned, in capitalist societies
there is a widespread vulgarised, deliberately
simplified treatment of the problem of mankind’s
food provision. According to this approach, the
increase in population size is outstripping that
in agricultural production, this, therefore, being
the chief cause of the food shortage.

CMEA countries decisively reject the idea that
population growth is a factor adversely affecting
the progress of society and engendering only
an increase in social consumption. With planned
public control over social processes, people are
not only consumers; they are the main creative
force. Population growth is a necessary condition
for a dynamic growth of labour resources. The
predominance of mankind’s creative functions
over consumption functions is convincingly borne
out by calculations made in the Soviet Union.
Over the period of a person’s active life—ap-
proximately 45-50 years—he produces several
times more than he actually consumes. In the
Soviet Union, the values created are, on average,
per person 400-500 per cent greater than those
consumed. :

The development of production, national and
world economic progress and the rational utili-
sation of natural wealth depend primarily on
people, their intellectual potential, professional
qualifications, the extent of the social organisa-
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tion and purposefulness in their actions. The
level of technical development, the technolo-
gical improvement of labour instruments and,
finally, improvement in the organisation of
social production are all the product of human
efforts. The chief task of all humanity is not
to limit the number of mouths that have to be
fed, but to create the social conditions under
which the increasing population would multi-
ply the wealth of the world by its labour.

Guided by precisely that approach, socio-
economic planning in the CMEA countries views
the control of human resources—the material
and socio-cultural conditions for their repro-
duction, occupational development and their
territorial location—as the main function of
economic management.

At the same time, according to expert assess-
ments, a four- or fivefold increase in world food
output is a perfectly attainable goal for mankind
over the coming decades. The major directions
in which the efforts of countries experiencing a
food shortage should be guided are well known
from the practice of socialist economic develop-
ment in the CMEA countries. This involves,
primarily, more rational use of existing food
resources, an increase in consumption of the
share of food from non-agricultural sources,
higher labour productivity in agriculture, better
power equipment for farm production, extension
of cultivated land, irrigation and melioration,
and the introduction of chemicals into agricul-
ture. :

.For the potential in restructuring agricultural
production to become a reality in the developing
countries, however, they have to take decisive
steps to carry through agrarian reform and
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progressive social change, and to finance invest-
ment in a socialised agrarian sector. Under
contemporary conditions, the division of the
capitalist world into two groups of countries
with an enormous and constantly increasing gulf
between their economic development levels, the
food problem has ceased to be a purely economic
issue, it has become a social and political one,
as well. In most countries suffering from a food
shortage or lack of other resources, further eco-
nomic and social progress is hampered by the
backwardness of economic management. The
patriarchal and tribal rural communes and the
feudal relationships that still predominate in a
whole number of economically backward coun-
tries have become a major brake on raising the
productivity of their agricultural production and
on making effective use of their natutal resources.
As practice has shown, the capitalist develop-
ment path for agriculture in the young national
states is incapable of radically solving the food
problem,

The energy problem has also reached world-
wide proportions. What is the actual present-day
situation and the potential in regard to satis-
fying the growing demand for energy?

0il and gas make up some 70 per cent of world
energy output; in the general expert view, oil
and gas will not continue to sustain such a large
share of the world energy balance. They will
gradually have to be replaced.

World deposits of coal are considerably richer,
but the working of coal seams, as the most ac-
cessible seams are exhausted, will become
steadily more expensive owing to more
difficult technological accessibility. Mankind
will, therefore, have to resort, in the long term,
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to more effective and ‘clean’ non-mineral sources
of energy owing to the limited resources of fossil
fuels, the adverse effect of them on the environ-
ment and the large costs involved in their terri-
torial distribution in relation to consumers.

This is resulting in fresh efforts to make wider
use of all forms of hydro-power, wind and solar
energy, all of which are practically inexhaust-
ible. The gain from work in this direction in
certain areas of the globe can be considerable.

Great hopes are pinned on the nuclear power
potential that is opening up both as a result
of the use of heavy nuclei splitting reactions,
and with the aid of light nuclei synthesis. With
the further improvement of breeding, the effective-
ness of using uranium is likely to rise dozens
of times.

In attempting to forecast development trends
and technological improvements in accelerators,
and bearing in mind the presently known modes
for using splitting reactions, the potential re-
sources in this area may be estimated as being in
the order of 10,0007-10,0008 terrawatt years (one
terrawatt hour=10° kwh); this is an amount
sufficient to satisfy all imaginable energy re-
quirements for millions of years ahead.

Thus, scientists in the socialist countries
believe that the energy resources of the earth
do not constitute a factor restricting world
economic development. True, the fact has to
be reckoned with that the development of each
new source of energy, particularly nuclear, de-
mands for huge investments, and the problems
of discovering these are closely related to over-
coming backwardness in the socio-economic struc-
ture of many countries and regions. Taking
account of this and with sensible and just in-
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ternational cooperation, mankind will be able
to use the earth’s energy wealth and advance
from wasteful utilisation to rational and effec-
tive use. As a result, the harmonious economic
progress of society will not meet obstacles from
nature. , .

‘The situation as regards minerals is neither
grave. . Geological successes in recent decades
have secured a faster expansion of prospected
deposits of major minerals than the growth in
their extraction. At the same time, technolo-
gical progress has moved back the frontiers of
the economic accessibility of natural resources.
As a result of improved extraction methods, it
has become profitable to work deposits that were
previously: regarded as unsuitable for exploita-
tion. Mankind has moved forward a considerable
way towards creating substitute materials and
techniques for using natural resources economic-
ally. Thus, there are no grounds for excessive
concern over the exhaustion of natural resources.
In the capitalist world, a key aspect of the
problem of natural resource provision is that
of rationality in their use, the elimination of
wastefulness in their expenditure. Extrapolation
of the present rate of expenditure of natural
resources into the future is meaningless in view
of the tremendous scale of non-productive expen-
diture related to capitalist methods of manage-
ment and to military purposes. The arms race
and military preparations alone divert the best
personnel, the latest technology, the most va-
luable materials and natural resources from
tackling mankind’s urgent problems. This un-
ceasing drain on resources is growing even today.
It ~has already reached huge proportions—a
thousand million dollars a day, which is enough
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to wipe out starvation and poverty al.to.get'her.

A solution to the problems of providing the
growing world population with .foodstuﬁs, min-
eral resources and energy requires a long-term
economic strategy in which social interest would
be the criterion for choosing the ways and means
for making rational use of natural wealth. The
socialist countries provide the model‘of a so-
cial structure that answers all the major issues
concerning the interrelationship between so-
ciety and nature. . o )

The experience of exist1ng_soc1ahsm is con-
vincing proof that a combination of t_he achieve-
ments of the scientific and technological revoh_l—
tion and the advantages of the socialist economic
system provide the necessary conditions for‘ a
fundamental and global solution to the major
contradictions between civilisation and nature,
which made that civilisation possible. )

Owing to the global nature of many ecological
problems, however, they can only be .solved'by
the concerted efforts of all nations. This requires
planned international coordination of action and
the establishment of new principles of cqncerted
action in securing an optimum correlation bet-
ween - programmes for further economlc_g.rowth,
the possibilities of nature and the policies for
protecting and better reproducing the environ-
ment. o

According to the collective opinion of experts
from socialist countries, the most important of
these principles for the immediate future are:

(1) the forms and scales of human activity
must be commensurate with the deposits of non-
replenishable natural resources; '

(2) the inevitable production waste must reach
the biosphere in a form and concentration that
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is harmless to both human beings and nature;
~ (3) the nature and dimension of mankind’s
lmpact on nature in the process of material pro-
duction must be controlled by society, with
account for the interests of future generations
and the conditions of the natural reproduction
of its quantitative and qualitative economic
characteristics. »

Natural resources do have their limits, although
they are likely to be very much greater than
mankind presently imagines. In these circum-
stances the need for a rational use of these re-
sources is becoming more and more pressing,
so that they serve the interests of economic
growth and social progress as fully as possible.

These principles for an approach to solving
general world economic problems find their
embodiment in the specific economic practice
of the countries of the socialist community.

The contemporary situation of the CMEA
countries in terms of food supplies differs radi-
cally from the food problems of the capitalist
world. The very first years of popular govern-
ment saw an end, once and for all, to the prob-
lems of starvation and deprivation. Further,
as already mentioned, they long ago solved the
problem of providing the population with food
according to rational norms of calorific diet.
The food policy is viewed by the fraternal parties
as a major component of the overall socio-econo-
mic strategy aimed at improving living standards,
and the success of this policy is well illustrated
by the results achieved by the CMEA countries
in developing agricultural production. Between
1951 and 1979, gross agricultural output in the
CMEA states grew 2.4-fold. The average annual
growth rate of agricultural production was
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3.1 per cent over the same period, while it was
2.2 per cent in the economically advanced capi-
talist countries, and 2.9 per cent in the develop-
ing countries. At present, the CMEA countries,
which account for 10 per cent of the world pop-
ulation, are producing some 20 per cent of the
world output of grain and pulses, meat and eggs,
over 30 per cent of the milk, 25 per cent of the
sugar and margarine, etc. '
. A solution to the tasks of food policy is aided
by the intensifying system of the international
socialist division of labour in the CMEA countries
in the agrarian-food economy, based on mutual
assistance in strengthening the material and
technical basis of agriculture and the food in-
dustry, as well as on production specialisation
among countries, in conformity with their nat-
ural and climatic conditions and traditions.
A stable system of production specialisation
in this area has already taken shape among the
CMEA states; this specialisation finds its ex-
pression in the promotion of trade in foodstufis
among:the CMEA -countries. The share of agri-
cultural raw materials and products from its
processing in the exports and ‘imports of the
CMEA states amounted, in 1976, to 32.8 ‘and
12 per cent respectively in Bulgaria, 26.8 and
6.9 per cent in Hungary, 10.2 and 24.9 in the
German Democratic Republic, 82.9 and 13.7
per cent in Mongolia, 11.7 and 18.4 in Poland,
22.5 and 15.9 per cent in Romania, 11.9 and
28.4 per cent in the Soviet Union, and 7.2 and
17.4 per cent in  Czechoslovakia. .
Socialist integration in the agrarian-industrial
sphere does not aim to isolate'the CMEA coun-
tries from the capitalist foodstuffs' market. On:
the contrary, cooperation in promoting agricul-
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tural production makes it possible for the coun-
tries in the socialist community to take a more
effective part in solving the world food problem
through cooperation and joining forces in helping
the developing countries. The CMEA states once
again confirmed their readiness to establish
stable economic ties with developing countries
and to give them assistance in the Joint Decla-
ration at the Fourth Session of the UN Confer-
ence on Trade and Development (UNCTAD)
held in Nairobi in 1976; it pointed out that the
socialist countries were ready ‘to promote the
development of their agriculture and the solution
of their food problems by means, in particular,
of  hydroelectric projects, the construction of
irrigation systems and the organisation of the
production of artificial fertilisers, the develop-
ment of fishing industries, the supply of agri-
;:ultural technology, and the training of specia-
ists’.4

Cooperation in the agrarian-industrial sphere
by some CMEA countries with developing states
on a bilateral basis has already reached consid-
erable proportions, but the greatest opportuni-
ties for ‘developing effective long-term and
mutually advantageous economic ties in this
sphere - lie in multilateral cooperation. The
coordination of the foreign economic policies
of CMEA countries' enables them to make wider
use of all the advantages of multilateral coope-
ration, and paves the way for the establishment
of stable supplies of agrarian-industrial products
in both directions, where the socialist countries
could act as the suppliers of their traditional
faodstuffs, farm machinery, chemical fertiliser,
food industry machinery, while developing coun-
tries: would gain in the socialist states a stable
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market for their tropical produce, raw materials
for mineral fertiliser and products from agro-
industrial enterprises built- with the help of
CMEA countries on a product-pay-back Dbasis.

Another area where the economic policy of
the CMEA states may serve as an example for
solving economic problems on an international
scale under conditions.. of socialist economic
integration is the way the fuel and energy and
raw material base has been developed in  the
countries of the socialist community.

The rapid economic growth in the CMEA
countries is associated with a considerable in-
crease in-their energy and raw material require-
ments. Since the energy and raw material re-
sources are distributed very unevenly over the
territories of these countries, supplies come
from two main sources: the rational use of all
internal national possibilities and mutual trade.

Among the CMEA states, the Soviet Union
is the biggest producer and exporter,of energy,
fuel and industrial raw materials. At the same
t1me, the restricted nature of natural resources
in the European countries of CMEA, with the
mounting demand for these resources from their
rap1dly developing industries, is .behind the
increasing share of imports in the energy and
raw material balances of these states. According
to available forecasts, the_provision of the CMEA
countries (excludlng_ the: Soviet - Umon) from
their - own energy :resources will continue to
diminish in the. future, and will fall from 70
per cent in 1975.to 50 per cent in 1990,

A great deal .of attention is being focused in
the CMEA .member states on elaborating and
implementing joint measures of a long-term na-
ture for the:rational use of resources, the intro-
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duction of less energy-intensive technological
processes, and the promotion of nuclear power
engineering, as well as the location of energy-
intensive production close to the major sources
of fuel through the collective efforts of the CMEA
countries.

Under this programme, during the last five-
year plan period, the CMEA countries cooperated
in building power stations with a total capacity
of 13 mln. kw; this provided approximately
30 per cent of the total generation of electricity.

The production of electric power will continue
to be based mainly on thermal power stations.
The growth in output is envisaged through the
new operation of turbo-aggregates with unit
capacities of 200, 300-500 and 800 megawatts.
1980 saw the commissioning in the USSR of
a block with a unit capacity of 1,200 megawatts.
It is planned further to increase the generation
of electrical and thermal power at thermal-
electric centres.

It is also planned to achieve a substantial
saving on fuel through fuller use of existing
hydro-power resources in the CMEA countries.
These aims are to be served, in particular, by
the scheme for complex use of the hydro-resources
of the Danube through the application of the
joint efforts of interested countries in setting
up the hydro-electric station complexes Gabéi-
kovo-Nagymaros (on the Hungarian-Czechoslo-
vak sector), Iron Gate II-DZerdan II (on the
Romanian-Yugoslav sector), and the Nikopol-
Turnu-Magurele (on the Bulgarian-Romanian
sector), as well as in building several other
hydro-electric stations in the basins of the
Danube and other rivers. ‘ : '

Plans to accelerate the development of nuclear
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power hold a prominent place in the joint energy
programme of the CMEA countries. For.a faster
development of nuclear power engineering, an
international economic grouping, Interatomener-
go, was set up in 1973, its main objective being
to organise cooperation of production, ‘supplies
of plant and technical assistance in building
nuclear power stations.

The joint efforts of CMEA countries are also
helping to solve the problem of financing the
development of fuel and energy sectors. The
level of capital intensity needed in these sectors
is five or six times higher than the average. Be-
tween 20 and 30 per cent of investment in material
production is presently being channelled to these
ends. In this connection, the practice of mutual
credit provision is becoming increasingly wide-
spread. Mutual investment credits’ are being
used more and more in financing the development
of oil and natural gas extraction, the building
of new oil and gas pipelines, and international
electricity transmission lines. ,

The implementation by the CMEA countries
of their joint long-term programme for ‘the
development of energy and fuel and raw material
sectors also opens up fresh opportunities for
helping to solve the energy problem in industri-
ally advanced capitalist and developing coun-
tries, on both a bilateral and “multilateral
basis. .

International long-term specific cooperation
programmes have become a new stage in improv-
ing the forms for the joint resolution by the
CMEA states of paramount national economic
problems, particularly those of long-term food
provision, fuel, power and raw material supplies,
The drawing up ‘and implementation of these
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programmes began in:accordance with the de-
cisions of the 29th and 30th CMEA sessions
* The main objective of the LTSPC for food is
'g‘q“help.ensure an uninterrupted supply to the
population of the CMEA countries of the main
foodstuffs—cereals, meat, fish, milk, sugar, ve-
getables, fruit and the major'commoditie,s of
the food industry. As became clear during’ the
draft ‘programme’s. elaboration, ‘the  following
pfoblems attract most interest from the countries
ooperating within the framework of the programme
in the first stage of the work: guarantees for
the technical development of agricultural pro-
duction; an increase in the genetic productivity
of species and breeds of plants and livestock;
S}lpphes of chemicals for raising yields; produc:
tion of animal feed concentrates with a high
content of protein additives; intensification of
the production of livestock produce in Mongo-
lia; development of sugar and citrus fruit pro-
duction in Cuba; and the working out of economic
methqu for stimulating production and mutual
supplies of agricultural food products.

At the present time, the interested countries
and agencies of CMEA are working on defining
:he’ for?s and terms of cooperation, each coun-
ry’s share in it, the dat itli pe-
S e ates for fulfilling spe

The designation of the international "LTSPC
for fuel.and energy and raw materials is intended
to provide the economies of the CMEA countries
with major power carriers, ferrous and non-
ferrous metals, chemical raw materials and
electricity.

:’F.or example, in the development of power
engineering, as well as the building of large-
scale thermal, hydraulic and hydro-electric pump-
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ed storage power stations on the territory of
the CMEA countries, a further promotion is
envisaged of the joint power grids of these coun-
tries, as well as an increase in the production
of basic power facilities, through joint efforts.
Besides helping to tackle common tasks in this
sphere, cooperation in building nuclear power
stations is oriented on carrying out fundamental
changes in the structure of the fuel and energy
balances in the CMEA countries by increasing
the share of this new and promising energy source
in the overall volume of energy produced and
consumed.

The joint shaping of the export potential of
the countries taking part in these programmes
is a vital aspect of the LTSPCs. The creation
of large food, power and raw material complexes
with a high share of exports in their production
through international socialist integration will
open up new and wider opportunities for pro-
moting mutually advantageous economic ties
between CMEA countries and industrial capital-
ist states, and helping CMEA countries to en-
courage the economic progress of developing
countries. ' ’

The CMEA countries are also building up
experience in carrying through national and
international measures with the aim of tackling
ecological problems. Extensive legislation al-
ready exists in the socialist countries on the
subject of environmental protection and the
rational use of natural resources; it takes into
consideration the specific features of each country
and sets up a legal basis for the activities of
state and public organisations. The fundamental
principles of environmental protection are in-
scribed in the constitutions of the socialist states.
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Finance for environmental protection in the
CMEA countries comes from direct or indirect
outlays; the state earmarks substantial sums
for these purposes. In the Soviet Union, for
example, state investment in nature protection
programmes and the rational use of natural
resources amounted in just one year, 1976, to
1,800 mln. roubles; in the period from 1976
to 1980 the figure was 11,000 mln. roubles.
A great deal of money is allocated for these
purposes in the other CMEA countries, too.

Marginal levels of the concentration of harm-
ful substances in the atmosphere and water
have been established in the Soviet Union and
some other CMEA countries for the first time
in world history. The observance of environ-
mental protection requirements is strictly super-
vised. Any infringement of the laws entails
prosecution and liability to a variety of measures
within the terms of the law.

The CMEA countries take an active part in
joint measures designed to protect and improve
the environment and, related to this, to make
rational use of natural resources; this is con-
tained in the coordinated programme of coope-
ration among CMEA member states and Yugo-
slavia for the period up to 1980, adopted by the
CMEA. Executive Committee in October 1974.
The eleven sections of the programme confaining
155 topics embrace all the major -aspects of
environmental protection.

By implementing and expanding mutual co-
operation, the CMEA countries are trying to
promote ties in this area with other international
organisations, as well. At present, steps are
being taken further ‘to link up measures in the
protection and improvement of the environment
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by CMEA, with those being im.plementgd.m
this area by the European Economic Co_mmlssmn
and other international UN organisations, and
with measures envisaged in the UN programme
'he environment. .
OnA,’E the same time, a study of the par‘tlcular
features of the approach by states'w1th different.
social systems and different national volumes
of material and natural resources to global
economic problems reveals the dlfﬁgultles that
arise in cooperation between two soqlal sys_tem.s,
these being due to fundamental differences in
the way the causes of the emergence of these
problems and ways to resolve them are treated.
In most programmes presented by the West,
the possibility of such collaboration is either
rejected or hedged around by all manner of
unrealistic demands, such as the notion .of the.
allegedly inevitable need for an economic a.nd
political convergence of world socialism with
capitalism. The Soviet Unlon.and the other
socialist states are firmly convinced, .however,
that the situation can be considerably 1mpr0yed
today on some of these problems. It is possible
that, at first, agreement can only be reac}.led on
a partial solution to a limited range of issues,
but even a stage-by-stage advance W}ll m_ake it
possible to avert or dampen many crises in this
rea...
: %eVeral party and government giocuments of
countries in the socialist community have fre-
quently stressed that the elaboration o.f a common
conception in tackling global economic prob!ems
and a programme of joint action in this direc-
tion are perfectly feasible given a favourable
political atmosphere in the interrelations between
the countries and regions with different socio-
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economic systems. At the same time, internation-
al tension and the arms race hamper or complete-
ly preclude any possibility of carrying out
coordinated and effective measures.

Referring to the constant link between global
economic and political problems, Leonid
Brezhnev has emphasised that today ‘energy,
food and other problems are becoming more
acute in many countries.... Every one of them
requires the special attention and joint efforts
of many states.

‘One thing is certain: in order to success-
fully resolve all these problems it is imperative
to ensure a durable peace, to develop and in-
tensify detente.’® : '

The CMEA countries have traversed a long
and hard road in fighting to reduce political
tension and to normalise the conditions for in-
ternational cooperation in tackling world prob-
lems. Their efforts have received universal
world acclaim in several international documents,
the most important of which was the Final Act
of the Helsinki Conference. The initiatives of
the socialist countries are well known in regard
to the signing of international treaties and
agreements on banning nuclear weapons from
outer space and their location on the sea-bed and
ocean floor, on banning any action on the natural
environment and climate for war or other hostile
ends. A number of constructive propoesals in
restructuring international economic relations,
including conditions for production and trade
in major forms of fuel, raw material and food,
aré contained in the Joint Declaration of So-
cialist States at the Fourth UNCTAD Session
in 1976. '

These initiatives testify that the socialist
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countries are full of determination to achieve
a solution to the paramount globgl economic
problems; this will, at the same time, further
the process of attaining political detente and
will lend it a consistent and constructive char-

acter.
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