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INTRODUCTION

This series of reports by the United States International Trade
Commission is made pursuant to section 410 of title IV of the Trade Act of
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2440), which requires the Commission to monitor imports from
and exports to certain nonmarket economy countries (NME's). These countries
include those listed in headnote 3(f) of the Tariff Schedules of the United
States (TSUS) 1/ and others not listed in the headnote, viz, Hungary, People's
Republic of China (China), Poland, Romania, and Yugoslavia. This is the same
group of countries whose imports can be investigated by the Commission under
section 406 of title IV, since they are countries with centrally planned
economies. Through control of the distribution process and the price at which
articles are sold, they could disrupt the domestic market in the United States
and thereby injure U.S. producers. 2/ Under the statute, the Commission
publishes a summary of trade data not less frequently than once each calendar
quarter, for Congress and, until January 2, 1980, the East-West Toreign Trade
Board. As of that date, the East-West Foreign Trade Board was abolished, and
its functions were transferred to the Trade Policy Committee, chaired by the
United States Trade Representative.

As specified by the statute, one objective of the report is to identify
those imported items which may have an impact on the relevant U.S. industry
and on employment within that industry. Therefore, the report includes trade
statistics for Albania, Bulgaria, China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, the German
Democratic Republic (East Germany), Hungary, Mongolia, North Korea, Poland,
Romania, the U.S.S.R., Vietnam, and Yugoslavia because these are the NME's
~ whose current trade with the United States is at least at a level that could
present problems for domestic industry.

At the present time, Poland, Yugoslavia, Romania, Hungary, and China
receive most—favored-nation (MFN) tariff treatment from the United States.
Most of the NME's have not been accorded this treatment since the underlying
tariff policy was made effective in 1951 and 1952 pursuant to section 5 of the
Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951. That act directed the President to
take appropriate action to deny the benefit of trade—agreement concessions to
imports from certain Communist nations or areas. In the TSUS, the
unconditional MFN rates are set forth in column 1. The rates applicable to
products of designated Communist nations are set forth in column 2; for the
most part, these are the higher rates that were enacted in 1930. The rates of
duty resulting from this policy vary considerably from item to item, and
discrimination is not present at all for products which historically have been
duty free or dutiable at the same rates in columns 1 and 2. Therefore, actual
or potential U.S. imports from countries which do not enjoy MFN privileges
depend in some measure on the rates of duty on the specific items involved.

1/ The following countries or areas are listed under headnote 3(f) of the
TSUS: Albania, Bulgaria, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic
Republic, Estonia, those parts of Indochina under Communist control or
domination, North Korea, the Kurile Islands, Latvia, Lithuania, Mongolia,
Southern Sakhalin, Tanna Tuva, and the U.S.S.R.

2/ Some analysts consider Yugoslavia to be a market economy country. It is
not a member of the Warsaw Pact or the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance,
but is a member of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, the
International Monetary Fund, and the World Bank, has special status with the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, and is a leader of the
movement of nonalined countries.



This particular report contains a summary of U.S. trade with the NME's
during April-June 1980. This was the second quarter in which such trade was
affected” by the President's restrictions on exports to the U.S.S.R., announced
on January 4, 1980, following the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. The summary
examines U.S. exports, imports, and the balance of trade with the NME's as
well as the commodity composition of such trade. A special chapter discusses
trade sanctions in greater detail, updating the discussion that was included
in the 22d report of the series. Important changes in U.S. commercial
relations with the NME's and pertinent economic and trade developments are
discussed. The report also contains an analysis of canned hams from Eastern
Europe, the leading product in U.S. trade with a number of NME's.



SUMMARY OF SECOND-QUARTER DEVELOPMENTS

As a result of the trade sanctions imposed by the President of the United
States in response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the market share of
the NME's in U.S. trade was significantly reduced in the second quarter of
1980. U.S. exports to and imports from NME's were each lower than in the
corresponding period of 1979, and the balance of trade, while still positive,
was lower than at any time since October-December 1978. Total trade with
NME's, measured in current dollars, was at its lowest since January-March 1979.

Sales of agricultural products and crude materials accounted for more
than 70 percent of U.S. exports to NME's in January-June 1980, in contrast to
26 percent. of total U.S. exports. U.S. imports from the NME's continued to
consist principally of manufactured goods, which accounted for 70 percent of
these imports, compared with 54 percent of total U.S. imports.

U.S. exports to the Soviet Union dropped from $860 million in April-June
1979 to about $186 million in the corresponding period of 1980. The effect of
the embargo was most significant in the shipment of cereals and cereal
preparations, which declined from $523 million in April-June 1979 to about $68
million in April-June 1980. U.S. imports from the Soviet Union in the period
were valued at $61 million, the lowest quarterly figure since the first
quarter of 1977. This can be partially explained by the fact that Soviet
Union did not export gold bullion--a traditionally volatile component of
U.S.-Soviet trade-—to the United States in the first half of 1980.

During this period, the Soviet Union slipped to fifth place among the
NME's as a source for U.S. imports behind China, Poland, Romania, and
Yugoslavia. Despite the partial embargo, the U.S.S.R. remained the second
most important NME purchaser of U.S. exports, with China in first place by a
wide margin.

In April-June 1980, China continued to strengthen its role among the NME
trading partners of the United States, remaining the principal market among
the NME's for U.S. exports and the main NME source for U.S. imports. China
accounted for 44 percent of all U.S. exports to NME's in the period.

During this quarter, China was admitted to full membership in the
International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. These developments will
enable China to have access to the significant credit facilities of these
institutions and could eventually provide sales and investment opportunities
for U.S. firms. One of the major issues in U.S.-Chinese commercial relations,
the limits on textile imports from China, remained unresolved in the quarter
under review. 1/

1/ On Sept. 17 the United States and China signed an agreement limiting U.S.
textile imports from China of cotton gloves and (in certain categories) of
shirts, blouses, trousers, and sweaters. The agreement replaces a set of
quotas unilaterally imposed by the United States last year. The import limits
applicable in 1980 are effective immediately and are below the levels of
imports in 1979. The agreement allows for increased shipments of the affected
items to the United States in 1981, and again in 1982. 3






SECOND-QUARTER DEVELOPMENTS IN TRADE BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
AND NONMARKET ECONOMY COUNTRIES

In April-June 1980, the position of NME's as U.S. trading partners was
significantly diminished. Measured in current dollars, U.S. exports to and
imports from NME's and the combined U.S. trade surplus with these countries
were lower than in April-June 1979 (table 1). Data show a l12-percent decline
in the value of two-way trade, and the reduction in the volume was even
larger, since prices generally rose between the two periods.

April-June 1980 was the first quarter in which the postinvasion trade
sanctions imposed by the United States against the Soviet Union seemed to have
a major effect on U.S. trade with NME's, and U.S. exports to NME's declined
from 4.3 percent of total U.S. exports in April-June 1979 to 2.9 percent in
April-June 1980. The NME's accounted for their lowest share of U.S. imports
since October-December 1977.

U.S. Exports to NME's

In April-June 1980, U.S. exports to NME's amounted to $1.6 tillion, 24
percent less than in the first quarter of the year. This steep decline
derives, in part, from the fact that the U.S. restrictions on exports to the
Soviet Union had not yet had their full impact in the first quarter. However,
those U.S. exports to the Soviet Union which were unaffected by the trade
sanctions and exports to other NME's also declined from the previous quarter.
Compared with those in April-June 1979, exports in current dollars were down
15 percent (table 1).

Declining exports sharply reduced the traditionally favorable balance of
trade with NME's: the surplus shrank to less than $1 billion in April-June
1980, which was smaller than in any quarter since 1978.

During most of the 1970's, the surplus in U.S. trade with NME's was in
sharp contrast to the large trade deficit the United States experienced with
the world. 1In the second quarter of 1980 this contrast diminished, however,
as the U.S. surplus with NME's and the overall U.S. trade deficit narrowed.

The distribution among broad product groups of U.S. exports to NME's and
to the world is shown in table 2 for January-June 1979 and January-June 1980.
The impact of the restrictions imposed on sales to the Soviet Union is
discernible in certain changes that took place in the composition of U.S.
exports to NME's between the two periods. The largest category of exports to
NME's--food (SITC Sections O and 1)--declined from 45.1 to 43.5 percent as a
share of total U.S. exports to these countries.

Table 3 shows U.S. exports of cereals and cereal preparations--the
principal items in the food category--to NME's in January-June aad in
April-June of 1979 and 1980. 1In the first quarter of 1980, grain exports to
the Soviet Union permitted under a bilateral grain supply agreement were not
yet exhausted, and sales continued strong. The impact of the partial embargo
on grain sales to the Soviet Union is especially apparent in the second
quarter compared with the corresponding quarter of 1979, as cereal and cereal

5
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Table 2.--U.S. trade with the world and with the nonmarket economy countries (NME's),
by SITC 1/ Nos. (Revision 2), January-June 1979 and January-June 1980

SITC H : 'Eﬂséhtradeld : Uﬁs.htrgge'
. : e s : wi e wor : with the NME's
Seggfon H Description ¢ Jan.-June : Jan.-June : Jan.-June : Jan.-June
H : 1979 : 1980 : 1979 H 1980
: : Exports (million dollars)
0, 1 : Food, beverages, and tobacco-------- : 10,368 : 13,751 : 1,513 ¢ 1,625
2, 4 ¢ Crude materials : 10,713 : 14,185 : 811 : 1,090
3 : Mineral fuels and lubricantg-------- : 2,516 : 3,581 : 77 : 92
5 : Chemicals : 8,037 : 10,499 : 193 - 256
6 : Manufactured goods classified by H : : :
¢ chief material : 7,693 : 11,288 : 116 : 137
7, 8, 9 : Other manufactured goods and mis- : : : s
: cellaneous : 44,743 54,241 643 : 536
: Total : 84,070 ¢+ 107,545 : 3,353 : 3,737
; ; Imports (million dollars)
0, 1 ¢ Food, beverages, and tobacco---———--= H 8,569 : 9,248 : 210 187
2, &4 ¢ Crude materials : 5,397 : 5,684 75 ¢ 89
3 : Mineral fuels and lubricants-——~=-—-== : 24,500 : 41,870 : 88 109
5 ¢ Chemicals : 3,633 : 4,505 : 81 : 139
6 ¢ Manufactured goods classified by : : : H
¢ chief material s 14,419 16,718 : 245 3 325
7, 8, 9 : Other manufactured goods and mis- H H H H
: cellaneous : 38,758 44,606 466 2 464
: Total : 95,276 : 122,632 : 1,165 ¢ 1,313
f i Percent of total exports
0, 1 : Food, beverages, and tobacco—-—-=- -2 12.3 12.8 : 45.1 ¢ 43.5
2, 4 : Crude materials H 12.7 13.2 ¢ 24.2 3 29.2
3 " 3 Mineral fuels and lubricants---—---- : 3.0 : 3.3 : 2.3 : 2.5
5 : Chemicals : 9.6 : 9.8 : 5.8 6.9
6 ¢t Manufactured goods classified by s : : H
¢ chief material : 9.2 ¢ 10.5 ¢ 3.5 ¢ 3.7
7, 8, 9 : Other manufactured goods and mis- s H H
¢ cellaneous : 53.2 : 50.4 : 19.2 : 14.3
H Total : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0
f f Percent of total imports
0, 1 ¢ Food, beverages, and tobacco~——===-==- : 9.0 : 7.5 ¢ 18.0 : 14.2
2, 4 ¢ Crude materials : 5.7 3 4.6 6.4 @ 6.8
3 ¢ Mineral fuels and lubricants—-—----- : 25.7 @ 3.1 ¢ 7.6 ¢ 8.3
5 ¢ Chemicals s 3.8 : 3.7 : 7.0 ¢ 10.6
6 : Manufactured goods classified by s : s H
t chief material H 15.1 : 13.6 : 21.0 : 24.8
7, 8, 9 : Other manufactured goods and mis- @ : : H
: cellaneous H 40.7 : 36.4 ¢ 40.0 : 35.3
: Total : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0

1/ Standard International Trade Classification.
Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. Imports are
imports for consumption and valued on a customs basis. Exports are domestic merchandise gnly,

and valued on an f.a.s. basis.

Note.--Because of rounding, figurés may not add to the totals shown.
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preparations exported to the Soviet Union fell to $68 million from $523
million. Therefore, despite substantial increases in exports to China and
Eastern Europe, cereal and cereal preparations exported to all NME's declined
to $504 million during the second quarter of 1980 from $814 million during the
second quarter of 1979.

Meanwhile, U.S. exports of cereals and cereal preparations to the world
expanded significantly. The combined result of a fast-growing world market
and a shrinking NME market for these items reduced the NME's share of total
U.S. exports to 13 percent in the second quarter of 1980 from 25 percent in
the corresponding quarter of 1979. (In the second quarter of 1979, the Soviet
Union alone received 64 percent of all U.S. sales of cereals and cereal
preparations going to NME's and 16 percent of total U.S. export sales of these
items. In the second quarter of 1980, these figures dropped to 13 percent and
2 percent.)

The share of certain manufactured goods (i.e., SITC Sections 7 through 9)
in total U.S. exports to NME's also declined, frcm 19.2 percent in the first
half of 1979 to 14.3 percent in the first half of 1980 (table 2). The value
of these exports—-which consist largely of engineering products incorporating
unique U.S. technology--dropped, even though their prices increased. Although
more stringent postinvasion restrictions on high-technology sales to the
Soviet Union contributed to the decline, persistent strict import controls in
Eastern European countries were also responsible. Having to spend large
amounts of their scarce hard-currency reserves for food and energy, Eastern
European countries continued to cut back on imports of Western technology.
China was the only NME providing an expanding market for U.S. machinery and
transportation equipment (SITC Section 7), the principal component of
manufactures exported to NME's in SITC Sections 7 through 9.

By contrast, crude-material exports—-the second largest category of U.S.
exports to NME's--increased in January-June 1980 compared with those in the
corresponding period of 1979, both in total value and as a share of U.S.
exports to NME's. Even though crude materials include soybeans, an important
item of export to the Soviet Union which is now under full embargo, exports of
crude materials to NME's increased because the steep decline in soybean sales
to the U.S.S.R. was more than offset by soaring exports of crude materials to
other NME's. Exports of soybeans, cotton, and manmade fibers to China and
manmade fibers and other crude materials to the Eastern European countries
increased. Similarly, U.S. chemical exports to NME's continued to gain in
importance, despite the embargo placed on the export of phosphates to the
Soviet Union. Furthermore, chemical trade with NME's is two way; U.S.
chemical imports from NME's are also increasing, as shown in the following
section.

When compared with U.S. exports to the world, U.S. exports to NME's show
a much heavier concentration in food and crude materials. Even with reduced
postembargo sales of grain and soybeans to the Soviet Union, the heavy
reliance of NME's on the United States for food and crude materials
continues. In the first half of 1980, food and crude materials (SITC Sections
0, 1, 2, and 4) jointly accounted for almost three-fourths of U.S. exports to
NME markets, compared with a little more than one-fourth of U.S. exports to
the world.
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U.S. Imports From NME's

While the level of imports from NME's in the second quarter of 1980 was
not unusual, the absence of gold bullion imports from the Soviet Union and a

decline in imports from several other NME's depressed imports somewhat
(table 1).

U.S. imports from NME's differ in composition from total U.S. imports,
but the difference is not as great as for exports (table 2). U.S. imports
from NME's are dominated by manufactures (SITC Sections 5 through 9), which
accounted for 71 percent of the total in January-June 1980, compared with 54
percent of U.S. imports from the world. Food, beverages, and tobacco also
accounted for a greater share of U.S. imports from NME's than from the world:
in the first half of 1980 they accounted for 14.2 percent from NME's and 7.5
percent from the world. Imports of mineral fuels, which accounted for 34
percent of total U.S. imports, accounted for only 8.3 percent of U.S. imports
from NME's. ‘

The relative importance of certain commodity categories in U.S. imports
from NME's changed in the same direction as in total U.S. imports. The
largest, most heterogeneous class of manufactures shown in table 2--SITC
Sections 7 through 9--dropped both as a share of total U.S. imports and as a
share of imports from NME's. Gold bullion, which is also classified in this
group, intermittently accounts for a major part of U.S. imports from NME's.
Unlike the first half of 1979, there were no gold bullion imports from the
Soviet Union in January-June of 1980.

Other typical NME products in this aggregated category include
labor-intensive items such as footwear, apparel, furniture, and antiques.
Manufactured imports also include items incorporating fairly sophisticated
modern technology, such as motor-vehicle and tractor parts, textiles, and
printing machinery. The production of these was often developed or perfected
by NME governments with the intent of using them to earn hard currency in
Western markets.

Food, beverages, and tobacco lost some weight in U.S. imports from the
world and from NME's. The decline in their share of imports from NME's was
caused by a reduction in imports of canned hams, which account for much more
than half the total U.S. food imports from NME's. 1/ On the other hand,
mineral fuels, whose importance in the profile of U.S. imports from the world

surged because of rising petroleum prices, also rose as a share of imports
from NME's.

There were some changes in the composition of U.S. imports that were
unique to NME's. For example, in the first half of 1980, chemicals continued

their rapid relative ascent among U.S. imports from NME's. Chemical imports
from NME's are accounted for, in part, by increasingly large imports of Soviet
anhydrous ammonia. These began in 1978 and have since grown, unaffected by
the deterioration of U.S.-Soviet relations. Several other chemicals, from

China and Eastern Europe, also contributed to the rise in chemical imports
from NME's.

1/ See the section on canned hams from Eastern Europe.
10
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The increase in the share of manufactured goods classified by material in
U.S. imports from NME's--from 21 percent in January-June 1979 to 25 percent in
the January-June 1980--is also part of a growth trend. Higher values of
imports of ferrous and nonferrous metal products, metal coins, and various
textiles accounted in large measure, for rising imports in this category.

U.S. Trade With Individual NME's

Tables 4 and 5 show the distribution of U.S. trade in major commodity
categories among the NME's during April-June 1980. China provided the
principal export market among the NME's, and was also the leading source of
imports from NME's. 1In the second quarter of 1980, China received two-thirds
or more of U.S. exports to NME's of crude materials (soybeans, cotton, manmade
fibers), of chemicals (fertilizers, insecticides, resins), and of manufactures
classified by material (yarns, fabrics). China also became the leading NME
purchaser of U.S. food (a 26-percent share) and machinery (a 34-percent share).

As noted above, the Soviet Union was by far the dominant NME destination
for U.S. food exports before the trade sanctions. By April-June 1980, it
ranked only fourth among the NME's as a purchaser of U.S. food, after China,
East Germany, and Romania. China's food purchases consisted predominantly of
grains. East Germany, accounting for 20 percent of U.S. food exports to
NME's, and Romania, accounting for 14 percent, each purchased large amounts of
both grains and soybean meal, as did other Eastern European countries.
Moreover, the U.S. embargo on soybeans and phosphates also put the Soviet
Union well down on the list of recipients of U.S. crude materials and
chemicals.

Among NME's, the Soviet Union still ranked second after China as a market
for U.S. machinery and transportation equipment. It remained second despite
the postinvasion restrictions against exports of certain high-technology
items. However, before the invasion of Afghanistan, the Soviet Unior had been
the leading NME purchaser of U.S. engineering exports. With large purchases
of airplanes and mining exploration and production equipment, China replaced
the Soviet Union as number one in the current quarter.

On the import side, China supplied 44 percent of U.S. imports from NME's
of miscellaneous manufactures--the largest group of imports from NME's—-in
April-June 1980 (table 5). These included a wide variety of products, mostly
items of clothing and antiques. Imports from China of several other
items--e.g., footwear and toys--are expected to expand further. Expansion is
expected, in part, as a result of countertrade agreements alreadv concluded,
or currently being negotiated, between U.S. businessmen and Chinese
officials. In the quarter under review, Yugoslavia was the second-ranking
source of miscellaneous manufactures among NME's (including mostly apparel,
furniture, and footwear) and accounted for some 22 percent of the total.

One-third of the manufactures classified by material and imported from
NME's came from China; these consisted mostly of textiles and nonferrous
metals. In this category, sales of nonferrous metals and metal coins to the

United States made the Soviet Union the second-ranking NME supplier, behind 11
China.
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Among NME's, China was also the leading supplier of mineral fuels to the
United States, accounting for 58 percent of the total during April-June 1980.
As in 1979, China was the only NME to sell gasoline to the United States—-the
leading import item in that category during the current quarter. Naphtha
derived from petroleum was the principal U.S. import from Romania, the other
major NME source for mineral fuels and lubricants. The Soviet Union--one of
the largest exporters of petroleum and petroleum products to world markets,
and intermittently a source of U.S. imports--did not sell any mineral fuels to
the United States during the quarter under review.

Forty-four percent of U.S. chemical imports from NME's originated in
China; ammonium molybdate, fireworks, and barium sulfate were leading items.
The Soviet Union ranked second among NME's in supplying chemical imports,
predominantly anhydrous ammonia.

Poland accounted for more than half the U.S. food imports from
NME's--mostly canned hams. Diminishing U.S. imports of food were, therefore,
largely the result of declining imports of Polish hams.

Most machinery and transportation items from NME's came from Eastern
Europe, including parts for agricultural machinery from Romania and Hungary,
sewing machines from Poland, and motor-vehicle parts from Hungary.

Total U.S. trade with individual NME's is compared in tables 6 and 7 for
various periods. The decline in exports to the Soviet Union, to a little more
than one-fifth of the value in the corresponding quarter of 1979, was the most
dramatic change experienced in the recent history of East-West trade
(table 6). However, there were considerable declines in U.S. exports to other
important NME markets also, notably Poland and Yugoslavia. 1/ 1In contrast,
U.S. exports to China more than doubled, and exports to East Germany and
Bulgaria rose considerably. U.S. imports from several NME's also declined
(table 7). 2/ The only important exceptlon was China, from which imports
almost doubled.

China alone accounted for half the U.S. trade surplus with NME's in the
quarter, as can be seen from tables 6 and 7. These tables also show that the
United States maintained a surplus with every major NME except Hungary. U.S.
trade with Hungary resulted in a deficit in 1979 and in the first and second
quarters of 1980. A U.S. deficit, therefore, may now be characteristic of
U.S.-Hungarian trade. Unlike other Eastern European countries, Hungary does
not have to rely on agricultural imports.

Figure 1 shows the share of individual countries in the joint NME market
for U.S. exports in 1979 and January-June 1980. As a result of the
restrictions on U.S. exports to the Soviet Union, China became the leading
market for U.S. exports to NME's, accounting for almost 40 percent of the
total. The Soviet Union--long the dominant NME market--received less than

18 percent of the total. Uncharacteristically, Romania, ranked third in
importance, displacing Poland and Yugoslavia.

1/ This could be accounted for in part by the hard-currency shortage which
exists in certain NME's. Official attempts have been made to discourage
imports and decrease the balance-of-payments deficit.

2/ The decline in U.S. 1mports has been attributed to the uncertainty, on 14
both sides, evoked by the imposition of the sanctions.
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China also became the principal source for U.S. imports from NME's,
accounting for some 34 percent of the total in the first half of 1980--a
significant gain from 19.5 percent in 1979 (fig. 2). Poland, Yugoslavia,
Romania, and the Soviet Union, in that order, were the other important NME
sources of U.S. imports. As noted earlier, the absence of gold bullion
imports from the Soviet Union accounted for the small Soviet import share for
the quarter; the amount of U.S. imports from the Soviet Union depends, in
large measure, on the content of gold in that trade flow.

18
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SECOND-QUARTER DEVELOPMENTS AFFECTING U.S. COMMERCIAL RELATIONS
WITH NONMARKET ECONOMY COUNTRIES

China Joins IMF and World Bank

Admission to full membership in the International Monetary Fund (IMF), on
April 17, and the World Bank, on May 15, made China eligible for extensive
international financing, some of which can be used to modernize its economy.
It appears that, from the point of view of Chinese leaders, the primary
motivation for joining the sister institutions was to gain access to large
amounts of relatively cheap credit rather than to enhance China's political
status, which is another advantage that membership provides.

While China has not lacked offers of financing during the 2 years since
Chinese Government leaders began to borrow abroad for development projects,
the IMF--and especially the lending facilities available through membership in
the World Bank--can provide more favorable credit terms. Chinese officials
have indicated particular interest in borrowing from the International
Development Association (IDA), a World Bank affiliate.

In general, the size of a country's membership subscription in the IMF,
or quota of paid-in capital, determines the extent to which that country is
eligible to borrow foreign currencies to meet its balance-of-payments
requirements. China's quota in the Fund is SDR 550 million, or approximately
$700 million 1/--the quota assigned when the Republic of China under
Chiang Kai-shek became a charter member of the IMF in 1946. 2/ This quota

1/ The SDR's, or Special Drawing Rights, are international reserve assets
created by the IMF and are used to denominate quotas. The U.S. quota is SDR
8,405 million, or $10,706 million as of Apr. 17, 1980.

2/ The position taken by officials of the IMF and World Bank, which have a
joint directorship, is that '"China'" has remained a member since 1946.
Membership in both institutions was retained by the Republic of China (Taiwan)
following the revolution and founding of the People's Republic of China in
1949. On Apr. 17, 1980, the People's Republic of China was recognized as the
official representative of "China" in the IMF, and Taiwan's credentials were
revoked; a similar procedure, whereby the People's Republic of China was
recognized as a successor government, was followed by the World Bank.

Because Taiwan made only limited use of the IMF's resources, it did not
participate in the four general quota increases which have occurred since
1959, and also was exempt from a further general quota increase which is
currently being ratified by member countries and is expected to go into effect
in late 1980 or early 1981. As a result, China's quota has remained unchanged
since 1946, and the People's Republic of China, in replacing Taiwan in the
IMF, did not request an increase. However, on the basis of its huge
population, gross national product, and share of world trade, China is
eligible for a quota of $2,300 million to $3,500 million, depending on the
data and formula used. An increase in its quota to this level would
substantidlly increase the amount China would be eligible to borrow, as well
as increase its voting power in the Fund.

The first step was taken on September 10, when the Board of Governors of
the IMF authorized a special increase in the Fund quota of China from SDR 550
million to SDR 1,200 million, or to $1,584 million. At that time, China was
also authorized to increase its quota by an additional 50 percent, or to 1,800
SDR's, when the forthcoming general quota increase becomes effective.
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almost automatically permits China to draw, or borrow, foreign exchange from
the Fund in an amount equal to 25 percent of its quota, or that part of its
quota that China has paid into the Fund in hard currency (about $175 million),
and to make four additional drawings of the same amount. While the interest
charged for additional credit is relatively low (0.5-6.375 percent), the
conditions imposed by the IMF become increasingly stringent as the drawings
are increased; the borrowing country must adopt an economic program designed
to resolve its balance-of-payments difficulties and meet strict performance
criteria. Therefore, China may avoid borrowing more than the 25 percent of
quota held as reserves, for which the only requirement is that a country
explain its balance-of-payments needs.

The IMF also offers special credit facilities to help member countries
solve structural or emergency balance-of-payments problems. These include a
trust fund to provide balance-of-payments assistance to developing countries
on concessionary terms, a program to finance temporary export shortfalls, and
standby credit arrangements. With the exception of the trust fund, most
credit facilities of the IMF require repayment of a loan in 3 to 5 years, and
borrowing is limited by the size of a country's quota.

China is expected to make much more extensive use of its membership in
the World Bank, for which membership in the IMF is a requirement. World Bank
financing is not limited by the size of a country's membership quota, and for
most types of loans, credit is not contingent upon meeting certain performance
criteria. China will be eligible for the standard long-term loans from the

Bank at a current annual interest rate of 8.25-8.50 percent, considerably more
attractive than the rates available from private international lenders.
Although this interest level is slightly higher than that charged for most
government-subsidized export credit China has received from Japan and several
European countries, borrowing from the World Bank offers the advantage of not
having to accept financing tied to certain sources of supply for the plants or
equipment purchased.

The emphasis of the Bank is on project lending for basic development such
as hydroelectric plants, irrigation projects, roads, and education. Credit is
extended to cover imports of capital goods as well as local-cost financing.

As a developing country with an annual per capita gross national product
of less than $581, 1/ China should qualify for the even more attractive
financing provided by the Bank-affiliated IDA. Loans made by the IDA have a
10-year grace period and 50-year maturities; they carry an annual service fee
of 0.75 percent on the disbursed portion of each credit, but no interest is
charged.

l/ The official figure of $581, calculated in constant 1977 U.S. dollars, is
what the World Bank currently uses to determine a country's eligibility for
special financing assistance. Estimates of China's per capita income have
varied substantially, and verification by Bank officials will be required.

One estimate for 1978, based on statistics of the U.S. Central Intelligence
Agency, was $405 per capita (The China Business Review, January-February 1980,
p. 60). An estimate for 1979, based on Chinese statistics, was $237 per
capita (China Trade Report, June 1980, p. 3).
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China is also reported to have expressed an interest in the credit
facilities of another World Bank affiliate, the International Finance
Corporation (IFC). Like the IDA, the IFC provides credit assistance primarily
to countries having annual per capita incomes of less than $581, but differs
in that it specializes in commercial loans and equity investments, rather than
in basic development projects. IFC loans have maturities ranging from 7 to 12
years and fixed interest rates which are normally higher than the interest
charged for standard World Bank loans, but less than current commercial bank
international rates.

Although the Chinese are reported to be already pressing for loans from
the World Bank, financing cannot be considered until Bank officials have made
a study of the economy. Once the required groundwork has been completed,
China's access to the combined credit facilities of the World Bank and the IMF
could provide significant opportunities for U.S. exporters and U.S. firms
planning to invest in China. The Chinese may decide to go ahead with major
industrial projects which were announced in 1978 but delayed when development
plans were adjusted downward in 1979. Indeed, in view of the ambitiousness of
China's plans to modernize by the year 2000, both the size and diversity of
its import requirements indicate that the financing facilities of the World
Bank and the IMF may serve only to supplement borrowing from the Export-Import
Bank of the United States (Eximbank) and the similar government-subsidized
agencies of other industrialized countries.

Eximbank Financing for China

Following talks between U.S. Eximbank officials and a Bank of China
delegation which came to Washington in June, the Eximbank announced that its
facilities were now available for financing exports to China. 1/ This action
should enable U.S. firms to assume a more competitive position in the China
market, since the borrowing costs to the Chinese in buying U.S. equipment and
technology will be lower. Similar government-subsidized agencies in several
other countries have already offered China more than $16 billion in credits, 2/
although the Chinese have only recently begun to draw upon these loans.

1/ Eximbank received authority to finance sales to China on Apr. 2, when
President Carter issued Presidential Determination 80-15, stating that the
extension of Eximbank financing to China is in the national interest. The
steps that were required before the Bank could consider extending credit to
China were described in the Commission's 22d Quarterly Report to the Congress
and the Trade Policy Committee on Trade Between the United States and the
Nonmarket Economy Countries During January-March 1980, USITC Publication 1081,
June 1980, hereafter 22d Quarterly Report . . ., p. 62.

2/ As of Feb. 1, 1980, the value of government-subsidized credits and
government-guaranteed loans extended to China was $16.4 billion. The
participating countries were-—in declining order of the amount of credit
extended--France, Japan, Canada, the United Kingdom, West Germany, Italy,
Sweden, Belgium, and Australia. (For details, see The China Business Review,
January-February 1980, p. 57.)
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Eximbank has approved its first preliminary commitment for a sale to
China, involving U.S. exports worth about $80 million. The credit was
arranged in April with Wean United, a Pittsburgh firm which will sell
steelmaking equipment and technical services for use in constructing a
cold-rolling mill at the Baoshan Steel Complex near Shanghai; the preliminary
agreement was concluded with the Bank of China. Wean United--in conjunction
with other U.S. suppliers--will participate as a subcontractor tc a West
German firm because the project, which involves imports by China worth $500
million, is being led by a German consortium. According to Eximbank vice
president Raymond J. Albright, "Without Eximbank support, the U.S. firms would
have been dropped from the final contract." 1/

Eximbank officials maintain that funds will be available for use in
meeting this preliminary commitment and plan to extend up to $2 billion in
Eximbank credits to China over the next 5 years, the pledge made to the
Chinese by Vice President Mondale in August 1979. However, the administration
has not asked Congress to appropriate additional funds to meet this
commitment; rather, China has been added to the list of countries eligible for
financing at a time when Eximbank already faces serious budgetary problems.

During fiscal year 1980, which will end September 30, the Bank has been
operating under the 1979 budget level of $3.75 billion for direct loans.
Although these funds were being depleted rapidly, a debate in Congress over
how much supplemental lending authority Eximbank should receive continued
throughout June. The administration requested that Eximbank's total spending
for fiscal year 1980 be limited to $4.1 billion and that the increase for
fiscal year 1981, beginning October 1, 1980, be limited to 5.8 percent, which
would give the Bank an authorization of only $4.3 billion for direct
loans. 2/ The increase is not large even if financing for China were not a
consideration. If the Eximbank is to carry out Vice President Mondale's
pledge, additional funds will have to be made available. The Congress will
have to approve a higher budget for the Bank for fiscal year 1981 than the
administration has requested, or later approve a supplemental budget for
China. Meanwhile, Eximbank officials plan to continue to approvc requests for
credit on a case-by-case basis when (as in the case of Wean United) the
commitment is deemed critical to the competitive position of U.S. firms in
China.

1/ Eximbank Record, June 1980, p. 2.

2/ On Aug. 18, Congress approved a bill, which was signed by President
Carter on Aug. 29, authorizing Eximbank an additional $251 million in direct
loans. This supplemental authorization raised the Bank's spending authority
for fiscal year 1980 to $4.0 billion. The legislation also authorized an
additional $1.1 billion in Eximbank financial guarantees for private loans,
for a total budget of $5.1 billion. A bill authorizing $4.4 billion in direct
loans in fiscal year 1981, plus up to an additional $1.8 billion in financial
guarantees, has been passed by the House Appropriations Committee and 1is
awaiting congressional action. However, it is anticipated that Eximbank will
be operating under the 1980 budget level at the beginning of fiscal year 1981.
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An advantage to Eximbank in view of its budgetary problems is that China
is proceeding cautiously in assessing its economic priorities and identifying
the projects for which it wants financing. The Bank prefers that an
application for credit be made only when a project has reached the stage when
financing commitments are needed. Since the Bank of China should know when
this stage has been reached, Eximbank officials have requested that the Bank
of China make the application. While Eximbank commonly arranges for loan
applications to be submitted by the recipient country's international bank,
the procedure should somewhat delay placing added pressure upon the Bank's
limited budget as a result of making credit available to China.

Eximbank will normally support up to 65 percent of the export value of a
transaction, at an interest rate of 8.75 percent. 1/ However, the Bank will
increase its participation to the extent that the U.S. exporting firm or its
commercial bank can provide a portion of the financing at a fixed rate of
interest no higher than the Bank's rate. For example, if a commercial bank
assumes 10 percent of the export contract at 8.75 percent, Eximbank will
increase its support from 65 percent to 75 percent, so that 85 percent of the
U.S. firm's exports are covered at the Eximbank rate of 8.75 percent. This
shared approach permits the United States to compete more effectively with
financing arrangements in effect in other countries.

While interest on U.S. Eximbank credit is substantially lower than normal
commercial rates, it is higher than the rates that have generally been charged
for credit extended to China by similar government-subsidized agencies in
other countries. Eximbank has recently negotiated an international consensus
arrangement with other "eximbanks' under which the parties have agreed that
the interest rate charged relatively poor countries, including China, will not
be less than 7.75 percent for financing extended over 5 years.

OPIC Legislation for China

After months of delay in the Congress, legislation to extend to China the
services of the U.S. Government-sponsored Overseas Private Investment
Corporation (OPIC) began to move quickly toward passage during May and June.
In August 1979, Vice President Mondale had made a pledge to the Chinese that
the administration would seek congressional authority to provide the services
of OPIC in order to encourage U.S. businesses to invest in China. A bill was
introduced in the House by Representative Jonathan Bingham, D.-N.Y., on
September 29, 1979, and in the Senate by Senators Jacob Javits, R.-N. Y., and
Claiborne Pell, D.-R.I., on October 22, 1979. Following a hearing on May 20,
1980, a substitute bill was introduced in the House on June 10 by
Representatives Jonathan Bingham, Lester Wolff, D.-N.Y., Don Bonker, D.-Wash.,
and Michael Barnes, D.-Md. This bill (H.R. 7531) was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, which recommended that it pass. A Senate
hearing was held on March 3, 1980, by the Committee on Foreign Relations, to
which the bill introduced by Senators Javits and Pell had been referred. The
Committee recommended passage of the bill (S. 1916) on June 30.

1/ Eximbank's standard rate of interest in mid-1980. The interest rate is

fixed for the life of a loan at the time of authorization. 25
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OPIC was authorized by the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, which under
section 620(f) prohibited the extension to Communist countries of any
assistance provided for by the act. In 1971 a provision was added to section
239(g) of the act exempting Romania and Yugoslavia from section 620(f) insofar
as the OPIC programs were concerned, and thus making the two countries
eligible for OPIC's services. Authorizing the extension of the OPIC programs
to China essentially involves a similar further amendment of section 239%g).

Making the OPIC programs available to China will mean that U.S. firms
investing in projects there can obtain Govermment-backed, long-term insurance
to cover the risk of currency inconvertibility, the loss of investment owing
to govermment expropriation, and losses resulting from war, revolutionm, or
insurrection. The program is limited to direct investment in developing
countries. In addition to providing political-risk insurance, OPIC makes
direct loans of up to $5 million to small U.S. businesses investing in
projects in developing countries and guarantees loans of up to $50 million
when made by commercial banks to U.S. firms for such projects. During the
past year or two, increasing emphasis has been placed upon the role that
investment projects supported by OPIC can play in generating U.S. exports.
OPIC has developed several supplemental programs to more actively promote
investment projects abroad which are likely to stimulate U.S. sales. For
example, the agency has developed a program to support exports of wheat, feed
grains, and other farm commodities by insuring and financing milling
operations in developing countries.

In China, OPIC insurance is expected to be particularly critical for
large investments in mines, smelters, and chemical plants. Such investments
have long payback periods, and without political-risk insurance their
profitability is extremely vulnerable to Govermnment actions. The OPIC credit
programs are also expected to be of critical importance to smaller companies,
which are likely to find that they are considering investments that are large
in relation to their size.

After the legislation authorizing China's eligibility for the OPIC
programs has been passed by Congress, 1/ the President is required to issue a
formal declaration that extending OPIC assistance to China is in the national
interest. The final step will be the negotiation of a bilateral operating
agreement between OPIC officials and the Chinese.

U.S.-Chinese Textile Negotiations

U.S. and Chinese textile negotiators met between April 28 and May 14 in
the most recent in a series of efforts to reach a bilateral accord on the
volume of textile products entering the United States from China. Discussions
between the two countries were reportedly begun as early as the summer of 1978.

1/ S. 1916 was passed by the Senate on July 21, H.R. 7531 was passed by the
House on July 28, and the legislation was signed by President Carter on Aug. 8.
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While the textile industry has become a major source for the growing
export earnings China needs to develop its economy, these exports have
provided increasing competition for the U.S. textile industry. U.S. imports
of textile manufactures from China--particularly cotton and some types of
synthetic apparel--rose sharply in 1978 and continued to increase in 1979.
When an agreement to limit imports could not be reached in May 1979, the
United States unilaterally imposed quantitative restrictions on seven items of
apparel: cotton gloves, women's cotton knit shirts, men's woven cotton
shirts, men's cotton trousers, women's cotton trousers, men's manmade-fiber
sweaters, and women's manmade-fiber sweaters. Following the breakdown of
further talks in October 1979, quotas were applied to two additional items:
women's woven cotton blouses and women's manmade-fiber coats. 1/

Despite concessions by both the United States and China during the
negotiations in 1980, some differences could not be bridged and on May 14 the
talks were again broken off. With the seven unilateral quotas imposed a year
ago scheduled to expire on May 31, the United States renewed these
restrictions, at the same quota levels, for another 12 months. The two
remaining quotas continued in effect. 2/

Changes in Export Administration Controls

Three changes affecting the control of U.S. exports to Communist
countries were implemented during the second quarter of 1980: a revision of
the Commodity Control List, a new country-group designation for China, and a
change in the country-group designation for Hungary. A fourth change, a new
and more liberal export-control procedure which authorizes multiple exports of
certain products to Communist countries became effective July 1.

Revision of Commodity Control List

A new Commodity Control List (CCL), covering '"dual use" items which
require a validated license for each export transaction, was put into effect
on June 25. Dual-use items are products having both civilian and potentially
significant military applications. Their export by the United States is
controlled by the Office of Export Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, which also exercises broad control over the export of technical
data. 3/ The Office of Export Administration has revised the CCL to reflect

1/ For a more detailed discussion of U.S. textile imports from China and of
the problems involved in reaching a bilateral agreement, see the 22d Quarterly
Report. . ., pp. 62-64.

2/ A bilateral textile agreement was initialed by U.S. and Chinese officials
on July 24. No details concerning the contents of the accord were released at
that time. On Sept. 17 an agreement was formally signed limiting U.S. imports
of certain textile products from China.

3/ The Office of Export Administration defines technical data as--

Information of any kind that can be used, or adapted for

use, in the design, production, manufacture, utilization,

or reconstruction of articles or materials. The data may 27
take a tangible form, such as a model, prototype,

blueprint, or an operating manual; or they may take

an intangible form such as technical service. (15 CFR 379.1.)
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the results of extensive negotiations carried on by the United States and its
Western allies through the Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Export
Controls (COCOM). 1/ This committee meets periodically to establish common
guidelines for the control of exports to the Communist countries.

Although continuing revision of the CCL will take place, the new list
implements some of the changes mandated by the Export Administration Act of
1979 (EAA), 2/ the framework within which all U.S. export licenses are
granted. The basic policy approach of the new legislation is one of
encouraging, rather than limiting, trade with the Communist countries—-an
approach which has evolved since initially adopted in the Export
Administration Act of 1969. 3/ This basic emphasis on trade expansion was
further reinforced by the directives on export controls included in the 1979
act.

During the last decade, only goods and technology which could make a
significant contribution to the military potential of another country have
been restricted, primarily for purposes of national security. 4/ While the
EAA reiterated this position, greater emphasis has been placed upon
controlling the export of technology rather than goods. That is, the revised
CCL is designed to permit, and in effect promote, the sale of most
high-technology equipment to Communist countries, but to restrict the export
of designs or other manufacturing knowhow which might enable these courntries
to reproduce the equipment or adapt it to other uses.

Another modification in the 1979 act was the greater emphasis placed upon
eliminating export controls that do not coincide with the controls of other
COCOM countries. In the past the United States maintained far mcre rigid
controls on exports to the Communist countries than did other COCOM members,
but it has relaxed these controls significantly in recent years.
Nevertheless, even in recent years, U.S. exports to Communist countries of a
number of goods and technologies that were freely available to them from
foreign sources continued to require validated licenses. In the new CCL,
those unilateral U.S. controls that were no longer deemed necessary as a
result of multilateral review by the COCOM countries have been removed. The
revised list is almost identical to the guidelines established by COCOM.

As multilateral negotiations continue, the United States is attempting to
reach an agreement with its COCOM partners which will reduce the scope of
export controls to a level that is acceptable to all the COCOM countries,
while at the same time including procedures for enforcing the export controls

1/ COCOM includes all the NATO countries except Iceland, plus Japan.

2/ Public Law 96-72, signed into law by President Carter on Sept. 29, 1979.

3/ That act replaced the Export Control Act of 1949, which had authorized
the establishment of controls on all exports to Communist countries.

4/ Other rationales for imposing U.S. export restrictions are (1) to promote
U.S. foreign policy and (2) to prevent shortages of scarce materials and
reduce the inflationary impact of foreign demand. Export controls have rarely
been applied for these reasons.
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agreed upon. Meanwhile, the other COCOM countries have agreed, at least for
the present, to cooperate with the United States in imposing tighter
restrictions on sales of high technology to the Soviet Union. Compliance
involves no modification of the COCOM guidelines, but exports to the U.S.S.R.
of certain controlled items will not, as a general policy, be approved.
Following the lead of the United States, no requests for exceptions are being
made. While the '"no exceptions" policy applies only to exports destined for
the Soviet Union, the United States may apply more restrictive criteria in
granting licenses for the export of high-technology items on the new CCL to
other Eastern European countries. These applications will be carefully

scrutinized in view of the possibility of technology transfer or diversion to
the U.S.S.R. 1/

COCOM discussions concerning new guidelines for controlling the export of
computer technology have not yet been completed. A further revision of the
CCL--primarily to reflect the extensive technical advances made in the
computer industry in recent years--will be made when agreement is reached.

Revision of control status for China and Hungary

The Office of Export Administration transferred China from Country
Group Y to a newly designated Country Group P, effective April 25. 2/ Until
this time, since shortly after the lifting of the U.S. embargo on trade with
China in 1971, China was in the same group as the U.S.S.R, Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, East Germany, and Hungary. The country-group designations
serve primarily as an administrative convenience for export-control purposes,
but to some extent reflect the restrictiveness of the controls applied, which

increases, as a general rule, as the letter designating the country grouping
approaches the end of the alphabet.

Since January 1979, when the United States accorded China diplomatic
recognition, a series of steps have been taken to improve bilateral ties, and
trade has been growing rapidly. Applications for validated licenses to export
dual-use items to China have increased significantly during the past year,
especially in recent months. As a result of the change in export-control
status, China has been removed from the group which includes only countries
designated as belonging to the Soviet Bloc, 3/ and placed in a category by
itself, rather than with other Warsaw Pact countries no longer in Country

1/ For a detailed discussion of the U.S. controls placed upon
high-technology exports to the Soviet Union in response to its invasion of
Afghanistan, see the 22d Quarterly Report. . ., pp. 40-52.

2/ 45 F.R. 27922.

3/ In addition to Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, and the U.S.S.R.
(plus Hungary, until it was recently transferred), the other Soviet Bloc
countries in Country Group Y are Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Mongolia.
The one exception is Laos, which is included in Country Group Y.
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Group Y, i.e., Poland and Romania. 1/ Although U.S. firms exporting to Poland
and Romania (and now Hungary) are accorded certain types of treatment not
available to exporters to Group Y destinations, these countries are also
regarded as belonging to the Soviet Bloc for most purposes of export control.

In announcing the creation of Country Group P, the Office of Export
Administration stated: '"In considering which exports would contribute
significantly to military potential in a way which would be detrimental to
U.S. national security, factors relevant for [China] are different from
those for the Warsaw Pact." 2/ Although the criteria for review of license
applications may differ, the validated license requirements for Country Group
P are the same as for other Communist country-group designatioms.

Subsequently, on June 2, 1980, Hungary was removed from Country Group Y
and placed in Country Group W, which will permit U.S. exporters to ship
certain products to Hungary under less restrictive controls. 2/ The transfer
was made on the basis of improved relations between the United States and
Hungary and improved conditions within that country. Among the factors
considered were the United States—Hungary trade agreement, which accorded
most-favored-nation treatment to each other's products in July 1978; Hungary's
willingness to deal with most emigration problems promptly and constructively;
its facilitation of bilateral trade; and the Hungarian Government's

willingness and ability to control the retransfer of U.S. exports in
accordance with U.S. policy. Country Group W now includes Poland and Hungary.

As a result of the transfer, controls have been relaxed on the in-country
destination of U.S. shipments made to Hungary under a general export license,
which is the license issued for exports not classified as dual-use items. For
example, if the exporter does not know at what port in Hungary a shipment will
be unloaded, he may designate optional ports of unloading. This option is not
available for exports to countries in Group Y. For dual-use items requiring a
validated license for export, the same destination controls apply to all
Communist countries, including Hungary. '

New procedures for exports to Communist countries

A new type of export license, called a Qualified General License (QGL),
has been established to reduce the number of validated-license applications
which must be filed and processed for the export of commodities controlled for
national security reasons. The QGL authorizes multiple export sales to each

1/ In 1955, the Warsaw Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual
Assistance (Warsaw Pact) was signed by Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Germany,
Hungary, Poland, Romania, and the U.S.S.R. All these countries signed a
10-year extension of the treaty in 1975.

2/ U.S. Department of Commerce, Export Administration Bulletin No. 205, June
9,71980, p. 3.
3/ 1bid., pp. 10-14.
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of a number of customers in © -munist countries (Country Groups P, Q, W, 1/
and Y), provided the commodities, the consignees or end users of the
commodities, and the end uses of the commou ties have been approved by the
Office of Export Administration in advance. The new procedure, which was
authorized by the EAA, became effective on July 1. 2/

Prior to the establishment of the QGL, U.S. exporters were required to
apply for a validated license each time they wished to ship a dual-use
commodity to a consignee in a Communist country. A QGL initially issued to a
particular exporter is valid for 1 year and may be renewed once for an
additional period of 2 years. Subsequent licenses issued to that exporter
will be valid for 2 years and may be extended for 2 more years. During the
QGL validity period, an exporter can make unlimited shipments of the specified
product to approved consignees. 3/ Therefore, the QGL is similar to a general
license in that it authorizes repeated export transactions, but similar to a
validated license in that it requires Govermment approval of the importers and
of their customers in order to determine the probable uses which will be made
of the product. ‘

Much of the impetus for liberalizing the export-licensing process came
from associations representing the U.S. electronics industry. The QGL is
expected to free shipments of many less technically advanced products that are
available from foreign as well as U.S. sources and that almost always have
been approved for export to the Communist countries under validated licenses.

The new licensing procedure implements reforms mandated by the EAA and

parallels the revision of the CCL to correspond more closely with the
guidelines established by COCOM. Technical data cannot accompany the export
of equipment licensed under a QGL unless authorized under a validated
license. 4/ This regulation reflects the emphasis the EAA has placed on
controlling the export of technology rather than the export of goods. It is
the law's intent to encourage use of the QGL and to restrict the use of
validated licenses to items multilaterally controlled by the COCOM countries,
to items that are uniquely available in the United States, and to items for

which the United States is seeking multilateral control.

President Recommends Continuation of Waivers Extending MFN Treatment
to Romania, Hungary, and China

On May 28, President Carter sent a message to the Congress recommending a
12-month renewal of his authority to waive the freedom of emigration
requirements of the Trade Act of 1974 and also requesting a continuation of
the waivers now applicable to Romania, Hungary, and China. An extension of
the waivers will permit these three countries to continue to receive MFN
tariff treatment as well as Eximbank financing for a year, through July 2,
1981.

1/ The groups consist of China (P), Romania (Q), and Poland and Hungary (W).

2/ A detailed description of the QGL was published in the Federal Register,
on July 8, 1980 (45 F.R. 45894).

3/ An exporter may be granted a QGL (or a validated license) covering moxg
than one product. However, unless the two or more products are manufactured
by a similar process, the license application must be reviewed as if each
product were being considered under a separate application.

4/ See footnote 3, p. 27, for the definition of technical data that is used
by—fhe Office of Export Administration.




32

Section 402(a) and (b) of the Trade Act of 1974 prohibits the granting of
MFN treatment and the extension of U.S. Government credit or investment
guarantees, to any NME that denies or severely restricts emigration by its
citizens. Section 402(c) authorizes the President to waive the prohibition
for a limited period of time if he determines that doing so will promote
freedom of emigration. Under the President's authority to waive section
402(a) and (b), MFN status was initially extended to Romania on August 3,
1975, to Hungary on July 7, 1978, and to China on February 1, 1980. Extension
of the waivers that are in effect requires successive annual reviews and
approval by the Congress under procedures described in section 402(d) of the
Trade Act of 1974. Two questions are at issue: first, whether the general
waiver authority of the President should be continued, and second, whether the
exercise of that authority with respect to Romania, Hungary, and China should
be continued, thus permitting the MFN treatment now accorded to their products
to continue for a period of 12 months.

Following the President's recommendations to the Congress in May, a
hearing was held before the House Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on
Trade, on June 10. Although little opposition was expressed with respect to a
continuation of the waivers applicable to Hungary and China, a number of
witnesses testified to the difficulties encountered by Romanians seeking to
emigrate during the past year. A hearing was also held before the Senate
Committee on Finance, Subcommittee on International Trade. 1/

Congress may disapprove extension of the waiver authority gcnerally or
with respect to any of the countries during the period July 3-August 31. This
is accomplished by adopting a simple resolution of disapproval in either the
Senate or the House. Adoption of such a resolution would terminate MFN
treatment for the country subject to disapproval. If neither the Senate nor
the House acts before September 1, the waiver authority under section 402(c)
is extended automatically. 2/

Pending Legislation To Settle Outstanding Financial Claims
by the United States and Czechoslovakia

A bill has been introduced into Congress by Senator Daniel P. Moynihan,
D.-N.Y., in a further effort to resolve more than 30 years of negotiations
between the United States and Czechoslovakia concerning mutual financial
claims. The controversy arose when U.S. investments in Czechoslovakia were
nationalized as a result of the Communist takeover in 1948, and, as a
consequence, gold allocated for Czechoslovakia was withheld by a commissicn
made up of the United States, the United Kingdom, and France. The gold had
been seized by the Nazis during World War II and was to be returned to
Czechoslovakia under the Paris Reparations Agreement of 1946. By precluding
the extension of MFN tariff treatment to U.S. imports from Czechoslovakia,

these outstanding financial claims continue to place a strain upon bilateral
trade relationms.

1/ This hearing was held on July 21, 1980.

2/ Neither the Senate nor the House acted before Sept. 1, 1980, and the
waiver authority applicable to all three countries was therefore automatically
extended.
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Section 408 of the Trade Act of 1974 directs that any settlement of the
U.S. claims against the Government of Czechoslovakia must be approved by the
Congress before consideration can be given to granting MFN status to that
country. This section further states that’ the United States shall not release
any of the gold belonging to Czechoslovakia until Congress has approved a
settlement of the claims.

As an alternative to using the gold as a bargaining tool, the legislation
now under consideration calls for the U.S. Treasury to sell the approximately
18 metric tons of gold and to use the proceeds from the sale to settle U.S.
claims. A question has been raised by the State Department, however, as to
whether the United States can act unilaterally when the gold is held jointly
by a commission representing three countries. 1/

If the claims issue is resolved, the President could use his authority to
waive section 402(a) and (b) of the Trade Act of 1974, provided he determines
that doing so would promote freedom to emigrate from Czechoslovakia. 2/ This
action would authorize the extension of MFN tariff status to Czechoslovakia
and permit the negotiation of a bilateral trade agreement. MFN treatment
would be accorded Czechosiuvakia only when a trade agreement had been approved
by Congress.

U.S. International Trade Commission Actions Affecting NME's
During the second quarter, two actions were taken by the Commission with

respect to products imported from NME's. Both actions related to antidumping
proceedings.

Electric golf cars from Poland

Acting under section 751 of the Tariff Act of 1930, the Commission
determined that changed circumstances exist which indicate that an industry in
the United States would not be threatened with material injury if the
antidumping finding on electric golf cars from Poland was revoked. The
determination was made on May 20 by a 5-to-0 vote. The Commissioners voting
were Chairman Catherine Bedell, Vice Chairman Bill Alberger, and Commissioners
George M. Moore, Paula Stern, and Michael J. Calhoun.

This action authorizes the U.S. Department of Commerce to revoke the
outstanding dumping finding, which was made on September 16, 1975. At that
time, the U.S. Treasury applied duties to offset the effect of the
less-than-fair-value prices which the Commission had determined were causing

1/ The bill (S. 2721) was referred to the Senate Committee on Finance,
Subcommittee on International Trade, and a hearing was held on Sept. 9.

2/ For an explanation of sec. 402(a) and (b) and of the President's waiver
authority under sec. 402(c) of the Trade Act of 1974, see the previous section
of this report.
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injury to the U.S. industry. The final decision concerning revocation of the
antidumping finding rests with Commerce. 1/

Poland is the major source of electric golf car imports and was the only
source until 1978, when Yamaha began importing from Japan. A total of 5,200
electric golf cars, valued at $5 million, were imported from Poland in 1979.

Menthol from China and Japan

On June 16 the Commission instituted a preliminary antidumping
investigation to determine whether there in a reasonable indication that an
industry in the United States is materially injured, or is threatened with
material injury, by imports of menthol from China and Japan, sold or likely to
be sold at less than fair value. Although the investigation covers both
natural and synthetic menthol, only natural menthol is imported from China.
The investigation was instituted on the basis of a petition filed on June 11
by a U.S. producer on behalf of the domestic industry producing synthetic
menthol. Under section 733(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930, the Commission is
required to make a determination within 45 days after the date on which the
petition was filed. 2/ If the preliminary finding of the Commission is
affirmative, the proceedings will be continued by Commerce, and the Commission
then may be requested, depending on the findings made by Commerce, to
undertake a final investigation to determine if there is material injury.

1/ On Aug. 8 Commerce gave notice that it was revoking the outstanding
antidumping order against electric golf cars from Poland. The revocation
applies to all merchandise entering the United States, or withdrawn from U.S.
Customs warehouses for consumption, on or after June 11, 1980, the date on
which official notice of the Commission's determination was given. (45 F.R.
52780.)

2/ On July 22 the Commission determined that there is a reasonable
indication that the U.S. industry is threatened with material injury by

imports from China. The vote was 4 to 1, with Chairman Bill Alberger, Vice
Chairman Michael J. Calhoun, and Commissioners George M. Moore and Catherine
Bedell voting in the affirmative. Voting in the negative was Commissioner
Paula Stern. A negative finding was made with respect to Japan.
Commissioners Moore and Bedell voted affirmatively both as to Japan and China

on a cumulative basis.
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TRADE SANCTIONS AGAINST THE SOVIET UNION: UPDATE

More than half a year has passed since the President's announcement of a
new, more restrictive U.S. export policy towards the U.S.S.R. This policy was
put into effect as part of the U.S. response to the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan.

The 22d quarterly report in this series included a discussion entitled
"Trade sanctions against the Soviet Union: various implications," which
described the restrictions imposed on U.S. exports to the U.S.S.R. The impact
of these measures on various trade flows, and some other implications, were
also discussed.

The following section describes U.S. trade-policy measures taken since
the 22d quarterly report was written, and further analyzes some of the effects
of the U.S. policy and related third-country actions.

Policies and Regulations

On January 4, 1980, in response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan,
the President of the United States suspended a significant part of U.S.
exports to the U.S.S.R. Subsequent regulations defined the major commodity
classes to be barred from export to the Soviet Union for an indefinite
period. These involved agricultural commodities and phosphates {both relating
to the feed-livestock complex), high technology and other items of strategic
significance, and exports intended for the 1980 summer Olympic games in
Moscow. 1/

On June 6, 1980, the U.S. Department of Commerce announced the export-
licensing policy that will apply to shipments of grains of U.S. origin to the
Soviet Union, starting in October 1980, in the fifth and final year of the
U.S.-Soviet Union grains supply agreement. 2/ Under these new licensing
procedures, applications for export licenses and reexport authorizations will
be considered on a first-come-first-served basis by Commerce's Office of
Export Administration (OEA). 3/

1/ Bills to terminate the embargo were introduced in both the Senate (s.
2855) and the House (H.R. 7632, H.R. 7671, and H.R. 7731).

2/ The only grain exports permitted under the partial grain embargo were the
6 million to 8 million tons of corn and wheat per "agreement year,'" which were
committed under the U.S.-U.S.S.R. grain supply agreement of 1975. Each
"agreement year," or fiscal year, runs from Oct. 1 to Sept. 30. The agreement
was signed in 1975 with the objective of smoothing out the wide yearly
fluctuations of Soviet grain purchases from the United States. It permits the
Soviet Union to purchase more than 8 million tons a year with special
authorization by the U.S. Government. It also permits the United States to
sell less than 6 million tons, provided U.S. grain supplies are below a
specified level.

3/ Commerce News, ITA 80-97, June 6, 1980.
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The new licensing procedures accorded with the President's decision,
announced in April, to fulfill the terms of the bilateral grains agreement.
In August, U.S. and Soviet officials belatedly held their consultation
concerning administrative matters pertaining to the grain transactions in the
last agreement year. This was the first contact between agricultural
officials of the two countries since President Carter announced the trade
sanctions against the Soviet Union. The Soviets had made their first
purchases of U.S. corn and wheat for delivery in the last agreement year even
before these consultations took place. These grain purchases, and Soviet
willingness to discuss the agreement, put to rest speculation that the Soviet
Union might not honor the grain agreement in its last year.

In June, the U.S. Government released U.S.-based multinational grain-
trading companies from their voluntary commitment to refrain from selling
foreign-grown grains to the Soviet Union. U.S. Department of Agriculture
Undersecretary Dale. E. Hathaway explained that restraint on sales of non-U.S.
grains to the Sowiet Union was no longer necessary, since the large amounts of
grain that were outside the control of govermments supporting the U.S. embargo
had been sold and no longer threatened the embargo's effectiveness. 1/ The
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) emphasized that this action should not
be interpreted as a relaxation of the embargo.

Post-Embargo Trade with the Soviet Union

Because the trade sanctions were announced in the first days of 1980,
virtually all this year's trade with the Soviet Union can be considered
postembargo trade. 2/ In the first 6 months of 1980, bilateral trade with the
Soviet Union declined by more than half, in current dollars, to $828 million
from $1.7 billion in the corresponding period of 1979 (table 8). Ninety-one
percent of the decline consisted of a drop in U.S. exports to the Soviet
Union--some 80 percent of which came under the U.S. trade restrictions.

The 22d quarterly report identified the major export categories to be
affected by the U.S. measures and showed U.S. exports to the Soviet Union in
these groups in 1975-79. 3/ Table 9 in the present report updates these
series for January-June 1980 and compares postembargo shipments with the
preembargo exports in the corresponding period of 1979, in each affected
product class. The table shows the steep decline of postembargo exports in
all major affected classes-—-agriculture, high technology, and phcsphates.

Also in the first half of 1980, U.S.-Soviet trade not directly affected
by the new regulations declined by one-third, including both unrestricted U.S.
exports and U.S. imports. During this period, the Soviet Union lost its

1/ Statement at the hearing before the House Committee on Agriculture on
June 25, 1980.

2/ Because a certain amount of grain and other products were already in the
pipeline, the effect ‘of .the embargo on the Soviet Union was not expected to be
immediate. ‘

3/ 22d Quarterly Report. . ., table 8, p. 23.
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Table 8.--U.S. trade with the U.S.S.R., 1979, 1980,
January-June 1979, and January-June 1980

Percentage change,

Trade 1980 from 1979 1/

1979 1980 1/

®e eo 0 oo

—---Million dollars---

se oo Joe o0 oo o0 |ee oo o0 oo

Total U.S. exports—-———-—-—————- :  3,603.6 : 1,500.0 -58.4
Total U.S. imports=———-——=—==— : 872.6 : 1,000.0 14.6
Total trade turnover—---- : 4,476.2 ¢ 2,500.0 -44.1

January-June-- Percentage change,
January-June 1980 from

1979 1980 . January-June 1979

~---Million dollars——-

ee oo oo

o0 ee oo oo e oo

Total U.S. exports—-—=————-=-- : 1,456.6 : 666.9 : -54.2
Total U.S. imports—-—————-=—=- : 238.2 : 160.9 : -32.5
Total trade turnover----- 1,694.8 : 827.8 : -52.2

1/ Projected.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Commerce. Projections for 1980 from "U.S.-U.S.S.R. trade after Afghanistan,"
Business America, Apr. 7, 1980, pp. 6-7.

Note.—-Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

position as the leading U.S. trading partner among NME's, ranking second as an
NME export market for U.S. products and fifth as an NME source of imports.

The absence of gold bullion, which accounted for some 50 percent of the
imports in the corresponding period of 1979, was solely responsible for the
decline in total U.S. imports from the Soviet Union; the value of nongold
imports actually increased. Nevertheless, the disappearance of gold bullion
in U.S. imports from the Soviet Union does not suggest trade retaliation on
its part, since Soviet gold sales have always been erratic. The changes do
not seem to be unusual; imports of some metals and ores declined and others
increased, but--as with gold--they typically show large fluctuations. In the
first half of 1980, import values for some items on the import list declined
(such as chrome ore and platinum group metals), and for others, values
increased (such as platinum and palladium bars and plates), many as a result
of considerable increases in their prices. Declines in U.S. imports of some
other Soviet items, notably spirits, apparently reflect decreased U.S. demand.
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Third-country Suppliers to the Soviet Union

The data in table 10 on Soviet grain imports in fiscal year 1979/80 show
that the partial replacement of the denied U.S. grain was projected to come
from several sources. These include all major world exporters of
grain—-—Argentina, Australia, and Canada--each of which were expected to sell
substantially larger amounts to the Soviet Union in 1979/80 than in prior
years. 1/

As reported in the 22d quarterly report, Argentina declined to join
Australia, Canada, and the European Community in their commitment, made early
in 1980, to restrain sales to the Soviet Union in order not to replace the
embargoed U.S. supplies. Therefore, Argentina was expected to become an
important source of coarse grains for the Soviet Union. Since Argentina has
abundant supplies of coarse grains, it could meet Soviet needs.

Since the curtailment of U.S. exports, Argentina has sold 3.75 million
tons of grain to the Soviet Union, including 90 percent of its corn crop, at
premium prices. In July, the Soviet Union and Argentina completed and signed
a trade agreement under which Argentina will sell approximately 4 million tons
of corn and sorghum and half a million tons of soybeans to the Soviet Union in
each of the next 5 years, beginning in 1981. The transactions will be handled
by private companies in Argentina at prevailing market prices. 2/

Since the partial U.S. embargo entered into effect, other major exporting
countries have continued their shipments to the Soviet Union and have made
further commitments for deliveries in fiscal year 1980/81. Australia's
postembargo grain sales to the Soviet Union have far exceeded historical
levels, but, according to repeated statements of the Australian Government,
these record sales were based on contracts concluded prior to the U.S.
measures. 3/ For the 1980/81 July-June marketing year, Australia agreed to
limit grain exports to the Soviet Union to 3.9 million tons--about the same as
in the 1979/80 marketing year. 4/ Of this amount, 2.5 million will be
wheat--also about the same as in 1979/80. Projected data shown in table 10
indicate that Australia will be the principal source of wheat to the Soviet
Union in fiscal year 1979/80, which, in general, was a record year for
Australian wheat production and exports. Helped by favorable climatic
conditions, Australia replaced Canada--at least temporarily--as the world's
second largest wheat exporter, behind the United States.

Forecasts for fiscal year 1979/80 show that Canadian grain sales to the
Soviet Union may also greatly exceed their levels of the previous 3 years. 1In
July the Canadian Wheat Board announced that annual exports of 4 million to 5
million tons of grains to the Soviet Union are now being considered.

1/ It should be noted that that the data on total Soviet grain imports by
major sources for 1979/80, shown in table 10, are forecasts based on reports
of countries exporting to the U.S.S.R. Actual data will not be available for
some time.

2/ Wall Street Journal, July 14, 1980.

3/ Journal of Commerce, June 26, 1980.
4/ Preliminary assessment of the USDA. These figures differ from data showd’

in table 10, which are on a fiscal-year basis.
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The Canadian Govermment, like the U.S. Government, came under pressure from
farmers to end restrictions on sales to the Soviet Union, restrictions the
farmers blamed for declining wheat prices. Measures to compensate farmers
for their alleged losses are also reportedly under consideration by the
Canadian Govermment. 1/

The 22d quarterly report discussed the then prevailing conccrn that the
effectiveness of the U.S. trade measures would be weakened if the embargoed
export items were diverted to the Soviet Union through third countries.
Therefore, the USDA made arrangements to monitor trade closely in order to
detect such trade diversions, which would be illegal without proper U.S.
licensing.

Since the embargo entered into effect, certain trade flows have suggested
that some such trade diversions may have actually occurred. The American
Soybean Association has claimed that part of the unusually large U.S. soybean
sales to Europe have reached the Soviet Union in the form of soybean meal. 2/
Fast-rising postembargo U.S. sales of grains and soybean meal to Eastern
European countries 3/ were also suspected of replacing supplies exported by
Eastern European countries to the Soviet Union. According to USDA staff,
however, the increased shipments to Eastern European countries were not
unexpected and can be explained by such factors as production shortfalls and
increased livestock holdings. While some U.S. exports may have reached the
Soviet Union through third countries, no violation of the embargo has been
clearly demonstrated.

Impact on the Soviet Union

Recent data have confirmed earlier evidence that the U.S. measures,
combined with a bad Soviet grain harvest in 1979, were having an effect. 4/
Soviet statistics show lower meat and milk production on state and collective
farms in the first half of 1980 than in the corresponding period of 1979. The
average slaughter weight of cattle and hogs and the average milk-cow
productivity were also down. 5/ Several Western sources reported widespread
food shortages, including those of beef, pork, and milk products, which in
some instances reportedly led to worker discontent in May and June--most
notably, strikes in the Soviet Union's largest automobile and truck factories.
6/ 1In early July it was reported that even in Moscow, the best supplied area
of the Soviet Union, food stocks were lower than normal and some shops were
running out of milk. 7/ Meanwhile, the Soviets have had to draw heavily on
their grain reserves.

1/ Journal of Commerce, July 18, 1980.

2/ Statement of Kenneth Bader, chief executive officer of the American
Soybean Association in St. Louis, Missouri on May 30, 1980.

3/ For specific data see U.S. exports of leading items to individual Eastern
European countries in the appendix.

4/ 22d Quarterly Report . . ., p. 38.

5/ U.S Department of Agriculture, Update: Impact of Agricultural Trade
Restrictions on the Soviet Union, Foreign Agricultural Economic Report No.
160, July 1980.

6/ See, for example, Journal of Commerce, June 16, 1980; The Financial
Times, London, June 13 and June 23, 1980; and Washington Post, June 14, 1980.

7/ William E. Schmidt, Newsweek, July 7, 1980.
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Since the discussion of this matter in the 22d quarterly report, 1/ the
USDA has updated its estimate of the 1980 Soviet grain crop. According to its
August estimate, the total Soviet grain crop will amount to some 210 million
tons, exceeding the low level of 179 million tons produced in 1979 and the
average of 195 million tons over the past 5 years. -This crop, while much
better than earlier ones, would still fall short of the 235 million tons
slated in the economic plan and the 1978 record of 237 million tons. 2/

In April the USDA estimated the shortfall of grain in the Soviet Union at
11 million tons for fiscal year 1979/80. Subsequently, the USDA found that
the Soviet Union will be able to replace more grain from other sources than
had been expected. Consequently, the USDA revised its earlier projection of
total Soviet grain imports in 1979/80, from 25 million tons to 27 million tons
(table 10). Compared with the estimated 36 million tons the Soviet Union
would be importing had the postinvasion trade restrictions not been
imposed, 3/ the new import forecast represents a grain deficit of only 9
million tons in 1979/80 for the Soviet Union instead of the 11 million tons
reported earlier. For fiscal year 1980/81, Soviet imports are projected to
continue at relatively high levels in order to replenish severely depleted
stocks.

No specific assessment is available of the Soviet supply of soybeans and
soybean products, the principal embargoed agricultural export items other than
the grains which are under embargo. The American Soybean Association claims
that substantial amounts of U.S. soybeans reached the Soviet Union via Western
European crushing facilities. 4/ These allegations, subsequently investigated
by the U.S. Govermment, led U.S. soybean growers to call for at least a
partial policy change to allow some soybean shipments to the Soviet Union.

In the months to come, the impact of the U.S. partial grain embargo will
depend on the upcoming Soviet harvest and on the participation of third
countries in the embargo. A good Soviet grain crop is not expected to reduce
Soviet imports owing to the necessity of building up their stocks.

The small share of high-technology items in total U.S. exports to the
Soviet Union and in total U.S. exports to the world was emphasized in the 22d
report. 5/ Yet some observers believe that the impact of the sanctions on
shipments of high technology to the Soviet Union will be much more significant
than the volume of this trade would suggest.

1/ 22d Quarterly Report . . ., p. 37.

2/ U.S. Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Circular, FG-22-80,
Aug. 12, 1980.

gé Update: 1Impact of Agricultural Trade Restrictions on the Soviet Union,
p. 3.

4/ Journal of Commerce, June 2, 1980.

5/ 22d Quarterly Report. . ., pp. 40-48.
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Soviet hard-currency purchases of high technology from the United States
have always been highly selective, concentrating on computers and process
controls crucial to their modernization efforts and incorporating unique
technology. The U.S. ban on these items may pose problems for certain Soviet
industries. It is believed that before the deterioration of U.S-Soviet
relations, the Soviets were interested in increasing their purchases of
process-control instruments as one way of improving lagging Soviet
productivity. 1/ Since the U.S. sanctions were imposed, the Soviet Union has
been actively trying to find alternative sources for these high-technology
items. However, the search for substitutes takes place at a crucial time for
the Soviet Union--during the drafting of the new 1981-85 5-year plan (FYP).
Not knowing whether key items will ultimately become available from the United
States or from alternative sources can create great uncertainty. Thus, the
high-technology restrictions may unsettle Soviet planning in important areas.

Official Soviet pronouncements disclaim any lasting effect of U.S. export
sanctions on the Soviet economy. Yet, subtle policy changes which seem to
reflect Soviet adjustment to the U.S. measures can be detected, mostly in the
area of agriculture. For example, the need to improve the efficient use of
existing fodder and. to achieve self-reliance in feed production gained recent
emphasis in the Soviet press. The priority apparently given to poultry meat
production may be another result of the U.S. embargo, which deprives the
Soviets of sufficient livestock feed; the Soviet press reported in June that
the new FYP foresees a 40-percent increase in poultry meat production.

The new FYP may reflect renewed efforts to attain self-sufficiency in
grain production and concomitant compromises concerning livestock herd levels,
meat production, and the earlier promised improvement of the Soviet citizen's
diet. Whether this will be the case will depend in large measure on the
Soviet planners' current perception of the long-range availability and
reliability of grain and soybean supplies from alternative sources and of the
political risks connected with depending on foreign suppliers.

Impact on the United States

In May the USDA estimated that the restraining effects of the sanctions
on U.S. agricultural exports to the Soviet market would be offset by sales to
other markets, so that the sanctions would cause no decline in total U.S.
exports from previous years. 2/ According to Secretary of Agriculture
Bergland, U.S. agricultural exports to the world will approach $40 billion in
fiscal year 1979/80, compared with $32 billion in 1978/79. Up to an estimated
4 million additional tons of feed grain and small quantities of soybeans and
poultry would have been exported in the absence of the embargo. 3/

1/ Kevin Klose, "U.S. Technological Curbs Impose Strain on Soviets,'
Washington Post, June 11, 1980, p. Al.

2/ 22d Quarterly Report. . ., p. 33. v

3/ Testimony before the Senate Banking Committee on Aug. 20, 1980.
Secretary Bergland also stated that ". . . lost exports were equivalent to 2
percent of the value of our agricultural product exports . . ."
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In the first 8 months of fiscal year 1979/80 the volume of U.S. sales to
the world of feed grains, wheat, and soybeans and soybean meal--the principal
items restricted--was higher than in the corresponding period of 1978/79.
Strong demand for feed grains in Mexico, Spain, Japan, and Eastern Europe made
up for the decline in U.S. exports to the Soviet Union, the European
Community, and the Far East other than Japan. The volume of wheat exports
reached record levels, with China having purchased, and having made
commitments to continue buying, unprecedented amounts. Sales of soybeans and
soybean meal also reached record levels, owing largely to rising demand from
the European Community 1/ and China for soybeans and Eastern and Western
Europe and Mexico for soybean meal.

However, as shown in the 22d quarterly report, the prices of the
principal affected items tended to decline compared with preembargo levels,
despite continued good prospects for exports. 2/ This was the result of a
number of factors that enter into supply and demand, including the embargo
itself. Since that report, prices of corn and soybeans have increased
significantly, above preembargo levels, as a result of the heat and drought in
many growing areas of the United States that caused an unexpected decline of
supplies. 3/ Export unit values of these items have been moving up at a
steady rate, with the exception of those of soybeans and soybean meal, which
have continued to decline from levels in the summer of 1979.

As the prospect recedes of the Soviet Union's being an increasingly
important market for U.S. exports , the embargo continues to be opposed by
some U.S. farmers, whose net income is shrinking in a cost-price squeeze and
who feel that the embargo aggravated their situation and should be ended.

Nonagricultural business contacts between U.S. companies and Soviet
officials have been largely maintained in the postinvasion period, but
uncertainty about the trade policy of both Governments depressed the usual
business activity. It was reported in May that the overall workload of the
staffs of U.S. firms in Moscow has fallen by some 50 percent. 4/

1/ Part of the soaring exports of U.S. soybeans to the European Community
may have reached the Soviet Union in the form of soybean meal crushed in
Europe. Reference to this was made previously on p. 42.

2/ 22d Quarterly Report. . ., p. 4l.

3/ On July 28, 1980, President Carter ordered an increase in Federal price
support for grains. The program will alleviate the adverse impact of the
cost-price squeeze on grain farmers, in general, with additional aid going to
farmers in certain regions damaged by the 1980 summer drought. It is also
considered a remedial action for the adverse impact on U.S. farmers of the
partial grain embargo.

4/ Business Eastern Europe, May 23, 1980.
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The uncertainty of U.S. exporters was not entirely dispelled by the new
guidelines announced by the Department of Commerce in March 1980, concerning
the stringent new criteria to be applied in granting validated licenses for
exports of high technology and other strategic items to the Soviet Union. 1/
The items requiring validated licenses are listed in the Commodity Control
List, which itself is subject to further change. U.S. companies may have
perceived some actions of the U.S. Government as not fully consistent with
others. For example, a license granted for the export of an offshore-oil-
drilling rig to the U.S.S.R. in May may have conflicted with an earlier
perception that the new policy disallowed all high-technology exports of high
Soviet priority. Apparently, more case-by-case determinations of individual
licensing applications will be necessary in order to give the business
community a better insight into the advisability of doing business with the
Soviet Union.

Business America, a biweekly journal on international trade published by
the Department of Commerce, advised U.S. companies dealing with the Soviet
Union in the following words:

American firms interested in U.S.S.R. business should
bear in mind the possibility that the economic measures
in specific areas may remain in force for a considerable
period of time. Even for those firms not dealing with
goods in the proscribed areas, the risks of political
interruption to normal commerce are greater than in most
countries. Corporate strategy should bear in mind those
risks, and avoid market strategies which commit an
inordinate proportion of corporate resources to the
U.S.S.R. alone.

Nevertheless, the experience of U.S. firms over the past
several decades which have witnessed severe fluctuation
in U.S./Soviet political relations suggest that firms
dealing in goods of interest to the U.S.S.R. and willing
to undertake the laborious process of building
relationships with Soviet end-users and foreign trade
organizations can find the U.S.S.R. a profitable country
with which to do business. 2/

This guidance was predicated on the assumption that there will be neither
a major deterioration nor a dramatic improvement in U.S.-Soviet political
relations in the remaining part of the year.

1/ For items requiring validated export licenses, close examination and
evaluation of each transaction is necessary before export approval can be
given. All other exports are subject to general export license and do not
require authorization before each shipment.

2/ Business America, May 5, 1980, p. 33.
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CANNEyL HAMS FROM EASTERN EUROPE

In terms of dollar value, by far the largest U.S. import from the NME's
is canned hams and shoulders. 1/ Of the 2.8 billion dollars' worth of goods
that the United States imported from NME's in 1979, canned hams accounted for
$237 million, or 8.6 percent.

Until 1977, the member States of the European Community (EC) were the
primary source of U.S. canned ham imports. In 1967, a countervailing duty
petition was filed before the U.S. Department of the Treasury seeking relief
against canned ham imports from the EC. At the time, the EC provided 72
percent, by weight, of all canned ham imports into the United States, while
NME's provided 27 percent.

By June 19, 1980, when the U.S. International Trade Commission determined
unanimously in investigations Nos. 701-TA-31-39 (Final) that impcrts of canned
hams from the member States of the EC--with respect to which the U.S.
Department of Commerce had reported that a subsidy was being provided and
which were subject to outstanding countervailing duty orders, but for which
the imposition and collection of such duties had been waived--were not
materially injuring U.S. canned ham producers, 2/ the import picture had
changed considerably. In 1979, canned hams from the EC accounted for only 34
percent of total U.S. canned ham imports, and those from NME's accounted for
65 percent.

1/ As shoulder imports account for just 10 percent of total canned ham and
shoulder imports, the term '"canned hams" will refer to canned hams and
shoulders combined. Similarly, the term "hams'" will include both hams and
shoulders.

2/ The unusual length of time between the original filing of the petition
and the ultimate determination of the Commission was the result of a change in
the laws under which countervailing duty investigations were conducted. The
petition was first filed in 1967. Although Treasury studied the matter, a
formal investigation was not initiated until January 1975. Notice of a
tentative determination of subsidization was published in June 1975, and the
final determination was made in December of that year. At the same time the
Secretary of the Treasury authorized that, certain conditions having been met,
the imposition of countervailing duties could be waived. Since dutiable items
were not eligible for an injury determination from the Commission under the
statute governing countervailing duty investigations at that time, the
Commission was not required to conduct an injury investigation. On Jan. 1,
1980 the provisions of the Trade Agreements Act of 1979 became effective and
the Commission was required to conduct injury investigations for products
covered by any waivers of countervailing duty orders in effect prior to July
26, 1979. After receipt of updated subsidy information from the new
administering authority, the Department of Commerce, the Commission instituted
investigations Nos. 701-TA-31-39 (Final) on Feb. 5, 1980, to determine whether
an industry in the United States was materially injured, or was threatened
with material injury, or if the establishment of an industry in the United
States was materially retarded, by reason of imports of canned hams and
shoulders from the EC which were subject to the outstanding countervailing

duty orders that had been waived. 47
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While total U.S. imports of canned hams have been declining, imports of
canned hams from NME's have increased since 1967. In 1979, canned hams were
the largest single U.S. import item from four NME's (Poland, Yugoslavia,
Czechoslovakia, and Hungary) and the second largest import item from another
(Romania). Canned hams are also imported from Bulgaria and East Germany. 1/
There are no canned ham imports from other NME's--China, the U.S.S.R.,
Albania, Mongolia, Vietnam, North Korea, and Cuba. In this section of the
report, the terms "Eastern Europe" and "Eastern European" are used to refer to
those seven NME's which export canned hams to the United States.

Despite the growth in U.S. imports of canned hams from NME's, they have
accounted for a diminishing share of total U.S. imports from NME's. By 1979,
less than 9 percent of U.S. imports from all NME's consisted of canned hams,
down from 14 percent in 1975. Among Eastern European countries alone, a
decline is also seen: 18 percent of U.S. imports from these countries
consisted of canned hams in 1979, down from 22 percent in 1975. In part, the
declines can be explained by NME's efforts to increase their nonagricultural
production and exports. As a result of the expanding nonagricultural sector,
agricultural exports including canned hams have declined in relative terms.

The discussion below will show the importance of the United States as a
market for Eastern European canned hams. Furthermore, it will examine the

production of canned hams in the United States and compare the domestic ham
industry with that in Eastern Europe. U.S. imports of canned hams from the
NME's relative to imports from other countries will also be discussed.

Product Definition

Canned hams and shoulders are classified in items 107.3515 and 107.3525
of the Tariff Schedules of the United States Annotated (TSUSA). Under the
definition of these two items, the commodity must have undergone three stages
of processing--boning, cooking, and packing in airtight containers. Canned
shoulders are interchangeable with canned hams in virtually all uses since
most consumers prepare the two products for consumption in the same way and
cannot differentiate between them. Shoulder imports into the United States
are very small, accounting for only 10 percent of total canned ham and
shoulder imports.

Canned ham is a convenient, specialty-type food item that is relatively
expensive. It is easily stored, shelf stable, well trimmed, precooked, and
can be prepared quickly for consumption; however, most hams in large-size
containers must be refrigerated inasmuch as they are not sterilized in the
cooking process, as are most small-size canned hams.

1/ Official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce show imports of

canned hams from East Germany; such entries most likely reflect
misclassifications inasmuch as shipments of meat from East Germany have not
been approved under the health and sanitary regulations of the U.S. Department
of Agriculture.
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The cooking and canning process provides a practical way for exporting
countries to comply with U.S. health and sanitary regulations, as well as to
put the product into a more easily transportable form and to provide a longer
shelf life. Because of the 3-week transoceanic shipping time and additional
time involved in distribution, there is usually a 6-to-8-week period between
the canning of hams and their availability to the U.S. consumer. Because
domestic pork processors do not have such long shipping times, or the same
livestock health problems to contend with, they have less incentive to can
hams.

The bulk of domestically produced canned hams, and apparently all
imported canned hams, are produced by .the so-called massage or tumble
techniques. Using one or the other of these methods (massaging or tumbling),
hams are stirred with paddles or tumbled in revolving drums for 16 to 18 hours
to produce a product that may be readily molded or formed for canning.
Previously, the hams were simply pressed into the cans. According to some
industry sources, ‘these methods result in an improved canned ham. Domestic
ham canners have used the techniques since about 1975; imported canned hams
have been so processed since the early 1960's. The techniques provide for a
more uniform and easily siiceable product.

Some of the hams processed by these techniques are wrapped in plastlc
rather than canned. The plastic-wrapped hams flow through the same
distribution system. Some users contend that they are close substitutes for
canned hams.

Although canned products can be readily stored for long periods of time,
they are considered less desirable by many consumers because of the necessity
of opening and disposing of the can and because cans prevent the consumers
from seeing the actual product before purchase. Canned ham consumption
accounted for only 12 percent of total U.S. ham consumption in 1979, down from
16 percent in 1975.

U.S. Industry

Canned hams are produced from fresh hams, and U.S. production of hams is
a derivative of total U.S. output of pork. U.S. production of pork, hams, and
canned hams for 1975-80, January-June 1979, and January-June 1980 are shown in
table 11.

The rapid rise in the production of pork and the corresponding rise in
the production of hams that occurred in 1979 (and is generally continuing in
1980) appear to reflect, in large part, the liquidation phase in the current
"hog cycle." 1/ (The expansion phase of the current cycle began in 1975.) As

1/ The hog cycle consists of an expansion phase followed by a liquidation
phase. Durlng the expansion phase, growers, encouraged by higher prices
and/or favorable feed conditions and the lure of greater:profit, hold stock
for breeding and further expansion. This reduces supplies of hogs available
for slaughter and increases pork prices. At some point, however, either feed
conditions become unfavorable or available pork supplies become excessively
large. In either event, profit declines and growers respond by culling
(selllng—off) breeding stock. This liquidation phase of the cycle continues
until the conditions mentioned above are such that anticipated profit again
encourages herd expansion. Hence, a new cycle begins.
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Table 11.--Pork, hams, and canned hams: U.S. production, 1975-80,
January-June 1979, and January-June 1980

: : : : Ratio of
Period : zgia}/ : h:;ga;/ : Cﬁ:;:d : canned hams to

: P - : — : : total hams

: Million : Million ¢ Million :

: pounds : pounds pounds ¢ Percent
1975~~~ 11,585 : 3,084 : 260 : 8.4
1976 - : 12,488 : 3,324 261 : 7.9
1977 === : 13,051 : 3,474 : 293 : 8.4
1978--- — : 13,209 : 3,516 : 286 : 8.1
1979————=mmmm oo : 15,270 : 4,065 : 302 : 7.4
1980 3/ : 16,599 : 4,419 : 4/ - 4/
January-June-- : : : :

1979- : 7,149 : 1,903 : 155 : 8.1
1980 : 8,249 : 2,196 : 183 : 8.3
1/ Includes hams and canned hams.

2/ Includes canned hams.
3/ Forecast.
4/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture.

the liquidation phase of the cycle has progressed, hog prices have dropped,
feed costs have risen, and many hog growers have experienced losses on their
investments since April 1979. 1/

The data shown in table 11 suggest that the share of U.S. ham production
that is canned is not necessarily related to the total production of hams.
The fact that most ham production is not canned would seem to indicate not
only that pork processors realize greater returns by marketing their products
in forms other than canned (e.g., fresh or smoked), but also that consumers
generally prefer hams that are not canned.

Although there are some 639,000 growers of hogs in the United States and
1,300 pork processors (slaughterers), there are only about 50 plants in the
United States that can hams under USDA inspection. The plants are located
throughout the United States, but more than half are in the Corn Belt

1/ Detailed data on such losses are shown in U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Livestock and Meat Situation, LMS-234, May 1980. The losses being experienced
by U.S. pork producers led the National Pork Producers Council to state on May
16, 1980, that it was "seriously considering filing a countervailing duty or
anti-dumping complaint . . . against canned hams and shoulders from Eastern
European countries." As of the date of preparation of this report, such a
complaint had not been filed.
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States. 1/ Most of the plants that can hams also process various other pork
products, including hams that are not canned. Indeed, several of the largest
U.S. canners of hams are among the largest pork processors; several are parts
of multinational conglomerates. Data collected during the Commission's recent
countervailing duty investigation on canned hams showed that 10 firms, some
owning more than one plant, have accounted for at least 80 percent of U.S.
production of canned hams in recent years.

U.S. Imports

U.S. imports of canned hams 2/ declined by 15 percent from 278 million
pounds in 1975 to 236 million pounds in 1979 (table 12). During January-June
1980, 105 million pounds of canned hams was imported, down from 125 million
pounds in the corresponding period of 1979. The value of U.S. imports of
canned hams reached a high of $427 million in 1978; the 1979 level of $380
million was slightly below that of 1975.

The traditional major suppliers of canned hams to the United States have
been Poland, Yugoslavia, Denmark, and the Netherlands. Until 1979, Denmark
was the largest supplier to the United States, accounting for approximately
one-third of all imported canned hams between 1975 and 1978. 1In 1979,
however, Poland became the leading supplier, accounting for 38 percent of the
quantity imported by the United States (table 13).

The NME's share of U.S. imports of canned hams has been increasing over
time, representing 42 percent of canned ham imports in 1975 and almost 70
percent in January-June 1980. The quantity of these imports from NME's has
increased from 1975 to the present (see table 12). The share of imports of
canned hams from other sources, especially Denmark and the Netherlands, has
been diminishing. For example, the share from the Netherlands, which was
nearly 25 percent in 1975, was less than 4 percent in 1979. Prior to 1977,
U.S. canned ham imports from Denmark and the Netherlands were greater than
such imports from all NME's combined. This shift in the shares of U.S.
imports from the EC to the NME's is shown in figure 3.

A number of factors have contributed to this shift. As a result of
Treasury's final determination in 1975 in the countervailing duty
investigation involving subsidized pork products in the EC under the cormon
agricultural policy (CAP), the United States imposed countervailing duties
against canned hams from the EC. Bilateral negotiations resulted in a
reduction of the EC subsidy and a waiver on the imposition of any
countervailing duties until 1979. The decrease in imports from EC sources is
related to the possibility that the countervailing duties would be collected.

1/ Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska,
Ohio, and Wisconsin. :

2/ For statistical purposes, imports of canned hams are divided into two
classifications: hams and shoulders, boned, cooked, less than 3 pounds (TSUSA
item 107.3515) and hams and shoulders, boned, cooked, 3 pounds and over (TSUSA
item 107.3525).
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Table 12.~-Canned hams and shoulders: 1/ U.S. imports for consumption, by major sources,
1975-79, January-June 1979, and January-June 1980

1977

o978 P 1979

January-June-~

Source ;1915 71976 ] 1579 7 1980
f Quantity (1,000 pounds)
Nonmarket economy : : : : H : :
countries (NME's): : : : : : H
Poland : 75,135 ¢+ 75,880 : 71,187 : 79,902 : 90,027 : 43,508 : 47,011
Yugos lavia=—=======- —: 26,443 : 30,116 : 34,358 : 43,294 : 32,444 : 20,489 : 10,375
Hungary : 9,754 : 11,297 : 12,913 : 15,221 : 15,580 : 7,089 : 7,246
Romania : 5,928 : 6,741 : 8,024 : 9,909 : 13,218 : 5,249 : 6,952
Czechoslovakiga=—======-: 334 : 1,405 : 1,578 : 2,714 : 3,204 : 1,372 ¢ 1,631
East Germany-----—---- : 25 : 73 : 70 : 116 : 37 : 37 : 37
Bulgarig-——=======e——— : 310 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 80 : 39 ¢ 82
Total NME's=—=——=-—-: 117,929 : 125,512 : 128,130 : 151,156 : 154,590 : 77,783 : 73,334
Denmark 88,502 : 84,203 : 87,633 : 88,114 : 71,547 40,777 : 26,900
Netherlands-—=======-=---: 68,629 : 52,610 : 32,852 : 19,780 : 7,630 : 5,228 : 2,624
All other : 2,739 : 4,868 : 2,909 : 3,377 : 2,235 : 1,068 : 2,166
Total : 277,799 : 267,193 : 251,525 : 262,427 : 236,001 : 124,856 : 105,024
: Value (1,000 dollars)
NME's: : : : : : : :
Poland : 98,617 : 117,473 : 103,814 : 128,212 : 141,017 : 72,516 : 68,585
Yugoslavia———==—=———e-- : 35,183 : 43,697 : 47,380 : 65,173 : 48,938 : 32,248 : 15,261
Hungary 12,047 : 16,565 : 18,103 : 24,612 : 23,103 : 10,848 : 11,140
Romania : 6,916 : 8,873 : 10,813 : 15,015 : 19,040 : 8,377 : 8,928
Czechoslovakia====~=—- H 443 ¢ 1,960 : 2,107 : 3,766 : 4,419 ¢ 2,054 : 2,096
East Germany———---—----: 40 = 106 : 100 : 202 : 61 : 61 : 57
Bulgarig-——=—======—=— : 326 : -3 - 3 -3 102 : 42 ¢ 83
Total NME's§=—-=—----: 153,572 : 188,674 : 182,317 : 236,980 : 236,674 : 126,146 : 106,150
Denmark 129,605 : 134,668 : 137,386 : 151,473 : 127,004 : 74,294 : 47,090
Netherlands-—--=======-- s 100,269 : 83,222 : 50,710 : 33,678 : 12,732 : 8,968 : 4,338
All other : 3,651 : 7,591 : 4,326 : 5,449 : 3,615 : 1,763 : 3,369
Total : 387,097 : 414,154 : 374,738 : 427,580 : 380,120 : 211,171 : 160,947
i Unit value
NME's: : : : : : : :
Poland : $1.31 : $1.55 : $1.46 : $1.60 : $1.57 : $1.67 : $1.46
Yugoslavig——====m=eeex : 1.33 1.45 : 1.38 : 1.51 1.51 : 1.57 : 1.47
Hungary : 1.24 : 1.47 : 1.40 : 1.62 : 1.48 : 1.53 : 1.54
Romania : 1.17 1.32 : 1.35 ¢ 1.52 : 1.44 : 1.60 : 1.28
Czechoslovakig==~=====: 1.33 : 1.40 : 1.33 ¢ 1.39 : 1.38 : 1.50 : 1.29
East Germany-———=—===- : 1.61 : 1.45 1.42 ¢ 1.75 ¢ 1.66 : 1.66 3 1.56
Bulgarig—=—=====—=m=w—— : 1.05 : - : - : - : 1.27 : 1.07 : 1.01
Total NME'sg=—===~——==: 1.30 : 1.50 : 1.42 ¢ 1.57 : 1.53 : 1.62 : 1.45
Denmark : 1.46 : 1.60 : 1.57 : 1.72 : 1.78 : 1.82 : 1.75
Netherlands——-—--=====un : 1.46 : 1.58 : 1.54 1.70 : 1.67 : 1.72 : 1.65
All other : 1.33 : 1.56 : 1.49 : 1.61 : 1.62 : 1.65 : 1.56
Total : 1.39 : 1.55 1.49 : 1.63 : 1.61 : 1.69 : 1.53
1/ TSUSA items 107.3515 and 107.3525.
Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.

Note.-~Because of rounding, figures may not add to the

totals shown.
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The effect of the enlargement of the EC in 1973 was also a contributing
factor. Denmark's accession to the Treaty of Rome enabled it to enter the
Common Market, providing duty-free markets for its fresh and canned hams in
the other member States of the EC. Also, the United Kingdom's joining the EC
and raising its tariffs in line with the CAP are believed to have resulted in
a shift of some NME exports of canned hams from the United Kingdom to the
United States.

A comparison of unit values of imported canned hams (table 12)
illustrates that the products from NME's may have been priced consistently
below those from the EC. The tariff rates for canned hams are the same for
both column 1 and column 2--3 cents per pound. Since the impact of these
duties on the total price is slight, they are not believed to have had a
significant effect on the consumption of the imported product relative to the
domestic product. Data obtained from the American Institute of Food
Distribution, Inc. included in the report in the countervailing duty case on
canned hams showed that the quarterly median wholesale prices of imported
canned hams from Poland, Hungary, and Romania were greater than those of
canned hams produced domestieally from 1975 through 1979.

Among the NME's, Poland accounted for 64 percent of all U.S. imports of
canned hams during January-June 1980. Together, Yugoslavia, Hungary, and
Romania accounted for another 34 percent, with the remainder divided among
Bulgaria, East Germany, and Czechoslovakia.

The Yugoslav share of U.S. imports from NME's ranged from 21 to 29

percent during 1975-79, but dropped to 14 percent during January-June 1980.
The increase in imports of canned hams from Yugoslavia in 1978 can be
attributed in part to the drought which occurred there that year, severely
affecting the corn crop and causing feed-grain shortages. Hog slaughtering
went up and pork production increased as growers cut back on the size of their
stock. The decline in imports from Yugoslavia from January 1979 through June
1980 is accounted for by the fact that herds were being rebuilt after the
distress slaughtering of 1978; the rebuilding continued through mid-1980.

The return to adequate stock, coupled with the 30-percent devaluation of the
dinar on June 6, 1980, could lead to future higher levels of imports of canned
hams from Yugoslavia.

U.S. Consumption

U.S. exports of canned hams are negligible. Therefore, U.S. consumption
of canned hams is measured as U.S. production plus imports. While imports
“accounted for a little more than half of U.S. consumption of canned hams in
1975, this share has declined since 1975, to only 44 percent in 1979 (see
table 14). In contrast, the share of U.S. canned ham consumption accounted
for by canned hams from NME's increased from 22 percent in 1975 to 29 percent
in 1979.

Between 1972 and 1974, annual U.S. consumption of canned hams ranged
between 648 million and 663 million pounds. However, since that time
consumption has ranged between 528 million and 550 million pounds. There are 55
two reasons for the sudden drop in consumption after 1974: decreased
production and decreased imports. U.S. production of canned hams dropped in
1975; this decline could reflect the general shift to plastic packaging
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Table 14.--Canned hams: U.S. imports, production, and consumption, and
percentage distribution of consumption, 1975-79

Source * 1975 f 1976 P 1977 Y1978 P 1979
i Quantity (1,000 pounds)

Imports from-- : : : : :

Nonmarket economy : : : : :
countries——--—~——————---- : 117,929 : 125,512 : 128,130 : 151,156 : 154,590
European Community--------- :+ 157,896 : 138,365 : 122,771 : 110,697 : 80,536
All other----—-——~=—=—m——m-- : 1,974 : 3,316 : 625 : 574 875
Total imports—------------ : 277,799 .: 267,193 : 251,526 : 262,427 : 236,001
Production-—-=—=-====m=—e——- -: 260,444 : 261,390 : 293,044 : 287,322 : 301,949
Consumption-———=——======———== 538,243 : 528,583 : 544,570 : 549,749 : 537,950

Percentage distribution of U.S. consumption

Imports from—-
Nonmarket economy

.
ee oo oo

countries—————————————-——- : 21.9 : 23.7 : 23.5 27.5 : 28.7
European Community-—-—----—-- : 29.3 : 26.2 : 22.5 : 20.1 15.0
All other-—-—--===—=mme—cee—- : Ao .6 : A e .1 .2

Total imports-———————————- : 51.6 : 50.5 : 46.1 : 47.7 : 43.9

Production—=—~——~———ceeem—— 48.4 49.5 : 53.9 : 52.3 : 56.1
Consumption-——=-——=——==—=————=——= : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0 : 100.0

Source: Imports, compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department
of Commerce; production, compiled from official statistics of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture. Consumption is imports plus production.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

materials for food that occurred during the mid-1970's. Regarding decreased
imports, increased EC membership and the removal of the waiver of
countervailing duties on U.S. imports from the EC may have contributed to
deflecting a certain amount of Western European canned hams that would
otherwise have come to the United States.

The price of ham is expected to decline owing to the expected increase in
U.S. pork and ham production in 1980. The decline may have the effect of
discouraging imports. If it does occur, this combination of increased
domestic supply and decreased imports of canned hams will increase the future
U.S. market share of domestic canned ham producers. 1/

As shown in table 15, U.S. canned ham consumption is declining as a share
of both ham and total pork consumption. While imports from NME's accounted
for an ingreasing share of U.S. canned ham consumption, imports of canned hams
from all sources afe declining relative to U.S. canned ham consumption, and
to total pork and ham consumption. '

1/ This happened in 1973-75, when a combination of factors led to
large-scale hog slaughtering in the United States. Owing to the increased 56
supply of. pork, hams, and canned hams, prices of these goods dropped in the
United States, and imports declined. As a result, the ratio of imports to
consumption dropped during the period.
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Table 15.--U.S. consumption of pork, ham, and canned hams, imports of
canned hams from all sources and from nonmarket economy countries
(NME's), and the relationship between canned hams and consumption
of pork, ham, and canned hams, 1975-79

Item

1975

197

6

CY Y Y

197

7

-1978 1979

oo oo

Consumption of—
Pork

Ham

Canned hams
Imports of cantied hams
from--

All sources
NME's

Consumption of canned hams
as a share of
consumption of--

Pork

Ham:
Imports of canned hams as
a share of consumption
of--

Pork

Ham

Canned hams
Imports of canned hams
from NME's as a share
of consumption of--
Pork

Ham

Canned hams

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

11,852
3,344
538

278
118

0 00 00 00 o0 90 oo oo

12,668
3,586
529

267
126

13,139
3,726
546

252
128

13,193
3,779
550

15,174
4,307
538

236
155

262
151

Share (percent)

@0 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0O 00 00 00 90 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 60 00 ¢0 08 00 00 |ee oo

o wn o

1
3.
1.

2

® 00 00 00 00 00 00 90 00 00 00 00 G0 60 e 0 o0 oo

2

1
3
3

© 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 OO0 00 e 00 0 eo o0 o0 oo

2

1
3
3

00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 O0 00 00 00 00 oF 06 o0 o0

1.1 1.0
4.0 3.6
27.5 28.7

00 00 00 00 90 00 00 00 00 00 00 G0 00 00 00 00 o0 o0

Source:

Imports, compiled from official statistics of the

U.S. Department

of Commerce; production, compiled from official statistics of the U.S.

Department of Agriculture.
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The Industry in the NME's

Data on the number of hogs in selected NME's and in the United States are
shown in table 16. The number of hogs in Eastern Europe on January 1 of each
year exceeded the number of hogs in the United States by as much as 34 percent
in 1976, but only 7 percent in 1979. The number of hogs in the NME's
increased by 8 percent, from 66 million in 1976 to 71 million in 1980. 1In
Poland, however, the number of hogs declined by 3 percent, reflecting in part
a large decline in the number of small private farms that typically grow only
a few hogs a year.

Table 16.--Hogs: Population in selected nonmarket economy countries (NME's)
and in the United States, Jan. 1, 1976-Jan. 1, 1980

(In thousands)

Country © 1976 ©oo1977 0 1978 D 1979 . 1980 1/
NME's: : : : : :
Poland : 21,647 : 16,766 : 20,591 : 21,108 : 20,897
East Germany-----——-- : 11,501 11,291 : 11,755 : 11,734 : 12,132
Romania : 8,813 : 10,193 : 9,744 : 10,336 : 10,889
Hungary : 6,953 : 7,854 : 7,850 : 8,011 : 8,330
Yugoslavig————~—=———— : 6,536 : 7,326 : 8,452 : 7,747 : 7,700
Czechoslovakia~——--- : 6,683 : 6,820 : 7,510 : 7,601 : 7,600
Bulgaria : 3,889 : 3,456 : 3,400 : 3,772 : 3,832
Total : 66,022 : 63,706 : 69,302 : 70,309 : 71,380
United States——---—-—-- : 49,267 : 54,934 : 56,539 : 60,101 : 66,950

1/ 1980 data are preliminary for NME's.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

The number of hogs in the NME's covered has not fluctuated as much as in
the United States. The number of hogs in the NME's ranged from 64 million to
71 million during the period 1976-80, representing an increase of just 11
percent. In contrast, the number of hogs in the United States grew steadily
from 49 million in 1976 to 66 million in 198J, or by 36 percent. The
long-term gradual increase in the number of hogs in the NME's partly reflects
govermment decisions to promote pork production.

Among Eastern European NME's, Poland has had the largest number of hogs,
accounting for 30 percent of the total in most years. East Germany has
accounted for about 17 percent of the total; Romania for 15 percent; Hungary,
Yugoslavia, and Czechoslovakia, for 10 percent each; and Bulgaria for about 5
percent. ’
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Although there has been a large decline in the number of small farms that
grow only a few hogs a year, especially in Poland, such farms apparently still
account for a significant percentage of hogs grown in Eastern Europe.
Governments have probably permitted such small private hog-growing operations
because they contribute significantly to total pork production in those
countries. While much hog growing is done by small, private operators, most
hog slaughter and processing, and all such slaughter and processing for
export, are done in large, state-controlled pork-packing plants.

In order to increase production and to insure high-quality pork
production, the NME governments have encouraged the use of mixed feeds, which
are supplied by governmment agriculture or state trading agencies or are
produced on state farms or cooperatives. The government agencies also
periodically provide mixed feed to the small, private hog-growing operations,
and at times such feed is supplied at subsidized prices. However, state farms
usually receive first priority in feed shipment and are charged the most
favorable prices.

Apparently, NME pork production is somewhat dependent on U.S. exports of
feed grains, oilseeds (primarily soybeans), and oilseed meal (primarily
soybean meal); the NME's provide significant markets for U.S. exports of these
products. While many other agricultural products are used as hog feed in the
NME's, feed grains and oilseed meal account for the bulk of such feed.

Table 17 shows that the ratio of imports of U.S. feed grains to NME feed
grain production ranged from 10 percent in 1977 to 19 percent in 1979. Feed
grain imports into Poland alone, however, were much more significant, ranging
from the equivalent of 79 percent of Polish production in 1977 to 120 percent
in 1979 (table 18). NME imports of oilseeds, including the oilseed equivalent
of oilseed meal, ranged from the equivalent of 84 percent of NME oilseed
production in 1977 to 130 percent in 1979. As with feed grains, imports of
U.S. oilseeds into Poland were even more significant; table 18 shows that,
except in 1977, such imports were larger than Polish production in every year
from 1975 to 1979, ranging from the equivalent of 133 percent of production in
1975 to 369 percent in 1979. The relatively low U.S. exports of feed grains
and oilseeds in 1977 reflect a U.S. embargo on exports in that year.

Annual pork production in Eastern Europe exceeded pork production in the
United States by 23 percent in 1975, but U.S. pork production slightly
exceeded that of the NME's in 1979 (table 19). Pork production in the NME's
has remained rather stable, ranging from 13.4 billion pounds in 1976 to 15.2
billion pounds in 1979. Poland has been the largest pork producer among the
selected NME's, accounting for about 27 percent of the overall pork production
in those countries in most years.
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Table 19.--Pork: Production in selected nonmarket economy countries
(NME's) and in the United States, 1975-79

(In millions of pounds)

Country . o1975 0 1976 1 1977 1 1978 [ 1979 1/
NME's: : : : : :

Poland---—-=—====—== : 4,082.9 : 3,514.1 : 3,525.2 : 4,001.3 : 4,069.7
East Germany-—--——--—- : 2,641.1 ¢+ 2,552.9 ¢ 2,557.3 : 2,610.2 : 2,619.1
Hungary--—--—-—--—--=-- : 1,966.5 : 1,761.5 : 2,052.5 : 2,105.4 : 2,160.5
Czechoslovakig-—-~--- : 1,627.0 : 1,604.9 : 1,719.6 : 2,006.2 : 2,008.4
Romanig-------------: 1,596.1 : 1,702.,0 : 1,715.2 : 1,785.7 : 1,920.2
Yugoslavig~--====~--: 1,591.7 : 1,492.5 : 1,697.5 : 1,953.3 : 1,660.1
Bulgaria-—---—==-----: 725.3 : 815.7 : 707.7 : 707.7 = 749.6
Total --=-=-1 14,230.6 : 13,443.6 : 13,975.0 : 15,169.8 : 15,187.5

United States——-—-——--- : 11,585 : 12,488 : 13,051 : 13,209 ¢ 15,270

1/ 1979 data are preliminary for NME's.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

In Poland, canned hams accounted for about &4 percent of pork production
annually during 1975-79. Exports accounted for an increasing share of Polish
canned ham production in that period, rising from 74.2 percent in 1975 to 89.7
percent in 1979. Officials of the USDA report that NME govermment sources
have said that the United States is the only significant market for their
canned hams. The share of Polish exports of canned hams going to the United
States increased from 74 percent in 1975 to 90 percent in 1979.

Data on canned ham production in Yugoslavia, the only country for which
detailed information is available, are shown in the following tabulation:

Year Production
(million pounds)

1975=====—————— 123

1976 —==————c— e 132

1977 -=-—==—=————= 148

The share of canned hams exported ranged from 20 percent of production in
1977 to 32 percent in 1978. The United States accounted for 15 percent of
Yugoslav canned ham production in 1977 and 27 percent in 1978.

Hungary and CZechoslovakia produce canned hams for éxport, and only
residual quantities are sold on the domestic market. Production in Hungary is
approximately 40 million pounds ‘annually, and that in Czechoslovakia is
approximately 8 million pounds. The United States accounted for nearly half 6l
of Hungary's canned ham exports in 1978, the most recent year for which data
are available, and for 40 percent of Czechoslovakia's exports. Western Europe
and the U.S.S.R. accounted for the bulk of the remaining exports from both

countries.
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Canned ham exports to the United States are a major trading item for
Poland, Yugoslavia, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Romania, but are of less
importance to the other NME canned ham exporters, Bulgaria and East Germany.

Table 20 shows that canned hams accounted for two-thirds of the value of
all Eastern European agricultural exports to the United States during
1975-79. For Poland, such exports were even more significant, accounting for
81 to 86 percent of the annual total between 1976 and 1979. The value of NME
exports of canned hams to the United States increased 55 percent from 1975 to
1979, from $153 million to $237 million. This increase reflects both an
increase in the quantity of their exports of canned hams to the United States
and increased prices.

Imports of canned hams from Poland showed the largest absolute increase
in value during 1975-79, rising by $42 million or 43 percent. The Polish
Government apparently considers earnings from exports of canned hams to the
United States to be of critical importance. Despite a number of civil
disturbances inspired by high prices in recent years and the unavailability of
meat, especially pork, there has been no apparent attempt by the Polish
Government to curtail exports of canned hams to the United States in order to
bolster domestic supplies of such products.

For Eastern European NME's, exports of canned hams to all markets
accounted for less than 4 percent of the value of agricultural exports each
year during 1975-78, the latest years for which data are available (table
20). The relatively low percentage reflects, in part, the significant
intra-NME trade in other agricultural products. For Poland, canned ham
exports to all markets accounted for 10 to 13 percent of the value of all
agricultural exports.
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Table 20.--Total agricultural exports by nonmarket economy countries to all markets and
to the United States and canned ham and shoulder exports to the United States, 1975~79

Item and year
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56.3 ¢

88.1

8.0

56.9
55.2 :
- 52.6

38.8

23.6 :
49.4 ¢

7.0 :

11.7
5.9 ¢

54.3 :
81.4 :
82.8 :

,000.

3/ Less than 0.05 percent.

Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.

ham and shoulder exports
to the United States:

1975
1976
1977
1978

1979

accounted for by canned
Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

1/ 1979 data not available.

2/ Less than $500

Source:

Agricultural exports
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APPENDIX

LEADING U.S. EXPORTS AND IMPORTS IN TRADE
WITH THE NONMARKET ECONOMY COUNTRIES
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