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INTRODUCTION

Several major negotiations to be conducted during the next few years will
seck 10 evolve a modified struocture of ecenomic relations among mations, The
economic system established at the end of World Wer IT has undergone change,
and new elements more in conformity with the situation, needs and goals of the
1970s and 19808 are being worked out, An internationzl econowic and monetary
gystem which works well is essential both for the continued growth and pros-
perity of the industrislised countries and for the economic take off and pro-
gress of the developing countries.

The relationship between the Buropean Commmity and the United States is a vital
element in intermational sconomic relations, But that relationship is ccnetantly
evolving as each party redefines both its own political identity and its own
role in world affairs. As Comission Presidemt Frangois-Xavier Ortoli reoently
gaid: "Without a doubt the objective facts have changed; the relations

between the United States and Europe aro no longer and can no longer be what

they were, But there existe a very strong inherent nsosassity in favour of an
ample and determined collaboration between our two entities,"

It is with & view to contributing to 2 more thorough umnderstanding of the
issues being disoussed between the United States and the European Community

in this périod of change that this note has beecn prepared. The method chosen
in this peper ls a factual oomparative presentetion. The note is specifically
linited to matters within the direct competence of the European Community and
in particular that of the Commiesion, .

i. General TPrade 'Develogg‘ent

Since the establishment of the Buropean Community in 1958, trade detween the
Community and the United States has developed at a brisk pace to the benefit
of both trading pertners. The rising standard of living in the vast outlet or
the BEuropean Common Market and the diminishing barriers to trade within Europe
have made this an attractive outlet for American products, Similarly there
has been substantial growth in Community exporte to the United States,

An additional factor behind the spectacular growth of American exports to the
Buropsan Community is the luw level of the Community’s comnon external tariff,
The Community's common tariff was established, with a few minor exceptions, as
an average of the previocusly existing tariffs of the 3ix Member Statos, This
resulted in a low and more oonsistent tariff for the Community as a whole.

Since thon this tariff has further been lowered as a result c¢f the Kennedy Round
negotiations.

Only 13,1% of EEC tariffs on industrial goods exceed 10% and 2.4% exceed 15%,
while 38,3% of American industrial tariffs cxoeed 10% and 23.7% exceed 15%.

lmhia note is an updated version of the note "The European Commumity and
the Unitcd States : 1972", published by the Spokesman's Group in June 1972,
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Aver Tariffs on Industriasl Produpocts
a.ng Raw Materials _g
Semi-Marmif, Finished All Industrial
Raw Materdals Soa e Prod fucts  Products

EEC (8ix) 0.6 642 8.7 6.0
United States 3.8 843 841 7.
Japan 505 9032 120 9&7

Az a remult of the enlargement of the Community through the entry of Demmark,
Ireland and the United Kingdom, the latter oountries will adopt the common
extornal tariff in four stages between 1 Jamuary 3974 and 1 July 1977. This
will result in many 4instanoes in a further lowering of tariffs since the
British and Irish tariffs are gonerally somewhat higher than tlie common
external tariff. The British tariff on industrial products for examplse,
averaged To6%, compared with the Community's 6.0%

Since 1958 the Community has been a dynamio fast-growing market for Amcpican
exportss In 1958 the Community imported 2,808 million unite of acoourtt3 worth
of goods from tho United States, while exporting 1,664 million u.a. there.

In 1972 the Community of Six imported 8,585 million u.as from the U.S. and
exported goods to the value of 8,321 million u.as to the U.Ss For the enlarged
Comrunity the oorresponding figures in 1972 were imports of 11,900 million usf,
from the U.S. and exports of 11,713 million u.ae to the U.S,

The rate of growth of American exports towards the Community has been faster
than ‘the inorease of American exports to many other areas of the world,
Aocording to American statistios, from 1962 to 1972 Americen exporte to the
Comunity grew by 143%, During the samo period American exports rose by 127%
to all other areas and by 132% towards the original seven countries of EFTA.

Since 1958 the Community has' rmn a continuous and substantial trade defioit with
the United States, everaging 1,569 million u.a, annually (see Annex, table 1),
In 1972 the trade defioit was 264 million n.as for the Six and 187 million u.a,
for the Nined, Commumnity-American trade in 1972 was affected by several tem-
porary phenomena that raised American imports from Burope while lowering
Anericen exports to Europe, The first was the aftermath of the December 1971
Smithsonian agreement, The immediate effect of a devaluation is $0 increase
the value of imports of the devaluing country since the oost of zoods already
ordered or shipped ie raised by the value of the develuation. Another factor
was thet Buropean and American economies were out of gyocle with each other.

The American economy was booming in 1972 with a real growth of 6.5%, thus pull
in large impoxrts from Europe and elsewhere and keeping potential exports et
homos The Buropcan evonomies, on the other hand, were suffering low growth,
3,7% on average in the Community, which tended to restrain imporis,

ISource: "Basic Documentation for the Tariff Study", GATT 1971,
2

A reduction of about 2 to 3 "points" came into effect at the end of 1972
(is8e 2 reduction of about 20% for 1,865 produots). There was another less
important redquetion in April 1973 on 102 preducts,.

3The Unit of Acoount (hereafter U.a,) is the accounting instrument used by the
Furopecn Communities. It has a value to 0,88867038 grammes of fine gold or the
value of the dollar prior to 15 August 1971,

4Aooording 4o American trade statistics, the Community in 1972 hzd a aurplu+
in trade with the United States. The disparity was due primarily to differing
methods of statistical evaluations. The United States and Canada are the only
countriee which osloulate imports "free on board" (FOB) rather than "cost;
insurance, freight" (CIF). The Community snd most countrics caloulate exports
FOB and imports CIF.




II, Agioniture

The Comuwnity's egricultural policy has often been criticised as bteing harmful
10 American interests. A review of the development of American agricultural
exports to the Community, however, does not support such charges,.

The BEvrorean Comminity is the most iuporiant merket for American agricultural
exports, and sinca its establishment the Commmnity's share of total American
agrienliural exports has actually increased slightly, In 1958 the EEC
acconnied for 21.3% of total Lmerican agrioultural export sales, in 1964 for
21,7% and in 1972 for 23% In 1364, ths last full year bafore the introduction
of the ccmmon agriculiural policy, UesSe. agricultural exports, exoluding cotion,
amountied to ;!1,227 millione oy 1972 these had risen to ,'52,'049 millions During
thess vight years jmerican agricaliural exports have increased 67% io +the
Coamunity while sxports to tlie rest of the world increased by only 55%, even
including the epeciacular saleés of cereals to the Soviet Union in 1972,

The growih of American sgricultural exporta to the Community of Six was greater
than tlni towerde the thres new Conmmity memdbers, which up to now applied
different agricuitural poilcless Taking the development between a represeniative
period prior to the inmtroduction of the common agrioultural policy (1961-1963)

and a recent reference period (1959-1971), Ameriocan agrioulturel exports inoreased
by 51% to the Six, tut only by 11% to the United Kingdom, by 43% to Denmark:

and by 47% to Ireland,
There have, of course, bean shifts in the produvet mix of Community sgricultural
impcrts from the United Statess Some procducts have advancad faster than others,
The increase of maize and wheet imports, for exnmple, has begn slower than the
rhanemenal growth in imports of soya beans end soyu produota™, This is primarily
due to changing livestock feeding techniques, with a much greater use of high
protein scoys products and a declining use of such products as maize.

Community agricuitural] exports to the United States, on the other hand, are munh
spaller “han those in the reverse direotion, In 1958 the Community exported
5205 million worth of farm products to the United Sitates; by 1972 these exports
hai rison to $31 million, Many of the most important Community agricultural
exports, cuoh as dairy products, =zre sibject to guantitative restriotions in
thie United Stuies, which limiss their export possibilities. With iwmporis of
#2,259 niilion and exports of §531 pillion, the Comuunity in 1972 thue had an
agricultural trade deficit of 31,518 uillion with the United Stater.

All infuesirialised courtries have mpecial agrioultural programmes suited to
their strusiures and climate which air at integrating this important seotor
into the structure of the whole economy afier reorgenising it as appropriate
and guarantseing agrionltural workers a reasonable income in cumparison with
industrial werkerss For the Community agrioulture is especially important,
gince some 10.% of the enlarged Commmity's actiwve poruiation is employed in
agriculiure; in oceriain regiona of Southern Tialy over 50% of workers are on
the land, Agrisulture accounts for approximately 4% of the active population
of the United States,. '

T’Ihe gource of all statistica used here is the U,S. Department of
Commerceas

as@a also the last paragraph of page 5.




Trade in agricultural products has consequently always been more restricted
than trade in industrial produots, and no industrial country allows frie and
unitindered agricultural commeroe, The American Govermment, for example,
guarantees its farmers'! income and protects its agrioulturs by means of the
income support system and gquantitative impor+t restrictions on many produois,
The U.Se. maintains quotas or asks for "voluntary" restraint by the exporting
ocuntries on sixtemn produsts, including wheat, sugar, ooftton and most milk
pronotse The restriotions are applied under a 1955 derogation clause in the
GATT 1ules, which allows the United Statee to restriot imports of most agri-
cultural producte. Acoording to GATT studies, nearly one half of American
agricultural production is shielded through these quantitative reziriciions,

The Conmunity uses a different system to gnarantce agricaliural income. For
some important commodities suoh as wheat, maize and nilk products, faimers arp
given a gusranteed minimum price and & variable levy is applied to 1mpeoris,
Fixed import duiies are applied to many other commodities, such as mutton,
toracoo arnd fruits and vegetables. A1l the products covered by the ccmmon
agricultural products, or 95% of total agrioultural production are frue of
quentitative restrictions. The oniy exception is fruit and vegetables which af
certain times of the year are subject to timetables, Moreover, over 405y of
American sgriocultural exporis to the Community suoh as soyabeaua and soya
proaucts which last year agcounted for nearly pBOO million in sales in the Six
and \l GO0 million in the Nine, today enter the Community free of any tariff
or re>trlbt10n. On the other hand, on 27 June 1973, the U.S. Depariment of
Comnerce announced a {otal embargo on exporis of soyabeans and soyabean oil-
cekes znd meal and on 3 July ammounced that export lioences would be issued
covering 50% of outstanding coniracts for sovabeans and 40% for soyabean 0il-
oake and meals On 7 feptember, the Department of Commeroe announced ths
liberalisation of export restriotions on all the agriocultural commodities
Bffected.

More important than the method of income support for agricultural workers,
however, is the result. An independent study in 1971 cstimeted taat the
Community supported each farmer to the tune of some $B63 anmuallye. The
oorresponding figure for the U,S. waz fl,3201,

Europsan agriculture, finally, must be viewed in its soocial conmtext. Although
the green revolution has reached Europe in recent years, raising productivity
in some arcas and for fume products to levels ocomparable o ihosze in the
United Siatea and Canada, Burcps-n agriculture is by and large still baciward
by internationsl standards. Too nany workers are still tilling small
inefficlent farms that are incompatible with today's modern, mochanised
agriculture,

The average size of a farm in the enlarged Community in 1972 was an estimated
15 hectares; the average fmerican farm last year wae 154.2 hectares, The
Comnmunidty proportionately has nearly three times more of iis working population
on the farm than the United Staten. There alrsady exists a clear trend within
the Comnuniiy, however, towarda lawmger agriocultural holdings and a declining
agricuitural nopulation. In 1950, 20 million persons were enployed on the
feim in the Six; by 1970 they had dvopped to 10 million, and it is estimated
that by 1950 they will be only 5 million. As a sghare of the total active
population; farm workers in the Six declined from 26% in 1550 to 13% in 1970 ahd
will form an estimated 6% in 1980.

l"Ccmparaison entre le soutien accordé & l'agriculture aux Etats-Unis et
dans la Communauté" by Professors G. Vandewalle and W. Meeusen.




The Community's goals in agriculture according to Article 39 of the

EEC Treaty are to increase agricultursl productivity, ensure a fair
stenderd of living for the agriciltursl community, atabilize markets,

end assure boih that supplies arec available and that they reach consumers
at reassnable vrices.

Earnpe's social prcblem in asgriculture should not be solved by drastic
meazures but only through scvelal evolution. In March 1970 the ERC Council
of Ministere adopted the first directives under the so-called "Mansholt
Plan” for the nodernization of European agriculture. These call for ithe
spendiznyg of 830 million u.a. from Community funds over the rext five years
to encourage the formaiion of larger farms and to give income suvport to
farmsrs wishing Lo leave the land. A resolution to hely farmers at a
geographical disadvantage, such &s in hill regions, was spprovad last

May by the Ministers.

It was likewise ¥ith a view to improving the operaticn of the common
agricultural pclicy that the Council decided that it would rery shortly
review certain of its rales, on proposals {r-m the Commission, wiitlinul
questioning either the vrimciples ox the mackinery of the policy. Even
recently it was still found that despite a difficult world murket situstion
the comrmon agrieunlfural policy was helping to stabilize markets and to
secure Connuuity suppliss; it protects consumers against the sudden impact
of sharp werld market price increases arnd guaranteed its food supplies,

On the other hand, the Community has a duty not only to maintain guaranteed
suppiies whils at the same time assuring its farmers of a fair income but
aleo to maiatein a state of equilibrium between its irndusirial ureas and
ite farming areas by means of genersl economic policey reflecting the
legitimeie aspirations of the whole of the population in the field of ihe
environment and the quality of life.

As Commissioner lardinois recently said, the common agricultural policy must
alss be implemented as a part ¢f a world agricultural policy, contribute
towards stubilizing markets in the main commadities through international
agreczments and thus encile the growing food requirements of the world's
people to be met.

1l ‘
The current world market price of common wheat is 35% higher than the
Communicy price, while the price of durum wheat is double the Community
price.




ITI. Non-Tarriff Barriers

The przi-war movement of trade liberglization has been successful in
lowering the high walls of industrial tariff protection built during

the 19205 and 1930s. &As industrisl tariffs have come Gown, though,
non=~tagriff barriers to trade such as licensing systems, customs valuation
and labelling and packaging standards heve teken on greater significance.

The GATT has drawn up an inventory of more than 800 nen~teriff messures.
Trhis GATT inventory shows that all countries have extenzive none-tzriff
barriers. The U.S. is amonz the countries against which the most com-
plaints have been levelled, One of the mejor tesks of the new round of
mnltilateral tradec negotiations will be to seek a reciprocal dismantling
on non~tardff barriers by all countries (See section VIII alsc).

Economic integration within the Common Market has already decreased the
number and magnitude of non~tariff barriers previously erccled by the

f2ix. Since 1658 such technical barriers to trade os nationrl subsidies

to shipbuilding, the Italien statisticel tex and varicus naticral and
technical norms and standarde have been harmonized, reduced or removed

at Community level as part of the process of establishing a truly common
market among the Six. This action was taken to facilitate intra~Conmunity
trade, but the effects are also beneficial fur exports from all non-
member countries.,

e Community's tax system based on value added tax (VAT) hrs sometimes
been misunderstond and regarded &s a none-tariff barrier. The VAT has
been adepted by the Community as the most appropriate means of harmonizing
the existing disparate Buroprean systems of indirect taxes, many of which
had features which might have laid them open to being celled ncn-tariff
barriers. At the present time the member states apply differing VAT
rates, but eveniually these will be harmonized. The VAT, like the sales
tax which is used in 46 of the 50 American stetes, is an indirect tax.

The trading rules of GATT permit border adjustments on indirect taxes

so that foreign and domestic products compete on an equal fcoting. Thus
both loecally produced and imported goods are equally taxed when sold within
tke state or zountry, and taxes need not be paid on goods exported outside
the state or country. This applies equally for the American state sales
taxes, such as the 6% tax of Pennsylvania, and for the VAT.

Moreover, both the GATT and the OECD have made extensive enquiries into
the trade effecets of the VAT, which is now also used by many non-Community
countries. Both organizations conscluded that the tax was neutral and

did not distort competition between domestic end imported goods.

1. Quentitative restrictions

Quantitative restrictions, which set absolute limits on the emount of
an item that can be imported, are generally much more harmful to free
trade than teriffs. Quantitative restriction can tske place either

via quotas cor via so-called "voluntary self-limitations" whereby the
experting country restricts the level of its exports. 1In recent ycars
Conmunity member states have been steadily abolishing their quantitative
restrictions. Over the past five years the Community member

)




states decreased the number of their guotas according to the following
table. In both sets of figures there is extensive duplication since
the same products may be subject to restriction in more than one member
state.

1 June 1968 | 1 June 1973
Benelnx 56 31
France 113 64
Germany ' ' 59 30
Italy 129 58

In the United States, on the contrary, the trend has been exactly the
opossite. Tae United States has Deén making increasing use of quantita=
tive restricijons, especielly through the use of "voluntary self-limitations”
ané row has more then sny Community member state. In 1963 the United

States kad only ? quantitetive restricticns, in 1971 it bad 67 and in

Marck 1673 it had 77.

2. Veluation practices

The "American Selling Price" is &a method of customs valuation used by

the United States on such benzenold chemicels and their derivatives like
dyee, pesticides, pbarmacenticals and plastics. Under this practice

duties are established not dccarding to the value of the product itsel?f

but according to the price of the same product manufactured in the United
States; this eliminates any competitive advantage the import might have.
Although removal of the Americen Selling Price was part cf the supple~
mentary Chemicals Agreement negotiated in the Kennedy Round, the American
Congreas never toolk the necessary action to rep:~l the measure. In addition
to lhe American Selling Price, other methods ¢f customs veluation such

o6 those applied under the "Final List" zre extremely complicated and
creste uncertainty. The United States is likewise one of the few countries
whish dces not apply the standard internationally accepted tariff nomen-
clature, which can also complicate and hinder trade.

3. Government Procurenment

Through a variety of state and nstional measures, government purchases of
Lmerican-nroduced rather than imported goods are encouraged. The Buy
American Act, 1933 requires that national government purchases must be
American-maile products unless the American equipment is either not available
or costs 6% {in some areas 12%) more than the foreign-made product.

The American Defence Depertment demands thet foreign products must cost
50/ less tban the American preduct if they.are to be purchased. The
Department also maintains a long list of products, including food,
clothing, special steels and products made from them, which cannot

be purchased at any piice if they are foreign. HNeerly half of the
Ambrican states have Buy American Acts.

4, Administrative obstacles

A wide varicty of administrative controls likewise impede or complicate
Community exports towards the United States. No foreign-made vessel,




for example, can ship goods between ports slong the American coast.
Arother Americen Act requires "marks of origin" such as "Made in Italﬂ"
er "Made in Japan'" on all products. This complicates production and
can also result in discrimination by buyers against foreign goods.
The United States furthermore does not coaform to the accepted inter-
national rules on dumping. Although the United States took part in
drawing up the international anti-dumping code during the Kennedy
Round, it has never applied the criteria of the code. Speciel
American rules and their excessive use can have the effect of becoming
a barrier to trade. From 1 July 1971 to 30 June 1972, for example, the
United States, applying its own rules, opened 39 anti-dumping cases aid
levied special dumping @uties in 16 cases. During the scme period thq
Community, applying the stricter internationsl code, opered only 1l
cases and applied no dumping duties. In addiiion, national escape
clauses and counterveiling duties are being applied in the United
States. In a certain number of escape cluuse procedures, tariff counc¢gs-
sions made in the Kennedy Round are being nullified then they lead toT
growing import competition.

5. Domsstic International Sales Corporstions (DISC)

In December 1971 the American Congress pacssed an Act permitting the
establishment of DISC comprnies, which are allowed to defer payment
of 50% of the tax on their export profits. The 50% tax deferment then
becomes tax exemption since it is never taxed as long as the profits
are not distributed to stockholders but instead sr~ reinvested for
expert development. Some 3,000 DISC companies have been established
since December 1971.

The Community, Canada and (before it joined the Community) the United
Kingdom have all protested to the United States that the DISC tax
arrengement is an export subsidy designed to give American companies
a competitive asdvantage. They will be able to reduce prices since
they are not carrying the normal tax load. Export subsidics cre in
violation of the GATT and the Community has initicted proceedings
under GATT rules concerning the DISC.




IV. American invesiment in Europe

American investment ir Europe today is an important element iu the
complex kaleidoscope of Atlantic and monetary relations.

In 1958 American investment in the Community of Six totmlled § 1,908
million; at the end of 1971 it stood at § 13,574 nillion. In addition
to this there was also $ 8,941 million of American investment in the
United Kingdom. Tota) American investment in the Nine at the erd of
1971 was § 22,087 million. All figures given here are hased on book
value; real or replacement value would be three to four times greater.
Such figares also take into account only investmenis by American firms
directly froa the United States and do not include iavertmconts by
ancricnn helding; ecowpaniés loecated for oxampie, in Switzerland,
Iuxcmbeurg or the Behenas.

Since ite establishment the Community hzas been one of the fastest
growing regions for American direct investment. The perspectives of

a large, more unified and affiuvent marxket encouraged many American
componies to estublish manufacturing plants in Europe. In 1958 invest-
ment in the Community comprised only 74 of total American iavestment
atrsad. By 1971 the Commvuity proportion had risen to 15.8%, and 26.8%
of American investment abrcad in 1971 wes in the Community of Nine.

The largezst pert of American investment in Europe, in contrast to that
in most other ereas, is in menufacturing industries rather than in
petrcleum or mining.

The volume of direct American investment is perhaps more accurately seen
from tlie annual expenditure of Americ: « companies on plant and eguipe
ment. Capital expenditure comprises capital transforred from the United
Stetes, capital raised in European money markeits, and reinvested earnings.
Aninual cspital expenditures in the Six by American firms totalled § 420
miliisn in 1958 but is likely to be § 3,500 million for 1973. Capitol
erpenditnire in Britain is expected Lo be § 1,600 million in 1973,

This Arierican direct investment, has had an important impact on trede
rel.cticns between the Jommunity and the United States. As the multinational
American corporations themselves ofter state, they have built plants in
Eurcpe in order to be closer tc the markets to which they are selling.
The United Stetes, to teke but one example, exports relatively few zuto-
moblles to Eurnpe. This is not due to Eurcpean barriers against American
cars but prima»ily beczuse the subsidiaries of tie major American suto-
mchile firms are manufacturing cars in FEurope made for Burcpean speci-
ficaﬁions and tastes. Today more and more American procéucts whetker
computers or deterpgents, which might have been formerly menufactured

in the United States end then expcrted to Europe are now being produced
in Europe itself,

This development, of course, has had an impact on the level of American
exporis to Europe. It is impossible t0 ascertzin the exact amcunt of
Amsrican exporis vwhich are displaced by production in Europe. It is
estimated, however, that today sales of American menufecturing subsidiaries
in the Community are some threz to four times greater thant the vealue of




-10 -

exports of American manufactured exports. U.S. direct investments in
Europe hzve, however, slso generated American exports, aespecially of

capital equipment, from the mother company in the U.S. to the Communityl
based subsidiary. The output of these subsidiaries is however entirely]
produced for marketes in Europe. This phenomenon is in contrast to

that in other parts of the world, where output is often re-exported
back to the United States.(l)

Community direct investment in the United States has always been much
smaller than Ameritan investment in Burope. The book value of Cormunitly
investment in the U.S. in 1960 was $ 1,445 milliorn and et the end of
1971 was § 3,757 million plus an additional § 4,435 million of invest=-
ment in Great Britain.

(1) The repatriation of profits from American investment abroad,
especially in Burope, has in recent years become &n important factor
in the American balaunce of payments. For a full treatment of this
see section VII below.
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V. Preferontial Agreements

The European Community is & new unit in international trade. Yet at
the ssme time the Community has inherited the economic and political
ties of its member states. Part of this inheritance coasists of the
close trading links with many developing countries which are in many
case8 still vitally dependent on Community markets as an export outiet
for their raw mateials and agricultural products. The Community has
constantly received requests from these developing countries to grant
their izports special treatment. The Community and its member states
thus have e particular responsibility to ensure the econowmic stability
and develupment of these countries, some of which are among the least
developed in the world.

This recponsibility has tound its expression through a policy of cooperation
and devalopment and wes given practical form in the first and second

Yacnnaé Cenventions roncluded with 17 African States and Madagascar,

joined in 1972 by Hauritius. These agreements, whick make important
provisions for development and also establiish arrangements based on the
cohcevt of free~trade without, however, involving the automatic grant

of preferentisl treatment for Community exports. Furthermore, the

1969 Arucha Convention establishes a similar association between the
Community end Kenya, Uganda.

Under Protncal 22 of the Treaty of Accession, the Community agreed to
offcr the twenty independent Commonwealth countries, which are zt a
stage of economic develorment similar to that 6f the original eighteen,
& cloice of trading arraugements including the same type of arrangement
witl: the enlarged Community as that already enjcyed by the original
eirhteen countries. This offer was subsequently extended %fto a certain n
nunber of developing countries south of the Sahara.

In October 1973 the Commission began negotiations with 42 developing
countries, some associated ond some not.

The Community hos also signed a series of agreements with most of the
countries in the Mediterranean basin. The purpose of these agreements,
most of whisch are currenily being renewed, was to safeguard the tradi-
tional economic and commercial equilibriva in this area where, once
again, member states of the Community had close historical and economic
ties. '

In the case of some of the countries cn the norther shore of the Mediter=-
ranean, these apreements are simed at bringing the economies of the
countries up to the level of development that will enable them eventually
to jeir the Commmnity as full members, provided their political systems
are cxupatible with democratic principles. For nll the developing countries
of the Mecditerrancnan basin the Community market is vitally important.
They all send over half of their total exports to the enlarged Com~
munity, ané for some countries such as Algeria (80%) and Morocco (70%)
the figure is even higher. Especially for such agricultural exports as
tomatoes, citrus fruit and wine, the enlarged Community is their main
custonmer.
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In addition, the enlargement of the Community made it necessary for
the Nine to come to some special arrengements with the members of the
Furopean Free Trade Association (EFTA) who were not joining the Communi
Since 1960 EFTA had established an industrial free trade arca among its
nmembers. The entry of Britain and Denmark into the Community, however,
would have necessiztated the re-establishment of teriff barriers betwe

tye.

n

those countries and their former EFTA pariners, a development which woyld
have gone against the whole post-war movement towards freer world tradq.

The remaining EFTA countries, in sddition, did from 4C% to $0% of thei
trade with the enlarged Community. During 1972 and carly 1973 indus-
trial free trade agreements werc therefore negotiated with the remainiy
seven EFTA countries. These Will progressively establish free trade fg
industrial products between each country and the Community.

The Commission has stated that it hes no intention of proposing preferg
tial agreements with any other countries. Sir Christopher - Scames said
in April, "I must also make it c¢lear that the Community does not seek
extend its policy of association and preferentisl trade agreements b2y
the 1imits which history and close geographical links have made necessy
In fact, I say quite categorically that the Commission, having consi=-
dered this question, hos no intention of proposing any additional
agreements of a preferentiel kind with countries which lie outside
Africa or the Mecditerranean basin'.

D=

(o]
nd
rye.

One particular aspect of these preferential egreements has recently drgwn

criticism = the so=called "reverse preferences.

In reality, criticism based on this notion proceeds from a misunder-
standing, provided by the reference to the frec~itrade arrangements aimg
at by iaternational trade agreements (GATT agrcements), The reference
was necessary in order to protect the parties from legal criticisms in
the light of GATT rules.

In its Memorandum of Lpril 1973 the Commicssion explicitly stated taat

it would not ask for reverse preferences from its future partners. It
remains clear that the countries alrealy associated will meintain the
concessions grantzd to the Community (certain countries, such as 2Zaire
and Togo, have offered none). It is worth remembering the scale of th%
trade involved: in 1971 the United States exported goods worth 950,000
million dolicrs to the amssociated or associable countries (including

the Maghreb countries), 600,000 million £> South Africa alone and 43,004
million to aXll other countries; in cther words,Community association ax
rangements will affect, at worst, 2% of American exports.

The Commurity's primary goal with the preferential agreements is to
ensure that its market remains open to the develcping countries, whose
livelihood depends so heavily on it. The preferential agreenents are
the best method that has so far been found to accomplish that goal.

d

and

0
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VI. Japanese~Community Trade Relations

Trade relations between the United States, Japan and the European
Community are c¢iosely interrelated. The bilateral relations between
any two of them are of importance for all three end for the well-being
of world trade as =2 whole. American officials have complained that
the Community is protectionist ageinst Japanese products and that this
situation has forced tne Japanese to concentrate more heavily ca the
American market. Thin argument is not confirmed by the facts,

In recent years Japanese exports to the Community have been increacing

at a rapid pace. In 1958 the Community exported 139 million u.a.

worth of goods to Japan and imported 117 million u.a.from Japan.

In 1972 the Commurity of Six imported 1,876 million u.a. from Japan

and exported 1,080 million u.a. to that country. Corresponding figures
for the enlarged Community in 1972 were imports of 2,752 million u.a.
end exports of 1,544 million u.a. In 1971 Community imports from Javnan
were up 25% over the previous year, and in 1972 they were up en additional
22% over 1971. It is clear that Japenese axporters, finding the American
market more restricted to them and their export potential there exhausted
have turned increasingly towards the European market.

Before 1967 the Community had regular trade surpluses with Japan, but

since then it hies had en annually increasing deficit. In proportion

to the anount of trade, this deficit ic cven higher than the /jnerican trade
deficit with Jopan. In 1972 the Community of Six had a trade deficit of 79%
million u.c. with Jopon. The Nine in 1972 had a deficit of 1,207 million w.e

Japanese~American trade has always been much more extensive than Japanese~
Community trede. In 1955, for example, 22.7% of Japanese exports went
to the U.S. market and only 4.0% to the market of the countries of the
Community of Six. In 1972, 31.1%¥ of Japanese exports went to the U.S8.
and 7.7% to the Community of Six and 11.5% to the Nine. The same
situation exists for Japanese jimports: in 1955 31.3% came from the

U.S. and 3.8% from the Common Market Six, while in 1972 24.9% came from
the U.S., 5.9% from the 8ix and 8.4% from the Nine. The Japanese have
clearly concentrated their export interests on the closer and already
familiar Americen market with its unified economy with no barriers to
trade, one language, and 210 million consumers with just about the
highest standard of living in the world.

There were various reasons for the lower level of Community-Japanese
trade in comparison to American~Japanese trade. Perhaps the most
important is the simple factor of distance, which causes much highex
transport costs and complicates both marketing and after-sales servicinge.
The distanvcepbetween Tokyo and San Francisco, by air, is 8,200 knm;

the distance between Tokyo and Rotterdam, also by air, is 12,700 Km.

This natural barrier of crossing two oceans rather than only one has
limited trade between Asia and Europe. This is true not only for
Community commerce with Japan but also for that with other Asian nations
such a8 China, India, and Hong Kong.

Ancther factor which limits trade between Europe and Japan is the
gimilar structure of expart industries in the two areas. American-
Japanese commerce is broadly complementary, with the U.S. exporting
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large quantities of agricultural products, raw material and high
technology products to Japan, while the U.S. imports manufzetured
products, especislly consumer goods and automobiles from Japan.
Japanese and European industries, on the contrary, are often specia=-
lized and have their competitive trade advpntage in exactly the same
fields. The two export, and are competitors in, such products as con-
sumer electronics, chemicals, traditional capital goods and small autod
mobiles. In America, for example, the major competition in such
fields as small c¢ars and tape recorders comes not from American pro-
ducts but from European products. When Japanese-European competition
takes placde in BEurope, the European producer with low or nil transport
costs has an obvious and important advantage ever the product that
must be transported 12,700 Km.

To teke one important example, automobiles: Japan in 1972 exported an
estimated $§ 1,117 million worth of passenger cars to the U.8., with

a large proportion of these being sold in the geographically closer
Pacific Coast area. In the American market one of the major competi-~
tors for Japanese cars are European exports. While during the past
few years sales of Japanese cars have increased rapidly in Burope, the)
started from a very low base and in 1972 Community imports from Japan
amounted to only § 146 million. Restrictions on importing Japaneé&e
automobiles into the Community, however, exist only in Italy.

The explenation for the wide difference between Japanese car exports
to Europe and to the U.8. is obviously found in the stronger c¢ompe-
tition in Burope in the field of small c¢ars, where European manufactures
have much larger experience.
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VII. Trade and the monetary situation

International trade is ultimately dependent upon the smooth working of
the international monetary system. Yet over the pas two years that
system has been repeatedly buffeted by crises of confidence in the
stability of the system itself. The European Community and its member
states have played a cooperative and constructive role during those
recurring crises. The member states of the Community -have also ac-
cepted substantiel devaluations of the U.S. dollar vis-a-vis their
currencies. After March 1973 the currensies of six Community Countries (1)
have been floating jointly in relation to the dollar. Since the monetary
crisis of May-August 1971 the currencies of Community members have

been modified by approximately the following amounta vis-d-vis the dollar
as of 1 July 1973: (+ = revalued, - = devalued)

Gormany + 53.7%
Netherlands + bo.2%
Belgium-Luxembourg + 39.6%
Denmark + 32.2%
France + 35.3%
Italy + 8.0%
Ireland )

United Kingdom)

These heavy revaluations in relation to the dollar have resulted in

a commercial handicap for the Community member states snd a weakening
of their international competitive position during a period when a
less favourable economic situation and lower economic growth existed
in the Community %than in the United Stetes.

Trade is an important element in the balance of payments of any country,
but it is not the only factor to be taken into consideration. And

while American officials have stressed the trade aspect of the recent
Amcrican balance of payments deficits, the American payments account

nmust be examined as a whole, especially in view of its rapidly changing
structure. In the ecrly 1960s, the United States regulerly ran large
trade surpluses, reaching a pesk of § 6, 831 million in 1964. During

the latter 1960as, however, this trade surplus declined, and the trade
account went into deficit in 1971 end 1972. This phenomenon was caused by
2 variety of factors.Persistent ard high domestic inflation and very low
productivity gains weakened the competitive position of American exports.
The rapid spread of technology around the globe led meny countries in
Europe and Asia into fields which had been previously the private domain
of American industry. The big inecreases in American raw material imports,
especially of oil, was another factor.

(1) Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Luxembourg, Netherlands
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In 1965 the United States imported energy prodicts worth ¢§ 2,181
million but by 1972 these imports had increased to § 4, 81l =million wort
And lastly, as pointed out above in section IV, American multinational
corporations have begun manufacturing abroad many products which were
previously exported friom the United States.

side
On the credit/of the balance of payments account invisible earnings have

become an increasingly important factor. The United States has developqd

a post-industrial service economy, with American firms increasingly
serving their foreign markets primarily through direct production abroad
This is the phenomenon that economists call the "mature" economy, in
which earnings from investment and services play an important r:le

in the overall payments situation.

In recent years the repatriation of profits from American subsidiaries
abroad has bacome a major new source of revenue. Remitted income on
total U.S. direct investment abroad rose from $§ 2,395 million %1 1960
to § 10,293 million in 1972. Last year 2,395 American firms repatriated
$ 1,460 million in profits from investment in the Six and an additional
$ 836 million from investment in the United Kingdom. Any analysis of
the American balance of payments must teke into consideration its changi
gtructure and the importance of earnings from U.S. investment abroad.
Concentrating on the trade account alone results in a distorted view.

The turbulent internationsl monetary scene of the past few yeers can onl
be calmed, however, by a far-reaching reform of the international
monetary systom., At the Paris Summit Conference last October the Com-
munity declared that the following principles should be the bases for
the new system:

- fixed but adjustable parities

- general convertibility of currencies

- effective intesrnational regulation of the world supply of liguidities
= reduction in the role of national currencies as reserve instruments

- effzctive and equitable functicning of the adjustment process

- equal rights and duties for all participants in the system

- lessening of the destabilising effects of short-term capital movementsg

~ consideration for the interests of the developing countries.

The Community and its member states have been playing an active role

in the negotiations for the reform of the monetary system with a view
to achieving a sucoessful conclusion without delay. At the same time,
the Community does not believe that there should be any forced con-
nection between these negotiations and the other talks concerring trade
or defence matters. Such connections could delay and complicate the
achievement of sclutions in all these fields. Concerning this issue,
Sir Christopher Soames recently said:

"It would be mistaken to argue, because these problems are interrelated,
that they should therefure all be lumped into one big besket and dealt
with together in a single negotiation; that all issues, regardless of
their intrinsic time scales, have to be tied up in a single deadline;
that every solution for any one must be conditional on solutions for
them ally and that the difficulties in any one shold block progress in
the others. Certainly all these problems call for overall political

h.
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direction and management. But to force into a single forum all the
diverse questions we confront, far from simplifying their solution,
could complieate and exacerbate them."

The monetary &nd trade negotiations will be seen as a coherent entity,
and progress must be made on both sides at the seme time.
Efforts in the two fielde will help to improve economic relations.

In the introductory section to the document setting out the Community's
overall approach to vhe forthcoming multilateral trade nogotiations in
GATT it is pointed out that the policy of liberalizing world trade

cannot be carried out successfully "unless parailel efforts are made

to set up a monetary system which shields the world economy from the
shocks and imbalances™ which occurred during the first half of 1973.

Thée Community will assess the progress of the GATT negotiations in the
light of the progress made in the monetary field and will take such
progreass into account both at the beginning and throughout the nego-
tiations and when taking a decision on their results.
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VIII. The New Round of Multilateral Negotiations

This September in Tokyo a new round of GATT multilateral trade negotiatijons

began. This is the seventh round of tariff reductions since GATT was
founded in 1947 and the first since the 1967 conclusion of the Kennedy
Round. 8Sir Christopher Soames jutlined the Community's broad objectived
in these negotiations, saying, "Between the industrialized countries we
must conselidate and continue the process of liberalization, and do so
on a reciprocal basis to our mutual advantage. For the less-developed
world we must ensure not simply that their interests are not damaged,
but, on the contrary that they secure greater opportunities for their
economic expansion as a result of what we do'.

The Community in June adopted its overall position on the new multi-
lateral round. The following is only a very brief resumé of the most
important elements of tixt overall position.

l. Industrial tariffs

The new round should lead to a significant lowering of customs tariffs.
The formula eventually adopted for lowering customs tariffs must also
teke account of the considerable disparities which exist among national
tariffs. As pointed out in section I of this background note, the
Community has a fairly even and fairly low tariff. Other countries
such as the United States have many zero tariffs but also have many
very high duties. The Community has adopted the principle thet the
higher the tariff the greater the reduction that should be made in it.
It also upheld the notion that there should be a threshold tariff
level below which the Community should not insist on any tariff reduc-
tions. One of the advantagee of this approach would be that the
generalized preferences vwhich the Community and Japan give to developin;
countries would remain beneficial to them.

2. Aggicultural trade

Previous GATT rounds have concen‘rated mainly on industrial tariffs.
The new round though, will also deal with agricultural trade.
Negotiations in this field will be much more complicated than those in
industrial products because, as mentioned above, the methods of agri-
cultural protection vary markedly from country to country. The CQmmunit?
has made it clear that neither the principles nor the mechanisms of

the common agricultursl pclicy are up for negotiation. However,

the Community is ready to discuses the practical aprlication of the
rules on a basxis of reciprocity. The Community's objective in these
negotiations is to expand trade in steble world markets while res-
pecting existing agricultural policies. It is hoped that the negotia-
tions will secure multilateral agreements for certain products such as
vheat, flour and feed grains, rice, sugar and certain homogeneous milk
products. These agreements could include maximum and minimum prices,
stockpiling measures and food aid. Where such agreements are reached
the way the Common Agricultursl Policy is implemented will obviously
be adjusted accordingly.
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3« Non=tariff barriers

The new multilateral round should also meke m concerted effort to
dismantle some of the non~tariff hindersnces to trade. The Community
feels that the new round shonld take account of this work and draw
up general principles or codes of behaviour in this field,

For certain measures used by only a few countries ad hoc solutions
could be rearhed. The Community will specify the non-~tarift barriers
it wishes to see dealt with in the negotiations and is ready to
negotiate in return on some of the measures which the member States
themselves apply.

4. Developing countries

The rew multilateral round should in no way undermine the positior of
the developing countries. The Community and other developed countries,
on the contrary, hsve already pledged themselves to take particular
account of the interests of the developing countries during the
negotiations, In addition to the world agricultural arrangements
describea above, mesurer should be considered for products of parti-
cular interest to developing countries so that they can meintain

or increase their oxport revenue, The Community al=c hopes to improve
its pystem of generalized prefererces for developing countries for
“heir expcrts of industrial goods and the inclusion of processed agri-
cultural products in the scheme.

5. Safeguard clause

As tariff and non~-tariff measures are gradually lowered or abol Lshed,
countries may increasingly feel the neced for safegudard clauses to
adept to and overcome purely transitory difficulties caused by an
import influx of certain specific goods. The Community liolds that the
present safeguard provisions of Article XIX of the GATT code form

& good basis and should be maintained as they are. It may however

be tlat certain countries will wish Article XIX %o be supplemented

8o as to make it operate more effectively, and the Community is willing
to enter negotiations to this end. But whetever changes are made should
not result in more restrictive safeguards nor make safeguards easier

to apply or limit the right to retaliate, unless the conditions are

set down with great precision and subject to firm international control.

6. Reciprocity

The postewar movement of freer world trade has been firmly based on
the principle of “reciprocity and mutual advantage". The practice in
trade negotiations of mutual concessions in the quest of mutual ad-
vantage has led to a general lowering of trade barriers and furthered
the pros erity of all participating oountries. While it is irpossible,
of cou;sE?for the developing countries to grant receciprocity, the
Communlty maintains that the principle of reciprocity must be accepted
by all industrialized countries if the new multilatersl rourd is to

be successful.




Conclusion

The member states of the European Community end the Community itself
have taken an ective part in the postewar movement towards freer world
trade. The very existence of the Jcmmunity has been a stimulus for
more liberal trade in Burope and in the world. The Dillon Round and
the Kennedy Round in GATT, where the Community played a major and
constructive role, took place primerily because of the esteblishment
and development of the Community. Following the completion of the
Kennedy Round tariff cuts the Community emerged with the lowest customg
tariff of any major trading entity, at a level only half that of the
average tariffs of the originel member states.

During the forthcoming negotiations in GATT and in the International
Mcnetary Fund and in the areas of future cooperation between the United
States and the Commupity in trade, monetary reform, energy supply,
defence, industriael relations or any cther field, the overall politi-
cal objective of relations between Europe end America must be kept
clearly in focus. This note itself has often dealt with some of the
technicel details of Atlantic relations. But these technical detsails
should not lead to an eclipse of the shared common interest in develops
ing and supporting an international economic system that will further
the prosperity not only of the citizens of both Europe snd America

but also that of the whole world, nor to an overlooking of the many
interests and idcals that Europe and Americs have in oommon far beyond
the economic domain.




S (in million U,A.)

Export Inport Comppity trade
Dest ,USA Origin USA Balance with the U.

-2?15_0’}37- (nega‘fm’frﬁ'&s)
1958 1,664 2,808 - 1,144
1959 2,37 2,651 - 280
1960 2,242 3,830 - 1,588
1961 2,232 4,054 - 1,822
1962 2,447 4,458 - 2,011
1963 2' 553 5:-051 - 21488
1964 2,849 54438 - 2,589
1965 34425 5,693 - 2,268
1966 4,098 6,022 - 1,924
1967 4,424 5,898 - 1,474
1968 5,769 6,393 - 624
1969. 5,958 71335 - 1,377
1670 6,634 9,040 - 2,406
1971 7' 694 8:976 - 1!282
1972 (8ix) 8,321 8,585 - 264
1972 (Nine) 11,713 11,500 - 187

Sources Statistical office of the Europoan Commuriities.




TABLE T

AT 2

I. gpnk value of Direct American Investiments in the EEC at year's erd
{in p million)

1953 1965 1969 1970 1071

Germany 666 24431 4,276 4,597 5,214
France 546 1,609 2,122 2,590 3,013
Italy 280 982 1,422 1,550 1,860
Netherlands 207 686 1,227 1,508 1,672
Belgium/Luxexbourg 208 596 1,214 1,529 1,815
EEC Total (Six) 1,908 6,304 10,255 11,774 13,574
United Kingdom 2,147 5,123 7,190 7,996 8,941
Ireland Nefle Neale Nslle 188+ 215%
Dermark 49 200 309 362 357
EEC TOTAL (Nine) 20,320 23,087

IT. Book value of Dircct Community Investments in the US at year'ts end
Tin & militon o '

Germany 103 209 617 630 767
France 168 200 319 286 315
Italy 71 87 95 100 109
Netherlands 94T 1,304 1,966 2,151 2,225
Belgiun/luxemboure 157 175 309 338 1
EEC Total (Six) 1,446 1,975 3,306 3,555 3,751
United Kingdom 2,248 2,852 3,496 4,127 4,435
Ireland negs negs. neg. negs negs
Dermark (1959 = 30) = - - oo*
EEC TOTAL (Nine) 8,282

Sourcet "Survey of Current Business" and US Depariment of Commerce.
L - )

» = Egtimate
nece = Not asailable
neg. = Negigible




TABLE 111

STRUCTURE-OF THE OFFICIAL POSITION OF THE RESERVES AT THE END OF 1972

OF THE PRINCIPAL INDUSTRIALISED GOUNTRIES-

(in millions of US Dollers, units of account or special drawing rights)

TOTAL TOTAL|  COLD VALUE SIR VALUE RESERVE POSTTION FUREIGN CURRENCY
Uelle I¥ I.M.F, VALUE Value including ; of
or in 3§ g in & C in g
SDR f ’ ¥ i 4 g F ol
Belgiun/ - 3
gium
Luxeaborrg | 3,565 3,870] 1,638  42.3 568 1447 560 4.5 1,104 285
Germany 21,453 23,292| 4,336 18.6 893 3.8 | 1,238 562 16,825 72,2 16,113 69.2
France 9,224 10,005| 3,86  38.2 630 643 499 540 54060 5045
Ttaly 5,599 6,079| 3,130 5145 n 6e1 359 59 | 2,219 3645
Fetherlands 4,407 4,785 2,059  43.0 705 14.7 601 12,6 1,420 2947
Berope of the | 44,248 48,041 14,989 312 | 3,167 6.6 | 3,257 6.8 26,628  55.4
Dermark 787 854 69 8.1 78 %1 T 8.3 636 145
United Kingdom 5,199 5,645| 800  14.2 656 11.6 126 2.2 4,063 12,0
Ireland 1,037 1,126 17 1.5 13 3.8 44 349 1,002 90.8
Fuyop2 of the
Tina 51,271 55,666 | 15,875 28.5 3,944 1.1 3,498 6.3 32,349 - 58,1
iiurwgz 1,220 2.323 sz a.g %5 . 2 5 5.6 1,15%2 4
caxla 2 1 L ] L ] L] ”»
Suitzerlend %:g;’{ '{:238 3,1%3 4%‘2 525 -3 313 5_7 ﬁ: 330 5%,5 4,355
Japan 16,915 18,365 801 444 461 2.5 620 3.4 16,483 8947
Swadan 1,451 1,575 217 13.8 116 Tl 98 6.2 1.144 T2.6
United States [12,112 13,150 {10,490  79.8 1,960 14,9 460 3.5 240 1.8

1

1 uede = 1 SIR = ¥ 1.08571

Source : IHF (International Financial Statistics)

2
51,965 m31lion DM convertcd into US dollars at the central rate of 3'1 = 3,225 DM (n\mdcebank).

£z
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TABLE IV

General Statistics

2]
Mot ineludine Ireland.

3

Pravisiomal figure.

4}101'. ineluding Turembourg.
5

Wot including Ireland or Luxembourg.

SIX NINE USA USSR JAPAN

Pernlation (1,000) at

20.6.1971 189,638 253,247 207,049 245,066 104, 60p
GWP (1,000 mil. wea,.) (1971) 53642 693.2 1,06641 - 219.8
Tmnerts (4 world total)(1972){ 15.0 19.3 14.7 4.2 642
Exports (% world total)(1972) 17.3 20.6 14.0 443 8.0
Total cereals production (1971) 1 1 1 1 1
(1,000 metric tons) TT.034 100, 604 232,326 171,601 1,068
Total maat production (1970)
- (1,000 metric tons) 131735 18’344 231775 10! 165 1!373
1% Aueti )

Vil grofuetton (1970 T2,448 | 93,637 53,268 | 82,900 4,14

ntal pri e duecti

12om) 11 000 soay” TTOMOHIR 335,856 | 507,736 (2,091,350  [1,392,800 70,154
Total domestin consumption of

primarv energy and equivalent | B862.2 1,205.4 2,409.4 - 405.2
sonrces (mily, tece.) (1971)

Total orodnetion of petroleum 5

prodvcts (1,000 meiric tons) 428,454 537,396 - - -
{1972)

Motal gross producsion of 3 3 3
rlectrical energy (GWh) (1972} 670,300 961,322 (1,974,000 845,000~ 412,000
steel produrtion (1,000 metric

tons) (1972) 113,347 139,109 123,770 126,000 96,900
far oroduction {private and

commercial vehicles) (1972) 8,559,000 [10,480,000 [8,828,000 730,000 |4,022,000
Transunrt-Railwvays

Pasgencer Kmes. (mils)(1971) 127,252 141, M5 11,147 274, 600 160,341
Total) marchant fleet on 4 5

1‘11’01: inelndine rice., PFipures includings rine as follows:
77,809 101,379 235,382 172,356 12,-3719




DEVELOPMENT OF TRADE BETWEEN THE EEC (SIX) AND ITS

TABLE V a)

26

PRINUGIPAL PRADING PARTNERS

1958 ~ 1972 $ million
Origin Imports (311 products)

Intra UsiA Canada Japai Rest of
Year EEC ,
1958 6790 2800 4130 117 12861
1959 8082 2651 327 115 13111}
1960 10150 3830 450 163 15002
1661 11718 4054 435 204 15712
1962 13416 4458 452 257 13'}85
1963 15737 5051 451 3}5 lddﬁ?
1964 18054 5418 5C0 358 20560
1965 20442 5693 548 454 21847
1956 22922 oo22 634 523 231572
1657 24173 5398 641 518 218148
1968 28422 6193 731 653 ?5799
1969 316341 7385 823 850 30205
1970 42624 G040 1260 1233 34105
1971 49410 8984 11?8 1542 31475
1972 53993 €549 1068 1876 41013




TABLE V b)

DEVELOPMENT OF TRADE BETWEEN THE EEC (SIX) AND ITS
PRINCIPAL TRADING PARTHNERS

1958 - 1972 $ million
Destination Exports (all products)
Intra US A Canzda Japan Rest

Year EEC of worlg
1958 65584 1504 237 139 1387¢
1999 8158 2371 295 167 14217
1960 10246 2242 293 203 16733
1061 11593 2232 3¢ Co 17522
1962 13553 2147 312 307 | 17570
1953 15926 2563 309 358 183?9
1964 13333 2U49 372 3%4 20204
1965 20822 3425 4G0 342 226419
19656 232130 4038 529 412 243;9
1967 24509 4424 545 al4 20070
1953 20514 57169 611 637 ?02?5
1969 36453 5958 713 740 | 31817
1970 43308 6634 728 057 30853
1971 49616 7701 941 9%1 4ll?l
1972 56258 8321 1021 1cg0 46259
E—— L e e




TABIE V o)

DEVELOPHMENT OF TRADE BETWEEN THE EEC (S1X) AND ITS
PRINCIPAL TRADING FAKTNERS

1958 - 1972 $ million

'\\:rigin Ieporte (industrial prodicta)
- X 3 g 3 e
fear \\ ls’giéra Usa Canada Japah cft ggrlt_i_d
1958 5544 1919 255 T 0549
195¢ G536 1751 177 T4 00235
1950 8365 2632 279 i 6 | our7
1961 a7l 2{ 4 291 140 9Co3
1662 11195 3169 255 160 9G35
1963 13240 3693 253 246 | 11047
1964 15224 f 3613 299 2731 12321
195¢ 17u9d 3971 353 368 | 13323
1966 1631} 4135 319 451 | 14589
1567 20324 4274 421 459 | 15213
1968 23865 4755 543 566 | 17357
1569 30541 5736 617 802 | 20613
ie70 36326 7058 934 1133 § 23933
1971 41619 6821 790 1423 1 27132
1972




2%

DEVELOPMENT OF TRADE BETWEEN THE EEC (S5IX) AND ITS
PRINCIPAL TRADING PARTNERS

1958 - 1972 ¢ wmillign
Destination! Exports (industrial nrodugts)
--~s-~\\\~ Intra Usa Canada Japar | Rest 5f
Year ~..! EFC world
1958 5651 1450 210 120 12200
1959 6642 2146 266 152 12585
1950 8471 2007 264 203 1252C
1951 9728 1991 281 207 15046
1562 11303 2197 201 287 15422
1653 13439 2302 279 332 16252
1504 155917 2518 331 366 16251
13565 17414 3134 343 310 20382
1966 19657 3772 4384 371 21064
1967 20626 1077 491 529 23620
1968 24293 5368 562 569 24738
1959 30637 5511 654 663 29158
1970 36117 6197 665 902 33754
1971 41332 7251 859 861 37665
1972




A

T4BLE V e}

DEVELOPMENT OF TRADE BETWEEN THE BEC (SIX) AND ITS

PRINCIPAL TRADING PARTRERS
1956 - 1972

§ million

Importe (2gricultursl products)

Intra DA Canada J. Regt

nts U an apen n§§1§°r
1948 1246 869 175 40 6252
1956 1546 900 150 41 620y
lgco 1705 1104 171 67 6629
l1e61 1907 1284 194 64 0109
1962 2271 1259 197 17 7351
1963 2491 1358 198 63 1793
1964 2030 1e27 201 8s 6239
1965 3344 1722 235 8s 8524
1566 3011 1057 255 71 6433
067 3349 1624 220 T4 &535
TRE 455% 1634 188 87 B433
196¢ 5600 1509 206 81 2592
1670 6493 1982 326 oS 10112
19?1 7791 2103 408 123 10343
1972
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TABIE V f)

DEVELOPMENT OF TRADE BETWEEN THE ERC (STX) 4ND ITS

PRINCIFAL TRAVING PARTNERS

1958 - 1972

$ million

Destination Exports (agricultural products)
\\\\\\\s\\\\\\\\\\\ Intra Usa Canada | Jacan Rest of
Year EEC Norld
1958 1213 205 27 19 1670
1959 1526 225 29 15 1632
1960 1715 235 29 16 lbf?
1961 1565 241 27 19 1936
1962 22C0 250 31 20 1949
1963 2457 251 30 26 2147
1964 2186 271 15 23 - 23;3
1935 3348 291 37 32 24-_,:}
1G58 3573 326 45 41 2415
Va7 883 347 48 55 2448
1958 4616 381 49 68 | 3537
1959 5326 301 59 11 2659
1970 6531 437 63 85 3099
1971 1784 450 82 76 3526

1972 i l
i
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TABIE V g_z

DEVELOPMENT OF TRADE BETWEEN THE EEC(SIX) AND ITS.
PRINCIPAL TRADING PARTNERS

1958 - 1972 $ million

Trade Balance
UsA Canada vap#a: R;zilgf
1958 -1144 -193 22 106g
1959 ~280 =32 52 1104
1660 -1533 =157 46 1737
1961 -1322 =177 102 187C
1562 -2011 =140 50 334
1963 -24488 ~142 23 ~44)
1064 -2569 -128 36 4
1965 -2268 | -108 ~112 999
1966 ~1924 ~105 ~116 808
1967 -1474 -96 46 | 2258
1948 624 ~120 -16 2485
1659 ~1377 ~110 150 151z
1970 —2406 -532 245 2743
1571 ~1233 =257 =605 3716
1572 ~228 ~67 -796 5246






