w

ooooooooooooooooooooooo

GROUPE DU PORTE — PAROLE
SPRECHERGRUPPE
GRUPPO DEL PORTAVOCE
BUREAU VAN DE WOORDVOERDER
SPOKESMAN'’S GROUP

I XN EENENE X NN R NJ
906 sO0sGCOOOIOIOPONIOIOIOOSINS

-----------------------------------------------------------

(EA R R NN ERENENENNN]
(X R RN RN RN NN XN N [ X N X J ® ® » o o *o90e o

NOTE D'INFORMATION = INFORMATORISCHE AUFZEICHNUNG
NOTA DINFORMAZIONE - TER DOCUMENTATIE » INFORMATION MEMO

iBrussels, October 1971

THE MONETARY AND COM&ERCIAL RELATIONS

BETWEEN THE COMMUNITY AND THE UNITED-STATES :

. FACTS AND FIGURES




I.
II.
III.
IV.
V.
VI.
VIil.
VIII.

SUMMARY

INTRODUCTICON
General Trade Development
Agriculture
Non-Tariff Barriers
American Investment in Furocpe
Preferential iigreements
Japan-Community Commercial Relations
Trade and the Monetary Situation
U.S. Trade Measures and the GaTT
Conclusion
ANNEX : Table One

Table Two

Table Three

pe 1
pe 1
pe 2
p. 3
pe 5
p. 6
pe 7
p. 8
p. 9
p. 10



INTRCDUCTION

Millions of words have been written and still more millions have been
spoken since mid-August concerning the monetary and commercial relations
between the Community and the United States. Many of these reports and
commentaries have been contradictory and in other cases dealt with only
a part of the broader picture of Community-American relations.

Our major preoccupation, and that of all those with responsibility and
who are concerned with relations between the two sides of the itlantic,
is providing the facts and figures, the necessary information to a con-
cerned public opinion. This is an essential precondition for mutual
understanding.

For this reason the method of a factual comparative presentation of the
commercial and monetary situation between the United States and the
Community has been adopted. The following report has been limited to
the areas of direct competency of the European Comuwunity itself and in
particular to those of the Commission.

This report deals with the various issues which have been raised during

the discussion the past few weeks. These include the general trade de-
velopment between the Community and the United States, agricultural re-
lations and the growth of American investment in Europe. Questions rai=-
sed most recently such as non-tariff barriers, the Community's preferential
agreements and commercial relations between the Community and Japan are
also treated. Finally, a brief resume is made of the monetsry and commer=-
cisl situaticne and of:the American trade measurces and the GATT.

General Trade Development

Since the establishment of the Buropean Community in 1958, trade
between the two partners has been extremely beneficial for both sides of
the Atlantic. The rapidly rising standard of living in the vast market
of the EBuropean Common Market and the diminishing barriers to commerce
in Burope made it an attractive export market, especially for American
consumer products and capital goods.

A4 major reason, in addition, for the spectacular growth of American
exports to Lurope was the low level of the Community's common external
tariff. The Community's external tariff was established as an average of
the previously existing teriffs for the six member states, resulting in
a more uniform and lower tariff for the Community as a whole. In post=-
Kennedy Round rates, for example, only O.4 % of EEC tariffs are over 20 %
compared to 13%.6 of Americen tariffs. The European Community today
has the lowest tariff of the major industrial areas :

Average Post-Kennedy Round Tariffs (percentages)

Raw Materials Semi~manuf. Fin.-manuf. hAverage
EEC 0.6 6.2 8.7 6.0
U.S. 308 8.3 8.1 701
Japan 5.5 9.3 12.0 9.7
U.K. 1.2 8.3 10.4 7.6

(Source : "Tariff Study", G.LTT, 1971)
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Since 1958 the Community has been a rapidly growing market for
American exportse In 1958 the U.S. exported § 2.8 billion worth of
goods to the Community and imported $ 1.7 billion worth from it., By
1970 American exports had grown to $ 9.0 billion and imports had risen
to § 6.6 billiony -For the first six months of 1971, while the American
trade position deteriorated towards many other markets, it continued to
be strong and in large surplus towards the Community. For the first
six months Community imports from the United States totaled § 4.8 billion
and exports to the U.S. totaled § 3.7 billion.

The European Community has consequently had a continous and major
balance of trade deficit with the United States, averaging nearly § 2
billion annually since 1958. (see annex, table one)s, In 1970 the de-
ficit in trade was $ 2.4 billion, and last year 62 % of the total Ame-
rican trade surplus came from its trade with the Communitye. This corres-
ponds to only some 25 % in 1960,

In 1970 the trade balances of the Community and the individual meme
ber states with the United States were :

1970 (in millions of dollars)
EEC FRANCE BEL-LUX NETHERLANDS GERMANY ITALY

Imp. 9,038 1,896 998 1,308 3,293 1,543
Expe 6,633 954 696 502 3,124 1,354
- 2,405 -~ 942 - 302 - 806 - 169 -~ 189

The growth of American exports to the Community has been faster
than towards many other areas of the worlde According to American
statistics, from 1960, the first year of EFTA, to 1970 American exports
to that area grew by é} %« During the same period American exports to
the Community rose by 111 %.

II. Agriculture

In all industrial nations agriculture is the "problem child" of
development, as governments seek to integrate agricultural workers,
with a just income, into society as a whole, This is an extrelemy impor-
tant sector of the Community's economy since 13 % of the population is
employed in agriculture and in Southern Italy, for example, the figure
is 40 %« Agriculture comprises only 4.5 % of the American labor force.

For several years American administrations have complained repeated-
1y that the common agricultural policy is protectionist and harmful to
American interests., The figures of American agricuitural exports to the
Community, however, do no support such charges., It should also be noted
that the common agricultural policy is a more liberal policy, as a whole,
than the six national agricultural ppliedes which it replaced. Today
4O % of American agricultural exports enter the Community free of any
duties or quantitative restrictionse.

The European Community is the most important market for Amerdican
agricultural exports. In 1958 U.S. agricultural exports amounted to
$ 885 millione. By 1970 they had more than doubled to $ 1,982 million,
During the past six years American agricultural exports have gone up
25 % to the Community, compared to only 20 % to the rest of the world.
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Since the establishment of the Community its percentage of the total
American agricultural exports has remained relatively stable. In 1958 exports
to the EEC comprised 21,3%, in 1964 22,3% and in 1970 22,2% of the total
American agricultural exports.,

American agricultural exports to EFTA, where on the contrary there is no
common agricultural policy, havegrown only slowly and have relatively declined.
According to American statistics, in 1958 these amounted to § 585 millioen and
in 1970 to § 724 million. As a portion of total American agricultural exports,
they declined from 15,2% in 1958+t0 10,%. in 1970.

All major industrial countries support the incomes of agricultural workers
via one method or another. In the United States the income support method com-
bined with quantitative import restrictions on many agricultural products, in-
cluding : wheat, sugar, cotton, peanuts, most milk products, beef and mutton.
The U.S. utilizes these restrictions via a waiver to GATT articles II and XI,
which was granted in 1955. This allowe the American government on certain agri-
cultural products to apply tariffs higher than those foreseen under concessions
made by the U.S. or to apply quantitative restrictions on imports. Products
under quantitative restrictions amount to more than one-fifth of total American
agricultural imports.

In the Community the method is price supports via the variable levy for a
number of important commodities. For other products there are import duties.
There are practically no longer any quantitative restrictions,

The difficulty in comparing the various methods of protection and income
support can best be illustrated by some examples. The Community!s variable levy
on butter during certain periods was higher than 300%. The American duty on but-
ter is 10~15%. Despite American prices being higher than those of the Community,
the American market is protected by a quasi prohibition on imports. The Commu-
nity imports ten times more butter than the United States,

Wheat offers a similar example. The Community applies a variable levy of
approXimately 70%. The U.S. applies a duty only one-sixth as high, but it
restricts the amount that can be imported. In 1969 the Community imported
$ 280 million worth of yheat, the United States § 1 million.

More important than the method of income support for agriecultural workers,
however, is the result. The Community supports each agricultural worker by
$ 863 annually. The U.S, supports each farmer by § 1,322. '

Community agrisultural exports to the United States are much smaller than
its imports from the U.S..In 1958 the Community exported § 205 million to the
United States, by 1970 this had risen to $§ 437 million, With imports of
$ 1,982 million, the Community thus had an agricultural trade deficit i
of § 1,545 million with the United States in 1970.

Non=tariff Barriers

. The post-war mevement of trade liberalization has been largely successful
in removing the high tariff walls built up during the heyday of protectionism
during the 1920s and 1930s, Yet as the tariffs have come down, non-tariff
barriers to trade have taken on greater significance,

The GATT has drawn up an inventory of more than 800 non~tariff barriers,
which are applied by a large number of countries. During the past few weeks
various American spokesman have complained widely about "unfair trading practi-
ses'. All countries, however, are "sinners'" in the field of non<ariff barriers.
There is no country against which complaints are not leveled, "Unfair trading
practises' exist on all sides,and a major task of any new trade negotiation will
be a reciprocal dismantling of non-tariff barriers by the United States, the
Community, Japan and other trading countries. It should further be noted that
in the GATT inventory the U.S. is among the countries against which the most
complaints have been leveled,
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Because of the process of integration within the Common Market,
the number or the magnitude of non-tariff barriers by the Six has been
steadily decreasing. "Obstacles to trade" within the Common Market,
such as subsidies to shipbuilding, the Italian statistical tax and
technical standards, have been harmonized, reduced or removed to fa=-
cilitate trade among the Sixs But at the same time this has also been
beneficial to outside countries.

The purpose here is not to draw up any exhaustive list of complaints
of "unfair American trading practices" but rather to illustrate some of
the areas of Community concern :

Quantitative restrictions. From 1963 to the end of 1970 the numher
of categories covered by American quantitative restrictions, whether
on the import side or through "voluntary" limitations by exporting coun-
tries, rose from 7 to 67. During the same period the number of items
covered by restrictions applied by the member states of the Community fell
from 76 to 65. 1In .addition, there are 37 restrictions specifically applied
to Japan in one or another member state, and seven more Japanese pro-
ducts are subject to restrictions in all member states.

Nearly one-fifth of all American industrial imports are covered by
quantitative restrictions, which includes a wide range of goods from
brooms to petroleum productse The 1970 value of industrial imports sub-
ject to the quantitative restrictions was approximately $ 5.7 billion for
the U.S. but only $ 0.9 billion for the Communitye. '

One of the disturbing new American practises is the so-called
"voluntary" restraints, which the United States has been asking for a
growing-number of important productse The "voluntary" restraints by Ja-
panese and European steel makers and the recently signed one on synthetic
and woolen textiles are two exampless

Valustion Practises. Although its removal was part of the "chemical
package'" in the Kennedy Round, the "American Selling Price" is still in

use today. Under this wethod of valudtion duties on products such as
benzenoild chemivals and their derivatives, which are used for example in
dyes, .pesticidés, pharmac¢euticals and plastics, are esablished not accor-

ding toc the value of the product itself but according to the price of ths
same American produced product, . .
Other methods of calcylation, such as applied under the "Final List",

are extremely complicated and generate incertitude.

Government Purchasess The "Buy American" Act requires that national
government purchases must be American-made products unless domestic pro-
ducts are not available or unless the domestic product is over 6 % more
expensive. For the Pentagon prices must be 50 % higher and it alsc main- ..
tains n long list of products, ineluding food and clothing, which cannot
be purckased at any price unless produced in the U.S.

Administrative Obstacless A wide variety of administrative controls
also impede or complicate Community exports to the United States. No
foreign-made ship, for example, can do shipping between two ports along
the American coast. '"Marks of Origin' require labeling of imports such
as "Made in Italy" or "Made in Japan', which imposes complications and ..
added costs in production and can also result in discrimination against
foreign-made goods:s A regulation currently under study, but whiseh hae
not yet become law, would require all wine bottles to fit American sped~
fications and would be a prohibitive barrier to the export of quality
European wines.
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IV, American Investment in Europe

American investment in Europe today plays a crucial role in the
total picture of mcnetary and commercial relationships between the
two sides of the Atlantice.

Since 1958 the book value of American direct investment in the
Community has more than quintupled, rising from § 1.9 billion to § 10.2
billion in 1969 The Community has been one of the fastest growth areas
for American investment. In 1958 investment in the Community, which was
largerly in the petroleum industry, comprised only 7 % of the total Ame-
rican investment abroad. By 1969 these investments had grown to over
14 % of the total and was now nearly 60 % in manufacturing. (See annex :
Table two ) .

If the annual expenditures of American capital investment in the
Community is taken into consideration, the growth is even more strikinge
Expenditures rose from § 420 million in 1958 to an all time high of § 3.1
billion in 1970,

This direct American investment has an important effect on exports
and thus on the American~Community balance of tradee. More and more Ame-
rican products, whether computers or detergents, are today produced in
Europe and are no longer exported from the United States. In 1968, the
last year for which figures are available, the sales of American manu-
facturing subsidiaries located in the Community were § 1% billion. This
was an increase from ¢ 12 billion in 1967 and § 4.8 billion in 1961.
For 1968, thus, the sales of manufacturing subsiddaries were nearly
2.5 times the value of total American exports to the Community and nearly
four times the value of exports of manufactured productss

European direct investment in the United States, on the contrary,
has never been larges The book value was only § 1.4 billion in 1960 and
$ 343 billion in 1969, The reason for this lies partly in American po-
licy towards foreign investments, which contrasts to the Community's open
policy. As stated in the 1970 "Memorandum on Industrial Policy'", the
Commission maintains that certain features of American legislation hinder
direct investment by Community industries in the United Statess In a wholo
series of industries such as aviation, electrial, insurance and produc-
tion of alcoholic beverages, no foreign investments are allswed. In
addition, the American anti-~trust laws are applied not only against the
American subsidiaries of foreign firms but also against the parent com-
pany, a restriction which has stopped many major European firms from
investing in the United States.

The repatriation of profits from American subsidiaries abroad has
become one of the major new elements in the American balance of payments.
From 1960 to 1970 repatriated profits rose from $ 2.9 billion to § 7.9
billion. The Commission estimates that in 1970 American firms in the
Community repatriated § 1 billion, reinvesting the remaining profits
in plant expansion in Europee.
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Ve Preferential Aprsements

Since its establishment the European Community has had preferenw
tial associations with 18 African countries and Madagascare Further
preferential agreements were negotiated with a series of Mediteraanean
countries (Greece, Turkey, Tunisie, Marocco, Spain, Israel and Malta) and
with three East African countries (Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania).

For must of these countries the association agreement with the Community
as a whole was a sequel to the historic ties between these countries and
certain Community member statess. The continuation of the previously exis-
ting trade agreements was an economic necessity as well as a political
responsibility for the Community., Many of the nations depend for more
than half of their exports on access to the Buropean market.

Other countries, which had no special historic links with Community
member states, asked for a special relationship with the Community. Three
principle reasons led the E.E.C. to respond positively to their requests s

—-~=~In the case of Greece and Turkey, which are European countries,,the
alm of the agreements is to enable these countries to participate as full
members in the FEuropean Community, when their economies are sufficiently
developei. Recently a new step in this direction was taken with Turkey
when that country accepted a schedule for gradually establishing a cuse
toms union with the Community.

~=-In the caseof the three East African estates, it is the declared in~
tention of the Community to accept requests for special relationships frcm
countries placed in a comparable e¢onomic situation as the other lesse de—
veloped African countries associated to the Common Market, in the interes:s
of equitye.

~-=In the case of Spain, Israel and Malta, it is necessary in the con-
text of this very specific area, the Mediterranean basin, that the tradi-
tional economic and commercial equilibrium, of which the Community is the
main pole, be safeguarded.

There is no evidence to date that, the trade of any third country has
been harmed as a result of these agreementses Since 1958 the total imports
from countries covered under these agreements rose by 88 % for the Commu-
nity and by 17 % for the United Statess Exports to these countries, on the
contrary, rose by 91 % for the United States but only 57 % for the Commuzitya

The Mediterranean agreements have been most contested by the United
Statess This area, however, is of minor importance in American trades
The total Mediterrancan area, excluding Italy and France, accounts for
only 6 % of U.Se,exports and 3 % of imports. The agreement with Greece,
the oldest dating from 1962, shows no effects of discrimination on Ameri-
can exportss From 1963 to 1969 the growth of American exports to Greece
averaged 10.5 % compared to 5.8 % for the total Mediterranean area. The
aim of the preferential agreements is theeconomic development of these
countriese Both &s a richer market for exports and because of the
"trade creating effect" of any free trade area, the markets of these coun-
tries have been, and will continue to be, more attractive to United States
interestss

In July the Community in a unilateral gesture to the U.S. lowered its
tariff on citrus fruits from 15 % to 8 % during the four months of June
through September, when 85 % of American orenges are exported to Furope.
This thus, decreases the preferential advantage enjoyed by Spain and Is-
rael for this producte.
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A last important element is the contribution which the Community
can make in this troubled, and potentially explosive, partof the world.
As President Malfatti recently said, "It is diffisolt for us to under-
staid why there is criticism of the Community's policy in the Mediter-
ranean areae It is clear that such agreements are a first step towards
an increased Buropean presence in the Mediterranean area, as a factor
for equilibrium and peaces I do not believe that anyone can gontest
the constructive role that can be played by Europe in relieving the
strains and pressures felt by the countries bordering the Mediterranean,
It is true that such a role cannot find full expression merely in giving
some tariff advantage for a product such as citrus fruite For the moment,
tke Community does not have other instruments for assistance. The Com-
mission is aware of this lack. We are trying and will continue to try
to find better and more efficient means to realize our aims."

Japan~Community Commercial Relations

Several American spokesmen during the past few months, as an excuse
for the rapidly rising Japanese exports to the American market, have
used the argument that the problem is due to European Community protec-
tionism against Japanese products. This, however, is a facile argument
not borne cut by the factss

Since 1958 exports of Japan to the Community have gone up more than
ten fold, from § 117 million to § 1.23 billion in 1970. During the same
reriod Japanese imports of Community products rose from § 139 million
to§986 million, True, Japan does not find the export market in the Come
munity which it has in the U.S. In 1970 30.7 % of Japanese exports went
to the United States, and only 6.7 % came to the Common Market, The difw
ference,; however, is due to the heavy competition in the European market
and to natural barriers, not trade barriers.

Japanese firms and Community firms both concentrate in many of the
same industries and produce many of the same products, such as consumer
eleetronics, small automobiles and textilese. The result is much heavier
competition for Japanese products in Europe., dJapanese goods may be come
petitive in the U.S. against “merican products or even against European
productse Yet in Europe the domestically produced item has the competi~
tive edge with, in addition, the advantage of quicker deliveries and
better service networks.

Limiting the export of Japanese goods to Europe is also the simple
natural barrier of distance., Separating the American market from Japan
is one ocean; separating the European market from Japan are two oceans.
The additional transportation cost, above and beyond the high competition,
makes the European market much less attractive for Japan.

It is true that there still exist some quantitative restrictions by
member ccuntries of the Community against Japanese products, as also exist
by the United States, The Community, however, is currently negotiatigg
its first commercial treaty with Japan to replace the previous four trea-
ties of Benelux, France, the Federal Republic and Italye The aim of this
treaty is a reciprocal 75 % reduction in the..mumber of quantitative res-
trictionse

Finally it should be noted that the reactions of the major commercial
partners of the United States, and particularly of Japan, will not fail to
have repercussions on the Community, As President Malfatti said before the
"UNICE" : " (these measures «..) could also provoke a diversification of the
export flows of the industrialized countries, which hitherto were strongly
oriented towards the U.S. market. Japan, for example, might step up its
efforts to penetrate our marketse"
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‘VII. Trade and the Monetary Situation

During the special GATT Council August 24, the delegate of the Community
stated the position of the Six regarding the relationship between the American
trade situation and its balance of payments difficulties, saying, "It should tue
recalled that for the United States the merchandise trade balance is relatirely
a small item in the balance of payments, particularly when compared with the
item covering net receipts from direct investment abroad or the item showing

the net outflow of capital to finance these direct investments',

The American explanation that the disequilibrium in its balance of payments
is primarily a trade problem provides only a very partial answer., The origin !
the disequilibrium must be found mainly in the continuing large deficit in capl-
tal expenditure (see table below).

During the period 1960-64 the American balance of trade surplus was largeg
averaging $§ 5e4 Eillion annually. During the period 1965-70 this trade surplus
declined, although in 1970 it still amounted to $ 2.1 billion. This decline
the trade surpius was due primarily to domestic 1nf1at10n and low productivi
Inflation in the U.S. reached a high of 8% this year, compared to 2-3% dux*vg
the early and middle 60s., Productivity increases remained extremely low, virtuai-
ly ail in 1969 and 1970, The result was that American exports were placed ia a
weaker and weaker posltion vis-a-vis foreign competition. Yet at the same time
as the trade surplus was declining, the capital outflow was continuing as rapii-
ly as before despite American programs t slow it. Even the new and growing
benefit to the balance of payments in the form of income from American invest-
ment abroad was insuffisient assistance.

U.S, Balance of Pavyments 1970
(in billions of dollars)

Inflow Outflow
Exports 42.0 Imports 3949
Capital inflow 7. Capital outflow 7 17.7
Investment income 1.4 Investment income 5.2
Military 145 Military k,9
Tourism 2.3 Tourism 4.0
Transport 3.7 Transport k0
Others 3.0 Others 5.7
Total 71.6 . Total 81.4

(Source : U.S., Dept. of Commerce, "Survey of Current Business)

The deficit in the American officlal reserve transactions, wich was large
even in the early 60s, had to be financed by limited sales of gold and the
accumulation of large dollar holdings, especially by European central banks,
or liquid balances in the private sector, Eurodollars.(See annex, table thres).
Althwigh the large capital flows is the origin of the disequilibrium, American
officials have been recently speaking of abolishing controls on the outflow of
capital, which have had in any case a very limited efficacity. Referring to this
President MALFATTI recently said, "It is not defensible that, at the very tiwe
when the imericans are setting themselves the ambitious aim (which in our
opinion is to a great extent a theoreitical one) of suddely adjusting their
balance of payments, they shbonld want to attain this objective through trading
profits at the same time as they are envisaging an annual defieit on long~terwm
capital movements of § 6 billion, abolition of the existing controls on outficws
of medium and long-term private capital and the absence of any arrangements to
regulate short term capital movements".

Trade, thus, does not explain the American balance of payments deficits,
which have existed almost every year since 1950. In any case, the United Stales
already has a large trade surplus with the Community, as mentioned above., The
Commen Market spokesman stated to the August GATT Council: "The Community reitlo-
rates its conviction that trade measures were not a suitable means of remedyiug
the serious difficulties facing the U.S. authorities; it cannot agree with the
reasons advanced to explain these @ifficulties, oo/
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VIII+ UsS. Trade Measures and the GATT

On August 15, the United States announced three new trade measures,
which are independent of each other but should be viewed as a whole sines
they can all affect certain industriess The Community estimates that the
cumulative effect of these measures for a large quantity of products is
at least 25 % added discriminatione.

The measures

Surtaxe A surtax of 10 % is placed on imported productse. The €om~
mission estimates that 87 %, or § 5.7 billion, of its exports to the
United States are affected by the surtax. Industries most affected are :
automobile, steel, machinery, textiles and shoes. The American surtax
effectively annuls the concessions made by the Community during the Dillon
and Kennedy Roundss

A "working party" in GATT, established after the American measure
was taken, concluded that the 10 % surtax was both illegal under the
rules of the GATT and inappropriate as a measure to protect the balance
of payments in view of the fact that trade played orniy a wvary marginal
role in the deterioration of the balance of paymentse

Tax Credite This measure will provide a tax credit of 7 % of the
cost of new machinery and equipment produced in the United Stateses The
proposed tax credit was originally 10 % for the first year and 5 %
thereafter. The House of Representatives' Ways and Means Committee, how~
ever, changed this to a standard 7 %.

The Community has protested to the United States government against
the "Buy American" discrimination of this proposals Since the tax credit
is available only on American produced machinery, it is in clear viola=-
tion of Art. III of the GATT, which rules that internal legislation
“should not be applied to imported or domestic products so as to afford
protection to domestic productions"

The Community's exports of machinery and equipment to the U.S.
amount to nearly $ 1 billion. These products suffer from the triple
discrimination of the surtax, the tax credit and recent exchange rate
modifications. The Community position at the GATT Council stated
"The effect of this measure added to that of the surcharge would vir-
tually eliminate all possibility of trade in this sector."

DISC (Domestic International Sales Corporations)s This measure would
allow American companies to defer the payment of taxes for all profits
from export sales.,

The Community has protested that the DISC is a violation of Art. XVI
of the GATT, which forbids export subsidies. The Community told the GATI,
Gonopil : "The DISC tax arrangement is, in fact, purely and simply a de~
vice for subsidising exports in the form of exemption from direct taxes
for an indefinite period."

The Community strongly refutes any comparison between the DISC and
the "tax on vadue added." The TVA applies to domestic products in exact=-
ly the same way as to imported products, just like the sales taxes of in~
dividual American statese. Furthermore, corporate income taxes in many
European countries, such as the Netherlands and the Federal Republic, are
as high as in the United States, yet no tax rebates are granted for ex~
portse
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Conclusion

The world's two major trading powers have a special responsibility
for maintaining stability in the international monetary and trade situa~
tions At stake 1s the prosperity of citizens of both areas and the struce
ture of the whole international economy.

The Community rejects any charges of '"unfair trading practises.," In
a communique of August 17, was stated : "The Commission does not consider
that policies pursued yithin the Community have created situations of
'unfair competition' in dealings with the United States and other non-member
countries,"

The Community, on the contrary, firmly maintains that both its esta-
blishment and the policies followed by it since 1958 have been beneficial
to American interests. As has been shown above, this is true in all fields,
whether general trade, agriculture or direct American investment in Europe.
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TABLE ONE : Tinde Balance Between the European Community and the
United States 1958-70 (in millions of §)

EXPORT IMPORT Trade Balance

Dest. USA Orige USA EeEeConUaSs
1958 10664 2.808 ~ T b4
1959 2.371 2.651 - 1280
1960 2.242 34830 - 1,588
1961 2,232 4,053 -'1;821
1952 2447 bob53 - 2,006
1963 2.553 54051 \ ~ 2.489
1964 2.849 5.438 - 2,589
19€5 3.425 5.683 - 2,268
1966 4,098 6.022 - 1,924
1967 YLt 5.898 - 1o l7k
1968 5769 61393 - 624
1969 5.958 7 +326 ~ 1.368
1970 6.633 9.038 - 2.405

Source : 0,S5.C.E.
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i "ADDENDUM

The Monetary and Commercial Relations between the

Community and the United States : Facts and Figures

Certain additional precisions and additions are herewith made to
Information Memo P 36.

Page 5. American Investments in Europe

Following paragraph four : "These figures take into consideration only
investments made by American firms from the United States. Those affected
by American holdings located for example from Switzerland, Luxembourg,

the Bahamas, etc. are included in investments originating from those coun=
triese®

Following paragraph six : "The total profits of direct American investment
abroad in 1970 was § 10.8 billion, of which § 8.9 billion was from profits
and § 1.9 billion from fees and royalties. In addition profits, fess and
royalties repatriated in Switzerland, Luxembourg. and the Bahamas are ob-
viously not included injrepatriated profits of American firms in the Com=
munity. E

Page 7. Japan-Community Commercial Reldions

Following paragraph three : "For example, in the Community, only Italy
limits the entry of Japanese automobile imports. In all the other countries
there are no restrictions. Yet Japan exports only $ 30-40 million in cars
to the Community as compared to more than one-half billion to the U.S."
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COMMUNAUTES EUROPEENNES

Direotion Généreale du
Commerce Extérieur

Bruxelles, le 4. offoore: 197ia

XI-A=1 = .. . .

.t

_ BILAN DES RELATIONS ECONOLIQUJS ET COMLERCIALDS ENTRL
e , LES ETATS~UNIS ET LA COV“ULAUTD

Les relatlons économlques et commerciales entre les EtatQ~Ln¢é”et la
'Communaute oontlnaent de susclter des’ p*eoocupaflons de part et dfautre de
‘;!1' ,¢anu1QLe. Da S malentendus profopds gemblent exister dans certawn, milievx
anerloalns au suﬂet deq pollthues de 1a° Communauté et de leurs répercussions

sur 1e commerce extérleur et sur les 1ntérets des Etats-Unis.
,_La presente note a pour obaot ‘de rappeler ecertains faits de nature 3 aider

& covrlger v01re a dlss1per ces malenuendus gqui n ont pas manqué de com=
w‘pllquer J‘annee dernlere les dlfflClleS ‘débats qu1 ont ‘eu lieu au CJongrés des

Etats»Un1~ sur une nouvelle leglslatlon ' commerciale.”
[ RS cly e : . L _;}‘ .

I. Lﬁévolution des échanges oommerciaux et des invéstisseméhts directs

.

‘ L'évolutlon globale des relatlons économiques entre les Etats~Unis et
la Comﬁunaute - tant dans le domalne commercial que dans le domaine des

invegtlssevel ‘des firmes. amerlcalnes en Europe -~ montre que les Etats-Unir ont

LR

nam seulement ret *e de sub&tantisls avantages de la eréation du Marché Commud

mals encoTe qu tils én ont bénéficié plus largement que dlautres pays tiers.

- o
- —

. olgﬁ* on des échanges_commexciaux Etats-Unis

" -

) ' ues avantages gue les Etats-Unis ont retirés de 1'établissement du

Marohe Gomman ayparaissent d‘abord sur le'plan des echan es eommerciauxe
&

~

Q./Ot
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En effet, l'expansion du commerce de la Communauté avec les Etats-Unis a é16-
nettement plus vive qu'avec les autres pays tiers. Ente1959, premire année
du Marché Commun, et 1970, les importations communautaires en prd#endnoe

des Etats~Unis ont augmenté de 341'% tardis gque celles provenant des autres
pays non mambres ont progressé ds 269 %. Pendant cette période, l'accrois—
sement des exportations vommunautaires vers-les Etats-Uhis (+ 280 %) restait

inférieur & cslui'des exportations américaines vers la CEE,

Les Etats-Unis ont accru leurs exportatigﬂévv;fé}lé Marché Commun tant
dans le domzine industriel que sur le plan des produits agrlcoles. Bien que
la croissance dss exportations de prodults industriels ait é1té nettement plus
dynam que que oe‘le Les prodults pr mairesgvdanS‘cette dérniére catégories de
]4produits ce ne sont pas les ventes de produits agricoles des Etats-Unis qui
. onv stagne ou méme rcculé oomme on le pense generﬁlempnt aux FEtats-Unis
En efﬁem, le racul “elatlf des prodults prlmalres dans les importations de
la Communaute en provenanoe des BEtats-Unis a ét¢ provoqué par la diminution
des a5 ha*s des prodults énergetiques et par la faible progression des achats
de mat¢eres premleres auures qu‘agrlroles. Par contré, les importations de
prodults anrlcoles ont clalrement progressee‘ On oonstate en effet que, depuis
1964, année a pa-u1¢ de lagquellé on peut considérer que le régime et 1'évom
lution des échanges de la Communauté s'inscrivent dans le contexte de la
pollulque agricole commune, les exbortatlono amé rlcalnes de produits agricoles
vers la Communauté ont augmenté de 26 % contre 7 % enlerent vers 1'AELE
dans son enseable et daus laquelle les importations' du Royaume=-Uni scnt

eatées gtatibnnaires. A cet égard, on verra plus loin gue les stutistiques
dicpenibles ne.peimettenf pas de soutsriir ‘que ce soraient les exportations
agrizoles de la Communauté ve: g les pays de l'AELE gud auraient rempldce

5 B

les nrodults américains.

Rien ne permed de yense?que cette évoluﬁlon des exnorfatlons andricaines
vers la CEE ng se poursulvra pas a l‘avcnlr.f Bn effet, en 1970 en sonstate
que les 1mportat10ns de la CEE en’ provenance des E{ atg«Unis ont augmenté de
21 % en valeur par rapport & 1969, tandis gue les exportations américainss

vers 1'AELE n'ont progressé que ds 11 % et vers le reste du mounde de 12 %.

oifes


Barbara
Rectangle

Barbara
Sticky Note
Completed set by Barbara


- 3. - | X1/82/71~F Reve 2

De méme, le marché américain’ reste un débouppé d‘impértanoe croissante pour
la Communautés les importations des Etats~Unis en provenance de la CEE ont
montré en 1970 un taux de croissance de 14 %noontre“seulement 5 % en pro-
venance des pays de 1'AELE et 11 % en provenance du reste du mondee.

Les données disponibles pour les premle“s m01s de 1971 conflrment la méne

tendance.

Lies données statistiques font’dohc'fessbrtirvque'1a part des Etats~Un;&
‘dans le marché communautaire s'est dévelopﬁé}plus favbrabiement?qﬁe celle
Qes autres pays tiers. Bien*que’moinsbillusfrétiié;ipuisqu'elle ne‘traduit
guére l'ampleur des relations commerciales, liévolution dﬁ solde va dans le
méme sens. En termes de. balance des paiements, les :Etats-Unis sont le seul
pays quiy . sauf en 1968, a réguliéremsnt: enregistré un exoeient important
dans sa bhalance qommenclala avec la Communauté . ~~Bien que déja avant la
création de la Communauté les Etats-Unis avaient un surplus en compte courant
avec leé six pays membres, le fait que - ce solde favorable sesoit maintenu
. démontre que 1a Communaute n'a pas poursuivi une politique protectionniste
vls«a-v1s des Etats-Unls._ BEn 1968, 1'e40édent enregisiré a été plus modérd
‘en raison de l'expanszon extraordlnalre de la demande 1nterleure aux
'“Etats—Unls qu1 a provoque un éccr01ssenent exceptlonnel des 1mpor+at10ns-
En 1970, d'apres les statlstiques amérlcalnes, l'excédent sux le compte
commercial de la balance des palements avec la Communauué s'est élevé & un
”fnzveau reuord da plus de 1 7 mllllard de dollarso

' \
. A la 1umlare de ces données statistiques, 1l'on ne peut que conclure

RN

que le r8le jou4 par l'établissement du Marché Commun dans 1'évolution des
relations oommerclales bilaterales n'a pu evre que tres positif. Diabord
’ll'effet de J'acnr01s°ement de la concurrence eJtre flrmes de différents
Etats Membres, & la su1te de la suppre831on des dr01ts de douane et dtune
_‘Bérle d'avtres rcstrlctlons, a certalnement entralne une croissance éco~
nomique beaucoup plus 1mpoxtante que celle qui aurait pu Etre réalisés en
1tabsence de 1l'étab llssement d'un marohd communs Cette croissance accélérés
_a oréé un besoin aceru d!importations, notamment en provenance des pays les

plus 1ndustr1a11sés,

e, e oa, S e - T e . S
' . . . o ©, . -’/o.
H . - "v. v N N . . . . "

) Voir tableau n® 1, annexe statistiques
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Par ailleurs, i'éfabliéseménﬁ“du'térif'douanier-commun et les concessions
faites sur la base de ce tarif dans les grands négociations tarifaires ont
concrlbue a la consolldatlon et au renfore°ment d'une politique ocommerciale
Jlberale dans le mond Lorsque la dernidre réduction des droits résultant
du Kbnnedy—Round aura etéléffectuée le ler janvier 1972, la Communauté aura

le tarif dovanier le plus bas de toutes 1es grandes nations industrialisées.

Dans le domalne 1ndustr1el la moyenne arithmg@tique s1mple de tous
les taux anpllcables aux lignes tarifaires s'établit 2 6,9 % pour la CEs,
oontre 9,3 % pour le Royaume—Unl, 9,4 % pour le Canaday. 1O 1 % pour le Japon
ot 10,9 % pour les Etats~Un1s. '

Pour ce qui conoerne les produits agriooles, leur 1ncorporatlon dans
l'etude tarlfalre semble peu 81gnxflcat1ve du falt de la grande diversité
des mesures de protectlon dPPllQUéeS par tous ler pays dans ce seoteur.
Si les Etats-Unis se serv&nt des restrlctlons quant¢tat1veo et de lautoli-
mitation de la part des pays ezportateu s, 1a CEE a recouru & des prélévements

-.

variables et d'autres pays a d'autres mesures autres que les droits de douznes

Cependant, le calcul de llincidence réelle.deé tarifs deman&e 1tappli-
ocation d'une moyenne pondévée. Différentes méthodes de pondération sont
imuginables. ‘La méthode priconisée par les Etats~Uﬁ*s Qthlste a pondnrer
soit par les importations propres du pays au niveau des llgnes tar¢¢alres
nationales, egoit par les importations "mondiales™ au nlveuu des moyennes pouxr
¢haque position de la Nomenclature de Bruxelles, ces moyennes étant calculées
en pondérant les taux des droits pour chague llgne tarifaire de la posit ion

par les importations propres au payd.

Toutefois, ces deux‘méthodes de pondération donnent lieﬁ.é dfitique,
car elles impliquent une distorsion systématique vers le bas."Lé‘méthode
“la pluq précise cons1stera1t sans aucun doute a ponde*er par 1a valeur de la )
consonmation intérieure destrodults_representes dans les lignes #tarifaires !
mais sllé se heurte & des difficultés statistiquess ' '

o./oc

1) Voir 3 oo sujet Charles P. Kindlebergers; _wternatlonal Euononlcs
(Homewood, 111 Irwin), 4%h eds 1968, p. 196.
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“La meilleurs méthode actuellement disponible et d'ailleurs généralement
acceptée consiste & pondérer les moyennes arithmétiques simples des lignes
“ tarifaires par les importations mondiales au niveau'de la.position NDB.

Ceci donne le résultat suivant s

Tous produits

industriels
C.E.B. T e g
Canada o ’ '";"} a 6,6 % S
UGA_ ‘ R ‘ sl -‘:7,1,‘%
Royaume-Unl o ..‘7;6“%'
Japon o - ' 9,7 % o

_ Surycette'base, le tarif moyen américéin'de tous produits industriels
se situe donc au-dessup de oelui pratiqué par la CommunaLtea |
Ce n'sat que dans le ocas ol les matiéres premleres sont exclues de l‘exer01ce
et lorsque les méthodes de pondération utillsees aux Etats~Unls au nlveau
du secteur industriel sont appliquées, que, -1a différenoce entx re la moyenne
du tarlf de 1a CEE et oelle des Etats-Unis dev1ent pet;te 1 .

La dispersion des taux des droits 1nd1v1duels est cependant plus signi-
ficative dans une comparaison tarifaire. - La struoture tarlfalre de la Commus
nauté, résultant a l‘orlglne de la moyenne des tarifs des Etats Membres, eat
trés peu dispersée et ignore les “p01ntes", attelgnant dans un certain nombre
de cas plus de 50 %, qui. .oaractérisent encore le tarlf amerlcaln et qui assurenrt
pour certains produits 1ndustrlels une grctectlon tres cons1derable. C‘est
pourquol; sur ce plan également,. le tarif de la CEB 8e compare trés favora-
blement avec celui des Etats~Unis (oomme d'ailleurs avec les autres partenaire:
commerclaux de la CEE, sauf la Sudde et la Sulsse) En effet; dauns le tarif
de la CED seulement 2,4 % des lignes tarifaires représentant 3,2 des impor-
tations sont frappées de droits supérieurs 3 15 %.(aycun ne‘depassant 30 %),
les pourcentages correspondants dans le tarif américain sont 23,7 % des lignes

tarifaires, représentant 10 % des importations.

Dans sa déclaration récente devant le "Subcommittee on International Trace
of the Senatc Finance Committee', M. Samuels a d'ailleurs mentionné gue
les "Industrial Tariffs of the European Community are, on the average,
reletively low, slightly lower than our own average industrial tarlffs“
(voir p. 13).

1)

&
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Un dernier domaine dans lequel les.pfapiqugs paifois employéés)pér les
Btats-Unis pouvant entraver la libre circulatipn des“marchandiseévréside
dans le systéme américain de valeur en douanes En effet, l'on-peﬁt consi~-
dérer que d'une maniére générale le'systéme d*évaluation de la valeur des
produits:aux Etats-Unis zst partié&liéreméﬁt'compliqué, cause d!incertitude
et source d'un certain arbitraire 1 » ILa méthode d'évaluation constitude

Par l'American Selling Price ainsi que ééllérapp11Quég'\“i?r; Fn Lioe

aux produits repris dans 1la nfinal listh'constituent'd@@i@bgfgclég sorducler

douaniers importants.

2. Essor‘des.activijés de_firmes américaines dans la Communau té

Une analyse des relations €économiques Etats«Uhis/Communauté ne peut
basser sous silence lefdéveloppement de ltactivité dtun grand nombre de firmes
américaines & l'intérieur méme de la Communauté ol celles-ci ont trouvé des

Poecsibilités additionnelles d'expansion économique a)r

Au cours des annges l958~i969 6t en termes de valsur comptables & la
fin de 1'année, 1es'investiséements directs des firmes américaines dans la
Commuhaufé ont plus que qQuintuplé atteignant une valeur d'inventasre de .
10,2 rilliards de dollars en 1969 comparde A 1,9 millia»d de dollars en 1958 3).
Dans aucune autre région du monde, les investissements de firmes éméricaines
n'ont progressé & un tel rythme., En effet, au cours de la méme,période,
en constate seulement un peu plus d'un doublement des investissements des
Etats-Unis dans les autres parties du monde (25,5 milliards de dollars en
1958 - 60,6 milliards de dollars en 1969).

ve/en

Voir, p. ex. W.3B. Kelly; "Nontariff Barriers™ dans B. Balassa

(ed y Studies in Trade Liberalization: Prohlems and Prosnects for the

Industrial Countries (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins, 1967), 284-95

et R.M., Stern et C.I. Smith, "Transatlantic Differences on Trade and

Tariff Policy", Banca Naz, del Lavoro, Quart. hev., NI° 86, Sept. 1968,

Pe 257, . . . . e
2) En effet, M. Samuels est d'avis que "... the Community has pursued a
very open and liberal trade policy on the inflow of investment"
(Statement de M. Sauuels, supra p. 3). : L

3)

Voir tableau n° 2, annexe statistique.

3
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Cette valeur en capital correspond . -aux dépenses nettes en capital des
stats~Unis pour les investissements étrangers, augmentées des bénéfices
réalisés & 1'étranger, non distribués et ‘réinvestis. - La valeur effective
des investissements contrdléa . par des entreprises amerlcalnes est cependant
Bensiblement Plus élevée. . - En effet ces deux méthodes de financement
sont assujetties aux mesures de controle destlneeq 4. redresser 1l'équilibre

de la balance des Paiements, alors que les 1nvestlssements financés & partir.
de capitaux européens empruntés y échappent, les ‘stajl;lsthuec Bons—estinment

*1timportance des investissements. . ..~ Depuis leur apparition & la
fln de 1965 et Jusqu'au début de 1971, les em1581ons de flrmes américaines
sur les mazches de la Communaute, notamment sur celul de» Euro—gbllgatlons,
ont attelnt un mortant total de 5 mllllards de dollars 1){

En outre, bon nombre d'lnvestissément sont finanoés par des empruntsg
auprés des organismes financiers ou des emprunteurs institutionnels.
Dans ces condifions, la valeur d'inventaire effective des 1nvest1ssements
oontroles par des firmes américaines peut 8tre dvaluée & 20 mllllards de
dollars a la fln de 1070. ‘ -

e Mleux ancore que les donnees sur la valeur en capltal, 1éé’chiffres
concernantvles depenses brutes d'lmpldntatlon et d'equlpement dans la CEE
.“fournlssent une 1dee de l'ampleur des 1nvestlssements amerlcanns car ils
sont mleux oomparables a d‘autres données des comptes natlonaux» Selon

[

ces donnees, les Ilrmes amerlcalnes en 1970 ont reallsé env1ron 25 % des
investlssements neufs de l'ensemble de l’lndustrle dans la Comlunautea
oe pourcentage n'étant que de 10 % en 1961, En 1967, année au cours de

laquelle les dépenses d‘lnvestlssenents des firmes européennes n'avaient

" montré qulune croissance trés Taible, les:investissements des firmes amé~

‘ricaines ont ocontribug a concurrence de 85 % % aux dépenses totales dfinves—

tlssements 1ndustr1els.

Dans le sens inverse, lahéalé&fwen capital des investissements directs
: des pays de la Communaute aux Etats—Unls, qui était de 1,5 milliard de .
. dollars en 1960, n'a ataelnt que 3,3 milliards en 1969. -

/e

1) oL

.Calculé d'apre° des 1nformat10ns trlmestrlelles fournles par la
Federatlon Bancalre de la C“E & Bruxelles., ' .

D

rammn
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Ce faible développement des investissements dirécts de la Communauté
aux Etats-Unis ne peut Stre’ attrlbue que partlellement aux faibles dispo-
nlbLllteS des capltaux de la part des Sociétés europeennes. i effet,

& ces falblesses intz 1nseques s’aaoutent certalns obstacles Jeglslatlfs

et reglementalres qui entravent les 1nvest1sscments étrang ers et ceci
aussi bien sur le plar fédéral que sur le plan des Btats (risyues découlant
de 1l'application exura~+err1tor1ale de 1a leglslatlon anthtrust, inter-
diction d'lnvestlssements etrangers dans certalnes branches, 1mp0331b111te
de partlclper aux adgudlcatlons publlques en matlere de defonse, dlfflcalte

v

d'obtenir des visas pour le personnel européen ......).

Mcme si & partir de 1965, le taux de croissance des investlssemants
directs da la Communauté aux.Etats-Unls s'est accru plus vite que celui
des investissements directs des entreprlses américaines dans la CEE, l'écart

en termes absolus a oontlnue a cr01tre. :

- 3+ Conclusion

Les Etats-Unis n'ont cessé d'augmenter progressivement les bdnéfices
qu'ils retirent de l’intégration européenne, non seulement en termes absclus
mais aussi en termes relatlfs. En effet, d'une part, les echanges commerciaux
entre les Ltats-Unls et la Comnunauté se sont accrus con51derablenent et
nettement plus v1te que ceux aveo les autres pays non memnres, d'autre part,
les 1nvest1ssements directs américains dans la CmE representent un acquis
economlqua trés important et les revenus cr01ssants qui en aecoulent
représentent d'ores et déja un élément positif trés. substantlel dans la

.balance des palements.

Cette vue globale des relations mutuelles démontre suffisamment combien
il est errcné de vouloir attribuer & la Communauté une politique fermée, voire
protectionniste vis-a~vis des Etats~-Unis. Etant la plus grande entité impor—
tatrice du monde, que ce soit en prcvenance des pays industriulisés ou des
pays en voie de développement, avec un taux de croissance de son commerce
international plus élevé que celui des autres nations de 1'Occident, la Comnu-
nauté se range'parmi ies entités nettement ouvertes sur le monde extérieur.
C'lest d'ailleurs son initérét en raison de sa forte dépendance du commerce mondial
pour la formation de son produit national et pour 1'augmertatlon de celui-ci.
En effet, les échanges de la CER representent prés de 20 % de son produit

national brut, alors que le chiffre comparable n'est que de 7 % dans le cas des



COMMISSION DES COMMUNAUTES EUROPEENNES » KOMMISSION DER EUROPXISCHEN GEMEINSCHAFTEN o COMMISSIONE DELLE P - 36
COMUNITA EUROPEE « COMMISSIE VAN DE EUROPESE GEMEENSCHAPPEN o COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES Addendum

® o 8 v 00880 * e 9 o8 ¢ 0 e ® 6 8 8 ¢ 2 6 0 ° 0 8 D O G S O T O S GO S S DS O OSSN S E 0SS EOS S et

GROUPE DU PORTE — PAROLE

sPmEcHERcRurrE NOTE D'INFORMATION = INFORMATORISCHE AUFZEICHNUNG

. GRUPPO DEL PORTAVOCE

BUREAU VAN DE WOOROVOERDER NOTA DINFORMALIONE . L@v[lgmmgg]l[- INFORMATION MEMD

SPOKESMAN'S GROUP

ADDENDUM
Eelations commerciales et monétaires

ertre la Communauté européenne et les Etats—Unis :

Certaines erreurs ou maladresses de traduction s'étant glissées dans la version
frangaise de notre note P ~ 36, il nous a paru utile de présenter en méme temps
que les rectifications nécessaires, un certain nombﬂe de précisions ou complé-—

ments d'information :

. . . . . | . .
page 4, in fine : lire ....."plus d'un cinquidme de 1'ensemble des importations
agricoles =maéricaines",

age 5, in fine : lire ...0.0"le Japon et d'autrss partenaires commerciaux.
3 3

Page 6, "Méthodes d'évaluation", in fine :

lire sooo. "du m&ne produit de fabrication américaine™.

page T,"IV — INVECTISSEMENTS AMERICAINS IN EUROPE" :

aprés le 4&me alinéa, ajouter la note suivante (en bas de

page) :

"Ces chiffres {iemnnent compte exclusivement des investissements
effectués par des firmes américaines & partir des Etats-Unis;
ceux effectuds par l'intermédiaire de holdings situés notamment
en Suisse,; au Luxembourg, aux Bahamas, etc., sont comptabilisés
dans les investissements provenant respectivement de Suisse, du
Luxembourg, des Bahamas, ctc."

page 8, premier alidna, in finc @ ajouter 1'alinda suivant : "Le montant total des

bénéTicen des investisosements directs américains a 1'étranger,
2 atteint en 1970, 10,8 milliards de dollars, dont 8,9
correspondent auy bénéfices directs et de filiales et 1,9 aux
royalties (redevances pour brevets, marques de faorlque, etc. )
et aux paiements pour prestations de services techniques,
administratifs et de gestion. D'autre part, les dividendes,
intéréts, royalties, etc. rapatriés en Suisse, au Luxembourg,
aux Bahamas, etc., ne sont évidemment pas comptabilisés dans le
rapatriement des bénéfices des firmes américaines dans la Com-
mnauté (voir note (1) en bas de page 7).

rage 10, 2&me alinéa : lire .....'"'service aprde vente. Par exemple, dans la Com-
munauté, seule 1'Italie limite les importations d'automobiles
japonaises. Il n'existe aucune restriction dans les autres pays
membres. On peuv estimer cependant que la valeur des exportations
japonaises vers la Communauté n'atteint que 30 3 40 millions de
dollars, pour 1970, tandis que les exportations japonaises vers les
Etats-Unis dépacsent, dans ce secteur, wn deri milliard de dollars",




