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Tl1E RELATIONS BETWEEN THE DEMOCRATIC PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC 

OF KOREA (DPRK) AND THE COUNCIL FOR MUTUAL ECONOMIC 

ASSISTANCE (CMEA) AND ITS MEMBERS *) 

1. Introduction 

The implementation of Socialism in the DPRK after World War 11 was made 

possible by the assistance of the Soviet Union and, later, by other socialist 

countries. Substantial military and economic aid was given during the 

Korean War as weIl as during the reconstruction period, with eid rendered 

by the communist count ries from 1954 - 1960 amounting to about US $ 1.4 

billion. 41 % of this assistence ca me from the USSR, 28 % from the People's 

Republic of China (PRC) and 31 % from the smaller East European CMEA 

members (Lee 1982: 310). In 1954 the funds thus given made up one-third 

of North Korean national revenues. However. by 1960 foreign assistance had 

dropped to less than three percent of national revenues (Bunge 1981: 152). 

In spite of this support which after J 960 took on the form of extending 

credits. a practice which has been continued untU our doys, despite the 

poJitical end ideological affinity with the CMEA members snd the similar 

systems of economic organlzation, the DPRK never joined the CMEA (Chung 

1974: 108). On lhe contrary, the DPRK pursued her own way to achieve 

the optimal status of development of 0 socielist industrial country. 

This paper tries to analyse the special economic relationship between the 

DPRK ond the CMEA and Hs members. Consequently it seems to be 

appropriate to start out with a short s urve y on the development of economic 

strategy and policy as pursued by the OPRK. Then follows an analysis of 

the molo characteristics of CMEA policy of cooperation wHh its own less 

developed count ries. These two chapters are to provide the background for 

a better understanding end discussion of the particular post a nd present 

relationship between the DPRK. the CMEA and Hs members . 

'" ) The author is indebted to Prof. He rmann Fink for valuable comments Rnd 
advice on a previous draft of this paper. 

93 



2. ECOflomic Slralegy ond Pv fl cy of ale DPRK 

Im mediHtely after the liberation from Jopanese colonial power by the Sovie t 

Union, North Korea begsn the transformation of her economy and socie ty 

into A. sociatis t one. In doing so. the DPRK did not only have to cope with 

her in herited colonial economic st r ucture. s uch 85 the inadequate transport 

system and t he absence of any raw material processing indus try but also 

with the loss o f a substantial part of her agriculture und light industry 

which were la rgely based in the Southern part of the country. In addition. 

the Korean war from 1950 - 1953 nearly extinguished ..... hat had been 

developed in terms of an economy after the liberation. As a result, economic 

assistance was needed for s urvival. Help came from t he Soviet Union and 

the other sociolist countrie s. This explains. why the DPRK relied closely on 

the Soviet model of giving priority to the development o f an independent 

heavy industry (Brezin ski 1979b: 60) . The emphasis on this sector of 

indus try logically entailed tremendous ecoI~omic growth. Thus. annual 

average industrial growth rates amounted to 49.9% in thc prewar period 

(1947 - 1950). 41.7 % during the three-year plan (1954 - 1956) and 36.6 % 

during the five-year plan (1957 - 1961). Consequently. the contribution of 

industry to national income increased from 23 % in 1946 to 57 % in 1960. 

whereas that of agricultural production dropped from 48.7 % to 24 % (Table 

1). The o ffida! claim was that the DPRK had been transformed from an 

agricultural to an agricultural-industrial cconomy ( Machetzki 1983: 101). 

During the second half of the 1950s Soviet influence dec reased and economic 

s trategy 3S weil as policy were influenced by the People's Republic of China 

(PRC). Although heavy industry continued to be favored. a growing 

emphasis was placed on the standard of living. As in China . mass 

movemen ts were C'reated in order to achieve astranger involvement of 

people in production. 

The first seven-year plan from 1961 - 1970 proclaimed the transformation 

into an indtJst rio l-ag ricultural economy. In order to restore her influence, 

the Soviet Union. at t he beginning of this period t r ied to tie the DPRK 

closer to the C\1EA by offering membership. But the Soviet proposals to 

make the C:-"IEA a supranational organisation and the rise of the Sino-Soviet 

dispute in 1961 served as a catalyzer in the formula tion of a specific North 

Korean development st rategy . Step by step North Korea developed the 

essential characteristics of the 'juc he' stra tegy in the 19605. Based on the 

e xperiences of the past, when Korea had always becn dependen t on her 

powerful neighbours. 'juche' was to reflect a strategy wh ich enabled the 
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Koreans to pursue their own path of national development without foreign 

interference. In this context 'juche' is understood to be 8 comprehensive 

strategy for economic, political. ideological and cultural independence at 

sustamed high growth (Halliday 1981 : 889) . In economic terms 'juche' may 

be understood as seIf-reliance which. however , does not mean 

self-sufficiency and isolation (J. I. Kim 1982). This development pattern 

implies a strong emphasis on the basic industries and the capital goods 

industry without neglecting the needs of agriculture, infrastructure end the 

consumer goods industry. This strategy tries to avoid long-run structural 

deficits in the national economy. though, in the s hort run. there may be 

unbalanced developments between the different sec tors of the economy. 

Factually, 'juche' stands for a strategy under which about 70 % of 811 raw 

materials are to come from domestic resources. If raw materials are not 

domestically available, substitution has to take place (e. g. limestone for 

synthetic fibres. coal for chemical fertilizer) . Foreign trade has to procure 

the economy with those items which are lacking, for which there is no 

adequate demand or which cannot be produced by one 's own industry. 

Exports are seen 08 a me ans to secure necessary foreign exchange. Thus. 

foreign trade is to serve the interests of the domestic economy and at the 

same time to achieve the minimization of dependence on foreign suppliers. In 

the 1970s the strategy of 'juche' excluded foreign capital investments 

(Brillouet 1978: 200) . Nevertheless, international cooperation is welcome as 

long as the national goals of self-reliance and autonomy are strengthened. 

In foreign policy 'juche' has led to a policy of equidistance from both 

major socialist powers, the USSR and the PRC. Consequently, the DPRK 

r e duced Hs share of foreign trade with the USSR (Table 3). Originally, 

foreign trade was to be distributed in the 1970s so that one third was with 

the socialist countries. the capitalist countries and the Third World. This 

goal, however. could not be achieved because of the economic situation of 

the 1970s. At this time the distribution of foreign trade amounts to a bout 

60 % with Socialist count ries (USSR 30 %. PRC 20 %. smaller CMEA countries 

10 %), 20 % with capitalist countries and 20 % with developing countries. 

The 'juche' strategy had a negative impact on industrial growth rates and 

the fu lfilment of national economic plans. Since the Soviet Union was 

unwilling to grant the DPRK credits a nd to increase its foreign trade 

between 1962 - 1965 . the first seven-year plan (1961 - 1967) had to be 

extended to 1970. Still industrial growth rates remained high (Table 1 and 

2) . The a verage annual growth rate amounted to 12.8 % during that period . 
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Despite this progress the "c\n tionship betwen the different econ~l llic s ec tors 

I'emained unbalanced. The C8uses of these imbalances are difficult to trace 

in detail, since the DPRK stopped publishing relevant statisticlil data since 

1964. Foreign trade dats c~n only be obtained by examining the statis tics of 

the North Korean trade partners. They provide at least some type of 

reflection of the DPRK trade . Consequently, it does not surprise that 

Western and Eastern publications record differing statistical dnts, which in 

addition often appear to be based more on estimates than on precise 

data. Still all of them reveal the trends in the development of the North 

Korean economy. 

The six- year plan (1971 - 1976) look aecount of the deterioration economic 

situation. It was acknowledged that the high growth rates could only be 

maintained by switching from extensive to intensive growth patterns. The 

USSR and the PRC, being the main trade partners of the DPRK, were 

unable to procure the North Rorean economy with the necessary technology 

for modern industry. Foreign trade with Western countries increased 

tremendously between 1972 and 1974. Western technology raised the share of 

capitalist countries in North Korean imports to more than 60 % in 1974. 

These imports were mainly financed by short-term credits. The average 

annual industrial growth rate went up to 16.8 % for that plan period. North 

Korea seemed to experience the economie miracle. which Joan Robinson 

believed to have al ready detecled in the 1960s and which was largely 

considered to be a model for developing countries on their way to a higher 

level of development . 

But this appears to have been 9 first - glance assessment only. Despite 8 

seemingly suceessful policy under the development strategy of 'juche' -

especially in the large field of social welfare (increased life - expectancy from 

36 years in 1945 to 65 years in 1980; increased health service, education 

system . soeial security which surpass the levels of most other Asian 

count ries and come elose to those of industrialized countries) - this 

strategy has still been unable to solve the problem of North Korean's 

foreign debt. This dilemma became most obvious in 1975. Between 1972 -

1974 the generous granting of Western credits to the DPRK aUowed for the 

purchase of Western technology without paying too much attention to the 

efficient use of these investment goods. In addition, the efficiency of 

central planning decreased and led to serioug bottlenecks in transportation, , 
energy and the extracting industry which made it impossible to produce end 

export the amounts of goods required for debt repayment (Chung 1983: 
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177). The decline in world market prices for North Rorea's main export 

items (non- ferrous metals, pig-iron etc.) aggravated the crisis, caused by 

the failure of North Korean foreign trade managers to observe Western 

financing rnethods and in pnrticular the golden rule of financing investment 

goods by long-term credits nnd not by presumably inexpensive short- term 

ones. On the other hand, North Korean economists snd politicians were 

backed i.n their overoptimistic assessment of the situation when Western 

bank managers generously extended credits to their country without having 

the fundamental economic data available. (The DPRR had not published any 

relevant statistics for over ten years.) lnstead, Western bankers trusted 

the umbrella theory that the Soviet Union would guarantee the 

hard-currency debts of their socialist brother countries. To all this the 

heavy defence burden must be added. Expenditures amounted to an 

estimated total of 15 - 20 % of the GNP during that decade (Droker 1982: 

182). Finally, compulsory military service resulted in labour shortage of 

young men, e.g. 780.000 in 1982. Foreign debt was estimated at US $ 2.3 -

2.4 billion. US $ 1.4 billion of these debts were owed to the West. At that 

time, this sum affiounted to six times the country's annual hard currency 

exports (Suh 1983: 209). In view of this situation 1977 was to become a 

year of adjustment in order to straighten out the structural imbslances and 

planning failures of the past (Amt für Nationale Wiedervereinigung 1982: 

82) . 

In 1978 the second seven-yesr plan (1978 - 1984) was initiated. On the 

one hand. it was to continue the policy of modernization of such important 

branches as steel, chemicals and the mineral industry. On the other hand, 

it tried to solve the foreign debt problem. As a result the DPRK officially 

claimed in 1985 that average annual industrial growth had reached 12.2 % 

and that the main production targets under the second seven- year plan had 

been achieved (Tnble 2). Western sources e s timate the 1978 - 1982 annusl 

growth of GNP st 9.7%. In 1980, the DPRK proclaimed that the country 

would get rid of its foreign debts by 1984. Obviously, this declaration was 

too optimistic. In 1982. the debt service ratio was estimated at 30 % and in 

1985 foreign debts were assessed at US $ 3.5 billion (Quarterly Economic 

Review 1985/4: 47). One third of the total debt was owed to Socialist 

count ries (Y. - S. Kim 1985: 6). the remaining two thirds to the West. 

Towords the end of this period it became more and more difficult to achieve 

high gross domestic accumulation rales (35 % in previous years). because 

growth rotes in government expenditure dropped considerably from 
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originally over 10\; to 4.5 % in 1985 and 4.2 % in 1986. Future Industrial 

growth will be Impeded. since the share of investment funds in government 

expenditure has remained unchanged. About 60 % of investment funds will 

continue to flow into the capital goods industry. which depcnds mainly on 

imported technology. 

Except for the years from 1978 to 1980, when North Korea was able to 

produce a surplus in overall foreign trade (Drillouet 1983: 70). the country 

has been fundamentally unnble to consalidate its economy and salve its 

foreign debt issue. 

1985 became another year of adjustment before a new seven-year plan will 

be launched. Information available on this projected new plan indicates an 

additional emphasis on increased production in light industry in order to 

motivate the population. Moreover, the leadership seems to recognize that 

achieving the main economic targets by the end of the eighties (Table 2) 

will requlre investment funds of about US S 24 billion. Only US S 10.5 

billion will probably be accumulated domestically. 

These facts have caused Pyongyang to reformulate some of the basic 

e lements of the 'juche' strategy. Under the new concept the DPRK will be 

forced to incrcase Hs foreign trade. i.e. its exports by 420 % in the 19805. 

In order to do so. the national economy will have to be adjusted to the 

requirements of the world market. North Korean producte will have to 

become more competitive internationaLly. Furthermore , foreign capital will 

have to be attracted. Already in 1981 Western companies were offered 

inves tment shares in the North Korean mining industry. In September 1984 

a law on joint venture was en8cted allowing for foreign capital participation 

especiatly in industry, transport. conslruction and tourism. Even export 

zones were thought of (Y. - S. Kim 1985: 10). Though s till largely undefined 

this policy resembles that of China in recent years. However, until now two 

joint ventures have been concluded ; a hotel with French participation end a 

chain store with Japanese participation. 

Realizing the shirt in the 'juche' strntegy and the obvious problems of the 

national economy - although the facts and figures still remain largely hidden 

- the question arises as to whether the North Korean model is one that can 

be put to work. What will be the prospects of a CMEA membership and will 

North Korea ever become a member? In order to ans wer these questions we 

will have to look at what CMEA has to offer to less devetoped members. 
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3. Moin Choracteristics of CMEA PoJicy in the Cooperotion with its Less 

Developed Members 

CMEA membership to lese developed countries WAS given to Mongolia in 

1962, to Cuba in 1972 and to Vietnam in 1978. The CMEA policy of 

cooperation with less developed members hag been domina ted by the Soviet 

Union I because of her economic. military and political power and her role as 

the main donor of development aid to these countries. About 90 % of the 

CMEA net assistance came from the Soviet Union (Brezinski 1986: 273). In 

the beginning of the 1980s Soviet economic aid to these countries amounted 

to 3 totat of US $ 3 - 4 billion annually. Up to the end of the sixties the 

Soviet-dominated CMEA development strategy for the less developed 

countries was based on the adoption of the Soviet economic model with 

Soviet aid financing mainly the development of heavy industry. The failures 

of this strategy led to a reconsideration of that development strategy (e.g. 

in Cuba). It was recognized that each of the developing countries had its 

s pecific problems: difference.s in the endow~ent with natural resourceSi 

cllmatic conditions i different levels of economic development and employment 

conditionsi differences in the degree of progress toward the implementetion 

of sociallsm. 

Given these facts. there seems to be no longer a clear and uniform 

development strategy. In 1971 at Hs 25th Session the CMEA adopted the 

so- called Complex Programme which included some goals for a development 

policy: increase of the growth rate of national income in the less developed 

member countries end assimilation of the levels of economic development. 

These goals are to be achieved through the institutions of the CMEA and 

the joint planning activities established in the seventies. In addition to the 

traditional bilateral snd multilateral coordination of national economic plans. 

three forms of planning activities have been enacted since 1974: 

Long-term target programs as an attempt 10 integrate the perspective 

plans of the members on a secloral basis. The programs are designed for 

live sectors: 1. energy. fuels and raw materials, 2. agriculture and food 

induslry. 3. mechsnical engineering. 4. industrial consumer goods and 5. 

transport, with sectors 1 . 2. and 5 being of special importance to the 

less developed members. The long-term target programs are mainly 

Agreeme nt s in joint investment s, specialization and cooperation of 

production and cooperation in science and technology . 

T he "Agreed Plan of Multilateral Integration l\1easures" which. besides 

some other provisions, encompasses alt the measures of the long-term 
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target programs. The plan has four parts . Its third part explicitly 

eonee rns speeific joint investment proposals and measures Lo raise the 

standard of living end the level of development cf Mongolia. Cuba and 

Vietnam. 

Inclusion of special seetions of socialist economic integration in the 

members' one-year. five -year and perspective plans to insure the national 

allocation of resources for CMEA agreements and projeets. 

Apart from these planning instruments, some new finRncing methods heve 

been created to assist the less developed countries. They include the 

granting of credits by the CMEA banks 8t interest rates of 0.5 % - 2 % 

(compared to usual rates ranging between 4 % and 6 %), the training of 

skilled labour and the procurement of specialists, the establishment of joint 

enterprises. the assistance in research projects and the granting of 

preferential prices for exports to the less developed eountries and imports 

from them. According to Western estimates, in 1982, these special pricing 

arrangements amounted to a subsidy of US $ 424 million to Cuba, US $ 40 

mill ion 10 Vietnam , and US $ 10 million to Mongolia (Brezinski 1986: 275). 

As to joint e nterpriscs, there are only a few in the extracting industry. 

So far. the results of this policy indicate astrang polarization of the 

LDCs' trade after joining the CMEA. In 1983, 89.2 % of Mongolian foreign 

trade was with the Soviet Union, 9.2 % with the other Eastern European 

countries of the CMEA (1970: 81.8 % 8nd 17.3 %). For Cuba the 

corresponding figures were 76 % 8nd 13 % in 1984 (1970: 52 % and 10 %), for 

Vietnam 63.2 % end 11.8 % in 1983 (1975: 20.2 % and 14.3 %) (Graziani 1985). 

The st ructure of trade as prectised by the Soviet Union reflects a striking 

similarity to the Soviet commercial relations with the Third World countries . 

The USSR exports mainly machinery, 

petroleum products against mineral 

equipment and petroleum and/or 

raw materials, foodstuffs and 

agricultural crops. handicraft ond light consumer goods. There are tittle 

differences to the general exchange pattern in North-South relations 

(Graziani 1985). 

The 'socialist international division of labour' restricts the LDCs to the 

first s tage of production : CMEA LDCs have been assigned the task of 

supplying the necessary raw materials, tropical and subtropical products 

such os coffee. tea, cocoa, citrus fruits. rubber for which the European 

CMEA members have a strong demand. At the same time. these less 

developed countries assure markets for the Soviet and Eastern European 

industrial products which are generally not competitive on the international 
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market and lack latest technology (Brezinski 1986: 274). Consequently, the 

less developed CMEA countries have increasingly had to adjust their 

economic role to the needs of the industrialized CMEA members. This has 

forced them to · accept a pattern of international division of labour which 

makes it unlikely that this goal of closing the gap in the development 

between the less developed and the industrialized members of the CMEA can 

be 8chieved. On the contrary. it appears to be more likely that the course 

taken will eventually lead to an increasing dependency of the CMEA LDCs 

on the developed CMEA nations (Brezinski 1986: 298). 

4. The Relations between the DPRK and the CMEA 'and its Members 

Contacts between the DPRK and the CMEA date back to 1955, shortly 

after the CMEA really began to function. Henceforth the DPRK participated 

in international conferences at the CMEA level though not as a member. It 

took part in a eonference on technological progress attended by delegates 

from all CMEA countries . It was also a participant at a conference in Berlin 

in July 1955 which discussed the coordination of railway trafnc. In March 

1956, at n conference of the CMEA members. the PRC. the DPRK and Mangalia 

set up the first interstate economic organization at Dubna. Soviet Union 

under the name of the United Institute for Nuclear Research. The DPRK 

also joined the Organization for thc Cooperation of Socialist Count ries in 

Telecommunications and Postal Services and the Organization for 

International Railway Cooperation in 1957. All these organizations are linked 

by treaties to the CMEA. The DPRK is still a member in these organizations 

and participates actively. So far about 120 Korean specialists have been 

trained and have worked at the United Institute for Nuclear Research. 

In 1975 North Korea was invited . for the first time to attend the 7th 

Session of the CMEA 8t Warsaw and to enter into official relations with the 

CMEA. It received the status of an observer. This status - not precisely 

regulated until the 1974 CMEA statute - entitles a country to participate in 

the work of the different organs of the CMEA. Having established official 

relations. the DPRK star ted to engage intensively in the various organs of 

the CMEA. At the same time the economic ties between the DPRK and the 

CMEA members improved (Brezinski 19798: 149). Until the December 1961 

Session , thc DPRK rcgularly attcnded such sesssions and actively s hnred in 

the work of tne various organs. especially of the Standing Commission. 

The Sino- Soviet dispute and the Soviel proposals to transform the CMEA 

into n suprnnational organization reduced the intensity of the relationship. 
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The Sino-Soviet dispule might not have been so instrumenta! ü, · .... cakening 

this relationship as Inany foreign ob8ervers believed, since the DPRK 

nttended the December 1961 Session, whel'cas China did not make use of its 

observer sta tus. This decision of the DPRK not to participate in the June 

1962 Session. at which it was to be offered full membership (os were China. 

Vietnam 9nd Mongo!ia), was rather due to the fear of losing its national 

sovereignity in the intended t ransformation of the CMEA into a s upranational 

body (Kasel' 1965: 57). Aeeording!y the DPRK deelined membership and no 

longer attended the Cl\1EA Sessions. Howeve r, by 1972. when t he newly 

adopted Complex Programme seemed to have removed the danger of the 

CME A becoming a supranational body, the DPRK again resumed Hs observer 

s tatus and altended eonferenees regularl y until 1978 . Representation was 

taken esre of by the ambossadors . Other count rie s with observer status 

delegate h iS'h- ranking politieia ns. When. 9t the 1978 Session the diseussion 

coneentrated on measures to improvc effic iency in CMEA cooperation and 

implied a step towards factual supranationolity as always favored by the 

Soviet Union (Brezms ki 1985: 66) North Koren refrained from officially 

appearing at the Sessions of the CMEA. 

Although the DPRK did not e xercise its ob server status 8t the sessions of 

thc Council between 1962 to 1971, it still partieipated in the work of most 

Sta nding Commissions. Thus, from 1963 to 1967. it attended particularly 

meetings of the Standing Commissions for foreign trade. eurreney and 

financml problems. economie quest ions , ferrous metallurgy. chemical 

industry, machinery. oil and gas, geology, construction, light industry and 

s tatis tics (Ginsburgs 1976: 91). 

Until 1972 attendance dec lined and was limited to only that of the 

Standing Commission for forcig n trade . The reason was obvious. The DPRK 

wanted to adopt her foreign trade p lans with r e gard to those of the CMEA 

members. Although Pyongyangs representatives continued to be present 8t 

the mee tings of several Standing Com mi ssions, relations in general were 

rathe r cool. :5 inee 1978 there has been no report of officlal North Korean 

delegations at mee tin gs of the CMEA organs. 

On the other hand. the DPRK has intens ified bilateral relations with the 

various CMEA members. Such bilateral rel a tionships were institutionali zed by 

the establishment of the Intergovernmenta l Commissions on Economic. 

Scientific, and Technical Cooperation in the late sixties and early seventies. 

Nowadays. agreement s on the a nnua1 commodity exchange and payments. as 

we Il as on the foreign trade relations under the five - year plans. as set up 
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in all CMEA countries • are negotiated and conclu rled in these commissions. 

For mos t yeurs since the foundntion of the DPRK. the most important 

partner in foreign economic re lations has been the Soviet Union. The 

economie relations between the two countries have been erratic at times. 

especiatly when the Koreans most eagerly tried to pursue their own national 

development strategy. But, when in 1966 Chinese assistance decreased in 

the wake of the Cultural Revolution. the DPRK a gain begged for economic . 

sctentific and technical cooperation from the Soviet Union. The 1966 

Soviet - Korean Agreement provided for 8 160 million ruble eredit at only 2 % 

interest. Repayment was envisaged over 8 period of ten years in equal 

annual ins tnUments. beginning in the year following the taking up of 

production by the respective enterprise constructed with Soviet assistance , 

This agreement rescheduled the payments of long- term credits gran te d in 

the past. Additional credits amounting to 360 million rubles were given for 

the pe riod 1971 - 1975 and of 400 million rubles for 1976 - 1980 at similar 

conditions as those granted to CI\1EA's less developed members (Andrianov, 

Melnikov 1984: 44). All this r e sulted in an inercase in Soviet- Korean trade 

and Korean surpluses in 1982/83 aHow the conclusions that the Koreans 

were requested to repay some of the credits. The 1986 - 1990 five - year 

plan envisages a rise in Soviet exports to North Korea and further 

deliveries of inves tment goods such as a thermal power plant a nd a lead and 

zine ore plant. In additon, the DPRl< will have the pres umed advantage of 

benefitting from CMEA priee formation in fo reign trade as agreed upon by 

the CMEA members in 1976 . Thus. in the late 1970s North Korea enjoyed an 

advantage in her trade with the Soviet Union from whieh it imported half of 

Hs oil requirements (about 2 million tons in total annually) compared to her 

trade with China at world marke t prices. 

The present s tructure of Ko r ean-Sov iet trade (1980 - 1983) mainly 

reflects Korean imports of oil and petroleum produets (25 - 30 %). 

machinery and equipment (20 - 30 %), wheat (10 - 15 %) and coa! (6 - 7 %), 

and Korean export s . main ly of magnesium (22 ~ 29 %), non - ferrous metal s 

(22 - 27 %) , rice (8 - 26 %) a nd machinery (2 - 10 %). This structure 

differs minimaUy from that of North Korean's trade with thc other CMEA 

countries: exports of ferrous and non- ferrous metals , s teel, magnesium . 

rice. tobacco and other agricultural raw mAterial s : import s of machine ry . 

equipment. coke. coking coal. other raw materials. fertHizers end consumer 

goods. In general. the foreign trade s tructure resembles tha t of 

North-South r e lations. except that North Korea n machine ry exports and 
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especially that of me tals have increased. whe r eas the share of r uw materials 

has dropped. Table 4 illustrates the general and ove rall Norlh Korean 

fore ign trade structure. 

Summarizing the situation of the DPRK in CMEA tra de it appears to be 

better than that of the CMEA- LDCs. Since North Korea benefits from nearly 

the same favorable terms es the organization's members. it seems to be 

appropriate to classify the DPRK a fnctually associated member with a 

number of privileges and the freedom of choosing her partner(s) and 

remaining free from too close an integration into the CMEA cooper ative 

system. So far, North Korea's policy of keeping balance between competing 

Chinese, Soviet. Western and especially Japanese in te rests in order to 

preserve her independence and, st the same time, to obtnin concessions 

from all her partners has been successful (Zagoria 1983: 368). On the other 

hand, the Soviet Union still shows a strategie interest in the DPRK. As 

North Korea's largest trading partner she still has some economic leverage 

which is growing as North Korean economic prospects deteriorate. The 

increasing of Soviet trade with North Korea and the declining share of 

trade with the other CMEA members also reflect.s the possibility of a rising de­

pendency on the USSR. Thus the DPRK's bilateral relations with the CMEA 

count ries seem to be not only in the Korean interest in terms of a 

preservation of her independence but also in the Soviet interest and in that 

of the other CMEA nations. The latter have been facing a slowdown in 

economic growth. Since the beginning of the decade they are certainly not 

interested in increasing the number of CMEA members as long as the CMEA 

as an organization works inefficientty. They have no interest in assisting n 

member which is not willing to submit fully to the CMEA principles . The 

financial burden carried by the CMEA members for such ca ses as Mongolin, 

Cuba und Vietnam or Poland in the early 1980s have diminished the desire to 

integrate additional members. The DPRK, aware of the situation of the 

CMEA-LDCs seems to be !ittle interested in joining the club. 

Another quest ion is whether the specific North Korean economic ~trategy 

can be pursued also in the future. The most recent North Korean foreign 

policy indicates that the preservation of her relatively high social standard 

and high economic growth rates among the other developing countries of the 

Asian region will have to be paid for by her economic adaptation to the 

international markets. This will have structural consequences for the 

domestic economy. The only alternative to this would be a strategy of 

austerity which implies a reduction in the social standard of living. Since 
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the DPRK badty needs the technology trans fe r from the West which the 

CMEA is unable to provide. the first option appears to be the more 

feasible. Consequently. the recent mOdification of North Korea's 'juche' 

stro.tegy in the field of economics is logicat. Obviously. the DPRK's 

interests can be served best by non-alliance and equidistance from the 

economies of the East as weIl 8S the West. No doubt. such a course will be 

difficult to sail. 
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Table 1: National Income and Shares of Economic Sec tors 

1953 1960 1965 
_.- ~----------_._----_.- ._ .. _ .. _ .. -. __ . 

National income in 
US $ billion 0.34 1. 57 2.52 

per capita national 
income in US $ 40 145 182 

share of industrial production 
in national income 27.5 57 64 
share of agricultural pro-
duction in national income 48 . 7 24 19 

employment in %: 
industry 21 38 

agriculture 66 45 

Sources: R. Machetzki (1983: 103) 
FEER Asis Yearbook 1985 

Table Z: Production of Selec ted Products 

1949 1969 1970 1976 

electric energy (billion kWh) 5.9 9.1 16.5 28 

coal 
(million metric tons) 0.1 10.6 27.5 50 

crude stcel 
(million metric tons) 0.14 0.64 2.2 3.2 
cement 
(million metric tons) 0. 54 2. 3 4.0 6.8 
fertilizer 
(mill ion metric tons) 0.4 0.56 1.5 3 

nsh catch 
(million met rie tons) 0.7 1.6 
textiles 
(million square meters) 13 190 400 500 

Sources : R. Machetzki (1983: 104 ) 
A. Brillouet (1978 : 197) 
The People's Korea (30. 3. 1985: 3) 
Statistisches Bundesamt Wiesbaden (1984: 72) 

1976 1982 

6.6 15.3 

410 810 

70 76 

15 

33 

49 

1984 1989 (plan) 

55.7 100 

82.5 120 

7.6 15 

14.4 20 

5 7 

2.8 5 

840 1500 
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<:I Table 3: The Devefapmen t af Foreign Trode between the DPRK and the CMEA Counlries 
~ 

~ 

o 

'" 

Ymlr 

1955 

1960 

1965 

1970 

1974 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

(Unit: million US-dollars) 

Trnde with the C:\t1EA 
Exports Imports Totu l 

3 
Ex - Im 

4 1 2 

40 . 9 

91. 1 

111 .9 

195.7 

280.3 

562.58) 

418.90 ) 

578.4c) 

517.1c ) 

51. 7 

67.1 

111.8 

270.7 

338 . 6 

92.6 - 10.8 

158.2 .. 24.0 

223.7 .. 0.1 

466.4 - 75.0 

618.9 - 58.3 

568 . 38) 1174.8b) - 5.8 

463.90) 930.5d) - 45.0 

519.1c ) 1l48.1d)" 59.3 

433.1c) 984.6d)" 84.0 

a) without Mongolia. Vietnam and GDR 

b) without Mongolia and Vietnam 

Trnde with the USSR 
Export s Imports Totul Ex - Im 

8 567 

40.8 

74 . 7 

88.3 

143.2 

196.5 

438 . 0 

347.0 

499.5 

438.6 

44.1 

39.4 

89.8 

230 . 0 

256.7 

443.4 

383.9 

438.8 

353.0 

84.9 - 3.3 

114.1 .. 35.3 

178.1 - 1.5 

373.2 -86.8 

453.0 - 60.0 

881.4 - 5.4 

730.9 - 36.9 

938.3 .. 60 .7 

791.6 • 85 .6 

c) without MongoBa. Vietnam. Cuba and GDR 

d) without Mongoiia. Vietnam and Cuba 

Sourees : J . S. Chung (1974 : 130) 
H. Brezinski 0979: 151 ) 
u. N. Yearbook of International Trade Statistiscs . various editions 
lMF - Direction of Trade. various editions 
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Plan, Robert, External Debt Rescheduling, Monzsche Verlags- und Univer . 

sitätsbuchhandlung. Schrütenreihe Recht - Wirtschaft - Außenhandel, hrsg. 

von P. DoraJt und H. Haschek. Wien 1985 , 288 Seiten, ÖS 248,-

Plan untersucht das hochaktuelle Thema der Umschuldung von Auslunds-

schulden. In der Einleitung befaßt sich der Autor allgemein mit 

Länderris iko, Illiquidität , Zahlungsunfähigkeit und mit der 

Wahrscheinlichkeit, da ß ein Land seine Zahlungsunfähigkeit e rklärt. Im 

e rsten und zweiten Kapitel werden Techniken und Proble me de r 

Umschuldungen im Rahmen des Pariser Clubs (staatliche und s taatlich 

der Umschuldungen mit den Geschäftsb anke n garantierte Kredite> bzw. 

a usführlic h behandelt. Im nächs ten Kapitel geht es um die Auswirkunge n 

die Reaktionen der von Umsc huldungen auf die Banken, um 

Bankaufsichtsbehörden sowie um die Rückwirkungen auf die 

Za hlungsbilanzen der Schuldnerländer. Es folgen Fallstudien zu Polen und 

Mexiko. Im Anhang finden s ich Daten über die Umschuldungen bis Anfang 

1984. eine kurze Beschreibung des amerikanischen Bankensystems und eine 

Zusammenfassung von 23 Vor schlägen zur " Lösung" des 

Verschuldungsproblems. Ein Register erleichtert die Benützung des Buches. 

Ins gesamt ha ndelt es sic h um eine sehr nützliche u nd deta il reiche Arbeit, 

die jedem, der sic h mit dem Problem de r internationalen Verschuldung 

befaßt. empfohlen werden kann. 

Kurt Mauler 

Journal für EntwiCklungspolitik 2. 1986, S. 111 - 114 

Welzk, Stefan, Nationalkapitalismus versus Weltmarktintegration? Rumänien 

1830 - 1944 und Entwicklungskonzept zentrale Planwirtschaft - Paradigma 

Rumänien. Band 76 und 77. SozialwissenschaftIiche StUdien zu 

internationalen Problemen. Verlag Breitenbach , Saarbrücken und Fort 

Lauderdale 1982, 199 und 519 Seiten 

Die beiden Bände bilden eine analytische Unte rsuchung der Wirtsc hafts ­

entwicklung Rumäniens vom ersten Drittel des vorigen Jahrhunderts bis ca. 

1980. Der Autor will die Möglichkeit einer autozentrierten EntwiCklung im 

Rahmen einer zentralen Planwirtschaft studieren. 

Um 1830 begann die 

Fürstentümer Walachei und 
Integration Rumäniens (damals noch 

Moldau) in den Weltmarkt. Das Land war 

die 

ein 
wichtiger Produzent und Exporteur von Getreide. Der 

beherrschte die Landwirtschaft, die Bewirtschaftung des 
jedoch durch Kleinbauern. die Teilpächter 

Großgrundbesit z 

Bodens erfolgte 

waren. Die 
Produktionss te igerungen bei Getreide erfolgten vor allem durch Ausweitung 

der bebauten Fläche. kaum durch Produktivitäts for tschritte . Die Aufhebung 

der Leibeigenschaft (1864) brachte keine Verbesserung der bereits elenden 

Lage der Bauern. Ablösezahlungen verhinderten sowohl die Entstehung 

e ines Massenmarktes wie auch die Modernis ierung de r Produktion. Der 

Verfall des Weizenpreises infolge der überseeischen Konkurren z 
verschlimmerte noch die Lage. 

Um Getreide exportieren zu können. wurde der rumänische Markt für 

ausländische Indust rie waren geöffnet. Dies führte zu einer weitgehenden 

Zerstörung des e inheimischen Handwe rk s und Gewerbes. Ab 1885 versuchte 

man, mit Hilfe von Schutzzöllen und mit ausländischem Kapital eine Industrie 

aufzubauen. Dieser Versuch scheiterte vor allem an der fehlenden 

Massenkaufkraft. "Jenseits der exklavenhaften ölbranc he waren die 

Indust riali s ie rungs fortschritte dürftig. Nicht nur gegenüber den westlichen 

Industrienationen sondern auch gegenÜber den Nachbarlände rn Ungarn und 

Rußland nahm der Entwicklungs rückstand zu ... Die Kaufkraft schwäche 

einer verelendeten Bevölkerung war durch keine noch so ent schiedene 

SChutzzollpolitik zu beheben." (Bd. 1, S. 62) 

Ind us trialiSie rung für de n Inlandsbedarf war das WirtSChaftspolitische 

Ziel nach de m Ersten Weltkrieg. Eine Agrarreform, die nie wirklich 
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