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NON-FERROUS METALS - POLICY AﬁD PRODUCTION

In 1956 and 1957, the USSR surprised the West by exporting
appreciably more than 10% (59.2 and 85.4 thousand tons) of its
_domestic aluminium production. In 1958, the Kremlin earned
-considerable unpopularity in the tin-producing countries (Malaya,
Indonesia, Bolivia) by selling tin in large enough quantities '
to bring about a serious reduction in the world market price .2
However, during 1959 the Soviet Union conducted its non-ferrous
metals trade in such an orthodox and well-behaved manner as to
evoke not even the mildest protest from producers in the free
world. S

An zxplanation for this apparent paradox is provided in the
appendix oelow by Colonel Jan. Kowalewski who argues, with a
| wealth of supporting evidence, that although the USSR has been
! self-sufficient in all the main non-ferrous metals since approx-
imately 1956 (see table, p. 9), a continuing problom is caused
by the fact that the communist bloc as aswhole is far from at-

Yaining equilibrium in the supply and demand of non-ferrous
me tals. - :

Throughout 1959, Soviet planners have been making strenuous
efforts to .save copper and lead by persuading industry to re-
place these metals with aluminium. The following quotation
from Planned Economy (No. 1, 1959) is a typical example:

"The rapid.tempo of the development of the aluminium in-
dustry will permit the introduction of aluminium as a manu-
facturing material on a larger scale, providing immense sav-
ings, For example, in the electrical industry a ton of alum-
sinium replaces two tons of copper, and in the cable-making

‘gﬂffgndustry it replaces three tons of lead. A4+ the same time the
production of aluminium requires smaller capital investments
and is cheaper to exploit than the production of copper and
lead. Raw mat erial resources for the production of aluminium
are more wide-spread, more accessible and in practise do not
restrict the development of the aluminium industry. The use.
of aluminium and plastics in the cable industry will save the
state during the seven year plan up to 10 milliard rubles and
will provide savings of more than 400,000 tons of lead and
more than 400,000 tons of copper.™ '

. At the end of last year, the Central Committee, CPSU, published
a letter (December 16th, 1959) urging the less wasteful use of
the non-ferrous metals as a whole, and commending the Orenburg
Sovharkhoz , in particular, for planning to use aluminium as a
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- In other words, although the Soviet Union is reaching self-
gufficienqy.in_non-ferroue metal production, the Soviet ecoqy'
omic bloc, as a whole, is far from being self-sufficient. The
begt proef of that point was the fact that, when the embargo
on copper exports to China was 1lifted, China began to buy -
large quantities of copper wire on the London market, even

though the Soviet Union was exporting copper and copper wire
at the same time. e Lt

-

So mich importance is attached by the Soviet Union +o the

cause of becoming self-sufficient in non-ferrous metal produc-

“tion that development of mining and metallurgy has been con-

ducted regardless of cost. As a result, several "enterprises
were establshed under such unfavorable conditions that they
would be considered uneconomic by Western standards,

Moreover, the economic standards of Soviet mining and metallurgy

.are still poor, because the productivity of labor is still low

/"-Jd technology is, in practice, not yet equal to Western stand-
ards.

‘Thus, there is a considerable loss of metals that could
be recovered by more efficient methods, - 4

y But, for the time being, these economic considerations have
been of secondary importance in the Soviet Union, and the de-

‘velopment of the non-ferrous jindustries has not been hampered

by high costs of production. The Soviet Government, in setting
the planned targets, insisted on only a gradual lowering of
costs of production and improvement in the productivity of la-
bor. ‘ :

In the present seven-year plan, however, this problem has been
given special emphasis and a big reduction in production cogts
is expected during that period. '

Thé exclusive nature of the Soviet non-ferrous metals indus-

try has produced a set of domestic prices for ores, concentrates
P2d metals quite different from those ruling in the Western coun-

"‘,-&es. Using statistics for 1955-58 recently issued by the So-_ -

viet Union, it 15 possible to compare these price levels. For
easy comparison, the prices are shown in the table on the next
bage as indices based on the price of copper, which is taken as
b 3

It will be seen from the table that, although zinc and lead
cost about one-third of the price of copper in the West, zinc
costs three-quarters as much as copper in the Soviet Union, 7

- and lead is one-and-a-quarter times as expensive -as copper.

Nickel, which, in the West, costs only 2.5 times as much per

ton as copper, costs 4.4 times as much in the Soviet Union. Tin
(3.3 times the price of copper in the West) is 18 times more ex-—
pensive than copper. The costs of production of cadmium in Russia
are seven times those in the West, and production costs of co-
balt are eight times the Western costs.

These price levels refer to final products - that is, indus-
trial metals., Buf to allow'the costs of mining and recovering
metals to be evaluated at various stages, special price lists

~are maintained for .metals in ores, in concentrates and as final

me tal products,
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