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goods are taken account of in Russian national
income estimates; services rendered by  the
government, personal services, and passenger
transportation are excluded. “Where there is
no commodity production there is no creation
of national income.” *
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Thus one of two things could be done to com-
pare Russian income estimates with the United
States income statistics. Either the categories
omitted in the Russian computations might be
evaluated and added to the Russian totals, or,
conversely, the items included in the United
States figures but excluded in the USS.R.
might be deducted from the American aggre-
gates. The latter alternative, however, while
perhaps not presenting any serious statistical
difficulties, is unsatisfactory; for a number of
reasons_the American income concept yields
more significant measurements than the one
adopted in Russia. The former procedure, on

*A. Zalkind, “K Voprosu o Metodakh Tchislenia Norod-
nozo Dokbods” (“On the Question of Computation of N
tonal Income”) in Problensy Ekonomibi, 130, No. 1, p. 142
For 4 more cxtensive discussion of the Russian national in-
come concept of, Paul Studenskd, “Methods of Estimating
Natiom! Tncome in Soviet Russia® in Studies in Incone and
Wealth, Vol. virt (Natiosal Bureau of Economic Research,
New Vork, 1946), pp. 105 .

227

the other hand, is rendered impracticable by
the following peculiarity of the Soviet income
statistics.

Tt will be noticed that the official income
statistics in Table 1 are calculated in “rubles
of 1926/27 purchasing power” The income
elements excluded in the Soviet concept of na-
nal income could be assessed, if at all, only
in current prices. But since the release of price
indices has been discontinued since 1931 * and
the relationship between the current prices and
the “constant 1926/27 prices” is therefore un-
known, it would be impossible to add the
omitted items to the officially published income
figures even if their magnitudes could be esti-
mated accurately. This points to the second
and perhaps even more disturbing difficulty in
connection with Soviet income statistics. The
use of 1926/27 prices for the evaluation of cur-
rent output would be unobjectionable if all its
components were expressed in 1926/27 prices.
This is, however, not the Russian practice. Com.
modities that were produced in the USSR, in
1026/27 are included in the income measure-
ments of later years at their 1926/27 prices. A
large number of items, however, whose produ
tion was iated in Russia in the course of the
Five Year Plans, i.e., after 1926/27, are entered
into the income calculation at the prices they
commanded when their production was first
taken up.*

‘The characterization of the income statistics
published for the last 15-20 years as represent-
ing estimates of Russia’s net output of material
goods in 1026/27 prices is therefore inaccurate.
Alarge and ever growing part of Russia’s na-
tional product — commadities produced by the
industries created in the course of the indus-
trialization effort — are not valued in 1026/27
prices. Since it is known that considerable price
increases have taken place in most years of the
period of the Five Year Plans, the prices of the
commodities included in the national income
caleulations in the years of their introduction
were higher than they would have been in
1926/27. Tt is evident that this procedure im-
parts an upward bias to the Soviet income esti-
mates, a bias that exaggerates mainly the in-

*A. Bayko, The Development of the Soviet Economic
System (Cambridge, 1946), p. 167
“CE. Appendis, Section T
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dustrial growth during the first and part of the
second Five Year Plans when an important part
of total output had to be attributed to new
products.®

Then there is a further perplesity. On a
number of important economic variables, statis-
tical information is released in terms of current
rubles. The annual budget of the USSR,
the total wage bill, estimates of the trade turn-
over, etc., are all calculated in rubles of the
respective year. This makes it impossible to
relate these magnitudes o the size of the na-
tional income, and to draw any conclusions
regarding the internal structure of the Soviet
economy.

Finally, Russian of
any possibilities for comparisons of the value
of the Russian national product with that, say,
of the United States. Problematical as sucl
ternational comparisons may be in any case,
even approximate estimates are precluded by
expressing Soviet income in terms of “constant
1926/27 prices.”

Tn what follows, a different approach to the
problem is therefore suggested. The size of
Russia’s income and product can be estimated
for different years in current prices of those
years. Available statistics, incomplete and am-
biguous as they frequently are, permit a cal-
culation that is based on the concepts customary
in the United States. Some indications in Rus-
sian sources, and rather “heroic” computations,
make it possible to attempt a rough evaluation
of the Russian magnitudes in terms of American
dollars.

The estimate of Russia’s gross national prod-
uct and national income submitted below covers
only the year 1940. While further rescarch is
needed to expand these estimates to other years
and to secure more complete and accurate data,
the present attempt may help to indicate the
method and convey an approximate idea of the
size of Russia’s economic potential on the eve
of her entry into World War I1.

INCOME AND PRODUCT ESTIMATES

Tn 1940 the State Planning Commission of
the U.SSR. (Gosplan) published a monograph

5Ci. on this point Dr. Alexander Gerschenkron elewhere
i this symposiom.
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presenting an analysis of moncy income and
expenditure of the Soviet population® In the
year 1038, according to this study, 67.6 per
cent of the total money income received by the
population of the USS.R. consisted of wages
and salaries. In 1934 this percentage was 66.6
per cent. The smallness of the change that oc-
curred in four years which otherwise witnessed
far-reaching developments in the economic
structure of the country, suggests that this ra
may be regarded as fairly stable On the as-
sumption that its increase from 1938 to 1940
was similar to that from 1034 to 1938, it may
be permissible to accept 68.1 per cent for 1940
When this percentage is applied to “the aggre-
gate payroll of workers and office employees in
the national economy of the USSR of 161
billion rubles in 1940," a total money income
of about 236.42 billion rubles ™ is obtained.
To this has to be added agricultural produce
consumed on farms, which may be estimated as
follows. Margolin’s study mentioned above in-
dicates that the total money income of the agri-
cultural population (received for work per-
formed on collective farms and for output sold
on the free market) in 1038 represented 12.3
per cent of the aggregate money income of the
population. This percentage is rather volatile
Tn 1934 it was 17.1, and significant variations
may have been taking place from year to year,
depending among other things on the quality of
the crop and the size of the marketed share.

“N.S. Marsolin, Bolons Deneznykh Dockodos i Raskho-
dov Naselenia (The Bolance of Mones Income and Expends.
ires of the Population), Moscow, 1950

"It may be iteresting to note that total compensation of
workers and employees in the United States constituted in
4o and 1641 bout 68 per cnt of the total national income.
(Survey of Carrent Business, February 1942, Supplement,
poz)

*From 1954 to 1938 it increased by 15 per cent, Assum-
ing that the increase was evenly distributed, 0.7 per cent
would be the increase in two vears.

*N. Voznesensky, Chajrman of the State Planaing Com-
mision of the USSR, Econonic Resulis of the USSR, in
7040 and the Plan of Notional Ecomonsic Development for
ro41, Moscow, 1941, Mr. Vomesendky cites in this report
o magnitudes for “the aggrezate payeoll of workers a
offce employees in the national economy of the USS,
Cras.7 billion rubles o p. 10 and 161 billin rables on p. 33
There are very strong reasons Lo accept the higher fzure for
the purposes of the prescat calulation, since the lower cov-
ers only a part of income receivers. This i discussed in some
detail clseshere in his symposium by Dr. Abram Rergson.

, 16103100

s

=642




[image: image3.png]APPRAISALS OF RUSSIAN ECONOMIC STATISTICS

The crop in 1940 is reported to have been on
the whole normal; it may be appropriate to use
for that year the average of the 1934 and 1938
ratios, i.e., 14.7 per cent. The money income of
the agricultural population from sales of agri-
cultural produce and for work performed on
the collective farms thus would amount to 34.75
billion rubles.! This, however, constitutes
only that part of the money receipts of agri-
culture which the collective farms and other
agricultural enterprises pay out to their owners,
members, or employees. As Margolin pointed
out in an earlier publication,' about 25 per cent
(11.58 billion rubles) of the total money re-
ceipts of agricultural enterprises are retained
in the form of a collective fund, for payment of
teachers, agronomists, and other purposes. The
total value of the marketed share of the gross
agricultural output would therefore be 46.33
billion rubles.*® This marketed share in 1938
constituted 42 per cent of the total value of
gross agricultural output (measured in current
prices).? It is assumed for the purposes of this
calculation that approximately the same pro-
portion (40 per cent) is valid for 1040 The
value of gross agricultural output would have
amounted then to 1158 billion rubles® The
value of net agricultural output, that is, agri-
cultural produce leit after allowing for waste,

. Mareolin, Voprosy Balansa Denesnykh Doklodov
§ Rasthodoo Noselonia (Questions of the Balance of Money
Incomes and Espenditures of the Population), Moscow-
Leningad, 1959, pp- 75 .

o 3475x 100

633

75

1 M. Keasnolobov, Planirovanie i Uchot Narodnogo
Dothods (Planing ond Accounting of Notional Income),
Moscow-Leningrad, zg10, Chapter 1v; cf. also 5. N. Pro.
Kopovics, Rusdand Volkiscirscholt unter dew Soviets (Ric-
s Economy under the Sovints), Zurch-New York, 1944,
D238 .

*1n the years immediately preceding the war, the Soviet
Government did s utmost to withdraw from the country-
side 2 much azricultural produce s possible in order to
bolkter its emergeney stocks, Nevertheless, it would appear
umwvarranted to assume & marketed share Jarer than 40 per
cent of aross agricultural output

b33 %100 This understates somewehat the value
wHBEI0_ 08 of total agricaliural output at mor-

w© ket prices, since part of the mar-
heted share of the output Is old Lo the zovernment at prices
Tower than the average market price. Tt is believed, however,
that this does not inroduce a major error in our estimates.
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feed for animals, set-asides for seeds, etc., is
estimated, for vety good crop years such as
1037, to be about 75 per cent of the value of
gross output. For a poor year it may go down
as low as 62 per cent.” Since, as mentioned
above, 1940 is generally reported to have been
a fair year of agricultural production, 70 per
cent is assumed to represent the ratio of net
agricultural production to gross agricultural
output. The value of net output in 1940 rubles
is accordingly estimated at 81.06 billion, and
the quantity of agricultural produce consumed
on the farm would have been worth 34.73 bil-
Tion. rubles (81.06 billion minus the marketed
share of 46.33 billion).

Most other data needed for the present rough
calculations of gross national product are con-
tained in the annual budget message of the gov-
ernment ™and are included in Tables 2, 3, and 4.

Tante 2. Gross Natioxat Propuet of i USSR,
IN 140 (AT MARKET PRICES)

(Uit billons of current rubles)

Total money income paid out to the population *
Agticultural produce consumed on furms +
Collective income of the agricultural population *

Tncome pavments (including income in kind)
Deductions
Personal tases

044
Disposable income e
Deductions: savinzs, voluntary contributions, etc2 1891
of whi
Borroiing by goversment from popula-
tion i oeo
Tncreased balances in savings banks§ | 150
Conumer expenditure st

Additions
Government espenditure an goods and services |
Gross investment in the entire ecanomy (outside

of the zovermment budet) §

w6053

e

Gross mational product 43220

S calubions i ot

1§ Em e S ¥ fotaat 18 o et

b G e bak of Satmath s 90 publication, o cit
b ahot 00 Ce B ol s ncome bl o o S
T ested o g ot sine, oy cobtbutons, purchs of
ey tond, S

A g Ny Shereroin SR (Natonsl Sasings n

e SRy B, Py s, vy o
TS gotehent cxpeadiore f 17556 Bl s ransir gy
et of 154 ilon G Table 5

SN, Prokoposic, 0p. cit, p. 355.

A C. Zyerev, Minister of Finance of the USSR, 0
Gosudarstewnom Biudsete SSSR na 1041 cod (On the Siate
Budget of the USSR, for 1911), Moscow, 19415 cf. also
Iesestya of February a6, 1941





[image: image4.png]230
Tante 3. — Nariovar Incoue or 1iie USSR, 1 1940
(a7 Factor Cost)

(Unit: bilions of current rubles)

Income pasments + Tasens

Additions
Net profits of enterprises in the national econ-
amy 2203
Contributions to social insurance ¢ 915
sust
Deductions 1243
Transfer payments
Relif to mothers of masy children 2
General elier 104
Socil insurance dishursements 239
Payments on government debt By
National income 50138

T
SR Tk et 1. Doty Gansdomscenons Hiutecs SSSR

Gt o o St Buierof the 0SSR ekt 5 00
Eo e e ot 1801 s

TapLE 4. — RELATION 0F NATIoNAL INCOME 10 Gross
NATIONAL PRODUCT 1¥ 1940

(Wit bilions of current rubles)

Natioml income 30138
Additions
Tusiness taxes (tarmover tax) * 10585
Depreciation in al branches of the national econ.
omy 1550
Discrepancy 856

Gross matiom product

e e skt of e i Mesase an P, A, Kb

bt s S0 CrorSetn o e oy o]
PR DS
VALUATION IN US. DOLLARS

The statistics secured thus far permit some
important conclusions. It may be well, how-
ever, to postpone their discussion and to at-
tempt first to evaluate the Russian magnitudes
in US. dollars.

Mr. Kolganov, a noted Soviet writer on na-
tional income problems, in 1940 ventured the
following estimates of national income for the
USSR, and the USA:

Country  Vewr I billonsof 1920/ 57 rubles
USSR 1037 953
USA. g 2063

The United States income in 1929 measured in
1926/27 rubles was thus 214.7 per cent of the
Russian 1937 income measured in 1926/27

M. Kolganov, “Narodns Dokhod SSSR i Osmovnaya
Ekonomicheskaia Zadzcha” (“National Income of the
USSR and the Fundumental Feonomic Task™ in Pro-
blemy Ekonomiki, 1940, No. 4. C1.also M. Kalganov et al.
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rubles. The author allows for the difierence in
income concepts employed in both countries
and evaluates the American income in terms of
the Russian concept at §5.9 billion 1929 dol-
lars.® Russian income in 1937, expressed in
American dollars of 1929 purchasing power was
559
2147
Russian statistics presented in Table 1, Russian
national income measured in 1926/27 rubles
increased from 1037 {0 1040 by 30.3 per cent,
Tt thus amounted in 1940 o 33.93 billion 1929
dollars.** Wholesale prices in the United States
declined from 1020 to 1040 by 17.5 per cen
Therefore, Russian national income in 1040
measured in 1940 dollars was 27.99 billion.

‘This caleulation is based, however, on the
Russian concept of national income. As men-
tioned above, Mr. Kolganov estimates that 33
per cent of the American national income in
1920 was attributable to components excluded
from the Russian concept. These income ele-
ments make, however, a much lesser contribu-
tion to Russian national product.

1. Krasnolobov #* has estimated that in 1037
90 per cent of all gainfully employed were en-
gaged in “material production” contributing to
formation of national income in its Russian
concept. Only 10 per cent, in other words, were
occupied with activities that are not taken ac-
count of in Russian income sfatistics. On the
assumption that the value product of these 10
per cent is on the average the same as of the 0o
per cent “engaged in material production,” we
have to increase Kolganov's estimate accord-
ingly. The value of Russian national income in
1040 in 1940 dollars then equals 31.10 billion.
Since the national income constitutes 70 per
cent of gross national product in 1940,%* gross
national product in 1940 valued in 1940 dollars

thus —222-= 26,04 billion. According to official

arodny Dokhod SSSR (National Incone of the USSR,
Mascow, 1930,

= In terms of the American concept, the United States
income in 1929 was 833 billon dollars. United States De
partment of Commerce, Statitical Abstract of the United
e, 1946, p. 270, The adustment made by Koleanov to
eiminate services, passenger transportation, and services
sendered by government amounts to about one-third of total
national income.

boxtion
S

 Statistcal Absteact, 0p. cit, p. 283

=0p. it G Table 4 above.
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amounts to 44.43 billion** The “purchasing
power parity” accordingly was 9.73 rubles per
US. dollar This corroborates the fre-
quently expressed view that the official ex-
change rate of 5 rubles per US. dollar even in
1940 had seriously overvalued the Soviet ruble.
It may be also worth mentioning in this con-
nection that the “courtesy rate” accorded by
Soviet authorities to foreign diplomatic and
consular agencies operating in the USSR.
was 12 rubles per US. dollar.

ON THE ALLOCATION OF
NATIONAL INCOME

Some conclusions may now be drawn from
these rather tedious computations:

Total gross investment in the national econ-
omy channeled through the budget was reported
for 1040 at 571 billion rubles. Profits
ploughed back directly by enterprises amounted
1o 17.08 billion rubles. The appropriations
for the Armed Forces and for the Ministry of
Tnternal Affairs® (a paramilitary organization)
was 6314 billion rubles* Together, these
outlays absorbed 137.33 billion rubles or 31.8
per cent of the gross national product as calcu-
lated above. It is interesting to note that this
distribution of the 1040 income between invest-
ment and armament on one side and current
civilian uses on the other corresponds fairly
well with the estimates made by the Chairman
of the State Planning Commission, N. Vozne-
sensky.2* According to this source, the share of
total output devoted to current civilian pur-
poses was 73.6 per cent in 1937 and was ex-
pected to be 712 per cent in 1942. Interpolat-
ing for 1040, we get 72.2 per cent as the ratio of
current civilian outlay to total output envis-
aged for that year. Such disagreement as there
is between the Russian and our own calculations

45 a check on this estimate, another Russian source for
 dallar cvaluation of Saviet national income i used in Ap-
pendis, Section 2
13220
e
*In 1940 scll caled People’s Commissarat for Intemal
Affiz,
7 These fizures are taken from the Budget Messaze for
op. cit
STA Stalinskie Piatiletki Stroiteltva Sotsialims
Thece Stalin Five Year Plans of Socilist Construction”)
in Bolshesik, 1940, No. 1, . 70; cf. ako 1. M. Krasnolobov,
o cit, Chapter T

o
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may be due partly to the difference in the in-
come concepts used.® Tts smallness would sug-
gest that the estimates presented above cannot
be very far off the mark

The significance of these statistics becomes
more apparent if the magnitudes involved are
visualized in dollar terms. Out of gross na-
tional product of about 44.4 billion dollars,
about 14.1 billion dollars were spent in 1040 on
investment and military preparedness. Thus,
about 30.3 billion dollars worth of goods and
services were available for the civilian popula-
tion." It is estimated that the population of
the Soviet Union in 1040 consisted of 108 mil-
lion people The per capita current civilian
outlay amounted thus to 153 dollars annually.
The roughly corresponding figure. for the
United States for the same year is about 600
dollars,

This distressingly low level of welfare has to
be borne in mind when the magnitude of the
sacrifice necessitated by the industrialization
effort is considered. It is also against the back-
ground of this poverty that Russia’s perform-
ance during the war and much of Russia’s policy
after the war have to be appraised.

= Moreover, it is quite likely that the danger of Russivs
early invalvemént in the war induced the Soviet Government
to “ighten the belts” in 1o40 even more than oriinally
plaaned.

A further check is supplied by 3 comparicon of the dis-
posable money income of individuals 25 caleulated above
with the retal trade tmover. Deducting from total money
Income (236,42 billion rubles) 28.35 billion saved and spent
on taes, voluntary contributions, cfc, we obtain 20807
billon rables as an cstimate of spendable funds in the
hands of the population in 1040 The relail twmover of
state and conperative trade amounied in 1040 10 174.5 billion
fubles. (N Vormesensky, Economic Resul's of the /55K,
in 1040 and the Plan for Netional Economic Development
For r01. p. 13)

Margolin (in his 1059 study) cstimates that sbout 10
per cont of total purchases in the state end cooperative trade.
ystem were made by organizations and enterprises rather

o by individuals, This would leave 157,05 billon rubles
th of goods sold to the population by the state and co-
operative trade system. A laree parl of the @ of 5100
billion rubles can be accounted for, however. About 10 per
cent of total income (or about 2 billion rubles) was spent
on teavel, entertainment, communal services, ctc. (Margalin,
1040 study). To these 23 billon rubles we have to add
about 2o billion used for purchases of zoods on the free
market — outside o the state and cooperstive trade network.

Thi understates somewhat tola] consumption. since
rents in the Soviet Union are very low if not entiely aom-
nal,

A Bergson, “The Fourth Five Year Plan: Heavy
versus Consumers’ Goods Tndustsies” in Political Science.
Quarterty, Vol. 1t No. 3, June 1947, p. 199
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APPENDIX

1. “1926/27 Ruble” Statistics

As mentioned in the preceding text, total outpat
is valued in Soviet production statistics in terms of
the prices that prevailed in Russia in the year
1926/27. From such descriptions of the valuation
procedures as are available, it has been known for
some time that they tended to exaggerate strongly
the growth of industrial output under the Five Vear
Plans. Commodities that were produced in Russia
in 1926/27 were valued for statistical purposes at
the prices they commanded in that fiscal vear. Con-
modities, on the other hand, that were not yet pro-
duced in Russia in 1926/27 but were introduced
Tater were not appraised at hypothetical 1926/27
prices but were added to the total at the prices for
which they sold after their production had gone
beyond the esperimental stage.¥* Since prices have
increased almost continuously ever since the begin-
ning of the industrialization effort, this method
would have caused some bias even if these com-
modities were only few. In fact, however, their
share of total output became very considerable to-
ward the end of the first and throughout the second
Five Year Plan. As an example of items which were
not produced at all in prerevolutionary Russia (and
therefore presumably not in 1926/27 by which time
the economy of the country barely returned to the
1913 levels) but were turned out in a large volume
in 1037, a Soviet writer % lists ferro alloys, alum;
num, rubber, automobiles, tractors, various modern
amms, etc.

Furthermore, certain changes in industrial clas-
sification were carried through in the beginning of
the Five Year Plans period. Forestry, fishing, and
hunting were reclassified in 1929 from agriculture to
industry, thus increasing statistically the volume of
industrial output. At the same time, a number of
production activities previously conducted by self-
suppliers were taken over {o some extent by indus-
rial enterprises (cooking, tailoring, shoemaking, re-
pair of agricultural machinery, etc.). This is the
reverse of the classical case of 2 gentleman marrying

A L Rotshtcin, Problemy Promyshlennoi Statistiti
SSSR (Prablens of Indwstrial Statistics of the USSR),
Leningrad, 1936 cf. sleo S. N. Prokopovics, op. cite and
the sources quoted there

* Constructinn, which assumed large proportions during
the industriaization ears, was also valued at cost and thus
included in the total value of output,

=P, Belov, "0 Voennoi | Ekonomicheskoi Moshehi Sot-
salisticheskogo Gasudarstva” (“On the Military and Eco-
nomic Might of the Socilist State”) in Bolsheuik, 1940, No.
409D 47, . CE. alo the essay by Dr. Gerschenkron in this
mposium.

his cook, and leads to the reverse result of increas-
ing reported output ¥

Tt would appear to be faitly certain, however, that
these considerations do not affect the valuation of
agricultural ovtput in 1926/27 prices. New prod-
ucts have not been introduced in agriculture, al-
though significant changes have taken place in the
distribution of total output between different crops.
It was therefore possible to apply the prices that
existed in 1926/27 to changing quantities of identi-
cal agricultural produce. Such errors as may exist
in Russian statistics of agricultural output would be
due to inadequate assessment of the size of physical
output rather than to employment of inappropriate
values.

To my knowledge, there is no way of measuring
the bias involved in the industrial production statis-
ties. The following calculation may be interesting
nevertheless. Although not conclusive with respect
to industrial prices, since in 1913 they were hiher
in Russia than in the United States, it sugeests that
the 1926/27 ruble valuation of agricultural output
may be nearly correct.

A Industrial Output
Industrial prices in Russia in 1926/27 increased
by o7 per cent, compared with 1913.2%
‘The exchange rate of the ruble in 1913 was s¥.51
US. cents®
Wholesale prices in the US. from 1013 to 1037
increased by 23.6 per cent <
“The value of gross output of Russian industy in
1037 was 9.5 billion 1026/27 rubles.*
=48.5 billion 1913 rubles
4.98 billion 1913 dollars
=30.88 billion 1937 dollars.

* L. S. N. Prokopovies, 0p.cit, p. 357; also &. Bergson,
op. cit.pp. 22,
1t has been pointed out by  number of students of
Russian agriculture that the assessment of annual crops as
practiced in Rusia (appraisal in the fld rather than after
actual harvesting) is bound to lead to ingccurate and usually
exagzerated estimates of total output. That not eversthing
s well with this procedure s indiectly confirmed by 1
fecent artcl in Pravda (June 2, 1047) where the chief in-
spector for crop estimates, Mr. Savelev, stresses the necessity
for 2 thoroush overhauling of the assessment techniques.
 Friedrich Palluck, Die Plancirtshaitlicken Verviche in
der Sowjetunion 1917-1037 (Fsperiments in Planed Econ
omy i the Soviet Union, to17-1927), Leiptis, 1920, p. 351
» Board of Governars of the Federa] Reserve Sssiem,
Baking and Monelary Statistics (Washington, D. C. 1543).
b 677 “Statistical Abstract, op. cit, p. 354
“Treti piatictni Plan Rasvitia Narodogo Khosi
Seiuzu SR, 1035-1042 (Third Five Year Plan of Economic
Development of the USSR, 1935-1042), Moscow, 1939,
B 198,
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Gross output of Russian industry in 1937 dollars,
according to a Russian valuation, & was worth 10.85
billion dollars. 357 per cent less than the
dollar valuation just arrived at. ‘This difference may
be partly due to the difference of industrial prices in
1913 as between the United States and Russia:
partly however it may represent the over-valuation
of industrial output resulting from the upward bias
of the Russian index.

B. Agricultural Output

For the agricultural sector, the picture is quite
different

Agricultural prices in Russia in 1926/27 increased
by 57 per cent, compared with 191342

Farm prices in the U.S. from 1913 10 1037 in-
creased by 20.8 per cent.i*

Gross output of agriculture in 1937 was 20.12
billion 1926/27 rubles.

= 1282 billion 1013 rubles
= 6.60 billion 1913 dollars (converting the
1913 rubles into US. dollars by
the exchange rate in 1913)
7.97 billion 1037 dollars.

Gross output of Russian agriculture in 1037 ac-
cording to the Russian source 4 = 8.04 billion 1937
dollars.

The discrepancy here is negligible.

11. Valuation of Russian Tncome in Dollar Terms

‘The following cstimates of the U.S S.R. 1940 gross
national product in dollar terms, by the Russian
author just cited, may be also of interest as a check
of the calculations presented in the text (Section 3).

A. O the Dasis of the ratio between agricultural
output of the U.SS.R. and the U.S.
(1) USS.R. gross agricultural output in 1937
20,12 billion 1026/27 rubles
=714 per cent of U.S. gross agricultural
output in 137 ¢
71.4 per cent of 11.27 billion 1937 dol-
lars
= 805 billion 1937 dollars

A Notkin, “Sootnoshenie Sredsty Profsvodsiva | Pred-
metoy Nakoplenia” (“Relation between Means of Production
and_ Objects of Accumulation”) in Problemy Ekonomiti,
1910, No. 10, pp. 45 . The author, a well-known Russian
economisl, docs not disclose the methods by which he ar-
sived at His revaluations of the Russian output in US. dol-
lars. His statistics have to be used, nevertheles, since this
Kind of intormation s the best aveilable in Sovet sources.

© Friedrich Pollock, loc. cit

“ Staistical Absiract, loc. <.

“Third Five Vear Plan, 0p. it p. 108

@A, Notkin, op. cit.

“Third Five Yoar Plan, op.cit, p. 107,

A Notkin, op. cit

@ Stotstcal Abstract, op. cit, p. 623,
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(2) USS.R. gross ageicultural output in 1940
3 billion 1926/27 rubles

805323
= 7.54 billion 1940 dollars (revaluing by
the index of U.S. farm prices)?
=115.8 billion 1940 rubles **
R. net agricultural output in 1930
= 5.28 billion 1940 dollars
=81.06 billion 1940 rubles
(4) USSR, national income 1940
= 302.38 billion 1940 rubles **
.70 billion 1940 “agricultural” dollars
302,38 x5, :B)
TBio6
B. On the basis of the ratio between the valucs of
industrial output in current rubles and in dollars.
(1) USSR gross industrial output in 1937
5.5 billion 1926/27 rubles ™
32.7 per cent gross U.S. industrial out-
put in 1937 %
=327 per cent of 6o.7x billion 1937 dol-
Tars ™
= 19.85 billion 1937 dollars
(2) USSR, gross industrial output in 1040
38 billion 1926/27 rubles ¥
= 2868 billion rg37 dollars

( xxzﬁ)"

5
26.12 billion 1940 dollars (revalued by
indes of wholesale prices)

In order to evaluate the national income in terms
of “industrial” dollars, we have to establish the
value of the 1940 net industrial output in 1940 cur-
rent rublos.

The budget message indicates that total cost of

= 9.20 billion 1037 dollars (

A, Bergson, loc. cit.

© Statstical Abstract, op. cit, p. 253 the index of farm
prices from 1937 (o 1040 declined by 180 per cent.

1. caleulation in the text, second section.

= Net agricultural output s assumed to be 70 per cent
of ross asricultural output. CI. S. N. Prokopovicr, for. cit

 CL Table 3 above.

ST Five Vear Plan, of. cit. p. 107
&, Notkin, of. cil.

= Statistical Abstract, op. cit, p. 505,

N Vornesensky, op. ci, p. 14

=Since the abjection agiinst fhe use of the so-called
1926/27 rubles valuation for measurement of industrial
production refess mainly to the period from 1028 ta 1037
when the production of many new items was Laken up by
Soviet industrics (see appendis, Section 1), it may be per-
missble to accept the offcially recorded inérease from 1037
t0 1040, although it undoubtedly contains a bias due 10
exaggerated weights given these new industrial products,

= Statistcal Abstract, op. cit, p. 253. The indes from
1037 10 1940 declined by 8. per cent.
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gross output of Russian industry was approximately
two hundred billion rubles. A rough calculation
malking use of the relation between the industrial
wage bill and all other costs in earlier years would
suggest 220 billion as the more appropriate fizure.
Profts cared by industry amounted in 1940 to 14.2
billion rubles. ™ The total value of industrial gross
output could thus be estimated at about 234.2 bil-
lion rubles. Net industrial output is assimed to
have amounted o 55 per cent of gross output °! or
22881 billion 1040 rubles = 14,57 billion 100 dol-
lars. “This can be used to obtain a figure of 33.75

# A K. Suichkov et al, 0p.cit, p. 56,

1 Krasnolobov, “Faktory Rosta Narodnozo Dokhoda
« Sotsialisticheskom Obshishestee” (Factors of Growth of
National Income in & Socialst Society) in Problemy Ebo-
ok, No. 5, 1030, p. 62

THE REVIEW OF ECONOMIC STATISTICS

billion “industrial” dollars of 1940 purchasing power
302,38 % u;,ﬁ)
2542
weighted average can be computed, on the assump-
tion that the “exchange rate” of the ruble per dollar
for all segments of the economy except agriculture
i the same as the industrial rate. This computation
leads to a_national income of 29.08 billion 040
dollars and to a_gross national product of 42.83
billion 1940 dollars.® The “purchasing_power
parity” is 0.1 rubles per U.S. dollar. The discrep-
ancy between this estimate and the one presented
in the text is well within the margin of error to be
expected in such calculations.

for national income in 1940 (

© Adding to nations] income depreciation and business
taxes constituting 5o per cent of gross national product (C.
Table 1)

A PROBLEM IN SOVIET STATISTICS!

Abram Bergson

1

There is an obvious inconsistency in the goals
for employment and wages in the Fourth Tive
Year Plan, which was published in March 1046.
The plan indicates that the goal for 1950 for
the “number of wage earners and salaried
workers® in the national cconomy of the USSR”
is 33.5 millions, and for “the average annual
earnings of wage earners and salaried workers
in the national economy of the USSR,” 6000
rubles* The stated goal for the “payroll of
wage carners and salaried workers for the na-
tional economy” Is not 200 billion rubles
(6000 x 33.5) but 252.3 billion.

' am indebted to Dr. Aleander Gerschenkron for his
advice and criticism on many points, and ta Mr. Paul Baran
for sugecstions at an early stage.

The Russian terms translated as “wage carmers” and
“alaried workers” are respectively rabockie and sluzhashchic.
According to Soviet usage, rabockie are ordinary workers of
a rank below foremen; shuzhashchie are supervisory and
‘dministrative personnel of the rank of foremen or zbove,
and engineers and offce workers generally, 1t s not clear to
what extent there is a difference in pay period such as pre-
valls betsvoen similar aroups of workers in the United States.

* Provds, March 21, 1046, p. 5. Thi issve of Pravda car.
s the complete text of the Fourth Five Year Plan, as
published. This is clearly only 4 highly condensed version.
The Fist Five Vear Plan oo published occupies four vol-
umes; the Sccond, two; and the Third, one volume of 239
pages; but the Fourth has the dimensions of six pages in
Pravds and o6 pages in 2 pamphlet edition.

On the basis of the available information on
Soviet labor statistics, it seems to be possible to
explain this inconsistency; but the explanation
in turn_conjures up further and less tractable
perplesities regarding the interpretation of
Soviet data in this field. The inquiry, further-
more, discloses treacherous pitfalls in Soviet
labor statistics and certain limitations, which
may be serious, in Soviet procedures for the
collection of statistical data.

Perplexities and pitfalls such as are encoun-
tered here are not peculiar to Soviet data on
Iabor. They appear with disturbing frequency
in many other fields of Soviet staistics. Tn-
deed, these deficiencies n official Soviet data
must be considered among the very basic diffi-
culties in the way of getting at the facts about
Russia. Not only docs the Soviet government
make a practice of withholding information
about its economy; 00 often it scems not t0 be
especially concerned with making clear the
precise meaning of the information it does re-
lease.

The investigation tends at the same time,
however, to confirm a favorable opinion which
the writer believes he holds in common with
most students of the Soviet economy. While
there are many harassing deficiencies, it seems
clear that the Soviet government does not fal-





